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Executive summary 

Background and methodology 

This policy note looks at the institutional architecture and organization of the child protection 
service delivery in Russia. The objective is to understand how a complex set of child protection actors 
regulated at federal, regional and local levels functions on the ground and it is intended to inform the 
policy debate in Russia about effective and efficient ways to organize the delivery of child protection 
policies and programs. For a closer look, two regions serve as case studies: the Leningrad Oblast and 
the Republic of Tatarstan. These two regions were chosen, first, because they both have lower rates 
of children entering public care than many other regions in Russia and, second, because they have 
spearheaded the child protection system changes but each in its own way, providing an opportunity 
to illustrate a variety of approaches that Russian regions have chosen to pursue. The Note focuses is 
on formally reported children who are left without parental care and have been placed under the 
state care (children in formal care; children in care or looked after children)1 and on families in difficult 
life situations – at risk or in crisis in need of assistance to mitigate the risk and/or overcome crisis and 
prevent family separation.2  

The note is a follow up to several earlier World Bank studies on child welfare in Russia, including 
children with disabilities, prepared over in 2017/2018 as part of the Reimbursable Advisory Service 
(RAS) with the Russian Agency for Strategic Initiatives.3 It is based on the following sources of 
information: (i) legal and strategic documents at the federal, regional and local levels; (ii) official 
statistical data on children left without parental care and children in public care collected at the 
federal level (Form No. 103-РИК - RIK): data on the number of biological and social orphans identified 
and recorded each year (inflow); data on the total (stock) number of children without parental care 
and data on the forms of their placement); and data from the Federal Databank of Orphaned Children, 
and (iii) information obtained through a qualitative study using a series of in-depth expert interviews 
with policy makers and practitioners in the Leningrad Oblast and the Republic of Tatarstan. 

Children left without parental care in Russia: historical trends and current situation 

During the last 15 years, the child protection system in Russia has undergone major conceptual, 
legal and institutional transformation. Prevention of child neglect, abuse and family separation and 
family placement of children left without parental care have become two top national child protection 
policy priorities. Consequently, enormous efforts from national to the local government levels have 
been undertaken to implement these two priorities.  

From the Soviet system, the Russian Federation inherited a child protection system, that lacked 
prevention and excessively relied on removing neglected and abused children from their biological 
family. Social work and care services to families at risk/ or in crisis, community-based services and 
case management did not exist. The foster care placement was not developed as a standard form 
of placement. At the onset of the transition, with deep economic and social crisis, family dysfunction 
and child neglect and abuse increased significantly. In the absence of preventive services, the main 
way in which the child protection system responded was to deprive parents of their parental rights. 
The number of children in families where one or both parents were deprived of parental rights was 
10,667 in 1992. In 1995, it was 31,403, in 2000 53,073 and in 2004 it was 65,180. While not all children 

 
1 These are children who have been placed under care either because one of their biological parents has died (orphans - “deti siroti”) or 
have been deprived of parental rights or their parental rights have been restricted (social orphans – “social’nie siroti” in Russian 
terminology). 
2 Thus, the protection of children with disabilities and children in conflict with the law is not included.  
3 The studies are available both in Russian and English upon request: aposarac@worldbank.org. 
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were removed from these families, the trend contributed to the fast increase in the annual number 
of children entering public care: from 49,105 in 1990 to 133,034 in 2005. While most of the children 
entering care were placed under guardianship (mostly relatives) - about 60.0 percent), significant 
share (40.0 percent) was placed in residential institutions. The number of children left without 
parental care in residential institutions was more than 200,000 in 2005. In 1991, there were 102,000 
children in residential care.  

The number of children who needed public care swelled. As presented in the table below, there were 
in 2009, 724,455 such children or 2.79 percent of the children’s population (0-17) (or 2,790 children 
per 100,000 children’s population).  

The number of children placed in formal care in Russia in 2009-2020 

Year Number of children (stock) 
Share of children in total population 

aged 0-17, %, with and without 
adopted children 

2009 724,455 2.79 (2.26) 

2010 702,135 2.67 (2.17) 

2011 684,751 2.58 (2.10) 

2012 667,572 2.48 (2.02) 

2013 658,161 2.40 (1.95) 

2014 648,270 2.32 (1.85) 

2015 624,911 2.15 (1.76) 

2016 605,556 2.07 (1.67) 

2017 577,716 1.95 (1.60) 

2018 560,034 1.85 (1.52) 

2019 539,805 1.78 (1.46) 

2020 514 869 1.67 (1.38) 

Source: 2009-2017: Report by the state Fund for Supporting Children in Difficult Life Situations - “Children in a difficult life 
situation: modern aspects of disadvantage and ways of their solution”. Moscow, Publishing house «Pero», 2019. Electronic 
publication. (p. 9). Data for 2018-2020 are based on Statistical Report #103-РИК Information and Rosstat’s data on the 
population by sex and age.  

Note: The table follows the methodology used in the source report. The number of children in formal care is inclusive of 
children in adoptive families, children voluntarily placed under guardianship by their parents, children in substitute families 
and children in residential care. However, the percentages in parentheses exclude adopted children.  

Unsurprisingly, these trends, against a backdrop of fast declining birth rate, raised an alarm and 
spurred actions to reverse them. In the following years, the focus of the child protection policy shifted 
towards deinstitutionalization of care, family placement for children deprived of parental care through 
a rapid development of a foster care system, and prevention of family dysfunction and social 
orphanhood through the development of services to rehabilitate biological families.  
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The results have been notable  

Deprivation of parental rights became less frequent: The number of children in families where one or 
both parents were deprived of parental rights dropped to 28,746 in 2020 (from 65,180 in 2004). The 
number of children removed from families where one or both parents were deprived of parental rights 
was 18,622 in 2020. In addition, there were 7,728 children in families where one or both parents were 
restricted in their parental rights.  

The number of children left without parental care identified each year has declined significantly, to 
43,395 or 143 children per 100,000 population 0-17 years of age by the end of 2020 (from 133,034 in 
2005).  

The total number of children in formal care, including children placed into adoption declined as well. 
While in 2009 there were 724,455 such children, by 2020 their number had dropped to 514,869 or 
almost by 29.0 percent. The rate of children per 100,000 child population declined by 40.0 percent: 
from 2,790/100,000 in 2009 to 1,673/100,000 in 2020 (the number of child population in Russia 
increased in the same period with the increase in fertility). If one excludes adopted children, then, in 
2020, the number of children in substitute family and residential care was 422,146 or 1,378 per 
100,000 child population. 

The share of children identified as left without parental care annually placed in institutional care 
decreased by 5 percentage point: from 24.7 percent in 2009 to 20.7 percent in 2020, or by 19.0 
percent. While this is a notable achievement, as 81.0 percent of children identified annually as 
deprived of parental care are placed in family care, still almost one fifth is placed in residential care. 
Looking at the total number of children deprived of parental care in residential care: while in 2009, 
there were 146,830 of such children in residential care (20.3 percent), in 2020, their number was 
41,505 or 8.1 percent of all children left without parental care in public care.   

Of all children in public care, in 2020, 92,0 percent were placed in family care (inclusive of adoption). 
The decline in the annual number of children deprived of parental care and a priority given to their 
family placement over the last decade have changed the overall composition by the type of 
placement. The placement under guardianship dominates (74.3 percent). Combined with the 
adoption, of all children deprived of parental care in 2020 in Russia, 92.0 percent were placed in the 
family type of care.  

The notable decline in the institutionalization of children deprived of parental care reflects a 
concerted effort of the Russian Government to develop its system of family-based placement for 
children deprived of parental care, notably a system of paid foster care, which did not exist in Russia 
prior to the 2000s. It should also be noted that Russia has had a well-developed system of guardianship 
(family placement with kin and non-kin individuals and families) and that even before the transition, 
majority of children deprived of parental care (more than two thirds) were placed in it.  

At the same time, to prevent child neglect and abuse and assist families experiencing dysfunction, a 
network of social work and care service organizations was being developed throughout Russia. 
These organizations provide services such as psychosocial support, family therapy, legal advice, 
support to foster families, etc. aiming to improve family situation and well-being and prevent family 
separation. Many residential care facilities have been transformed into family support residential 
centers. However, few regions have pursued establishing a network of social work centers covering a 
defined administrative territory/ number of population and serving as a single gate keeper and a 
backbone of the public support system for vulnerable children and families and being fully responsible 
for case management (ref. to Box 1 in the main text).  
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The role of non-governmental non-profit organizations (NGOs) in providing services to vulnerable 
groups of families and children has increased significantly in recent years. Their strengths include, 
flexibility and openness to new forms of work; proximity to target groups; greater opportunities for 
constructive contact and interaction, etc.  However, NGOs have limited access to budgetary resources, 
which is a major barrier to scaling up their effective work. This has been a point of contention as some 
NGO ask for the budget funding without going through a proper public procurement process. Overall, 
NGOs as service providers have a great potential to expand access and quality of social work and care 
services to families and children. Successful partnership, however, requires standards and licensing of 
NGOs as service providers, transparent public procurement process and monitoring of performance.  

How does Russia compare to other countries? Looking internationally, Russia still features a relatively 
higher rate of children in public care (1,673/100,000), even when adopted children are removed from 
the count (1,378/100,000). In many upper middle income and developed countries, this rate is well 
below 1.0 percent: in Germany, it is about 0.2 percent; in England 0.65 percent, and in the USA, at any 
point in time during the year about 0.59 percent of all children are in public care. It should be noted 
that international comparisons are notoriously difficult to make, because inter alia the country child 
protection systems differ and the statistical systems, definition of indicators and the robustness of 
data collection varies. Hence, one should always interpret these data with caution, looking into the 
methodological explanation about what is and what is not included in the data.  

The UNICEF’s TransMonEE Database has been collecting and publishing data on child protection in 
Central and Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States (CEE&CES) since the mid-
90s. The source of data are statistical offices in those countries. According to the TransMonEE data 
base, in 2016, the average rate of children in formal care for the CEE&CES was 1,222 children per 
100,000 population aged 0-17, and the average rate for East European countries and Central Asia was 
1,314 per 100,000. In Russia, the corresponding number in 2016 was 2,070 (Table 3; in 2020 it was 
1,673). The level of institutionalization of children in formal care in 2016 was 113.5 per 100,000 
population aged 0-17. In Eastern Europe and Central Asia in 2016, it was 364.1 per 100,000 children. 
In CEE&CES, it was 413.5 per 100,000 children. At the end of 2018, the rate of children in formal care 
(residential and family care) in the Russian Federation was estimated at 1,853 per 100,000 population 
aged 0-17.  

To conclude: While the achievements over the last fifteen years have been remarkable, several 
issues require close attention: 

The rate of children in public care is still high – 1,673/100,000 children’s population (1,378/100,000 
without adopted children). 

Regional situations differ widely: the rate of children identified annually as children left without 
parental care per 100,000 children differ by more than 14 times (from 32/100,000 in the Ingushetia 
Republic to 457/100,000 in the Jewish Autonomous Oblast in 2020). The organization of the child 
protection system and service delivery vary tremendously across regions. 

A relatively high share of children identified as left without parental care annually – about one fifth - 
is still placed in residential care.4  

Deprivation and restriction of parental rights are the key pathway for children into care. This signals 
the lack of timely identification of families at risk and actions to prevent the child separation. 

 
4 As noted, we are basing our analysis only on official sources of information and only look at children formally registered as left without 
parental care. Anecdotal evidence, however, suggests that there are children left without parental care placed in medical facilities, 
temporary shelters, and other facilities, who are not formally registered as such. Whatever their number may be, this is an issue that needs 
to be investigated and addressed.  
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Separation of children should be a rare exception and efforts should be focused on preserving the 
family. If a child needs to be separated from the family, all reasonable efforts should be undertaken 
to heal the family and reunite the family. Thus, parental rights removal should be a rare occurrence.  
Currently, the return of a child to her or his family is rare, corroborating the statement that the system 
reacts too late to preserve the family. 

While the share of children placed into paid foster care (with “professional parents”) increased - which 
is a positive trend, as it is directly linked with the decrease in institutionalization of children, at the 
same time there has been a decrease in the shares of other types of placement, including adoption. 
Anecdotal evidence suggests that both paid and unpaid guardians hesitate to adopt children under 
their guardianship, as the children may lose some benefits to which they are currently eligible once 
they formally exit care. While the right balance is very difficult to strike, equalizing child benefits to 
the extent possible would be a good policy direction.  

The above observed trends reflect, inter alia, the following: 

Early identification of families with a high risk of family disfunction and child neglect and abuse remain 
low. The largest number of cases is reported by the police, which can be considered too late for the 
preventive work. This signals that the preventive social work and care services are underdeveloped 
and that many issues of systematic assistance to the biological families in solving problems that pose 
a risk of family dysfunction and social orphanhood remain largely unresolved or require additional 
efforts. Several studies have noted that parents report that the services they are offered only partially 
address the problems they face. They are mainly offered a small financial support and (temporary) 
placement of their children in a residential facility, which can last for several months. While this 
placement should count as public care, the current reporting and data collection system on children 
in public care does not include such cases.  

Few regions have adopted comprehensive system of social work and care services as a backbone of 
the child protection system and even fewer are using a case management system in identifying families 
at risk, holistically assessing their situation, developing a multi-sectoral intervention plan, providing/ 
referring the cases to services and regularly monitoring and periodically reassessing the situation and 
adjusting the intervention plan. Moreover, the individual demand and application for services 
dominates, and the client is often asked to confirm compliance with many criteria for obtaining the 
right to receive social services free of charge, which creates barriers to accessing the services. In many 
cases, the child neglect and abuse often require interventions that cannot be left to the parents to 
decide whether they will avail of them or not, which goes back to early identification and case 
management. 

Strategic policy framework at the federal level 

National Action Strategy for Children 2012-2017 was a key strategic document of the last decade, 
adopted to formulate a state policy to improve the situation of children in Russia. The Strategy is 
one of the most important recent documents in child protection, and a huge number of stakeholders 
across Russia was mobilized for its implementation. Not only that, its implementation almost became 
a national movement with significant attention of high-level policy makers paid to it. Not surprisingly, 
its implementation was largely a success. 

The national strategy covered a wide range of public policy areas, including the ways to overcome the 
following social problems: the high level of social disadvantage in families; unacceptable prevalence 
of child abuse; the prevalence of deprivation and restriction of parental rights as the main measures 
to protect the rights of the child in cases of untimely identification and failure to provide effective 
preventive care to families with children in the early stages. 
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The National Strategy contained a significant number of specific chid protection measures and 
activities. However, some legislative, organizational and child protection system measures have not 
been implemented or completed. In particular, changes in the federal legislation have been subject 
to a lengthy and not yet concluded process of elaboration. Nonetheless, the implementation of the 
Strategy has led many regions to adopt new practices, including:  

• Introduction of new methods of social work and care services, such as home visits, early 
detection of family dysfunction, case management, intensive home-based family therapy, 
work with a network of child contacts, determining the individual route of the family in the 
process of prevention of family dysfunction and others,  

• Modernization of the service delivery practices, 

• Introduction of social “patronage” method of service provision (a multidisciplinary set of 
intervention provided to a family in distress,  

• Strengthening of interdepartmental cooperation in the early detection of family dysfunction, 

• Involvement of socially oriented non-profit organizations in the provision of services. 

It is also important to mention the Decree of the President of the Russian Federation of December 
28, 2012 "On some measures to implement the state policy in the field of protecting orphans and 
children left without parental care”. The decree simplified procedures for transferring children 
without parental care into guardianship and for their adoption, including reducing the requirements 
related to the size of a dwelling, reducing the list of documents to be submitted by potential adoptive 
parents, guardians (trustees) and foster parents, as well as reducing the reporting requirements to 
guardianship and trusteeship bodies; an increase in the amount of the allowance for transferring a 
child to foster care and other social benefits. 

To continue improving the state policy on child protection and building on the results achieved in 
the implementation of the National Strategy, the President of the Russian Federation declared the 
period of 2018-2027 the Decade of Childhood in the Russian Federation. The Government of the 
Russian Federation was instructed to adopt a plan for the main activities to be carried out within the 
framework of the Decade of Childhood. Two such plans have been adopted, one until 2020, and the 
second for the period 2020-2027. The measures contained in both plans are in line with the activities 
that were stipulated in the National Strategy.  

“The plan of major activities within the framework of the Decade of Childhood for the period up 
to 2027” comprises a comprehensive set of action, many of which pertain directly to children and 
families in difficult life circumstances and the child protection system. The plan contains 8 thematic 
areas with 129 activities. Each activity has key government bodies responsible for the activity 
implementation, timetable and expected results. The thematic areas are children’s health; well-
being of families with children; education, infrastructure for children; protection of children without 
parental care, quality of life of children with disabilities, child safety and coordination of 
implementation of the Decade of Childhood. Tasks and activities that pertain to children and 
families in “difficult life situations” and children without parental care are included in several 
thematic areas. For example, the tasks for the thematic area 2 – Well-being of families with children, 
includes the following relevant tasks: the formation of responsible and conscientious parenting as 
a fundamental  basis for family well-being; creation of a unified comprehensive system of support 
for families with children who find themselves in difficult life situations; creation of legal, 
organizational, personnel, social conditions for early detection of family and child problems and the 
organization of individual support. Thematic area 4 – Infrastructure for children specifies as one of 
its tasks “the development of the infrastructure of social services that provide affordable and high-
quality assistance to children and families with children in difficult life situations”.  
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Thematic area 5 that is dedicated to the protection of children without parental care defines the 
following tasks: (i) reforming the system of guardianship and custody of minors;(ii) development and 
improvement of forms of family placement of children left without parental care; (iii) development of 
a system for preparing children for independent living and a system of post-boarding support for 
graduates of all forms of guardianship; (iv) increasing the level of competence of specialists working 
with orphans and foster families; (v) reforming organizations for orphans and children left without 
parental care; and (vi) expanding the participation of society in protecting the rights of orphans and 
children left without parental care. Activities pertinent to families in difficult circumstance and 
children left without parental care include improvements in access to, menu and quality of social 
services, inclusion of non-governmental organizations in service provision, improvements in statistics, 
dissemination of good regional practices, strengthening inter-agency collaboration, and strengthening 
and capacity development of the guardianship and trusteeship bodies.  

Institutional framework 

In the Russian Federation, there is no unified/ integrated system of institutions and mechanisms 
that would encompass and protect the rights and legitimate interests of children. One of the 
important determinants of the performance of the child protection system, whose ultimate objective 
is to ensure that all children grow up in a safe and loving family environment, is the institutional and 
policy framework that defines the roles and responsibilities of key state players. In Russia, there are 
many government bodies at the Federal and regional levels responsible for protection of vulnerable 
families and children. The discharge of their duties is regulated by an enormous body of federal and 
regional laws and other regulatory acts. The Family Code of the Russian Federation stipulates that 
rights and legitimate interests of children are protected by their parents (persons substituting them) 
and, in the cases provided for by the Code, the guardianship/ trusteeship bodies, the prosecutor and 
the courts. Other laws assign this responsibility to other actors, as well: to education, social protection, 
health, local government bodies, etc.  

The state child protection policy is developed and implemented by several state bodies and 
organizations. For example, education authority develops, regulates and implements state policy 
pertaining to guardianship and trusteeship of minors, provides social support and social protection to 
students; runs a network of residential institutions for children left without parental care, provides 
social work services, etc. The labor and social protection authority formulates and implements the 
state policy concerning social protection of families, women and children and it runs a network of 
social service organizations. The commissions of minor’s affairs coordinate activities of federal and 
regional executive authorities in enforcing the legislation on the prevention of child neglect and 
juvenile delinquency and the protection of children’s rights; rule on offenses committed by parents, 
guardians, etc., in conducting their parental duties and administratively fines them, in some regions, 
they are involved in case management, etc.   

The complex net of players makes interagency collaboration challenging. A brief institutional 
mapping presented in this policy note suggests a multitude of actors charged with child protection 
where the power to make legal decisions concerning the family and the child is vested in one set of 
bodies, the provision of social work and care services is managed by other bodies, and coordination 
functions are performed by still other bodies. Children enter care through multiple channels, without 
proper assessment and case management and without a coordinated, multidisciplinary action plan, 
aimed at preserving biological family. Most often, the family disfunction has reached an acute phase 
where preventive measures have little prospect of succeeding and the deprivation of parental right is 
imminent, and children are most likely to be placed into care. This increases costs and hampers timely 
provision of needed support to vulnerable families with children.  
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For a complex net of players to work in harmony and perform efficiently and effectively, clear 
reporting and accountability rules and robust monitoring are crucial. The rules of engagement of 
each actor and their roles need to be defined clearly and clearly delineated to avoid duplication and 
overlap. The same applies to the lines of reporting and accountability. Defining output and outcome 
indicators of performance for each entity involved in the implementation of the child protection policy 
is needed to enable monitoring and course corrections. Finally, establishing a strong monitoring 
mechanism at all levels of government is critical for good performance. One may make a case that a 
robust monitoring mechanism for the implementation of the National Strategy strongly contributed 
to its success. This Policy Note argues that, in Russia, there is a room to strengthen child protection 
institutional framework and monitoring of the policy implementation.        

This Policy Note thus recommends a review of all child protection bodies and their functions, with 
the objective of mandating, at the federal level, a single executive body responsible for all matters 
concerning support to vulnerable children and their families. This would include inter alia a single 
gate keeping system, referral principles, case management, an appropriate menu and good quality of 
social work and care services. The best placed to perform this role is the executive body responsible 
for social protection. This is not to say that a single agency is the only one to be responsible for child 
protection – this is a responsibility of the whole government, each single government body and all 
citizens of Russia. However, efficient and effective administration needs a clear division of functions: 
education is responsible for good quality education for all, health is responsible for good quality health 
care and health for all, and social protection is responsible for support to vulnerable population.  

This change should not be difficult to implement, as it builds on the current organizational set up. 
Ideally, social work and care centres under the Ministry of Labour and Social Protection would be 
responsible for the identification of families and children at risk; holistic assessment of the situation, 
formulation of the intervention plan, provision of some services, referral to needed services (those in 
the plan) and monitoring. Social workers should be the case managers. The only pathway into care 
should be through responsible social work centres. Social work centres/ case managers should also 
provide all needed information to the guardianship body that should remain responsible for making 
placement decisions and for a periodic case review. To achieve this a significant capacity development 
in the area of social work and services would be needed, including the development and deployment 
of standardized assessment tools, a menu of services, etc. The commissions for minors’ affairs may 
continue to serve as a platform for child protection policies coordination and monitoring of its 
implementation at the local and regional levels without involvement in administratively penalising 
parents and implementation of child protection policies to avoid the conflict of interest.   

It is important to mention that this idea about a single executive body was supported by the 
Federation Council of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation in late 2020. The chairman of 
the Federation Council noted that the functions to support families and children are distributed 
among various ministries and departments. “The Russian Ministry of Labor deals with social protection 
issues. The Ministry of Education is assigned guardianship and prevention of neglect. The Ministry of 
Health, the Ministry of Internal Affairs, and other departments are also involved in working with the 
family. “It turns out that now we simply do not have a single “entry point”, a single center for managing 
family policy at the federal level”. 

The child protection system in practice: examples of the Leningrad Oblast and the 
Tatarstan Republic 

Tatarstan and the Leningrad Oblast are among Russian regions with lower rate of children left 
without parental care annually: 92 and 156 per 100,000 children’s population, respectively in 2020 
(the average rate for Russia was 143/100,000 children). In both, as in Russia as a whole, this rate has 
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been declining. In the period of observation for the case study (March 2017 and June 2019), of all 
children left without parental care during the year, in Tatarstan, 84.0 percent were placed in family 
care, and in the Leningrad Oblast, 71.0 percent; the corresponding rate for Russia as a whole was 76.0 
percent. The Leningrad Oblast featured higher rates of children’s flow from residential care to family 
types of care compared to Tatarstan and Russia as a whole. In the observed period, the rate of children 
in residential care was 226 children per 100,000 child population in the Leningrad Oblast, and 72 
children per 100,000 child population in Tatarstan. However, in the Leningrad Oblast children spent 
1.9 years in residential care on average, while in Tatarstan the average duration of stay in residential 
care was 3.3 years.  

In both regions, as well as in Russia as a whole, the exit from care into family care depended 
significantly on the child’s age (younger children were much more likely to exit care than older ones) 
and the child’s health (for children assigned a higher health group denoting severity of their assigned 
health status, the probability of exit was much lower) – see two tables below. 

The incidence of exits from residential care 2017 -2019 by the age of the child, %  

 

Source: Estimates based on the lists of children present in the Federal Databank of Orphaned Children (http://usynovite.ru) 
at two points of observation, March 2017 and June 2019. 

As typical for regions across Russia, the Leningrad Oblast and the Republic of Tatarstan pursued 
somewhat different approaches to addressing the problems of social orphanhood. In the Leningrad 
Oblast, the rate of children deprived of parental care is higher and so is the proportion of children in 
residential care. But the family placement services are well organized and social orphans do not stay 
in residential care long. In Tatarstan, the rate of children deprived of parental care during the year is 
lower than in Leningrad Oblast and so is the percentage of children in residential care, but the family 
placement services are less effective than in the Leningrad Oblast and children once placed in 
residential care tend to stay there for a longer time.  
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The incidence of transition from residential care  
to family care 2017-2019 by the child’s health group, %  

 

Source: Estimates based on the lists of children present in the Federal Databank of Orphaned Children (http://usynovite.ru) 

at two points of observation, March 2017 and June 2019. 

Measuring performance of preventive services provided to vulnerable children and families and 
ultimately at the risk of separation was not possible, because no statistical information needed for 
it could be found. The only data available is on the number of services provided. To monitor 
performance of the child protection system across the board a comprehensive system of indicators is 
needed. At a minimum, data from all government bodies involved in child protection should be 
collected and reported by each body. Information on types of cases should be provided, as well as 
types of services provided and their duration. The data should be also collected on whether the service 
recipient was a child, a family or a family and a child (children). Data on who provided services should 
be included too, as well as the outcomes: e.g., child returned to family, family stabilized/ family 
situation improved, deprivation of parental rights, restriction of parental rights, child placed in 
temporary shelter, paid foster care, unpaid guardianship, etc. Some of the data is collected, but the 
reporting system is not integrated. Once the backbone of the system is based on the social work and 
care centers and case management, these data would be reported and collected almost effortlessly, 
provided that there is an integrated electronic management information system.     

The Leningrad Oblast has a structure of administrative bodies and institutions in charge of the 
protection of children’s rights and provision of services to families and children that reflects the 
Federal institutional set up and is typical for most Russian regions. There is also a network of social 
work service centers, children’s homes have been reorganized into resource centers to promote family 
placement. A special feature is that the office of the Oblast Minors’ Affairs Commission is a subdivision 
of the Committee for Youth Policies. Services are provided free of charge not only to children but also 
to the parents of children in need of social support, irrespective of the family income. The capacity to 
train substitute parents has been strengthened by contracting out these services to the third-party 
providers. 

However, the overlapping functions and responsibilities spread across social protection and 
education authorities (guardianship and trusteeship authorities) and the minors’ commissions make 
inter-agency collaboration challenging. The activities of these key stakeholders seem not well 
harmonized. None of the bodies is responsible for maintaining an integrated databank of families and 
children at risk. Early detection and early intervention procedures are not formalized. There is lack of 
consensus on the final authority responsible for approving specific measures to assist the family and 
protect children. Differences between agencies charged with prevention of family dysfunction and 
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child abuse and neglect on how to identify and treat risks threats to children’s lives and health persist. 
Case-specific work varies considerably across municipalities. 

Issues which are not specific to the Leningrad Oblast, but are encountered in many Russian regions, 
are manifested, as well: the lack of a unified system for early identification and addressing cases of 
child neglect, abuse and family disfunction; the lack of an individualized approach to planning 
preventive work with the family and prevention of child abandonment; no coherent and systematic 
approach to case management; insufficient power of social work and care services to properly 
identify, prevent and case manage child neglect, abuse and family dysfunction; shortage of 
professionals in the guardianship and trusteeship agencies and their lack of specialized training in risk 
assessment and social work, outdated assessment tools, overcapacity in residential institutions and a 
lack of tools and practices for placing older orphans in families. 

In moving forward with efforts to identify early and prevent child neglect, abuse and family distress, 
minimize separation of children from their families and secure family placement when children need 
public care, the Leningrad Oblast may consider the following: take actions to significantly reduce 
placement of children in residential care, including temporary placement in shelters; review all 
residential care institutions, including shelters; step up efforts to expand prevention of family 
dysfunction and family separation; review the performance of the current child protection 
architecture; develop a regional model of a unified gate keeping system for early identification and 
entry into care and exit from it; delineate responsibilities with no overlapping functions and establish 
clear reporting, accountability and monitoring duties; reorganize the system architecture; introduce 
modern methodological tools for case assessment and interventions planning and delivery; establish 
an integrated information system that would enable case monitoring; enhance efforts to ensure that 
orphans of middle and senior school age can be placed in family care, or if such placement cannot be 
provided or is not suitable for the child, ensure that they are placed in high quality small group homes. 
The Leningrad Oblast has an excellent base to build on: its network of 18 branches of the Leningrad 
Oblast State institution Centre for Social Protection of the Population and related social service 
centers. 

Tatarstan is a very good example on how to underpin interdepartmental system for working with 
vulnerable families and children with a modern information technology. Its specific feature is a high 
level of informatization of interdepartmental cooperation in the operation of the child protection 
system. A single data registry has been set up comprising information on minors at social risk and their 
families. Detailed interdepartmental cooperation procedures are implemented. However, work with 
families registered in the database is not focused on early stages of family dysfunction.  

Tatarstan has chosen to organize the delivery of child protection with the Commissions for Minors’ 
Affairs as the key player. The Commissions not only coordinate the work of various agencies, they 
also issue administrative fines to parents and other entities for not performing their duties in regards 
to children, they decide whether a family should be recognized as in need or not, on the intervention 
plans, they organize and monitor their implementation, decide to close cases, etc. To a certain extent, 
having one body perform all these functions creates a conflict of interest situation. Furthermore, 
Commissions rely on a network of interdepartmental social rehabilitation councils comprising 
specialists from various government departments. While this increase technical capacity of the 
commissions, they are not a replacement for a single gate keeping system and a proper case 
management.  

A good feature of the Tatarstan’s child protection system is a network of social service providers 
that implements a variety of programs and methods aimed at supporting families. The main 
progress achieved is the professionalization of social services, with an emphasis on providing 
community-based services, without placing children in shelters.  
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To further advance its child protection system, Tatarstan may consider: Consolidate functions of 
preventive work at different stages of family dysfunction under a single government body. Optimally, 
the system backbone would be a network of territorial social work centers with a case management 
as a principle approach to ensure early detection of child neglect and abuse and family dysfunction, 
as well as multidisciplinary/ multidepartment cooperation in assisting the families address their 
problems with the aim of preventing the separation of families and children; ensure that the 
information system covers all vulnerable children and families with whom preventive work is carried 
out, including those at early stages of family crisis who receive services from individual institutions 
rather than under interdepartmental patronage. This issue would be automatically resolved if a single 
gate keeping system is adopted; ensure that priority is given to community-based services and 
preservation of biological family; consider eliminating administrative measures and monetary fines 
against parents in favor of social work and care services; clearly separate coordination, 
implementation, and monitoring functions in delivering child protection services.  

Public spending on children and families at risk and in public care 

There is a paucity of available data on public spending on children in public care and services to 
vulnerable families and children. Based on administrative reports on the “Budget for Children” 
submitted by regions to the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation, in 2019, more than  170 
billion RUB (0.16 percent of GDP and 0.65% of the of total consolidated government expenditures, 
respectively) was spent on state support for children left without parental care. In the composition of 
expenditures for Russia as a whole and in two case study regions, the largest expenditure item was 
cash benefits (allowances, compensations, etc.) and in-kind assistance to guardians, custodians, foster 
parents and adoptive parents. In Tatarstan, this spending item is particularly prevalent. The cost of 
providing housing to graduates of formal care is also substantial, especially in the Leningrad Oblast. 
However, these reports do not include expenditure on services to vulnerable children and families, 
including the cost of residential care.  

Budget data on measures to prevent family dysfunction and child neglect and abuse and to assist 
those experiencing these situations proved to be a tricky exercise, because budget reporting is 
missing or incomplete. Data on budget spending for social work services are not covered by standard 
reporting. Data on spending items and their granularity in reporting vary by regions, making inter-
regional comparisons difficult. Spending on temporary shelters, residential care, or the amounts paid 
to graduates of orphanages are not available in budget reporting, either. According to the Federal 
Budget Code, only sections and subsections of the Functional Classification of expenditures are 
common and universally apply to the entire system of budget expenditures reporting in Russia. A more 
detailed expenditure breakdown is left to the discretion of regional governments. In practical terms 
this means that often services provided to children left without parental care or vulnerable children 
and families cannot be identified in standard budget reporting or are hidden within sectoral budgets 
reporting that compiling them is practically impossible. 

Having an accurate picture on budget spending on children and families, including children left 
without parental care and children and families with children in distress is extremely important for 
evidence-based policies, the assessment of the budget spending performance and to adequately 
plan spending. The government acknowledged the importance of having an accurate picture of 
budget spending on families and children and in 2019 compiled the so-called Budget for Children. The 
Budget for Children was submitted to the State Duma together with annual budget proposal as an 
integral part of the budget preparation process. However, this report covers only federal government 
expenditures. To have the full picture, the Budget for Children, if continued, should also include sub-
federal spending, and this would require the introduction of special reporting forms from the regional 
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governments. This is an excellent undertaking, however, and should be strengthened and continued. 
Ideally, each region would also prepare a regional Budget for Children. 

However, the budget is only one side of the story. To be able to assess not only the amount of public 
spending on children, but also the efficiency of these expenditures, there is a need to systematically 
and comprehensively collect and report data on type of services provided to beneficiaries, by 
providers as well as the outcomes of these services. Otherwise, it is very difficult to monitor the policy 
implementation and to judge to what extent the objectives and performance indicators have been 
met. With the data available today, this is not possible.  

Key messages 

(i) Achievements 

Since the late 1990s, Russia has reoriented its child protection system, focusing on prevention of 
child neglect and deprivation of parental care and family placement of children left without parental 
care. The results are significant. The number of children entering public care annually has declined 
and so has the total number of children in public care. Family placement dominates and process of 
deinstitutionalization of care has advanced significantly. Regions have stepped up efforts to introduce 
social work services and a host of new methods to identify families and children at risk and help them 
have been developed and deployed, including a case management system in some regions. 
Information technology has been widely used to facilitate information gathering and inter-agency 
exchange.  
Institutionalization of children left without parental care has declined. 81.0 percent of children 
identified annually as deprived of parental care are placed in family care. Combined with efforts to 
transfer children from residential to family care, in 2020 of all children in public care, 92.0 percent 
were placed in family care. The notable decline in the institutionalization of children left without 
parental care reflects a concerted effort of the Russian Government to develop and expand its system 
of family-based placement for these children, specifically of paid foster care, which did not exist in 
Russia prior to the 2000s. It should also be noted that Russia has had a well-developed system of 
guardianship (family placement with kin and non-kin individuals and families) and that even before 
the transition, majority of children deprived of parental care (more than two thirds) were placed in it.  

At the same time, to prevent child neglect and abuse and assist families experiencing dysfunction, a 
network of social work and care service organizations was started being developed throughout 
Russia. These organizations providing services such as psychosocial support, family therapy, legal 
advice, support to foster families, etc. aiming to improve family situation and well-being and prevent 
family separation. Many residential care facilities have been transformed into family support 
residential centers. However, few regions have pursued establishing a formal network of social work 
centers covering a defined administrative territory/ number of population and serving as a single gate 
keeper and a back bone of the public support system for vulnerable children and families and being 
responsible for case management.  

The role of non-governmental non-profit organizations (NGOs) in providing services to vulnerable 
groups of families and children has increased significantly in recent years. Their strengths include, 
flexibility and openness to new forms of work; proximity to target groups; greater opportunities for 
constructive contact and interaction, etc.  However, NGOs have limited access to budgetary resources 
which is a major barrier to scaling up their effective work. This has been a point of contention as some 
NGO ask for the budget funding without going through a proper public procurement process. Overall, 
NGOs as service providers have a great potential to expand access and quality of social work and care 
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services to families and children. Successful partnership, however, requires standards and licensing of 
NGOs as service providers, transparent public procurement process and monitoring of performance.  

(ii) Issues that need attention 

While the achievements over the last fifteen years have been remarkable; several issues require 
close attention: 

The rate of children in public care is still high – 1,673/100,000 children’s population (1,378/100,000 
without adopted children. 

Almost 20.0 percent of children identified annually as left without parental care are still placed in 
residential care, including babies and young children. This is a significant share. It should be noted that 
children left without parental care in hospitals or placed in shelters temporarily are not included in 
the formal count of children left without parental care annually. While their inclusion will worsen the 
statistics, all children removed from/abandoned by their families in hospitals, shelters, etc. should be 
registered, report on and accounted for.   

Regional situations differ widely: the rate of children identified annually as children left without 
parental care per 100,000 children differ by more than 14 times. The organization of the child 
protection system and service delivery vary tremendously across regions. It is not well understood 
what drives regional differences. 

Deprivation and restriction of parental rights are key pathways for children into care. This signals the 
lack of timely identification of families at risk and actions to prevent the child separation. 

Early identification of families with a high risk of family disfunction and child neglect and abuse remain 
low. The largest number of cases is reported by the police, which can be considered too late for the 
preventive work. This indicates that the preventive social work and care services are underdeveloped 
and that many issues of systematic assistance to biological families in solving problems that pose a 
risk of family dysfunction and social orphanhood remain largely unresolved or require additional 
efforts. 

Few regions have adopted comprehensive system of social work and care services as a backbone of 
the child protection system and even fewer are using a case management system in identifying families 
at risk, holistically assessing their situation, developing a multi-sectoral intervention plan, providing/ 
referring the cases to services and regularly monitoring and periodically reassessing the situation and 
adjusting the intervention plan. Moreover, the individual demand and application for services 
dominates, and the client is often asked to confirm compliance with many criteria for obtaining the 
right to receive social services free of charge, which creates barriers to accessing the services. In many 
cases, the child neglect and abuse often require interventions that cannot be left to the parents to 
decide whether they will avail of them or not, which goes back to early identification and case 
management.  

The share of children placed into paid guardianship (with “professional parents”) has significantly 
increased. At the same time, the shares of other forms of family placement, including adoption have 
fallen. Hence, the placement into paid families should be monitored, as it may be discouraging unpaid 
guardianship (as well as adoptions). While the right balance is very difficult to strike, equalizing child 
benefits to the extent possible would be a good policy direction.  

The architecture of the child protection system is complex with overlapping functions and fragmented 
support to children and families in crisis and challenging inter-agency collaboration. Protection of the 
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rights of the child is the responsibility of the child protection authorities and guardianship body, the 
commission on minors' affairs and the protection of their rights, as well as other bodies defined by 
regional legislation, which can vary greatly from region to region. At the same time, there is a lack of 
clarity who monitors the implementation of policies and how the accountability mechanism works. 
The parallelism and fragmentation of functions explains difficulties in interacting with specific families 
and children and erosion of responsibility, where the outcome is the lack of prevention, rarely 
provided systematic help to families at risk and the deprivation of parental rights as a commonly used 
instrument, instead of being the very last instrument to be applied. From the institutional point of 
view, the child protection system remains complex, with three key players – the commission for the 
affairs of minors, the guardianship authority, and social work services often functioning separately 
from each other.  

Data for evidence-based policy making and monitoring the implementation of child protection policies, 
performance of government bodies responsible for it, and planning the system and services 
development are lacking. Data that are collected are incomplete and insufficient including both data 
on spending and on the child protection system and services it provides. Listing services that were 
provided in periodic reports does not tell much as one needs to understand the demand, the supply 
and outcomes to be able to judge the cost effectiveness and performance of the system. 

Empirical research on the situation of children left without parental care is scarce. A review of 
literature conducted for this Policy Note suggested a paucity of comprehensive, in-depth, data-based 
analyses of the situation of children left without parental care, the child protection system response 
and the outcomes. There is no empirical study comparing outcomes of different types of care, or a 
study of determinants of family dysfunction, or a survey of graduates from care, just to mention a few 
examples. 

(iii)  Recommendations 

In ensuring that each child grows in a protective, healthy and loving family, two key tenets of the 
child protection policy in Russia: prevention of child neglect, abuse and family distress, assistance to 
those families experiencing them and a family placement for children who must be separated from 
their families with the objective of reuniting the family as soon as possible, remain relevant. 

With this in mind, and building on the “The plan of major activities within the framework of the 
Decade of Childhood for the period up to 2027”, Russia might aim to achieve the following in the 
next 5-10 years: (i) decrease the percentage of children identified as left without parental care 
annually and placed into residential care from 20.0 percent to 10.0 percent; (ii) introduce no-
institutionalization policy for small children (children below school age), irrespective of their health 
status; and (iii) introduce a policy of suitable placement for adolescents (teenagers) – for such 
children, if family placement is found not suitable or cannot be arranged for, organize high quality 
small group homes (for up to 6-8 children of the similar age). With the Decade of Childhood, these 
goals are within the reach of the Russian child protection system.  

For these, the following may be considered: 

Rearranging the current system architecture with the objective of mandating, at the federal level, a 
single executive body responsible for all matters concerning support to vulnerable children and their 
families. This would include inter alia a single gate keeping system, referral principles, case 
management, an appropriate menu and good quality of social work and care services. The best placed 
to perform this role is the executive body responsible for social protection. Ideally, a network of local 
social work and care centres would form the foundation for such a system  responsible for the 
identification of families and children at risk; holistic assessment of the situation, formulation of the 
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intervention plan, provision of some services, referral to needed services (those in the plan) and 
monitoring. Social workers should be the case managers. The only pathway into care should be 
through responsible local social work centres. For a schematic presentation of how the new 
architecture may look like see Flow Chart presented in Figure 12.  

Focusing on the development of preventive services, with the network of territorial social work 
centers as its backbone. This would include, inter alia, not only expanding public services provision, 
but also expanding and diversifying supply of services through contracting out some services to the 
private sector. This, however, would entail establishing a registry of licensed for profit and not for 
profit service providers and possibly prequalified to provide services to vulnerable families and 
children through a referral, developing minimum standards of services and clear licensing rules, 
adjustments in the public procurement system to ensure purchase of good quality services, and 
developing a system to monitor service provision are recommended as well. It should be, however 
understood, that gate-keeping services and case management are public functions and should be 
carried out by responsible government social work and care centers.  

Making prevention work: stimulating the demand for services: The Federal legislation requires that 
social work and care services provided to children and their families in difficult life situations are free 
of charge. This is a good policy as, in principle, all services included in the case plan/ or recommended 
by social workers for children and her or his family should be free of charge for the prevention system 
to work well. However, to access services, administrative process currently requires proof of eligibility 
and the take up is often voluntary. A case management system should be able to eliminate 
administrative requirements, and once there is an agreement with the family on the needed services/ 
case plan, access should be facilitated by the case manager. The case manager should be authorized 
to sanction immediate action to ensure safety of the child without the consent of the parent in 
emergency situations. 

For a complex net of players to work in harmony and perform efficiently and effectively, clear 
reporting and accountability rules and robust monitoring are crucial. The rules of engagement of 
each actor and their roles need to be defined clearly and clearly delineated to avoid duplication and 
overlap. The same applies to the lines of reporting and accountability. Defining output and outcome 
indicators of performance for each entity involved in the implementation of the child protection policy 
is needed to enable monitoring and course corrections. Finally, establishing a strong monitoring 
mechanism at all levels of government is critical for good performance. One may make a case that a 
robust monitoring mechanism for the implementation of the National Strategy strongly contributed 
to its success.  

Strengthen data system on child protection. There is notable need to Improve statistical reporting 
and data collection across the board for monitoring progress in achieving formulated objectives and 
related performance indicators and for evidence-based policy making in the protection of the rights 
of vulnerable families and children. This includes accurate reporting on all children in public care, 
including those in hospitals, shelters, etc. who are not registered in the Federal Databank on Orphaned 
Children. Having a full picture on public spending on children left without parental care and families 
and children at risk or in crisis is extremely important for monitoring the implementation of public 
policy at the regional and the federal levels and to assess cost of various services and their efficacy. It 
is also equally important for budget planning and for evidence-based policy.  

We recommend that starting with the regional level and in addition to what was reported in the 
“Budget for Children” the following data on spending is mandatory to report annually: spending on 
residential care (by type of residential care, including shelters for temporary placement), spending on 
social work and care services by type of facility, type of services, spending on services for children who 
have exited care by provider and type of services. Along with the budget reporting, the following data 
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should be collected as well: number of residential care institutions by type (including shelters, and 
hospitals housing children left without parental care), capacity (beds), number of children at the end 
of the year placed in them, staff (disaggregated by professional and support staff). Same for the social 
work and care centers/ organizations supported by the state. Services contracted out to private sector 
providers (for and not for profit) should be reported separately, both in terms of spending and types 
of services and number of beneficiaries. Spending on guardianship and trusteeship bodies and the 
commissions for minor’s affairs should be reported, as well, including the number of staff (professional 
and support staff). All information on expenditures should enable disaggregation by staff salaries and 
spending on other expenditure. In this way, regional and federal governments should be able to see 
resources spent on child protection of vulnerable children and to disaggregate spending by types of 
expenditures.  Furthermore, it is also important to introduce a policy where where all children 
separated from their families – even voluntarily by their parents - and placed temporarily in shelters, 
medical institutions, etc., are counted and reported on as children temporarily separated from their 
families, including for how long and reasons for the placement. Currently, they are not reported on.   

Empirical research is crucial for development of good policies. We recommend the following priority 
research: (i) empirical (qualitative and quantitative) research on reasons why children are left without 
parental care (the starting point could be data in the Federal Databank on Orphaned Children); (ii) 
comprehensive study (quantitative and qualitative) to understand regional differences in the rates of 
children identified annually as left without parental care; (iii) empirical research on regional 
differences in the rates of institutionalization; (iv) an empirical study on family disfunction and impact 
of services provided to them; (v) a longitudinal study of children in various forms of care and their 
development and well-being outcomes; (vi) a comprehensive empirical study on the determinants 
behind a decreasing  trend of children left without parental care annually; and (vii) a comprehensive 
study on the depravation/ restriction of parental rights, the factors behind their recent trends, and 
functioning of the guardianship authority. We also recommend that the Federal Government develops 
a research program in the area of child protection with several prominent academic institutions in 
Russia.   

 

  



 

 19 

1. Introduction  

Russia’s policy on protection of children left without parental care5 and children and families at risk or 
in crisis situation has undergone significant changes since the 1990s. It has moved away from 
deprivation of parental rights and institutionalization of children and, currently, it is aimed at the 
prevention of orphanhood and, for children left without parental care, securing placement in family 
care. However, although Russia features modern legal and institutional framework at the national 
level, a review conducted within an earlier World Bank project6 suggested a variety of approaches in 
which the framework was put to practice at the regional level. Some regions have adopted advanced 
practices following good international experience. On the other hand, there are outlier regions whose 
child protection system and practice require improvements to make them compliant with the national 
framework.7  

The aim of this Policy Note is twofold. First, to look at the national framework for the organization of 
child protection and provision of social work and care services to children and families with children 
at risk or in crisis situations. And, second, to look at how the national policy and institutional 
framework are applied in two regions: the Leningrad Oblast (LO) and the Republic of Tatarstan 
(Tatarstan). The overall objective of the note is to help identify obstacles to the effective 
implementation of the national policy on child protection.  

Several months ago, the debate had started in Russia on potential institutional changes in the 
organization of the child protection system and its possible restructuring.8 We hope very much that 
the findings and recommendations provided here would inform the political discourse on the future 
adjustments to the child protection system in Russia. 

This note is based on the following sources of information: (i) federal, regional and local normative 
acts; (ii) publicly available statistical reports, including the Statistical Report #103-РИК (Ministry of 
Education of the Russian Federation), which contains data on the number of children left without 
parental care identified and recorded in each year, data on the total number of children without 
parental care, and data on the forms of their placement;9 as well as data from the Federal Databank 
on children left without parental care in need of family placement (Federal Databank)10; (iii) field visits 

 
5 Russian child protection system differentiates between two groups of children without parental care: orphans (deti siroti) – children whose 
one both biological parents have died, and social orphans (social’nie siroti) – children left without parental care because one or both parents 
have been legally stripped of their parental rights, or their parental rights have legally been restricted. In this study, we will refer to both as 
children left without parental care or children deprived of parental care. 
6 World Bank. 2018. Prevention of Orphanhood - On the development of innovative approaches to the protection of vulnerable groups of 
children in Russia. International practices, which can be adapted to the Russian context, The Consulting Services Agreement P162634 from 
December 22, 2016 between the Agency for Strategic Initiatives (ASI, Russia) and the International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development (IBRD/WB). Available in Russian at the request. 
7 Ibid. 
8 Protocol of the Presidential Council on the implementation of the State policy in the sphere of social protection. November 30, 2020. 
http://council.gov.ru/media/files/7DMFAdAzI0Ia4W4Rho6ioHsqnBqS14UZ.pdf/. “The Ministry of Education began working on the concept 
of reforming the guardianship bodies in Russia”. https://tass.ru/obschestvo/9831979. Manuilova, A. “By 2024, the Ministry of Labor and 
Social Protection assume full responsibility for family policy”. The Commersant №220 from December 1, 2020.  
https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/4593889. 
9 https://docs.edu.gov.ru/document/136126e649bb57c304f7d7263eb90445// ; 
https://docs.edu.gov.ru/document/8441a485bb409123ec7cccf17133b2fb//  
https://docs.edu.gov.ru/document/b7b4176c2b3349c8370ec1f393aa2071//  
10 Federal Databank of orphans in need of family placement is a centralized registry of children left without parental in need of placement 
into family care, i.e. it contains data on children left without parental care in all forms of placement but in family care. The databank was 
created to help potential substitute parents find a child to adopt or take into guardianship. Access to full information on children in the 
databank is limited to applicants who have collected all approvals and have been officially recognized as candidates for foster/adoptive 
parents or candidates to become guardians. An entry for every child contains essential information, such as date of birth, reason for having 
been left without parental care, health status, siblings, address of the institution in which a child is currently placed, etc. A recent picture of 
the child is also included. The entries are updated once a month, so the list is kept up to date.  An anonymized truncated information on 
children in the databank is available for public access at the http://www.usynovite.ru/ of the Ministry of Education of the Russian Federation. 
On March 1, 2021, the number of children in the Databank was 41,386. 

http://council.gov.ru/media/files/7DMFAdAzI0Ia4W4Rho6ioHsqnBqS14UZ.pdf/
https://tass.ru/obschestvo/9831979
https://www.kommersant.ru/daily/125433
https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/4593889
https://docs.edu.gov.ru/document/136126e649bb57c304f7d7263eb90445/
https://docs.edu.gov.ru/document/8441a485bb409123ec7cccf17133b2fb/
https://docs.edu.gov.ru/document/b7b4176c2b3349c8370ec1f393aa2071/
http://www.usynovite.ru/
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during which a series of in-depth interviews with policymakers and policy practitioners, local self-
government bodies, and social work and care service providers in the LO and Tatarstan were 
conducted.  

The note is organized in the following way. Section 2 presents statistics on children left without 
parental care and their placement. Section 3 looks at the federal institutional framework for the state 
policy on the protection of children’s rights and the provision of social work and care services to 
families with children. Sections 4 and 5 present the case studies of LO and Tatarstan.  Sections 6 
presents an estimate of budget expenditure on the protection of children left without parental care 
and on the prevention of family separation. The Note concludes with key messages. 
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2. A snapshot of developments since the 1990s  

2.1 Trends  

Since the 1990s, Russian child protection policy and system have undergone major conceptual, legal, 
and institutional transformation. This process, as in other countries, is still ongoing.  

(i) Early 1990s to early 2000s 

The Russian Federation had inherited from the Soviet system a child protection system that relied to 
a significant extent on the institutional care for children left without parental care. At the onset of the 
transition at the beginning of the 1990s, with deep economic and social crisis, this approach was 
extended to poor and vulnerable children as well. As a result, many children were placed into 
residential care. Social work and care services to vulnerable families, community-based services and 
case management did not exist. The foster care placement was not developed as a standard form of 
placement either.  

Figure 1: Number of children left without parental care identified and recorded each 
year, 1990-2005 with a trendline (logarithmic)  

 

Source: Statistical Report #103-РИК 

The main way in which the state responded to the growing child neglect and abuse during this period 
was to deprive parents of their parental rights. The number of children in families where parents had 
their parental rights removed was 10,667 in 1992. In 1995, it was 31,403, in 2000 53,073 and in 2004 
it was 65,180. This situation contributed to an alarming increase in the number of children left without 
parental care identified and recorded each year: from 49,105 in 1990 to 133,034 in 2005 (Figure 1). 
The institutional placement of children left without parental care was large-scale: it grew from 
102,000 children in 1991, to more than 200,000 in 2005.  

Against a backdrop of fast declining birth rate, and almost 3.0 percent of children in various forms of 
care, unsurprisingly, this trend raised an alarm11 and spurred actions to reverse it. In the years that 
followed, the focus of the child protection policy shifted towards deinstitutionalization, family 

 
11 Address of the Minister of Health and Social Development of the Russian Federation M.Yu. Zurabov at the All-Russian Conference Ways 
of solving the problem of orphanhood in Russia, November 8, 2006 (http://www.sirotstvo.ru/files/3080/moscow2006_zurabov.doc/ ).  
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placement of children left without parental care and prevention of family dysfunction and social 
orphanhood through rehabilitation of biological families.  

The results, as illustrated by data in the tables below have been significant. 

(ii) Early 2000s onwards 

The number of children whose parents have been deprived of parental rights declined to 28,746 in 
2020. However, there has also been an increase in the number of children with parents whose 
parental rights have been temporarily restricted (Table 1).  

Table 1: The number of children in Russia whose parents have been deprived of, or 
restricted in their parental rights  during the year 

 
2010 2016 2018 2019 2020 

Children whose parents have been deprived of parental 
rights 

64,584 41,302 35,707 35,273 28,746 

          of these, number of children whose parents (both, 
one, a single parent) were deprived of parental rights 

43,353 27,793 22,072 21849 18,622 

Children whose parents have been restricted in their 
parental rights  

7,857 10,736 10,191 10,884 9,480 

          of these, number of children whose parents (both, 
one, a single parent) were deprived of parental rights 

6,200 8,917 8,213 8,739 7,728 

Source: Statistical Report #103-РИК. 

Note: The data presents the number of children in families where on or both parents/ single parent had their parental rights 
removed or restricted. Not all these children have been removed from their families as children may have stayed with the 
parent whose rights have not been removed/ restricted. However, one can assume that children where both parents (a single 
parent in cases of a single parent family) had their parental rights removed/ restricted, were placed in public care.  

The number of children left without parental care identified each year declined, to 43,395 or 143 
children per 100,000 population 0-17 years of age by the end of 2020 (Figure 2). The number of such 
children in residential care dropped to 41,505 (Table 5). 

Figure 2: Number of children left without parental care identified and recorded each 
year, 2006-2020 and trendline (logarithmic)  

 
Source: Statistical Report #103-РИК 



 

 

Figure 3: Regional rates of children 0-17 left without parental care during the year per 100,000 population  aged 0-17, 2020 

 

 

Source: Statistical report #103- РИК on the number of orphaned children during the year (2020); Rosstat population by age cohort data (January 1, 2020) 
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Cross-regional comparisons of rates of children left without parental care annually per 100,000 
children 0-17 in each region, show wide variation: in 2020, the rate varied from 32/100,000 in the 
Ingushetia Republic to  457/100,000 in the Jewish Autonomous Oblast or more than 14 times across 
regions (Figure 3 and Table A1 in the Annex). The rates in the case studies’ regions were 92 (Tatarstan) 
and 156 (LO). It should also be noted, as presented in Table A1 in the Annex, that the rate of children 
without parental care has declined between 2016 and 2020 in all regions except 4. 

Making any assertions regarding this huge variation and the situation in regions where the rate is 
significantly above the Russian average is not possible without a thorough investigation. No statistical 
information is available for even a light touch empirical analysis. Some data may exist at the regional 
level, but those are not easily available. However, the high rates could be a flag for the Federal 
authorities to examine the situation and provide help to those regions, starting with those with the 
highest rates. Regions with low rates should be researched as good practice examples to other regions. 

With the decline in the annual number of children identified and recorded as left without parental 
care, the total number of children placed into some form of substitute care, including adoptions has 
fallen as well. Thus, while in 2009 there were 724,455 such children, by 2020 their number had 
dropped to 514,869 (Table 2, Figure 4), or by almost by 30.0 percent. This positive development took 
place against the background of growing child population. It is important to keep in mind that the total 
number of children left without parental care in residential and in any form of family care is usually 
understood as “children in public/formal care” and covers all children who in one way or another have 
been covered by the formal care system. However, one should also keep in mind that in the case of 
Russia the total number of children in residential and family care does not cover all categories of 
children without parental care. For instance, it does not include children temporarily placed in 
institutions at the request of legal representatives.  

Table 1: The number of children placed in formal care in Russia in 2009-2020 

Year Number of children (stock) Share of children in total population aged 0-
17, %, with and without adopted children 

2009 724,455 2.79 (2.26) 

2010 702,135 2.67 (2.17) 

2011 684,751 2.58 (2.10) 

2012 667,572 2.48 (2.02) 

2013 658,161 2.40 (1.95) 

2014 648,270 2.32 (1.85) 

2015 624,911 2.15 (1.76) 

2016 605,556 2.07 (1.67) 

2017 577,716 1.95 (1.60) 

2018 560,034 1.85 (1.52) 

2019 539,805 1.78 (1.46) 

2020 514 869 1.67 (1.38) 

Source: 2009-2017: Report by the state Fund for Supporting Children in Difficult Life Situations - “Children in a difficult life 
situation: modern aspects of disadvantage and ways of their solution”. Moscow, Publishing house «Pero», 2019. Electronic 
publication. (p. 9). Data for 2018-2020 are based on Statistical Report #103-РИК Information and Rosstat’s data on the 
population by sex and age.  

Note: The table follows the methodology used in the source report. The number of children in formal care is inclusive of 
children in adoptive families, children voluntarily placed under guardianship by their parents, children in substitute families 
and children in residential care. The numbers in parentheses in the second column exclude adopted children.   
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Figure 4: Share of children in public care in total population aged 0-17 2009-2020 
(with adopted children) , %  

 

Source: Based on Table 2. 

At the same time, between 2009 and 2020, the share of children without parental care identified 
during the year who were placed in institutions (family-type children’s homes, educational and 
medical organizations, organizations providing social services, non-state institutions) decreased by 4 
percentage points: from 24.7 percent in 2009 to 20.7 percent in 2020, or by 19.0 percent.12 While this 
is a notable achievement, as 81.0 percent of children identified annually as left without parental care 
are placed in family care, still almost one fifth is placed in residential care (Table 3; for absolute 
numbers, see Table A2 in the Annex).  This is an important issue. Efforts to decrease this percentage 
by half by the end of the Decade of Children (see next section) should be one of the child protection 
policy priorities.  

Table 2: Placement of children left without parental care during the year  (flow), 
percentages, 2009-2020  

 

Number of 
children 

left 
without 
parental 

care 
during the 

year 

Placed in 
residential 

care 

Placed in 
care of 

guardians 
Adopted 

Placed in 
vocational 

school 
(residentia

l care) 

Returned 
to own 
families 

Left the 
system 
due to 
other 

reasons 

Remained 
unplaced 

at the end 
of the year 

2009 100 24,7 53,9 3,9 1,8 8,3 1,1 6,3 

2010 100 26,5 51,1 3,9 1,7 9,4 1,1 6,3 

2011 100 26,9 50,7 4,0 1,6 9,8 1,1 5,9 

2012 100 26,8 51,6 3,9 1,7 9,2 1,1 5,7 

2013 100 23,6 56,2 3,9 1,5 8,7 1,3 4,8 

2014 100 18,6 63,0 4,5 1,2 7,8 1,9 3,0 

2015 100 18,8 65,8 4,3 0,9 5,4 2,2 2,4 

2016 100 19,2 66,6 3,5 0,9 5,2 2,9 1,7 

2017 100 18,3 67,6 3,6 0,6 4,8 3,5 1,6 

2018 100 21,2 65,4 3,3 0,5 4,2 3,6 1,7 

2019 100 21,9 64,7 2,7 0,6 4,2 4,1 1,7 

2020 100 20,7 66,7 2,0 0,6 3,7 4,7 1,6 

Sources: Statistical Report #103-РИК. 

 
12 Statistical Report #103-РИК Information on the identification and placement of children and adolescents deprived of parental care 
(https://docs.edu.gov.ru/document/b7b4176c2b3349c8370ec1f393aa2071// ) 
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The decline in the annual number of children deprived of parental care and a priority given to their 
family placement over the last decade have changed the overall composition by the type of placement 
(Table 4). The placement under guardianship (foster care, placement with kin, etc.) dominates (74.3 
percent). Combined with the adoption, of all children left without parental care in 2020 in Russia, 92.0 
percent were placed in the family type of care. 

Table 3: Total number of children in formal care by type of placement, 2009-2020. 

 

Total number of 
children who 

were left without 
parental care 
(stock), end of 

year 

In guardianship 
care 

In care of 
adoptive parents 

In residential 
care 

Number of 
children (persons 
aged 0-17), end 

of year 

2009 724 255 (100%) 440 029 (60.8%) 137 396 (20.0%) 146 830 (20.3%)  25 980 575 

2010 702 135 430 604 131 308 140 223  26 249 015 

2011 684 751 427 371 128 585 128 795  26 517 455 

2012 668 573 422 608 125 175 120 790  26 914 299 

2013 658 162 426 452 123 824 107 886  27 374 352 

2014 648 270 436 539 124 127 87 604  28 357 975 

2015 624 911 438 494 115 581 70 836  29 014 468 

2016 605 556 433 599 112 985 58 972  29 573 971 

2017 577 716 423 147 104 359 50 210  29 561 098 

2018 560 034 411 720 100 944 47 370  30 215 423 

2019 539 805 399 414 95 962 44 429  30 370 372 

2020 514 869 (100.0%) 382 641 (74.3%) 90 723 (17.6%) 41 505 (8.1%) 30 753 044  

Sources: Statistical Report #103-РИКRosstat’s data on the population by sex and age Total number of children in 2010 and 
2020 (italics) are extrapolated estimates.  

The notable decline in the institutionalization of children deprived of parental care reflects a concerted 
effort of the Russian Government to develop and expand its system of family-based placement for 
children left without parental care, notably a system of paid foster care, which did not exist in Russia 
prior to the 2000s. It should also be noted that Russia had a well-developed system of guardianship 
(family placement with kin and non-kin individuals and families) and that even before the transition, 
majority of children deprived of parental care (more than two thirds) were placed in it (World Bank, 
200213). Below, we present how the family placement of children deprived of parental care has 
evolved since 2010 (Tables 4-6).  

Table 4: Guardianship by kinship (kin and no-kin) in Russia 2010, 2016 and 2018 (end 
of year), stock  

  2010 2016 2018 2019 2020 

Guardianship total 
430,604 

(100.0%) 
433,599 

(100.0%) 
411,720 

(100.0%) 
399,414  

(100.0%) 
382,641  

(100.0%) 

Kinship 
327,623 
(76.0%) 

287,840 
(66.4%) 

265,059 
(64.4%) 

253,831 
(63.6%) 

239,773  
(62,7%) 

Non-kinship 
102,981 
(24.0%) 

145,759 
(33.6%) 

146,661 
(35.6%) 

145,583  
(36.4%) 

142,868  
(37.3%) 

Source: Statistical Report #103-РИК (RIK). 

 

 
13 https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/15325  

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/15325
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Table 5: Guardianship: voluntary and non-voluntary and non-voluntary by payment 
2010, 2016 and 2018 (end of year) , stock  

  2010 2016 2018 2019 2020 

Guardianship total 
430,604 
(100.0%) 

433,599 
(100.0%) 

411,720 
(100.0%) 

399,414 
(100%) 

382,641  
(100%) 

Of which           

Voluntary (placed by parents) 
36,148 
(8.4%) 

27,352 
(6.3%) 

22,957   
(5.2%) 

20,964  
(5.2%) 

18,330 
(4.8%) 

Non-voluntary 
394,456 

(91.6) 
397,193 
(93.7%) 

388,763 
(94.4%) 

378,450  
(94.8%) 

364,311  
(95.2%) 

Non-voluntary, by form 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Provisional care (temporary, short 
term) 

- 
9,054 
(2.3%) 

8,634    
(2.2%) 

8,441  
(2.2%) 

10,546  
(2.9%) 

Paid* 
93,284 
(23.6%) 

170,726 
(43.0%) 

176,469 
(45.4%) 

176,522  
(46.6%) 

172,763  
(47.4%) 

Not paid** 
301,172 
(76.4%) 

226,467 
(57.0%) 

203,660 
(52.3%) 

193,487  
(51.1%) 

181,002  
(49,7%) 

Source:103-РИК. 

Note: *Paid for guardianship includes foster families and other forms of family care where substitute parents 
receive not only benefits to support the child but are also paid separately for their own parental service (i.e. 
professional parents). **Not paid guardian parents do not receive any compensation for their parental service.  

Table 6:Adopted children in Russia 2010, 2016 and 2018 (end of year)  stock  

 2010 2016 2018 2019 2020 

Number of adopted 
children  

131,308 
(100.0%) 

112,985 
(100.0%) 

100,944 
(100.0%) 

95,962  
(100.0%) 

90,723  
(100.0%) 

By Russian citizens 

93,500 

(71.2 %) 

82,463 
(73.0%) 

77,846 
(77.1%) 

75,975  
(79.2%) 

73,225  
(80.7%) 

By foreigners 
37,808 

(28.8%) 
30,522 

(27.0%) 
23,098 

(22.9%) 
19,987  

(20.8%) 
17,498   

(19.3%) 

Source:103-РИК. 

Note: Children adopted by stepmothers and stepfathers not included. 

Data presented in tables 4-6 reflect the efforts to secure family placement of children deprived of 
parental care, prioritizing the development of a paid foster care. As a result, the number of children 
placed under paid guardianship doubled between 2010 and 2018 (a reminder that the foster 
placement was introduced in Russia in the early 2000s). Foster care is paid well14 and in addition to 
salaries, foster families also enjoy other benefits such as prioritized access to social housing, etc. In 
parallel with the rise in the paid guardianship services, and against the 11.0 percent lower number of 
the total guardianship cases in 2020 compared to 2010, other forms of family placement have 
significantly declined. For example, kinship guardianship declined by 27.0 percent, and a stock of 
adopted children by 30.0 percent. At the same time, non-kinship guardianship increased by almost 
40.0 percent. The question to be asked is whether the foster care prioritization may have contributed 
to this. Among the placement options for children left without parental care, placement with own 

 
14 See Table A3 in the Annex to this note. 



 

 28 

family (preserving the family, reuniting children with their biological parents), adoption and placement 
with relatives (kin) is considered a more beneficial to the child’s development than other options (with 
placement in large scale institutions being the last resort option). Therefore, after 20 years, an in-
depth study on foster care development and its impact on other forms of family placement is 
recommended.  

To conclude, the trends in the numbers of children deprived of parental care and their placement into 
care over the last decade, as presented above, indicate the results to be proud of. The number of 
children left without parental care who were placed in various forms of care, including adoptions, 
declined by almost one third and most of the children (almost 92.0 percent) are placed in family types 
of care. While significantly below the level recorded in 2009, when 2.79 percent of all children (2,790 
per 100,000 child population), in 2020, still 1.67 percent of all children 0-17 (1,673 per 100,000 
reference population) had been left without parental care and subsequently a substitute placement 
was arranged for them. In 2020, more than 43,000 children were recorded as deprived of parental 
care, of which about 20.0 percent were placed in residential care. The share of preferred family 
placements such as adoption and placement with relatives as guardians has declined in favor of paid 
family care arrangements. Family reunification has been insignificant and has declined over time to a 
negligible number, signaling insufficient focus on preserving biological family, but also that the child 
protection system may be reaching children and families too late.  

(III) How does Russia compare to other countries?  

Before we provide some international comparisons, a note of caution that international comparisons 
are notoriously difficult to make, because inter alia the country child protection systems differ and the 
statistical systems, definition of indicators and the robustness of data collection varies. Hence, one 
should always interpret these data with caution, looking into the methodological explanation about 
what is and what is not included in the data. With this caveat, looking internationally, Russia still 
features a relatively higher rate of children in substitute care. Even if one removes adoptions from the 
total number of children left without parental care for whom a substitute placement was formally 
provided, 1.38 percent of all children (1,378/100,000) were still in public care. In many upper middle 
income and developed countries, this rate is well below 1.0 percent: in Germany, it is about 0.2 
percent;15 in England 0.65 percent,16 and in the USA, at any point in time during the year about 0.59 
percent of all children are in public care.17  

The UNICEF’s TransMonEE Database18 has been collecting and publishing data on child protection in 
Central and Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States (CEE&CES) since the mid-
90s. The source of data are statistical offices in those countries. According to the TransMonEE data 
base, in 2016, the average rate of children in formal care for the CEE&CES was 1,222 children per 
100,000 population aged 0-17, and the average rate for East European countries and Central Asia was 
1,314 per 100,000.19 In Russia, the corresponding number in 2016 was 2,070 (Table 3); in 2020 it was 
1,673). The level of institutionalization20 of children in formal care in 2016 was 113.5 per 100,000 
population aged 0-17. In Eastern Europe and Central Asia in 2016, it was 364.1 per 100,000 children. 
In CEE&CES, it was 413.5 per 100,000 children. At the end of 2018, the rate of children in formal care 

 
15 While Germany has a very low rate of children in care, its system is almost fully oriented towards residential placement. 
https://www.uni-hildesheim.de/media/ub/Fachportal_Leaving_Care/P_Abeona/National_Report_Germany_1.pdf 
16 Children looked after in England (including adoption); year ending 31 March 2019. Department for Education. 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/850306/Children_looked_after_in_E
ngland_2019_Text.pdf 
17https://www.childrensrights.org/newsroom/fact-sheets/foster-
care/#:~:text=And%20instead%20of%20being%20safely,time%20in%20U.S.%20foster%20care. 
18 http://transmonee.org/.  
19  UNICEF, TransMonEE, 2019. http://transmonee.org/database/download/. 
20 The rate of children in residential care. 

https://www.uni-hildesheim.de/media/ub/Fachportal_Leaving_Care/P_Abeona/National_Report_Germany_1.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/850306/Children_looked_after_in_England_2019_Text.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/850306/Children_looked_after_in_England_2019_Text.pdf
https://www.childrensrights.org/newsroom/fact-sheets/foster-care/#:~:text=And%20instead%20of%20being%20safely,time%20in%20U.S.%20foster%20care.
https://www.childrensrights.org/newsroom/fact-sheets/foster-care/#:~:text=And%20instead%20of%20being%20safely,time%20in%20U.S.%20foster%20care.
http://transmonee.org/
http://transmonee.org/database/download/
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(residential and family care) in the Russian Federation was estimated at 1,853 per 100,000 population 
aged 0-17.21  

2.2 Sustaining achievements and advancing further child protection  

To sustain achievements and make further progress in preventing children from being left without 
parental care, in particular through deprivation and restriction of parental rights, it is crucial to protect 
and preserve biological families through a range and continuum of social work and care services at the 
community level. In other words, the capacity of the child protection system to identify early and 
provide quality social work and care services to children and families with children in vulnerable 
situations needs to be significantly strengthened. It is also very important to ensure spatial equity in 
access to services. Below, we present some findings from some of the available research on the topic. 

The child abuse and neglect are identified too late: Timely (i.e. early) identification of families where 
children run a high risk of social orphanhood remains inadequate: it is estimated that only about 20.0 
percent of cases of children facing a high risk of losing parental care are identified by various channels 
serving as gate keepers into service provision and care (Kostenko, 2014).22 The greatest number of 
cases is detected by the police, which may be too late for preventive work, as the child is likely to have 
already experienced violence, abuse and neglect that endangers his or her life and health, and 
therefore he or she needs immediate removal from the family and placement into care. This situation 
to a large degree reflects the way how the child protection system and service delivery is organized 
(discussed in subsequent sections), with multiply pathways and entry into care, underdeveloped social 
work and care services unable to identify and meet the demand, and outdated methods of their 
provision (lack of case management, etc.).  

Insufficient offer of services - status of the service delivery system. According to the “State Report on 
the Situation of Children and Families with Children 2018”23 the number of organizations providing 
social services to families and children across Russia was 2,801 in 2018 (2017 - 2,870; 2016 - 2,906), 
(Figure 5) or one service provider per about 50,000 general population. There is no information about 
what services they provide, how many clients they serve, how many social workers and other 
professionals they employ, what their regional distribution is. It is hence very difficult to assess the 
situation of the social services provided to families and children.  

As indicated by the Figure 5, the number of state-owned entities providing social work and care 
services has declined in recent years. This, to a large extent, reflects a wave of the service providers’ 
network consolidation in the regions with the stated objective to eliminate inefficient, underutilized 
social services and units and to improve the quality of the services provided, introduce advanced 
methods and technologies, and expand the most relevant and popular forms of work. However, some 
of the changes in the network of social services for families and children are interpreted by 
practitioners and experts as forced by budget constraints. As always, the reality is probably in the 
middle, with both efficiency and budget constraints playing a role. More importantly, in looking at the 
services, it is not possible to find an assessment of the demand and needs on the one hand, and 
capacity of the system to meet them, on the other.  

Some Russian researches (Kostenko, 2014; Yegorova, 2011)  note that the system of child protection 
in the Russian Federation reacts rather than preempts, with early institutionalization of children at 
high risk of losing parental care as a dominant approach, and the lack of early detection of family 

 
21 In 2018, the number of children in Russia was 30,215,400. (Rosstat). At the end of 2018, there were 560,034 children in substitute families 
in Russia (including adoptions and provisional care), and 47,370 children were in residential care (103-РИК). 
22 This number indirectly answers the question about the demand (needs) for services, suggesting that the system can meet only about one 
fifth of the needs. 
23 https://mintrud.gov.ru/docs/1361  

https://mintrud.gov.ru/docs/1361
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dysfunction or early assistance to the family. The social services that are provided (often small  
material assistance) are frequently not appropriate for the immediate needs of the families in crisis 
(counselling, medical treatment for cases of substance abuse, therapy), which significantly reduces 
rehabilitation potential of the family and increases the risk of the child being removed from a family 
and the parents’ parental rights being subsequently removed or restricted. The issue is also that the 
national system of child protection and family support tends to place children at high risk of loss of 
parental care in temporary or institutional care as a priority intervention.24 It is, thus, very important 
that (i) preserving the family and preventing family separation is a top priority of the child protection 
policy; and that concurrently (ii) the network of standardized social work and care centers is expanded 
to cover entire Russia, tasked with early identification and case management, as well provision of 
some services, particularly those not provided by other providers.   

Figure 5: State organizations providing social work and care services to families and 
children in the Russian Federation, by type  

 

Source: State Report on the “Situation of Children and Families with Children 2018”. 

What do the families say? A research poll of parents who received social support and their assessment 
of the effectiveness of social support for families with children (Kostenko, 2014a)  found that only 13.0 
percent of parents considered the removal of the child from the family and her/his placement in 
residential care to be beneficial for the child and the family as a whole(Kostenko, 2014a) 

The poll results indicated that the main issues the surveyed parents were facing in raising their children 
were lack of parenting skills and/or knowledge about the child’s upbringing and behavior, and the 
quality of communication in the family. More than 60.0 percent of the polled parents acknowledged 
they had problems in raising their children and recognized the existence of the risk of separation. 

 
24 Children’s Ombudsperson Anna Kuznetsova on the reform of the guardianship authorities in Russia: We must create a service that people 
will trust. June 4, 2020. https://www.kp.ru/daily/27139.5/4230493/. 
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Another important group of problems flagged in the poll relates to the parents themselves, when they 
are experiencing emotional stress, conflicts between spouses, absence of one of the parents. All these 
are factors that increase the risk of losing custody of the child. Poverty and low income, housing 
problems, unemployment, and alcoholism are the third group of important factors identified by the 
polled parents. All these factors combined significantly increase the risk of a family dysfunction, the 
child neglect and abuse and ultimately a separation of the child from the family. Complexity of the 
problems also points to a need for a multidisciplinary approach in helping the family and preventing 
the child separation.  

According to the responses provided by the parents, the services provided by the existing providers 
(social assistance centers for families and children, social rehabilitation centers, etc.) only partially 
solve some of the above-mentioned problems. Most often, parents are only offered a small material 
support and an offer to place the child (temporarily) in residential care (for example, in social shelters) 
which means removal of the child from the family. In contrast, psychological support, counselling and 
therapy, parenting skills training and alcohol dependence treatment are offered infrequently (often 
such services do not exist or are in short supply).  

The need to further develop social protection of children and families at risk of dysfunction and 
separation. The achievements discussed above have been underpinned by a flurry of regional 
initiatives to develop social work and care services to vulnerable families and children and to adopt 
modern methods and tools in delivering those services. Across regions, many good practice examples 
can be found. Regions with low rates of children in public care, despite regional specificities, share a 
common vision for addressing the problems of social orphanhood: an orientation towards early 
identification and prevention, keeping the child in the family, mobilizing the family’s own life forces 
and resources. To this end, these regions have reoriented their social work and care services to 
vulnerable children and their families toward family-oriented services, expanding the menu of services 
including psychosocial assistance and ensuring multidisciplinary approach and cross-sectoral 
cooperation. In the service provision, traditional and new technologies of implementing individual 
rehabilitation programs for families with children and children in difficult situations are skillfully 
combined.  

However, many regions, while embracing the national policy principles and orientation, have lagged, 
as indicated by high rates of children deprived of parental care. The reasons are multiple, including 
institutional inertia, significant presence of residential care institutions, which are an important 
employer, the lack of resources to develop community-based services, the lack of human resources, 
etc. (Kazakova, 2012) 

Modernization of the child protection services demands that not only the menu of services is 
expanded and their content improved, but also that the management of the child protection system 
is changed, as dictated by the complex characteristics of the families at risk (Yegorova, 2009). It is not 
enough to simply add preventive services to residential institutions, which is often used as a model to 
improve services. Often, services are demand based, where families themselves are expected to seek 
services. But this is unlikely to happen, as families in distress rarely seek help, save for cash assistance. 
What is needed is a formal network of standardized social work and care centers with proper case 
management system, where territorially responsible social work and care centers identify, assess, 
develop multidisciplinary intervention plan with other relevant stakeholders, organize service delivery 
and/or refer the case to services and monitor the plan implementation with a view of making needed 
adjustments (see Box 1 on case management in social work and care services below). 
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Box 1: Case management in social work   

Case management is a process practiced by social workers that supports or guides the delivery of social 
service support to vulnerable children and families and other populations in need. It begins when a 
person or family is identified as having a vulnerability or is in a difficult situation requiring support or 
assistance. Case management involves a social worker who collaboratively assesses the needs of a client 
and arranges, coordinates, monitors, evaluates and advocates for a package of services to meet a 
specific client’s needs. This may require the social worker to liaise with and involve community health, 
education, justice, community, non-governmental organizations, and other stakeholders who may be 
of help. Collaboration and coordination are very important to ensure that a range of services, as 
identified in the case plan,25 are delivered without interruptions and that needs are met. 

Effective case management practice can empower families to understand and access multiple services 
through creating a child- and/or family-centered case plan, with the end goal of helping individuals 
and/or families improve their coping skills, increase resilience, and promote greater autonomy, safety 
and well-being. It serves as a first step toward assessing client-level outcomes and builds in regular 
checks to see if the interventions are having the intended effect or if it is necessary to revise the case 
plan. 

The case management process also supports good management practice because it requires social 
service workers to find out what social services are available (for example, clinics, legal aid, support 
groups, kinship care) and where there are gaps. It also helps to monitor the performance of staff and 
volunteers, promotes transparency and accountability, and helps to inform and plan budgets. 

There are four basic components of case management: 1. Identification and assessment (including the 
opening of a case and start of documentation); 2. Individual support planning (planning of response and 
care); 3. Referral and liaison with support services (where required), and 4. Monitoring and review 
(including case closure). 

 
An example of a case management flow: 

 

 
25 The case plan is a document used to outline step-by-step actions that will be taken to meet the goals of the client. The case plan also 
includes information such as who is responsible for each step and the timeline for when actions will take place. 
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Source for the example: Core Concepts and Principles of Effective Case Management: Approaches for the Social Service 
Workers, Global Social Service Workforce Alliance Case Management Interest Group, 2018. P. 10. 

Source for the Box 1: Adjusted from Ibid and Case management practice within Save the Children child protection 
Programmes. Written by Christine McCormick, Child Protection Adviser, Save the Children UK, The Save the Children Fund, 
2011. 

See also Annex to this Policy Note providing an assessment framework and flow of child protection services (case 
management processes) at the local level in effect in England. Source: HM Government 2018 Working Together 
to Safeguard Children: A guide to inter-agency working to safeguard and promote the welfare of children, July 
2018. The guide is free to download from the: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/942454/
Working_together_to_safeguard_children_inter_agency_guidance.pdf 
 

2.3 To conclude  

Since the early 2000s, the focus of the child protection policy in Russia has shifted towards 
deinstitutionalization of care, family placement for children deprived of parental care through a rapid 
development of a foster care system, and prevention of family dysfunction and social orphanhood 
through the development of services to rehabilitate biological families 

The results have been notable: deprivation of parental rights became less frequent, the number of 
children left without parental care identified each year has declined significantly, and so has the total 
number of children in formal care, including children placed into adoption, the share of children 
identified as left without parental care annually placed in institutional care decreased to 20.0 percent 
and of all children in public care, in 2020, 92,0 percent were placed in family care (inclusive of 
adoption).  

The notable decline in the institutionalization of children deprived of parental care reflects a concerted 
effort of the Russian Government to develop its system of family-based placement for children 
deprived of parental care, notably a system of paid foster care, which did not exist in Russia prior to 
the 2000s. At the same time, to prevent child neglect and abuse and assist families experiencing 
dysfunction, a network of social work and care service organizations was being developed throughout 
Russia.  

While the achievements over the last fifteen years have been remarkable, several issues require close 
attention: the rate of children in public care is still high; the regional rates of children identified 
annually as left without parental care vary widely -  by more than 14 times; deprivation and restriction 
of parental rights, and child abandonment remain key pathways for children into care, signalling lack 
of timely identification of families at risk and actions to prevent the child separation; the return of a 
child to her or his family is rare, corroborating the statement that the system reacts too late to 
preserve the family; preventive social work and care services are underdeveloped and many issues of 
systematic assistance to biological families in solving problems that pose a risk of family dysfunction 
and social orphanhood remain largely unresolved or require additional efforts; few regions have 
adopted comprehensive system of social work and care services as a backbone of the child protection 
system and even fewer are using a case management system in identifying families at risk, holistically 
assessing their situation, developing a multi-sectoral intervention plan, providing/ referring the cases 
to services and regularly monitoring and periodically reassessing the situation and adjusting the 
intervention plan. Moreover, the individual demand and application for services dominates, and the 
client is often asked to confirm compliance with many criteria for obtaining the right to receive social 
services free of charge, which creates barriers to accessing the services.  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/942454/Working_together_to_safeguard_children_inter_agency_guidance.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/942454/Working_together_to_safeguard_children_inter_agency_guidance.pdf
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Another issue is the lack of data to properly monitor the implementation of the child protection policy 
and use for evidence-based policy making. Disaggregation of all children in public care by gender, age 
or disability is not possible. Data on residential care (type of facility, number of children in them by 
gender, age and disability) is limited. While reasons for entering care annually are given, there is no 
data for deeper analysis (e.g. why parents were deprived of parental right, has the family been treated 
prior to deprivation and how, how the child was abandoned, what was done to prevent it, did the 
child experience abuse and violence are just some of the questions that must be answered, so that 
policy makers and practitioners understand what is happening and adjust the policies accordingly). 
Data on social work services are very limited as well. Hence, the entire system of data reporting and 
collection in the area of child protection requires significant strengthening. 

Finally, empirical research of child protection and in-depth studies about children left without parental 
care are rare. Possible reasons include lack of data and lack of resources. 
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3. National policy on the protection and support to families at risk and 
children left without parental care  

3.1. Strategic documents from the last decade 

(i) National Strategy of Action for Children 2012 – 2017 

The National Strategy for Action on Children 2012-2017 (National Strategy) has been the most 
important strategic document of the last decade adopted to improve the situation of children in the 
Russian Federation.26 It has mobilized a huge number of stakeholders for its implementation. Not only 
that, its implementation almost became a national movement with significant attention of high-level 
policy makers paid to it. Not surprisingly, as documented in the previous section, its implementation 
was largely a success. 

The National Strategy identified main problems related to childhood, most of which concern socially 
vulnerable and excluded groups of children, and the shortcomings of the existing mechanisms for 
safeguarding their rights and interests: 

• Inadequacy of the existing mechanisms for ensuring and protecting the rights and interests of 
children, failure to comply with international standards on the rights of the child, 

• High risk of poverty brought up with the birth of a child, especially in large and single-parent 
families, 

• High incidence of family dysfunction, child abuse and all forms of violence against children, 

• Low effectiveness of preventive work with dysfunctional families and children, and 
widespread deprivation of parental rights and social orphanhood, 

• Huge disparities among the constituent members of the Russian Federation regarding the 
quantity and quality of services available to children and their families, 

• Social exclusion of vulnerable categories of children - orphans and children left without 
parental care, children with disabilities and children at social risk, 

• The increase in new risks associated with the dissemination of information that represents 
danger to children, 

• The absence of effective mechanisms to ensure participation of children in public life and in 
matters directly affecting them. 

The national strategy covered a wide range of public policies, including access to quality education 
and training, cultural development and information security, health care and healthy lifestyle. The 
following sections of the National Strategy directly addressed the problems of vulnerable children:  

• Family policy of childhood safeguarding (poverty of children and families with children, family 
dysfunction and cruelty to children, social orphanhood),  

• Equal opportunities for children in need of special care of the State (problems of orphans and 
children deprived of parental care, children with special needs, including disabled children and 
children with HIV),  

• Establishment of a system for the protection and safeguarding of the rights and interests of 
children and child-friendly justice (problems of children who have committed offences and 
crimes; violence against children).  

 
26 Decree of the President of the Russian Federation of 1 June 2012, 761 On the National Strategy of Action for Children 2012-2017. 
https://mintrud.gov.ru/docs/16/  

https://mintrud.gov.ru/docs/16/
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The implementation of the National Strategy was aimed, inter alia, at reversing several negative trends 
and overcoming social problems, such as:  

• High levels of social deprivation in families (related to alcoholism, drug addiction, erosion of 
family and social values, social orphanhood), 

• Unacceptably high incidence of ill-treatment of children, including physical, emotional, and 
sexual violence against children, and neglect of their basic needs, 

• Widespread deprivation and restriction of parental rights as fundamental measures for the 
protection of the rights of the child in cases of late identification and failure to provide 
effective preventive assistance to families with children at an early stage. 

The National Strategy proposed a significant number of policy measures and activities (Box 2) the 
implementation of which was mandated by a number of strategic and planning documents.27 It should 
be pointed out, however, that not all the key measures envisaged in the National Strategy were 
reflected in the planning documents. 

Box 2: Selected activities of the National Strategy for Children 2012 - 2017 

Develop and establish Minimum Guarantees of Access to Income and Social Services, including 
minimum income guaranty, access to social housing, family recreation and nutrition. 
 
Review legislation of the Russian Federation concerning child protection with the aim of clarifying and 
streamlining the concepts of «children in a difficult situation», «children and families at social risk», 
«children in need of state assistance», «children left without parental care», «cruel treatment of a child»  
Establish a legislative framework to reform the operation of the guardianship and trusteeship 
authorities in area of protecting children’s rights. 
 
Optimize powers of State bodies with respect to the protection of the rights of the child, institutionalize 
procedure for interdepartmental cooperation to prevent family dysfunction, social orphanhood and 
protect the rights and legitimate interests of children. 
 
Modernize State Statistical Reporting in the area of protection of family, mothers and children. 
Develop and establish standards for the provision of specialized preventive services to prevent cruelty 
to children and, overcome family dysfunction and social orphanhood, as well as for the provision of 
rehabilitation assistance to victims of cruel treatment. 
 
Establish effective mechanisms for early detection of child neglect and abuse, dysfunctional families 
with children, and for the provision of assistance to them, with the participation of educational, health 
and social services institutions; strengthen interdepartmental coordination in the area of children’s 
rights protection. 
 
Develop a full-fledged system of training and upgrading the skills of professionals working with and for 
children. 
 
Organize an interdepartmental system for early identification of dysfunctional families with children 
and providing them with comprehensive assistance to prevent family disintegration and deprivation of 
parental rights (with the participation of the social protection, education, health institutions, 

 
27 Including: 1. Plan of priority actions until 2014 to implement the most important provisions of the National Strategy of Action for Children 
2012-2017. 2. Plan of measures for 2015 - 2017 to implement the most important provisions of the National Strategy of Action for Children 
2012 - 2017. 3. Other strategic documents adopted as part of the implementation of the National Strategy and plans for their 
implementation, in particular the Concept of State Family Policy up to 2025. 4. Regional strategies, concepts, and action plans. 
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employment offices, commissions for the affair of the minors, guardianship and custody agencies), with 
appropriate coordination of all agencies involved in family rehabilitation. 
 
Ensure unimpeded access for families with children to needed social services, including strengthening 
social support services for families at risk, community based social services, mobile teams and crisis 
centers for children victims of abuse and crisis centers for mothers with children to prevent child 
abandonment. 
 
Ensure extensive introduction of effective methods for rehabilitation of socially disadvantaged families 
with children. 
 
Introduce a system for preventing abandonment of children at birth and (or) placement of small children 
in healthcare facilities, especially in cases when a child is found to have developmental disorders or 
mother is underage. 
 
Prohibit the removal of children from their families without prior social rehabilitation work; replace 
deprivation of parental rights by restriction of parental rights with the organization of rehabilitation 
work with families during this period. 
 
Develop and implement a comprehensive support program for orphans and children deprived of 
parental care at an early age. 
 
Establish a system of professional support for adoptive parents, guardians, foster parents during the 
adaptation and subsequent stages of the child’s life. 
 
Make a transition to an open adoption system, give up confidentiality of adoption. 

To ensure cooperation and coordination between federal and regional authorities, local government 
bodies and voluntary associations, a Coordinating Council for the Implementation of the National 
Strategy under the Office of the President of the Russian Federation was established. Its role was to 
deliberate on issues concerning the implementation of the National Strategy and to coordinate its 
implementation. The Coordinating Council was headed by the Chairman of the Federal Council of the 
Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation. In November 2017 the Federal Council published a report 
“On the results of monitoring the effectiveness of implementation of the National Strategy of Action 
for Children 2012-2017” (On the Results of Monitoring, 2018). 

The report presented comprehensive lists of various actions that were undertaken by various National 
Strategy directions, primarily by the regions and municipalities, including activities to improve the 
quality of services for families with children in difficult circumstances and to reduce the number of 
families at social risk. The Report also noted that many regions had begun to restructure their network 
of social service providers to eliminate inefficient, underutilized social services and subdivisions, to 
improve the quality of the services provided, introduce advanced methods in the delivery of services 
and develop “most relevant and popular forms of work”.28  

  

 
28 Ibid. 
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The Report noted practices that gained momentum during the implementation of the National 
Strategy in some regions, including:  

• Introduction of new methods of social work and care services, such as home visits, early 
detection of family dysfunction, case management, intensive home-based family therapy, 
work with a network of child contacts, determining the individual route of the family in the 
process of prevention of family dysfunction and others,  

• Modernization of the service delivery practices, 

• Introduction of social patronage as a new method to provide assistance to children and 
families ate risk,29  

• Regulation of interdepartmental cooperation in the early detection of family dysfunction, 

• Involvement of socially oriented non-profit organizations in the provision of services. 

However, significant parts of legislative, regulatory, and institutional measures provided for in the 
National Strategy have not been implemented or completed. One of such areas is a systemic 
improvement in the Federal legislation in child protection, which has been prepared and deliberated 
on for a long period now. 

One of the areas that has been frequently pointed out as in need of improvement by the child 
protection experts is the existing system of reporting and analysis of the operation of the system of 
social services for families and children (Romanov, 2007). The system only captures information on 
the absolute number of services rendered and the number of applicants who received the services. 
The reports contain only descriptions of individual practices, services, programs, projects of different 
scope implemented in a given region. The changes that occur in a particular family because of the 
implemented set of support measures are not reported on. It is, thus, not possible to separate 
successful from partially successful or unsuccessful interventions. Summary information on 
performance is partially available only for families that are recognized as families at social risk and are 
involved in interdepartmental prevention work. Even in case of such families, there is no evaluation 
of the outcomes.  

Therefore, to start with, for each case, the outcome information should be provided, such as: the child 
reunited with the family, the child placed in guardianship, the child placed in temporary shelter, family 
in stable condition, etc., accompanied with a detail description of the case and assistance provided. 
Ultimately, for each child/family, there should be a case management process and detailed 
standardized information about each phase of the case management should be recorded, with 
exhaustive description of the outcomes. Underpinned by an integrated automated information 
management system, such information would provide an invaluable source to assess the services 
effectiveness and adjust and further develop them. 

  

 
29 Social patronage is a method to ensure interdepartmental collaboration in providing social support and assistance to families and children 
at risk. It includes bodies and organizations operating in the territory of a municipality that implement socio-pedagogical, legal, medical, 
psychological and other measures aimed at identifying and eliminating the causes and conditions conducive to child neglect, homelessness, 
delinquency and antisocial behavior of minors.  
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(ii) The Decade of Childhood  

In order to continue improving the state policy on child protection and building on the results achieved 
in the implementation of the National Strategy of Action for Children 2012 - 2017, the President of 
the Russian Federation declared the period of 2018-2027 the Decade of Childhood in the Russian 
Federation.30 

The proclamation of the Decade of Childhood was not accompanied by any elaboration and adoption 
of any new strategic documents that would contain an analysis of the situation, a definition of main 
problems, formulation of main tasks, actions and expected results in those areas.  

The Government of the Russian Federation was instructed to adopt, within a period of three months, 
a plan for the main activities to be carried out by 2020 within the framework of the Decade of 
Childhood. Such a plan was approved by the Government of the Russian Federation in July 2018 and 
amended in August 201931 and January 2021. The Government approved a new plan of action within 
the framework of the Decade of Childhood for the period 2020-2027 which continues the activities of 
the previous plan.32 

The measures contained in both Plans  are in line with the activities that were stipulated in the 
National Strategy, in particular in the sections “The child and his or her right to a family (orphans and 
children deprived of parental care, neglected and abandoned children, children in need of social 
services)”, “Social protection of disabled children and children with special needs and their integration 
into modern society”, and “Promotion and protection of the rights and interests of children (children 
in conflict with the law, children prone to suicidal behavior)”.  

“The plan of major activities within the framework of the Decade of Childhood for the period up to 
2027”33 contains 8 thematic areas with 129 activities to be implemented. Each activity has key 
government bodies responsible for the activity implementation, timetable and expected results. 
The thematic areas are children’s health; well-being of families with children; education, 
infrastructure for children; protection of children without parental care, quality of life of children 
with disabilities, child safety and coordination of implementation of the Decade of Childhood.  

Tasks and activities that pertain to children and families in “difficult life situations” and children 
without parental care are included in several thematic areas. For example, the tasks for the thematic 
area 2 – Well-being of families with children, includes the following relevant tasks: the formation of 
responsible and conscientious parenting as a fundamental  basis for family well-being; creation of a 
unified comprehensive system of support for families with children who find themselves in difficult 
life situations; creation of legal, organizational, personnel, social conditions for early detection of 
family and child problems and the organization of individual support. Thematic area 4 – 
Infrastructure for children specifies as one of its tasks “the development of the infrastructure of 
social services that provide affordable and high-quality assistance to children and families with 
children in difficult life situations”.  

Thematic area 5 that is dedicated to the protection of children without parental care defines the 
following tasks: (i) reforming the system of guardianship and custody of minors;(ii) development and 
improvement of forms of family placement of children left without parental care; (iii) development of 
a system for preparing children for independent living and a system of post-boarding support for 

 
30 Decree of the President of the Russian Federation of 29 May 2017, 240 “On the declaration of the Decade of Childhood in the Russian 
Federation”. 
31 http://static.government.ru/media/files/sZ1Pt6qoNGaXsiXVpTXlSJc3svtwE2HE.pdf/  
32 “The plan of major activities within the framework of the Decade of Childhood for the period up to 2027”. Approved by the order of 
the Government of the Russian Federation of January 23, 2021 N 122-r. http://docs.cntd.ru/document/573461456/  
33 Ibid. 

http://static.government.ru/media/files/sZ1Pt6qoNGaXsiXVpTXlSJc3svtwE2HE.pdf/
http://docs.cntd.ru/document/573461456/
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graduates of all forms of guardianship; (iv) increasing the level of competence of specialists working 
with orphans and foster families; (v) reforming organizations for orphans and children left without 
parental care; and (vi) expanding the participation of society in protecting the rights of orphans and 
children left without parental care. 

Activities pertinent to families in difficult circumstance and children left without parental care include 
improvements in access to, menu and quality of social services, inclusion of non-governmental 
organizations in service provision, improvements in statistics, dissemination of good regional 
practices, strengthening inter-agency collaboration, and strengthening and capacity development of 
the guardianship and trusteeship bodies.  

To carry out public monitoring of the implementation of the Decade of Childhood and to ensure 
cooperation of all authorities, voluntary associations, academic and social organizations, two new 
councils, the Council for the Implementation of the State Policy on the Protection of Family and 
Children, under the Office of the President of the Russian Federation, and, at the government level, 
the Coordination Council of the Government of the Russian Federation for the Decade of Childhood 
in the Russian Federation, were established.  

3.2 Roles and functions of principal government bodies responsible for child 
protection 

(i) Regulatory framework 

In the Russian Federation, there are many government bodies responsible for child protection at the 
Federal and regional levels. Their functioning is regulated by an enormous body of federal and regional 
laws and other regulatory acts.  

The Family Code of the Russian Federation34 stipulates that rights and legitimate interests of children 
are protected by their parents (persons substituting them) and, in the cases provided for by the Code, 
the guardianship/ trusteeship bodies,35 the prosecutor and the courts. 

Several other federal acts assign the same or similar powers to other bodies, in particular: 

Article 11 of the Federal Law 120-FZ from June 24, 1999 On the foundations of the system of prevention 
of neglect and juvenile delinquency36 establishes that the “Commissions for Minors' Affairs and the 
Protection of their Rights shall ensure the implementation of measures to protect and restore the 
rights and legitimate interests of minors and to protect them from all forms of discrimination, physical 
or mental violence, insult or ill-treatment, sexual and other exploitation and the identification and 
elimination of the causes and conditions conducive to neglect, homelessness, delinquency and anti-
social behavior of minors”.  

 

34 http://docs.cntd.ru/document/9015517/  

35 Guardianship is the type and form of representation of minors under the age of 14 who, because of their age, must have guardians or 
legal representatives. Trusteeship is the type and form of representation that applies to citizens between the ages of 14 and 18 who need a 
guardian as a support in the realization of their rights. 
36 http://www.kremlin.ru/acts/bank/14023/  

http://docs.cntd.ru/document/9015517/
http://www.kremlin.ru/acts/bank/14023/
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Article 15 of the Federal Law 124-FZ from July 24, 199837 On fundamental guarantees of the rights of 
the child establishes that “the protection of the rights of children in difficult circumstances (with the 
exception of those in residential care in the Federal State Educational Organizations) is performed by 
the State authorities of the constituent entities of the Russian Federation in accordance with the 
legislation of the constituent entities of the Russian Federation”.  

Matters concerning the establishment, implementation and termination of guardianship and/or 
trusteeship are regulated by the Federal Law on Guardianship and Trusteeship 48-FZ, from April 24, 
2008,38 which assigns the following functions to the guardianship and trusteeship authorities:39 

• Protection of the rights and legitimate interests of citizens in need of guardianship or 
trusteeship and of citizens under the guardianship or trusteeship, 

• Supervision of guardians and custodians and of organizations in which persons with no legal 
capacity or limited capacity are placed, 

• Control of the safekeeping of property and the administration of property of citizens under 
the guardianship of trusteeship or placed in care of educational organizations, medical 
organizations, organizations providing social services or other organizations, including 
specialized organizations for orphans and children left without parental care. 

Other functions of the guardianship and trusteeship authorities regarding protection of the rights and 
legitimate interests of minors are defined in other legislative acts, including the Family Code. 

Protection of the rights of the child is thus the responsibility of the parents and substitute parents 
(guardians, foster parents, etc.), guardianship and trusteeship authorities, the commissions for 
minors, and other bodies defined by regional legislation. The overlapping of functions creates many 
difficulties in the interaction among different agencies when working with specific families and 
children and dilutes responsibilities.  

Interdepartmental cooperation in child protection and prevention of child neglect is regulated by the 
Federal Law 120-FZ from June 24, 1999  On the Foundations of the System for the Prevention of Child 
Neglect and Juvenile Delinquency.40 This law introduces the concepts of families and minors at social 
risk and defines the concept of preventive work and categories of children and parents eligible for it.  
It also defines state bodies responsible for the prevention of child neglect and juvenile delinquency 
and describes their respective main areas of activity, including the commissions on minors' affairs, 
authorities responsible for social protection, Federal, regional and local authorities responsible for 
education, guardianship and trusteeship bodies, youth affairs agencies, health authorities, 
employment offices, internal affairs agencies and institutions of the penal correction system (pre-trial 
detention centers, juvenile colonies and penal enforcement inspectorates). 

 

37 https://legalacts.ru/doc/federalnyi-zakon-ot-24071998-n-124-fz-ob/  

38 http://www.kremlin.ru/acts/bank/27263  

39 Guardianship and Trusteeship authorities (Organi opeki i popechitel’stva) are bodies of the state executive power of the constituent 
entities of the Russian Federation (regions). Their duties and rights primarily concern minors deprived of parental care. They: (i) are 
responsible for monitoring the rights of all minors, including those with parents, settling disputes between parents under the jurisdiction of 
the guardianship and trusteeship authorities, and other matters; (ii) have the right to remove children from any person, including their 
parents, in order to protect the life and health of the child, identify children left without parental care and place them in families or 
specialized institutions; (iii) give citizens opinions on the possibility of becoming adoptive parents, guardians, or foster parents. As a rule, 
these authorities have territorial subdivisions in each municipality. 
40 http://www.kremlin.ru/acts/bank/14023  

https://legalacts.ru/doc/federalnyi-zakon-ot-24071998-n-124-fz-ob/
http://www.kremlin.ru/acts/bank/27263/
http://www.kremlin.ru/acts/bank/14023
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Eligibility to receive social work and care services for children and families with children is regulated 
by the article 15 of the Federal Law 2013 442-FZ from December 28, “On the Principles of Social 
Services for Citizens in the Russian Federation”41, which establishes circumstances when a citizen is 
considered to be in need of social services.  

The eligibility criteria for families with children, include:42  

• Presence of one or several persons with disabilities in the family, including a child or children 
with disabilities, who require permanent care,  

• Presence of a child or children, including those under guardianship or trusteeship, 
experiencing difficulties in social adaptation,  

• Inability to provide care, including temporary care, to a person with disability, a child or 
children and the lack of care thereof,  

• Existence of domestic conflict, including conflict with persons addicted to drugs or alcohol, 
persons addicted to gambling, persons suffering from mental health disorders,  

• Lack of possibility to provide care, including temporary care for, and neglect of, persons with 
disabilities and (or) children. 

The regions may establish other circumstances based on which a citizen may be determined to be in 
need of some form of social services. 

The Law stipulates provision of 8 types of social services - household, medical, psychological, 
educational, labor, legal, services to improving communication capacity of recipients with life 
constraints, and emergency services. They can be home-based, semi-residential and residential 
institution based. The Law also requires that regions should provide social services to minors free of 
charge, irrespective of the form in which the service is provided, and grants them the right to establish 
other categories of citizens to whom social services will be provided free of charge.  

(ii) Implementation 

Public policy on the protection of the rights of children, including children deprived of parental care, 
and on the provision of social services to families and children is implemented by a range of 
government entities.  

The Ministry of Education (MOE) of the Russian Federation is responsible for the formulation and 
implementation of the state policy and regulation pertaining to guardianship and trusteeship of 
minors and for the social support and social protection of students. It has a Department for the State 
Policy for the Protection of Children’s Rights, whose main activities include formulation, regulation 
and implementation of policies pertaining to: 

• guardianship and trusteeship of children deprived of parental care,  

• organization and delivery of early remedial assistance for children with disabilities and special 
educational needs and their families,  

• organization and delivery of general education (initial general, basic general and general 
secondary) and vocational profiling of children with special needs and disabilities,  

 
41 http://www.kremlin.ru/acts/bank/38016  
42 Ibid. 

http://www.kremlin.ru/acts/bank/38016
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• organizational and methodological support to psychological, educational, medical and social 
assistance centers and to the Psychological, Medical and Pedagogical Assessment 
Commissions,43  

• organization and delivery of general and vocational education for children with socially 
dangerous behavior in special educational establishments,  

• prevention of asocial behavior, neglect, and juvenile delinquency,  

• establishing and maintaining the State Databank on Orphaned Children,  

• organizational and methodological support and coordination of the development of 
psychological services in the education system of the Russian Federation,  

• implementation of the plan of basic measures under the Decade of Children,  

• organizational and technical support to the Government Commission on Minors' Affairs.  

The Ministry of Labor and Social Protection of the Russian Federation (MOLSP) is responsible for the 
formulation, regulation and implementation of the state policies concerning social protection of the 
population in general and specifically of families, women and children, including demographic policy, 
gender equality, social protection measures, and provision of social work and care services. It has a 
Department for the Population Policy and Social Protection, which carries out these responsibilities.  

The Government Commission on Minors' Affairs and Protection of their Rights. Decisions taken by the 
Commission in accordance with its competence are binding for the federal executive authorities, 
whose representatives are members of the Commission. The main tasks of the Commission are to: 

• Coordinate activities of the federal and regional executive authorities in enforcing legislation 
on the prevention of child neglect and juvenile delinquency and protection of their rights, 

• Develop coordinated approaches to addressing main issues in the prevention of child neglect 
and juvenile delinquency and protection of their rights, 

• Make proposals and recommendations to the entities of the system for the prevention of child 
neglect and juvenile delinquency regarding the performance of their functions, provide 
organizational and methodological support to the activities of the federal executive 
authorities in this area, 

• Organize inter-institutional measures at the federal level to address problems concerning 
prevention of child neglect and juvenile delinquency and protection of their rights, 

• Inform the Government of the Russian Federation on the Commission’s activities. 

In the State Duma of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation, the interests of children without 
parental care are subject of consideration by at least two committees: The State Duma Committee on 
Family, Women and Children and The Committee on Education and Science. The Federation Council 
also has two pertinent committees: The Federation Council Committee on Social Policy and The 
Federation Council Committee on Science, Education and Culture. The latter participated in the 
implementation of the National Strategy of Action for Children 2012 – 2017 and is responsible inter 
alia for matters on upbringing, guardianship and trusteeship of minors. 

This Federal child protection institutional framework is mirrored by regions who also add their own 
specificities, resulting in a complex net of institutions with overlapping responsibilities and functions 
concerning the protection of children’s rights, the establishment of guardianship/trusteeship, the 
prevention of child neglect, abuse and family dysfunction and the provision of social work and care 
services to families and children. Operationalization on the ground is challenging, resulting in a typical 

 
43 Commission that assesses children’s learning capacity in the case of children with learning difficulties. See: Ministry of Education of the 
Russian Federation. Letter of 14 June 2003 N 27/2967-6 On psychological, medical and pedagogical assessment commissions. 
http://docs.cntd.ru/document/901878846   

http://docs.cntd.ru/document/901878846
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situation where children enter care through multiple channels, without proper assessment and case 
management and without a coordinated, multidisciplinary action plan, aimed at preserving biological 
family. Most often, the family disfunction has reached an acute phase where preventive measures 
have little prospect of succeeding and the deprivation of parental right is imminent, and children are 
most likely to be placed into care.    

3.3 Delineation of responsibilities  

When multiple bodies and organizations have a statutory role in the same area of public policy, the 
clarity of rules, roles, and controls is a principal precondition for efficient and effective policy 
development, regulation and implementation. Otherwise, specific ways in which they perform their 
duties may create inconsistencies, inefficiency and underperformance of the entire system. It is also 
crucial to establish robust monitoring mechanisms and entities (not involved in policy 
implementation) responsible for it.  

For example, the guardianship and trusteeship authorities have the power to take actions to protect 
rights and interests of children when these are violated, to independently establish the lack of parental 
care and decide on the placement of children left without parental care. However, these bodies do 
not have full-time professional staff for working with families – social workers, psychologists, teachers 
and others and they do not usually have organizations providing social work and care under their 
direct subordination. In cases when the guardianship and trusteeship agency is the authority that 
manages the provision of social services, the organizations providing them report to other subdivisions 
of the executive authority rather than to the guardianship and trusteeship office. 

 In the division of institutional roles presented in the previous section, it is the Ministry of Labor and 
Social Protection that is responsible for social work and care services, not the guardianship and 
trusteeship authorities. Hence, the pathway into care should be, even in cases when child neglect and 
abuse is reported to the guardianship and trusteeship authorities, as follows: these authorities should 
refer the case immediately to the responsible territorial social work and care services, which should 
undertake the case management (see Box 1). In cases where deprivation/restriction of parental rights 
is deemed necessary, the responsible social work and care center should present the case at the 
guardianship and trusteeship authorities for decision. This process should apply to biological orphans 
as well. Thus, clearly separating the roles of the social work services and the guardianship and 
trusteeship authorities is one of the elements toward a more effective and efficient child protection 
system in Russia (see Figure 12 on how the single gate keeping model and case management may look 
like and function).  

Under the existing legislation, commissions on minors' affairs are set up as policy coordination body 
on matters concerning minors. They are established from the federal to the municipal administrative 
levels and are normally headed by high level officials (such as deputy heads of the relevant public 
offices). They are assembly type structures whose members are representatives of different sectoral 
departments. Commonly, they are supported by one staff. Commissions have the power to adopt, in 
matters falling within their competence, decisions that are binding to the bodies and institutions 
responsible for preventing neglect and delinquency of minors. While their decisions are binding, they 
have no power to enforce their implementation, because policies are implemented by respective 
departments and ministries.  

Another issue is that in practice commissions’ work is dominated by punitive decisions (mostly 
monetary fines), including the administrative liability of parents for failure (improper performance) to 
fulfil parental responsibilities. Family-specific situations are addressed at the level of senior executives 
of the entities represented in the commission, and interventions are rarely based on professional 
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assessment and individual approach to planning. In principle, commissions should not deal with 
individual cases, their function is to coordinate activities of various government actors involved in child 
protection. Any individual case reported to the commission should be referred to the responsible 
social work and care services for an assessment and service provision. Moreover, commissions, or 
similar bodies are placed well to monitor the child protection policy implementation and to advise the 
respective heads of the administration to whom they report and are accountable to on the situation 
and ways to ensure that performance meets established outcome and output performance indicators. 

The federal and regional ministries of labor and social protection are responsible for the provision of 
social work and care services to vulnerable families and children. They run a network of organizations 
providing social work and care services, which is the only system in Russia with human resources to 
help families and children as their main function. However, their coverage across Russia is uneven 
and, in most regions, there is no system of social work centers with standardized responsibilities and 
functions covering a defined territory. Besides, they are only one of many gate keepers into the care 
system. They often focus on the child alone, without considering and assisting the family as a whole. 
A predominant principle of providing services is that a client should apply and prove his or her 
eligibility to free of charge services, which creates significant barriers to working with less motivated 
categories. A wide range of specialists lack training and refresher training on modern approaches and 
methods of preventive and rehabilitative social work with families. Further, social service institutions 
are often in a position of “executors” of the decisions taken by the commissions on minors’ affairs and 
cannot define a set of interventions on their own.  

Education authorities and institutions are assigned many tasks to work with vulnerable children. In 
principle, education system, in which children spend most of their day, has ample opportunities to 
observe and detect signs of family dysfunction and child neglect and abuse. While the school system 
(teachers, school psychologists, etc.) may try to address some of the issue (e.g. cases of truancy, lack 
of attention, etc.), the cases which show no change or obviously show signs of family dysfunction and 
child neglect  should be referred to the responsible social work and care for an assessment, etc. In 
other words, the education system should not be expected to or assigned to perform services that 
should be performed by the social work and care departments. 

The role of non-governmental non-profit organizations (NGOs) in providing services to vulnerable 
groups of families and children has increased significantly in recent years. Their strengths include, 
flexibility and openness to new forms of work; proximity to target groups; greater opportunities for 
constructive contact and interaction, etc.  However, NGOs have limited access to budgetary resources 
which is a major barrier to scaling up their effective work.44 This has been a point of contention as 
some NGO ask for the budget funding without going through a proper public procurement process. 
Overall, NGOs as service providers have a great potential to expand access and quality of social work 
and care services to families and children. Successful partnership, however, requires standards and 
licensing of NGOs as service providers, transparent public procurement process and monitoring of 
performance. Anecdotal evidence, however, suggests that in some instances NGOs are hesitant to 
register as service providers. To better understand the situation on the ground concerning private 
sector organizations (both for profit and not for profit) and their potential to complement the public 
sector provision of social work and care services to vulnerable families with children, a comprehensive 
analysis of the situation and mapping of service providers is recommended. Establishing a registry of 
licensed service providers, developing minimum standards of services and clear licensing rules, 
adjustments in the public procurement system to ensure purchase of good quality services, and 
developing a system to monitor service provision are recommended as well. It should be, however 

 
44 Study on the professional capacity of civil society organizations in the area of child protection. Analytical report. 
http://sirotstvo.ru/profnko/ 

http://sirotstvo.ru/profnko/
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understood, that gate-keeping services and case management are public functions and should be 
carried out by responsible government social work and care centers.     

3.4 To conclude 

A brief institutional mapping provided above suggests a multitude of actors charged with child 
protection where the power to make legal decisions concerning the family and the child is vested in 
one set of bodies, the provision of social work and care services is managed by other bodies, and 
coordination functions are performed by still other bodies. There is no proper referral, and no single 
gate keeping system underpinned by a proper case management. This increases costs and hampers 
timely provision of needed support to vulnerable families with children.  

We hence recommend a review of all child protection bodies and their functions, with the objective 
of mandating, at the federal level, a single executive body responsible for all matters concerning 
support to vulnerable children and their families, including a single gate keeping system, referral 
principles, case management, an appropriate menu and quality of services, etc. This is not to say that 
this entity should be the only one to be responsible for the protection rights of a child – this is a 
responsibility of each single government body and all citizens of Russia. However, efficient, and 
effective administration needs a clear division of functions: education is responsible for good quality 
education for all, health is responsible for good quality health care and health for all, and social 
protection is responsible for support to vulnerable groups, including families and children. It also 
needs a clear reporting and accountability arrangements, comprehensive system of relevant data and 
a robust monitoring mechanism.   

It is important to mention that this idea about a single executive body was supported by the 
Federation Council of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation in late 2020. The chairman of 
the Federation Council noted that the functions to support families and children are distributed among 
various ministries and departments. The Russian Ministry of Labor deals with social protection issues. 
The Ministry of Education is assigned guardianship and prevention of neglect. The Ministry of Health, 
the Ministry of Internal Affairs, and other departments are also involved in working with the family. 
“It turns out that now we simply do not have a single “entry point”, a single center for managing family 
policy at the federal level”.45 

  

 
45 http://council.gov.ru/events/news/121766/  

http://council.gov.ru/events/news/121766/
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4. Case studies: the Leningrad Oblast and the Republic of Tatarstan 

4.1 Flow and total number of children in public care46 in Russia, the Leningrad Oblast 
and the Republic of Tatarstan 

As presented earlier (Section 2.1), the rate of children in formal (public) care (residential and family 
care) in the Russian Federation has dropped down considerably since 2009, reaching 1,670 per 
100,000 population aged 0-17 at the end of 2020 as compared to 2,790 in 2009. The annual rate of 
children left without parental care dropped to 143 per 100,000 population aged 0-17 by the end of 
2020 as compared to 183 in 2010.  

In the regions of the Russian Federation the situation varies considerably (Figure 3 in Section 2.1). To 
illustrate this, we look at the stocks and flows of children into care in two case study regions of the 
Leningrad Oblast (LO) and the Republic of Tatarstan (RT). We compare the two regions with one 
another and with the average stocks and flow rates for Russia. The comparisons will be in terms of 
rates - flow rates and stock rates.  

4.2 Flow of children left without parental care by types of care 

Like any model, the flow chart below presents real-life situation in a simplified form (Box 3 and Figure 
6): it does not reflect the full variety of possible family and residential forms of care, it does not present 
intermediate forms of care such as provisional guardianship or temporary placement in a shelter, does 
not include certain flows - such as the reverse flow of children from foster families to residential care 
institutions, but it does give a general idea of the direction of children’s flows and the strength of the 
main flows. It should also be noted that in this scheme services are presented as aggregates that are 
aimed at producing a specific result, i.e. change the condition or the status of the recipient, while in 
the official terminology, services are smaller units classified by their type: housing, socio-medical, 
socio-pedagogical services, etc.  

In the observed period (an average for two points of observation: March 2017 and June 2019), the 
rate of children left without parental care during the year per 100,000 population aged 0-17 was lower 
in Tatarstan (125 cases per 100,000 children) than in the Leningrad Oblast (178 cases) and lower than 
in the Russian Federation (174 cases). If all 85 regions of Russia are sorted in the ascending order of 
this indicator, Tatarstan was the 18th, and LO the 38th (see table A1 in the Annex to this note, which 
presents data for the 2016-2020 period).47 Of all children left without parental care during the year, 
in Tatarstan, 84.0 percent were placed in family care, and in LO, 71.0 percent; the corresponding rate 
for Russia as a whole was 76.0 percent. However, LO supersedes both Tatarstan and the all-Russia 
average in terms of the rate of flow from residential care to the family types of care. 

  

 
46 Inclusive of adoptions. See section 2.1. 
47 In 2020, the average rate for Russia dropped to 143/100,000 children, and to 92/100,000 and 156/100,000 in RT and LO, respectively. 
Among all regions in Russia, TR was the 12th and LO the 40st. 
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Box 3: Methodological notes 

A flow is the number of children who have moved from one form of care to another in a fixed period of time. Flows 
include the number of children left without parental care during the year, their placement in substitute families and 
residential care institutions, their transfer from a residential care to family type of care, and their exit from the 
system of social protection of children upon reaching the age of graduation. In Figure 6 below, the flows are 
represented by the arrows to which the coefficients reflecting the power of the flows are assigned. Thus, if the 
number of children in the Leningrad Oblast (308,000) is multiplied by the factor of 0.00178, the result will be 552 - 
the average number of children left without parental care in the Leningrad Oblast annually over the 2016-2018 
period.  

A stock is the number of children in some form of care at a certain point in time (at the end or beginning of the year). 
Stocks in the chart include the number of children in the population, the number of children in family type of care) - 
guardians, foster families, adoptive families, and in residential institutions. Residential institutions include children’s 
homes, resource centers with residential care section (in LO), baby homes and vocational training institutions with 
specialized departments for children without parental care. 

Services are actions that alter or preserve the condition of orphaned children or their environment. Residential care 
and family care are government services funded from the government budget. In addition, children in any form of 
care and their guardians or trustees can receive additional services - for example, family placement services in case 
of children in residential care, training of candidates for adoptive parents in the case of foster parents, support to 
foster families, etc. The availability of services is expected to affect the flow rate. For example, support for substitute 
families has an impact on the intensity of placement of children left without parental care during the year in family 
forms of care and on the rate of transition from residential forms of care to family care. 

Methodology for estimating the stocks and flows in the Figure 6 

Population aged 0-17: Rosstat data on the age composition of the residents of constituent entities of the RF. The 
figure shows the average number of children in 2016-2018. 

Rate of children left without parental care during the year was estimated using formula: Number of children left 
without parental care ÷ Population aged 0-17 х 100,000. The figures show the average rates in 2016-2018. 

Flows into residential care and family types of care: estimated using Statistical Report 103-RIK for the Russian 
Federation and for the two regions, 2016-2018. The sum of the two flows does not equal 100% due to cases when 
children could not be placed either in residential care or in family type of care until the end of the reporting year and 
exits from the system for various reasons. 

The number of children in residential care corresponds to the number of entries in the databank of children left 
without parental care and in need of family placement.  

Flow of graduates, i.e. children who have reached the age at which then need to leave care form residential 
institutions: the rate of his flow is determined by the age of residents in residential care. The rates presented in the 
figure were estimated as (number of residents aged 16-17 ÷ total number of wards) ÷2. The age composition of 
children in residential institutions was assessed using the data in the databank of orphaned children in March. Since 
two age cohorts were accounted for rather than one to provide some data smoothing, the result was divided by 
two. 

The flow of children graduating from/ exiting family types of care is assumed to be 1/18 of the total number of 
orphans in family fare. This is equivalent to the assumption of uniform distribution of children in substitution families 
by age cohorts which had to be introduced for lack of data on the age composition of children in family care. This 
flow is added to complete the model, but it is not used for inter-regional comparison. 

The flow of children from residential care to family care. The rates of these flows were obtained by comparing the 
lists of children in residential care registered in the federal databank of orphaned children in March 2017 and in June 
2019, i.e. it is based on the changes that occurred in their composition over the two years. Residents aged 16-17 in 
March 2017 were not taken into account. The children who have not reached the age of 16 and were registered in 
the federal databank of orphaned children but whose registration was cancelled over the period March 2017 – June 
2019 were assumed to have been placed in family care. The rate of flow was estimated as the ratio of the number 
of children placed in family care over two years to the number of children under the age of 16 and present in the 
federal databank of orphaned children in March 2017, divided by 2. 

 



 

 

Figure 6: Flow and total number of children left without parental care into care and additional services provided to children and their 
guardians/custodians  

 

Source: Estimated based of Statistical Report 103-РИК, information in the Federal Data Bank for Orphaned Children (usynovite.ru) as of March 2017 and June 2019, Rosstat data on population aged 0-17.  
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4.3 Probability of making transition from residential care to a family type of care 
depending on the child’s age 

The high share of children aged 17 and 18 in residential care in LO – 13.0 percent of all children in the 
regional data bank  of orphaned children as compared to 6.0 percent in Tatarstan, suggests that in LO 
family placement of younger children in residential care might be more efficient than in Tatarstan. To 
see if this is so, we have computed the probabilities of exiting residential care (and therefore, 
according to our assumption, entering family care) for every age cohort separately. This was done by 
comparing the age composition of children registered in the Federal Databank of Orphaned Children 
at the two points of observation. 

The comparison shows that the incidence (probability) of making the transition from residential care 
to family type of care differs by age cohort significantly. 

For children aged 0 to 3 years inclusive48 the probability of making the transition to family care within 
the period of two years is very high. Of 2,905 children from all over Russia aged 0-3 and listed in the 
databank in March 2017, by June 2019 there remained in the databank only 625, and 551 of them had 
serious health problems (4- 5 health groups; see below), which is likely to had been the reason for the 
authorities not being able to place them into family care.  

For children over 4 years of age the probability of being placed into family care over the observed two-
year period shrinks with every year of age (Figure 7). As expected, children aged 16-17 exit residential 
care within this 2-year period completely, due to reaching the graduation age. In Tatarstan, the 
probability of transition from residential care to family care for children of virtually all ages is lower 
than that for LO and lower than the average for Russia, while in LO it is higher than the average 
probability across all Russian regions. 

Thus, the likelihood of children leaving residential care within the observed two-year period depends 
on their age and, as will be shown below, on their health status, although the activities of the resource 
centers49 also seem to have an effect on the rate of transition from residential care to family care, as 
the example of the Leningrad Oblast demonstrates. 

Assuming that the likelihood of leaving residential care depends only on the age of the child and 
remains unchanged in each region over time, based on the estimated probability of leaving a 
residential institution, it is possible to estimate the average length of time the children spend in 
residential care, depending on their age (Figure 8). 

 

  

 
48 In accordance with the RF Ministry of Health regulations, it is usually the age of four full years that is the limit for staying in the baby 
home. However, in the Luga Baby Home (Leningrad Oblast), the age limit for children is 4 years and 11 months. 
49 In the Leningrad Oblast, many children’s homes have been transformed into resource centers for placing children into family care, while 
in Tatarstan there has been no such transformation. It is possible that the higher probability of transition from residential care to family care 
in LO is affected by the performance of the family placement resource centers. However, the relationship between the age of a child and 
the probability of her/him making the transition from residential care to family care is negative even in the Leningrad Oblast. 
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Figure 7: Incidence of exiting residential care 2017 -2019 depending by the age of the 
child, %  

 

Source: Estimates based on the lists of children present in the Federal Databank (www.usynovite.ru) at two points of 

observation, March 2017 and June 2019. 

In Russia as a whole, children aged 10, if they are in residential care at that age, face the longest 
estimated period of stay: 8 years on average. In LO, the age at which pupils are facing the longest 
duration of remaining stay, is 12 years, which indicates that in LO, children of secondary school age 
are placed in family care more effectively than on average in other regions. For children over 12 years 
of age, the forthcoming period of stay in a residential institution gets shorter with every year of age, 
as there remains less time before they reach the care exit age. 

In the case of Tatarstan, the duration of stay in residential care, as evidenced by two observation 
points is comparatively higher than in Russia as a whole and in LO, suggesting that once placed in 
residential care children stay there. As estimates for Russia as a whole and LO show, children between 
5 and 10 years of age could be placed into family care much faster, instead of being held in residential 
institutions for long time. Children over 11 years of age in Tatarstan are rarely taken into families from 
residential care: the average age of leaving residential care for all children starting from the age of 11 
is close to 18 years. In other words, from the age of 11, most children exit residential care because of 
reaching graduation age and not because of family placement. 
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Figure 8: Estimated average length of stay in residential care by the child’s age (full 
years) 

 

Source: Federal Databank (www.usynovite.ru), two points of observation. 

Data presented above show that increased efforts to strengthen family placement efforts with regard 
to school-age children and, in the case of Tatarstan, also for pre-school children and children of 
primary school age, would decrease the number of years children spend in residential care 
significantly. The overall orientation of the care policy should be to place children in residential care 
only in exceptional cases (even temporarily children should be placed in family type arrangements, 
until permanent family placement is arranged for).50 This is particularly important for younger 
children. For them, there should be no institutional placement, irrespective of the reason for having 
been left without parental care and the state of their  health.51 For somewhat older children,  it is 
necessary to shorten, to the extent possible, the period of stay in residential care, since every year the 
likelihood of a family placement for children decreases and their placement into family care requires 
increased efforts. For young adults for whom family placement may not be found and may pose a 
challenge, international experience and scientific research show that placing them in a good quality 
small group homes with not more that 6-7 other children is much more beneficial in terms of 
development outcomes and well-being, than placing them in larger residential facilities.52  
Discontinuing residential care placement is a smart policy not only from the child well-being point of 
view, but also in terms of cost to the state budget. For example, in LO the average cost of residential 
care per child per year is estimated at 1.2 million rubles and in Tatarstan at about 800 thousand 
rubles.53  

 
50 It should be noted that international evidence suggests that children who enter care later in their childhood – as adolescents, are more 
challenging to place into family care, particularly in case of behavioral disorders. For them, if no relatives are willing to become their 
guardians, and also assessing the suitability of care placement options and respecting the views and desires of children themselves, a 
placement in small, community-based group homes, may be a more suitable option.  However, neglect and abuse can also happen in 
alternative family placement. It is, therefore, of utmost importance that all cases of placement into care, irrespective of its form, are regularly 
assessed and monitored by their case managers (Gale Chrissie, 2019).  
51 The detrimental impact of institutionalization on infants and young children is well researched and scientifically documented. For a list of 
scholarly articles on this topic and other resources, see the website of the Better Care Network platform: https://bettercarenetwork.org/.  
52 See: https://bettercarenetwork.org/. 
53 Statistical Report D-13 of the RF Ministry of Education. According to this report, in 2020, the expenditures in LO per 1 child in residential 
care were RUB 238,738/year, and in Tatarstan, RUB 782,648/year. It should be emphasized that any potential savings from the change in 
the structure of placement should stay in the child protection system and be invested in the expansion and improved quality of preventive 
social work and care services for vulnerable children and their families.  
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4.4 The role of the health status 

The health of children in residential care differs significantly from that of children in Russia as a whole. 
According to the Rosstat data,54 which refer to the beginning of 2019, only 27.0 percent of the Russian 
children who underwent check-ups were found to be healthy (were assigned the first health group), 
57.0 percent were found to have “functioning deficits” (the second health group), and 16.0 per cent 
were found to have chronic health condition (3-5 health groups); see Box 4 for formal description.  

Box 4: Definition of health groups for children 3 -17 in Russia 

Health groups are assigned to children between 3 and 17 years of age. They are assigned based on the 
general condition of children or the presence of chronic diseases. The assigned health group is not a final 
diagnosis, but a special gradation that allows for the adjustment, depending on the health status. The 
groups are described as follows: 

The first health group are fully healthy children who have no health “deficits” and problems. Their 
mental and physical health is in conformity with standards and they have no developmental deficits or 
other irregularities in the functioning of organs.  

The second health group (the most assigned one) – the child is found to have slight health disorders, 
and their resistance to external factors and diseases is reduced. There are no pronounced 
underdevelopments, no chronic diseases, but there are some functioning disorders.  

The third health group includes children who have chronic illnesses, but are in remission; they sometimes 
get worse, but have no complications of the main disease. The children assigned this group have normal 
physical health, but they have some abnormalities, such as excess or lack of body mass, small height. 
Psychological development often lags behind normal indicators. 

The fourth health group is assigned to children with chronic illnesses that develop during the active or 
unstable stage of remission, with frequent aggravation. This includes children in remission who are 
receiving supportive treatment. 

The fifth health group is assigned to children with severe chronic diseases with extremely rare remissions 
and frequent attacks. This includes children with physical disabilities, the dysfunction of certain organs 
and severe restrictions on future work.  

Source: https://childage.ru/zdorove/zdorove-rebenka/gruppyi-zdorovya-detey-i-ih-harakteristika.html 

Based on the assigned health groups, the health status of children in residential care differs 
significantly from that of the Russian child population in general: the share of children assigned group 
one (“healthy”) among children deprived of parental care in residential institutions does not exceed 
4.0 percent, and most children in residential care are assigned the second or the third health groups. 
While the proportion of children with fourth and fifth health groups taken together is about 2.0 
percent of the total child population in Russia, it can be as high as 45.0 percent among orphans 
brought up in residential institutions (Tatarstan). The health status of children deprived of parental 
care in residential care institutions in 2017 was as follows: first health group – 3.0 percent, second 
health group – 26.0 percent, 3-5 health groups – 71.0 per cent (Figure 9). 

 
54 United Medical Information and Analytical System (EMIAS) Database, Rosstat. 

https://childage.ru/zdorove/zdorove-rebenka/gruppyi-zdorovya-detey-i-ih-harakteristika.html
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Figure 9: Incidence of health groups in the total child population of Russia and  among 
children deprived of parental care in residential care, %  

 

Source: Number of children by health group among children of the Russian Federation, Leningrad oblast and Tatarstan – 
Rosstat based on data from the Ministry of Health of Russia (2019); children deprived of parental care in residential 

institutions – Federal Databank for Orphaned Children (www.usynvite.ru), 2017. 

The data indicate that the likelihood of transition from residential care to family care depends 
significantly on the health group that is assigned to a child in residential institution: the higher the 
assigned group, the less likely he/she is to make the transition (Figure 10). For children in the first 
group of health the likelihood of transition from residential care to family care is 68.0 percent and for 
children in the fifth group it is 32.0 per cent.55 For children in the second health group, for whom the 
probability of transition to family care within a year is 62.0 percent, the average length of stay in a 
residential institution is less than 1 year, and for children in the fifth health group, the average length 
of stay in residential care is 9 years.  

  

 
55 In estimating the probability of children exiting residential care, the children of graduation age (18 years of age) were excluded. The 
probability of being placed in family care is estimated for a period of one year.   
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Figure 10: Incidence of transition from residential care to family care in the 2 -year 
period under study, depending on the child’s health group, %  

Source: Federal Databank of Orphaned Children www.usynovite.ru. 

In Russia as a whole, the probability of finding a family for a child in residential care decreases 
markedly with the increase in the assigned number of the health group. In Tatarstan, however, 
orphans with special needs are more likely to be placed in family care than in Russia as a whole: for 
children in the third health group this rate is close to 80.0 percent, and for children in the fourth health 
group it is above 50.0 percent. In LO, the likelihood of a family placement for children with health 
problems is sharply reduced for children with the assigned fourth health group and for children with 
the fifth health group it falls to 13.0 percent.  

4.5 The puzzling case of the fourth health group 

The fourth group of child’s health includes children with chronic illnesses in active or unstable 
remission. According to the data presented above (Figure 9), the distribution of the child population 
of Russia across assigned health groups is tilted to the left, because of the prevalence of the second 
health group. The distribution by assigned health group of children in residential care is tilted to the 
right and has two local maximums, one on the second to the third groups and one on the fifth health 
group with a dip in the fourth group. 

One can assume that the rule of “negative selection” applies to children in residential care: the worse 
the state of health of the child, the more likely he or she is to remain in residential care for a long time, 
which would explain the high number of children in the fifth health group in institutions. 

But the drop on the fourth health group is impossible to explain by “negative selection”, because this 
drop is observed in practically all regions and, accordingly, in Russia as a whole. The data seem to 
indicate that classification of children in residential care by health groups is not entirely objective: the 
fifth health group seems to be overstated. This possible bias might be linked one way or another to 
the obligation of the State to provide housing to residential care graduates who are assessed as fit to 
live on their own.  

Thus, taking into account how incredibly important the assignment of health groups is important for 
the placement of children deprived of parental care and their after care arrangements, it is even more 
important to objectively and accurately assess their health status and functional ability and their needs 
based on it. For younger children (infants and toddlers), there are well scientifically established in 
pediatrics developmental benchmarks that children are expected to reach and their development 
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should be assessed based on those.56 For school aged children experiencing learning difficulties there 
are assessment instruments based on the World Health Organization’s International Classification of 
Functioning, Disability and Health57 that can be used to assess the child’s special educational needs. 
(Judith Hollenweger, Peter Lienhard, 2011). Finally, for adolescent children (16 and over), a full-scale 
assessment of functional ability should be carried out in conjunction with a proper health diagnostic.58  

In other words, any child, with any diagnosed health condition can experience disability/ difficulty in 
functioning. Her or his disability, i.e. intrinsic capacity or what the body can do, and performance or 
fictional ability, that is activities and participation a person with a health condition can do in a certain 
environment) should be properly assessed.59 Thus, a child can be diagnosed with the Asperger 
syndrome at the age of three, or five or seven, but it is impossible to predict at any of these ages the 
child’s learning abilities, let alone the child’s future work ability (Group 5). In this sense, it is advisable 
to review how the concept of categorization of child’s health and the current definitions and a practice 
of assigning particular categories has performed thus far, by inter alia conducting a comprehensive 
independent assessment, including an assessment of criteria applied, scientific base for categories, 
the sample of children, and then subsequently (re)consider the benefit of formally categorizing 
children by health.  

In the case of children approaching exit from care, there is a need for regular independent assessment 
of the health status and functional ability, including the ability to leave independently, and what types 
of support the child would need to leave well and participate in society. It should be noted that, often, 
the health status and functional ability can be quite different, depending on the environment and the 
support a child with disability receives.  

Children with health conditions, even minor ones, are less likely to find a family than healthy children. 
In addition to reexamining how the health of children is assessed and categorized, it is necessary to 
consider the introduction of additional measures contributing to their family placement, including 
additional measures of social support60 to the foster parents of such children. For children with severe 
health problems who have the least chance of finding a family, it is important to organize their care in 
small group family-type institutions. Consideration should also be given to measures to address the 
health situation of children where possible. For example, some chronic diseases that had previously 
been largely untreated, such as chronic hepatitis C, have become fully curable. With the advance of 
inclusive education, the attitudes what children can learn, irrespective of their health, has changed 
dramatically as well.61  

 
56 Reports: “Inclusive education, international experience and situation in Russia” and “Prevention of Orphanhood - on the development of 
innovative approaches to the protection of vulnerable groups of children in Russia. International practices, which can be adapted to the 
Russian context. World Bank. 2018. Prepared under the Consulting Services Agreement P162634 of 22 December 2016 between the Agency 
for Strategic Initiatives (ASI, Russia) and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD/WB). (Both reports are in Russian 
and available at request.) 
57 World Health Organization. 2001. International Classification of Functioning, Disability, and Health (ICF). Geneva. The ICF formalized the 
so-cooled interactional or bio-psychosocial approach to disability, where disability I understood as an interaction between a person with a 
health condition and her or his environment. This approach was endorsed by the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities - UNCRPD (2008). The ICF differentiates between what the body can do (intrinsic capacity) and what a person can do 
(performance or functional ability) in her or his real life. 
https://www.who.int/standards/classifications/international-classification-of-functioning-disability-and-health; 
https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities.html   
58 World Health Organization. 2010. World Health Organization Disability Assessment Schedule (WHODAS 2.0). WHODAS is a psychometric 
instrument based on the ICF, developed and extensively tested by WHO, to assess disability in persons 16 age and over. Child WHODAS is 
currently under development. Both the ICF and WHODAS 2.0 are included in the WHO International Classification of Diseases (ICD) 11the 
revision that is currently being rolled out. https://www.who.int/standards/classifications/international-classification-of-functioning-
disability-and-health/who-disability-assessment-schedule  
59 ICF, Ibid. 
60For instance, additional days of paid leave. 
61 See, for example The European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education website: https://www.european-agency.org/  

https://www.who.int/standards/classifications/international-classification-of-functioning-disability-and-health
https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities.html
https://www.who.int/standards/classifications/international-classification-of-functioning-disability-and-health/who-disability-assessment-schedule
https://www.who.int/standards/classifications/international-classification-of-functioning-disability-and-health/who-disability-assessment-schedule
https://www.european-agency.org/
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Consideration should also be given to providing priority access to advanced medical treatment under 
the State guarantee program to orphans in residential care, and to encourage the employees of 
residential institutions to make sure that children in their care who need medical treatment have 
access to it.62 The relatively good situation regarding family placement of children with health 
problems in LO shows that the transformation of children’s homes into resource centers might also 
be worth considering. 

4.6 Measuring performance of prevention  

Measuring performance of preventive services provided to vulnerable children and families and 
ultimately at the risk of separation in Russia is not possible, because there is no statistical information 
needed for it. The only data available, as presented in Table 8, is on the number of services provided 
(the Table includes data for Russia and LO and TO). The source of data is the Statistical Report-КДН,63 
published by the Ministry of Education of the Russian Federation. According to data from this Report, 
in 2018, 418,007 minors, or 1.4 per cent of the Russian child population, were involved in individual 
preventive work. The majority of minors involved in individual preventive work (76.0 percent) were of 
the school age and enrolled in general primary, general basic, general secondary and vocational 
secondary education programs.  

Table 7: Preventive services to children provided by the Commissions for Minors in 
Russia, the Leningrad Oblast, and the Republic of Tatarstan, 2018  

Indicator Russia 
Leningrad 

Oblast 
Tatarstan 

Number of school age children (7-17) as of 1 January 2018 
(Rosstat) 

16,887,791 183,043 448,063 

Number of school-age children with whom individual work has 
been carried out by bodies and institutions of the juvenile 
delinquency prevention system (form 1-КДН) 

317,461 5,941 8,218 

Number of children with whom individual work has been 
terminated during the reporting period (form 1-КДН) 

173 032 2 267 6 251 

Of these, number of children with whom individual work has 
been terminated because situation has improved (form 1-
КДН) 

106 435 1 455 4 550 

Number of children in vulnerable situation with whom individual 
work has been carried out (form 1-КДН) 

225 098 1 129 4 497 

Of these, number of children with whom individual work has 
been terminated (form 1-КДН)  

90 353 448 2 229 

Of these, number of children with whom individual work 
has been terminated because the situation has 
improved (form 1-КДН) 

58 407 
307 

 
1 878 

% school-age children with individualized preventive work, 
percent 

1.88 3.25 1.83 

Ratio of the number of offenders to total number of minors with 
whom individual preventive was conducted, percent 

13.36 9.63 3.29 

Number of juvenile offenders in 2018 (http://crimestat.ru ) 40,860 416 756 

Ratio of juvenile delinquents to total number of school-age 
children, per cent 

0.25 0.31 0.06 

Actions for deprivation or restriction of parental rights brought 
before courts (form 1-КДН) 

7,642 69 186 

           of which granted by the court 6,938 49 138 

 
62 For example, by establishing (additional) indicators to measure the performance of residential institutions, and incentives for employees 
in residential care institutions that are related to the health status of children.  
63 Order of Rosstat from 30.07.2018, 464 “On the approval of the statistical tools for the organization by the Ministry of Education of the 
Russian Federation of federal statistical monitoring of the activities of the Commission on Minors' Affairs and the Protection of their Rights 
to prevent neglect and delinquency in minors”. http://docs.cntd.ru/document/550777781  

http://crimestat.ru/
http://docs.cntd.ru/document/550777781


 

 58 

Indicator Russia 
Leningrad 

Oblast 
Tatarstan 

Number of children whose parents were deprived of parental 
rights during the reporting period (2018; form103-рик) 

22,072 292 455 

Total number of children left without parental care during the 
year (form #103-рик) 

49,520 552 933 

Number of children whose parents (both or the only one) were 
restricted in parental rights (form 103–РИК). These children are 
removed from the family but are not included into the number of 
children left without parental care during the year. 

8 213 
 

61 176 

Sources: Statistical Reports 1-КДН-“Information on the operation of Commissions for Minors’ Affairs and Protection of 
Minors’ Rights in the field of prevention of child neglect and juvenile delinquency”, and 103–РИК, both  - RF Ministry of 
Education https://docs.edu.gov.ru/document/0d5f5076f6a6c2eb1203287c9b8e0536/; Legal statistics portal of the Office of 
the Prosecutor-General of the Russian Federation (http://crimestat.ru/). 

To monitor performance of the child protection system across the board a much more elaborated and 
comprehensive system of indicators is needed. At a minimum, data from all government bodies 
involved in child protection should be collected and reported by each body. Information on types of 
cases should be provided, as well as types of services provided and their duration. The data should be 
also collected on whether the service recipient was a child, a family or a family and a child (children). 
Data on who provided services should be included too, as well as the outcomes: e.g., child returned 
to family, family stabilized/ family situation improved, deprivation of parental rights, restriction of 
parental rights, child placed in temporary shelter, paid foster care, unpaid guardianship, etc. Some of 
the data is collected, but the reporting system is not integrated. Once the backbone of the system is 
based on the social work and care centers and case management, these data would be reported and 
collected almost effortlessly, provided that there is an integrated electronic management information 
system.     

4.7 To conclude  

Data presented and discussed above illustrate different approaches perused by the Leningrad Oblast 
and the Republic of Tatarstan to solving the problem of social orphanhood. In the Leningrad Oblast, 
the rate of children deprived of parental care is higher and so is the proportion of children left without 
parental care annually which are placed in residential care. But the family placement services are well 
organized and social orphans do not stay in residential care long. In Tatarstan, the rate of children 
deprived of parental care during the year is lower than in Leningrad Oblast and so is the percentage 
of children in residential care, but the family placement services are less effective than in the 
Leningrad Oblast and children once placed in residential care tend to stay there for a longer time.  

If we compare the two regions in terms of institutionalization of children, in the Leningrad Oblast, 
during the observed period, the rate of children in residential care was 226 children per 100,000 child 
population, while in Tatarstan the institutionalization rate was 72 children per 100,000 child 
population, or three times lower. However, in Leningrad Oblast the children spend 1,9 years in 
residential care on average, while in Tatarstan the average duration of stay in residential care is 3,3 
years. The comparison suggests ways of further improving the situation in both regions: for Leningrad 
Oblast, more attention should be given to the prevention of social orphanhood and to the family 
placement of children immediately, instead of institutionalization; while Tatarstan needs to build up 
its efforts to secure family placement of children in residential care. Both should lead the efforts not 
to institutionalize young children.  

Finally, this section also indicates the lack of statistical data to monitor and measure performance of 
preventive services provided to vulnerable children and families and ultimately at the risk of 
separation in Russia. For evidence-based child protection policy, a much-improved data and 
information is needed.   

http://crimestat.ru/
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5. Organization and delivery of child protection services in the Leningrad 
Oblast and the Republic of Tatarstan 

Below, the organization and functioning of the child protection system in each of the two case study 
regions is presented in greater detail.  

5.1 Leningrad Oblast 

(i) Guardianship and trusteeship authorities  

As noted, according to the Federal Law,64 guardianship and trusteeship functions are performed by 
executive authorities of the constituent entities of the Russian Federation. Before this law, these 
functions were performed by municipal governments. The Federal Law allowed a transfer of this 
function from regional to local governments, and LO passed its own regional law transferring the 
guardianship and trusteeship to the local level.65 

When the federal law was passed, it was anticipated that regions would develop their own centralized 
system of guardianship and trusteeship bodies, but in reality many regions chose to pass on these 
functions on to the local level, which is in line with the traditional practice and also permitted to 
overcome the limitation of the ceiling on the number of the state employees. The positive side of 
delegating guardianship and trusteeship function to the local level is that it facilitates interaction with 
other municipal bodies; the downside is the difficulty of implementing single approaches to 
performing the guardianship and trusteeship function across the entire territory of the region. 

Depending on the region, the guardianship and trusteeship function is performed either by the 
education authorities or by the social protection authorities. 

In LO the control over the functions of guardianship and trusteeship and methodological support is 
executed by the Committee of the General and Vocational Education of the Leningrad Oblast, 
specifically by its Division of Social Protection and Special Institutions. This Division has three 
specialists in charge of guardianship and trusteeship issues. According to the information obtained 
during the field interviews, the control over the performance of guardianship and trusteeship 
functions with respect to minors is executed via monthly, quarterly, and ad hoc inspections. The 
information system is in place. The Oblast participates in many federal monitoring efforts, for instance, 
in the monitoring of cases when children placed in family care are returned to residential institutions. 
Operational monitoring is carried out through the citizens' communications and verification of the 
lawfulness of the actions of the tutorship and guardianship authorities in specific cases. The Division 
is in constant online communication with municipal guardianship authorities (there is a common chat). 

The Committee develops policy recommendations on specific issues, such as support for foster 
families, development of individual rehabilitation plans for children in distress, prevention of abuse 
and violent treatment, and implementation of additional guarantees for children without parental 
care. The Government of the Leningrad Oblast has issued a Decree, which defines criteria for the 
evaluation of the performance of the competencies transferred to municipalities; the decree contains 
quantitative indicators of efficiency.  

In every municipality in LO, the guardianship and trusteeship of both minors and adults with no legal 
capacity is handled by the same structural unit, which places a considerable burden on specialists who 

 
64 http://www.kremlin.ru/acts/bank/27263  
65 The Leningrad Oblast Law from June 17, 2011, 47-oz https://lenoblpravo.ru/zakon/2011-06-17-n-47-oz/  

http://www.kremlin.ru/acts/bank/27263
https://lenoblpravo.ru/zakon/2011-06-17-n-47-oz/
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work in this unit. In some municipalities these functions are performed by the education authorities, 
in others by officials of the municipal administration. The norm established by the LO Law is 1 specialist 
per 3,000 child population, which we think is inadequate to perform appropriately the guardianship 
and trusteeship functions and duties, as they are currently defined by the Law. 

In general, the number and qualification of specialists who work in guardianship and trusteeship 
offices directly in charge of protecting the rights and legitimate interests of minors is a serious national 
level problem. According the Federal Statistical Report 103-РИК, the total number of specialists 
working in the child protection system in 2018 was 11,809, of which the number of employees in 
guardianship offices was 2,020. Of 2,506 regional and municipal guardianship and trusteeship offices 
and/or local self-government bodies that perform the duties of guardianship and trusteeship, 454 had 
only one child protection specialist, and 5 offices did not have any. The norm recommended by the RF 
Ministry of Education and Science of one specialist per 2,000 child population in urban settlements 
and 1,500 in rural settlement is met in very few regions. 

The LO municipal guardianship and trusteeship authorities exercise a considerable number of duties, 
including the provision of housing to eligible graduates from orphanages, training of candidates for 
foster parents, support to foster families, monitoring children in family care and proving after care 
(post-graduation) support. A particular specificity of LO is that it contracts out to the third party 
providers some of the guardianship and trusteeship functions through a competitive procedures 
normally used for the procurement of goods, works, and services for state and municipal needs.66 As 
an example, in 2017, LO allocated 25 million rubles for the training of substitute parents (50,000 rubles 
per trainee, about 4 million rubles per municipality), through the third party providers. 

In the field interviews, representatives of the guardianship authorities explained that the use of a 
contractual system to attract service providers to perform some of the guardianship and trusteeship 
functions gives them the flexibility to determine the cost of service; otherwise they would need to 
abide by administrative funding norms, established for the use of budgetary funding, which may not 
be sufficient to secure a good quality services. However, the use of competitive bidding in procuring 
the service providers as it is set up now (the lowest cost rule), has led in some cases to the price 
dumping and awarding contracts to non-professional organizations purely based on price criteria. One 
way to resolve this problem is to establish technical pre-qualification criteria for bidding. 

(ii) Social services for children and families with children and the organizations that provide them  

The legal grounds for social service provision in LO have been laid out in accordance with the Federal 
Law on the Foundations for the Provision of Social Services in the Russian Federation.67 

The features of the social services provision in LO include: 

• Social services are provided to parents of minors free of charge irrespective of the per capita 
family income, if the children or their parents have been found to be in need of such services.68 

The right to free of charge social services to parents of minors broadens the access to social 
services and facilitates the establishment of eligibility.  

• The right to free of charge social services is provided not only to permanent residents of LO, 
but also to citizens of the Russian Federation without permanent residence who had their last 

 
66 In accordance with Federal Law 44-FZ “On the contract system in the sphere of procurement of goods, works, services for state and 
municipal needs”. http://docs.cntd.ru/document/499011838  
67 https://legalacts.ru/doc/federalnyi-zakon-ot-28122013-n-442-fz-ob/  
68 Leningrad Oblast Law dated October 30, 2014, 72-oz “On the provision of social services in the Leningrad Oblast”. 
https://lenoblpravo.ru/zakon/2014-10-30-n-72-oz/  

http://docs.cntd.ru/document/499011838
https://legalacts.ru/doc/federalnyi-zakon-ot-28122013-n-442-fz-ob/
https://lenoblpravo.ru/zakon/2014-10-30-n-72-oz/
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registered residence in the LO, foreign citizens, persons without citizenship residing in the LO, 
and refugees.  

• The Government of LO has the authority to appoint organizations that will be responsible for 
recognizing citizens as ones in need of social services and for drawing up individual social 
services provision programs in one or several designated municipal jurisdictions.  

In practice, eligibility to social services is established by the 18 branches69 of the Leningrad Oblast State 
institution Centre for Social Protection of the Population. When assessing the family’s needs, a survey 
is carried out at the family’s place of residence. The methodological tool used for conducting the 
surveys was developed by the General and Vocational Education Committee of Leningrad Oblast.  

Like in other regions of Russia, social services for children and families are provided by different types 
of organizations. In LO these are: 

Integrated social service centers: The main purpose of these centers is to provide social, medical, 
psychological, socio-educational, socio-labor and legal services to senior citizens, persons with 
disabilities, children with disabilities and minors. In particular, these centers carry out the following 
activities regarding children: 

• Identification of neglected minors, surveys of families at social risk, 

• Identification of children and families in distress, and establishing social patronage for such 
families, 

• Temporary placement of abandoned and neglected children in shelters until they are 
transferred to their place of permanent residence, 

• Preparation, in conjunction with the Education Division, of documents for the referral of 
children removed from socially dysfunctional families or identified abandoned children to 
social rehabilitation centers for children in difficult circumstances, 

• Communication with families, local government bodies and voluntary associations working 
with families at social risk, to prevent neglect and homelessness of children. 

All Integrated Social Services Centers have a standard organizational chart, which includes a social 
rehabilitation unit for juveniles. 

Social rehabilitation centers for minors: The main purpose of rehabilitation centers is to provide social 
services to minors, including disabled children, parents, guardians, and other legal representatives of 
minors recognized as children in need of social support. Social services can be provided in various 
forms, including residential and semi-residential forms and home visits.70  

Resource centers: The Leningrad Oblast General and Vocational Education Committee, which is the 
authority responsible for the organization of provision of social services to minors, has 31 subordinate 
organizations whose activities relate to the provision of services to orphans and children without 
parental care, including resource centers that promote family placement. The main tasks of the 
resource centers are: 

• Assistance in social adaptation of children deprived of parental care up to 18 and to the 
graduates of residential care institutions aged 18 and over, 

• Preparation of orphans and children without parental care for independent life and for life in 
substitute families, including the implementation of measures to protect their rights and 
legitimate interests, 

 
69 The Leningrad Oblast is divided into 17 municipal rayons and one city district, all in all, 18 subregional jurisdictions. 
70 One such center in the Slantsy rayon was visited during the field visit to LO. 
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• Promoting various forms of family placement for children without parental care, 

• Making residential care institutions organization and functioning as close as possible to living 
in a family, ensuring safety of children without parental care, 

• Proving support for residential care graduates. 

Resource centers also provide accommodation71, education, upbringing and social adaptation services 
to children without parental care, their family placement, training and support to substitute families, 
and post care support. Centers have a model structure, which includes the following divisions: Family 
Placement Unit, Post-Graduation (after care/ out of care) Support Unit; and Residential Care Unit. 

The psychological and skill building assistance to substitute families, which is provided by the Family 
Support Unit, is offered in “accordance with the estimated level of support required by the family”: 
basic support, crisis relief support and emergency support. Thus, family support in a crisis situation 
may be aimed at resolving a crisis in child-parent relations, support in overcoming education 
problems, emotional support to the substitute parent, socialization of the young person, alleviating 
the anxiety of the adopted child, support during the period of child’s adaptation to the stay in the 
family, monitoring of the child-parent relations. The work of this unit is aimed at preventing secondary 
orphanhood and helping foster families to recover from the crisis. 

The purpose of the aftercare/post-graduation support is to assist graduates adjust to the post 
residential care life, i.e. life in real situations, including help to continue education and to exercise 
their housing, property and other rights.  

The Leningrad Oblast Health Committee, which, in accordance with its Charter, ensures the 
organization of medical care and supervision for children without parental care and children in difficult 
circumstances, until they reach the age of four years inclusive, runs two baby homes72: Luga 
Specialized Baby Home, which has the capacity to house 30 children, aged from 0 to 4 years 11 months, 
29 days and Vsevolozhsk Specialized Baby Home with the capacity to house 105 children from 0 to 4 
years of age. These baby homes are medical treatment institutions. The staff includes pediatricians, 
neurologists, a masseuse and a specialist in physical fitness. Children are also attended to by teachers, 
speech therapists and music educators. These institutions provide care to children who have been 
abandoned by their parents or whose parents are ill, convicted or deprived of their parental rights. 

(iii) Commissions on Minors' Affairs and Protection of Their Rights (Commissions on Minors' Affairs) 

The system of such Commissions in Leningrad oblast consists of: (i) Commission on Minors' Affairs 
under the Government of Leningrad Oblast (hereinafter referred to as the Oblast Commission); and 
(ii) Municipal Commissions on Minors' Affairs, in municipalities of LO (Municipal Commissions). 
Municipal Commissions report to the Oblast Commission. The activities of the Commissions are 
regulated by the Regional Law from December 29, 2005, 126-OZ “On commissions for the affairs of 
minors and the protection of their rights in the Leningrad Oblast”73 and by the Decision of the 
Government of the Leningrad Oblast from December 14, 2005, 290 “On the establishment of a 
commission on the affairs of minors and the protection of their rights under the Government of the 
Leningrad Oblast”.74  

 
71 In majority of regions, including the Leningrad Oblast, orphanages (special residential institutions for orphans and children left without 
parental cate) for children over 4 years of age are run by regional departments of education, and are therefore considered to be educational 
establishments. Due to the recent reforms, most of residential homes for school-age children ceased to provide education, and children in 
the orphanages now go to school outside their place of residence. In LO, orphanages have not only ceased to provide education, but have 
been transformed into resource centers for family placement of children. However, they still retain residential care function. 
72 As of June 2019. 
73 http://docs.cntd.ru/document/8423219  
74 http://docs.cntd.ru/document/8422189  

http://docs.cntd.ru/document/8423219
http://docs.cntd.ru/document/8422189
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According to these documents, the Oblast Commission is a permanent institution responsible for the 
coordination of activities by agencies and institutions tasked with the prevention of child neglect and 
juvenile delinquency (the prevention system), including homelessness, delinquency, antisocial acts, 
identification and elimination of causes and conditions conducive to such outcomes, socio-
pedagogical rehabilitation of minors at risk; detection and reduction of cases of involvement of minors 
in the criminal/illegal and/or antisocial activities (for details see both acts). 

The Oblast Commission is established by the Government of LO. Its Chairman is the Deputy Chairman 
of the Government of LO on social issues. The person in charge of the current operation of the 
Commission is its Responsible Secretary. A particular feature of LO is that day-to-day operation of the 
Oblast Commission is provided by the Leningrad Oblast Youth Policy Committee, in which a special 
division has been established. 

The question about which of the regional government agencies should support the work of the inter-
ministerial coordination body - the Oblast Commission - is the subject of intense policy debates in 
Russia. In different regions such support is provided by education or social protection authorities, and 
sometimes by structural units within the regional governments. The arrangement currently 
implemented in the Leningrad Oblast where day to day operation of the Oblast Commission is 
performed by the Leningrad Oblast Youth Policy Committee is unique. However, regardless of the 
agency that supports the work of the Regional Commission, it is usually that agency, rather than the 
Commission itself, that performs most of the Commission’s functions.  

In LO, the Oblast Commission is composed of the heads and/or deputy heads of agencies and 
institutions from the prevention system and representatives of the Oblast authorities, including 
deputies of the Legislative Assembly, representatives of other State (municipal) agencies and 
institutions, the Ombudsman for Children’s Rights in LO, representatives of voluntary and religious 
associations, citizens with experience in working with minors, and other interested persons. The 
Oblast Commission focuses mainly on prevention and rehabilitation programs for children and 
adolescents. The social rehabilitation component which involves working with families appeared less 
evident in the information on the commission’s activities provided to the study team during the field 
visit interviews.  

Municipal Commissions are established by the local self-government bodies at the rayon level. Their 
members include a Chairman of the Commission - Deputy Head of the Municipal Administration, a 
Deputy Chairman of the Commission, a Responsible Secretary of the Commission, and other members. 
Members of municipal commission may include heads or deputy heads of the entities considered as 
part of the child neglect and juvenile delinquency prevention system, representatives from other 
regional and municipal bodies, from voluntary associations, religious organizations, etc. To provide 
administrative support to the operation of municipal commissions, special divisions or other structural 
units may be established within the municipal administrations. Commissions are funded from the state 
budget.  
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(iv) Interdepartmental cooperation  

Until June 22, 2020, interdepartmental cooperation in child protection was regulated by the Decision 
of the Government of the Leningrad Oblast from November 13, 2008.75 This Decision was abolished 
on June 22, 2020.76 There is, thus, no specific act that regulates interdepartmental coordination in 
child protection.  

In Leningrad Oblast, identification of neglected and abused minors and dysfunctional families is a 
responsibility of all entities officially tasked with child protection.77 This situation leads to duplication. 
Due to the absence of an integrated information system, there is not even a verified list of families 
and children with whom social work has been or should be carried out.  

In Russia, the guardianship and trusteeship authorities are required to identify families in which 
children’s life and health are at risk. Hence, the guardianship and trusteeship authorities in LO keep a 
separate register of cases in which the parents, by their actions or lack thereof, pose a threat to the 
life and health of the child. During the field interviews, the specialists from the guardianship and 
trusteeship authorities also stated that all information from the minor’s commissions and other 
agencies involved in the prevention of child abuse/neglect/family dysfunction was transmitted to the 
guardianship and trusteeship authorities. Moreover, in practice, the assessment of each case is 
performed by specialists from the guardianship and trusteeship authorities. They visit a family and 
draw up an opinion on its living conditions. The interviews during the field visits indicated that it is a 
common practice to reduce the assessment of the family situation and the level of risk for the child to 
the survey of living conditions. In addition, the staff of the guardianship authorities seldom have 
professional training in social work and lack the necessary competencies for performing the 
assessment function. Specialists from guardianship and trusteeship authorities noted that it is difficult 
for them to assess the case, since they bear administrative and criminal responsibility for the decisions 
they make. LO does not have any formal assessment tools, either, and guardianship and trusteeship 
officials have to rely on their own personal subjective opinion without having the sufficient time to do 
a proper assessment. The interviews also revealed a difference of opinion with regard to measures 
that need to be taken with respect to specific cases of families and children and lack of consensus 
regarding who should be the final authority responsible for approving such measures, the Minors’ 
Commissions, the social protection authorities or the guardianship and trusteeship authorities, as well 
as the lack of an effective mechanism to bridge these gaps.78 

  

 
75 Decision No. 363 “On the procedure for cooperation between the Commissions on Minors' Affairs and the entities of the system for the 
prevention of child neglect and juvenile delinquency in matters of identification and registration of abandoned and/or neglected children in 
the Leningrad Oblast and placing them into care”. 
76 Decision of the Government of the Leningrad Oblast No. 434. 
77 It is a common practice in regions and municipalities to define their own regulations governing the procedures for organizing and 
coordinating work with different categories of vulnerable children and families. However, the drafters face significant problems in reconciling 
such acts with the supervisory authorities, as the interpretation of what regional and local authorities can and cannot do under federal 
legislation vary widely across the regions.  

78 A review of the step-by-step processes of interdepartmental coordination that are in use in two different municipalities of the Leningrad 
Oblast showed that the procedures of interaction and decision-making differed significantly, despite the fact that both municipalities belong 
to the same region.  
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(v) To conclude 

The Leningrad Oblast has a structure of institutions in charge of the protection of children’s rights and 
provision of services to families and children at risk that is typical for most Russian regions. There is a 
network of social service centers, children’s homes have been reorganized into resource centers to 
promote family placement. A special feature of the Leningrad Oblast is that the office of the Oblast 
Commission for Minors’ Affairs is a subdivision of the Committee for Youth Policies of the Leningrad 
Oblast. Several important measures have been taken in the region to make social services more 
accessible to vulnerable families. In particular, services are provided free of charge not only to children 
but also to the parents of children in need of social support, irrespective of the family income. The 
capacity to train substitute parents has been strengthened by contracting out these services to the 
third-party providers. 

However, the institutional set up per se and overlapping functions and responsibilities spread across 
social services, education authorities, guardianship and trusteeship bodies and the minors’ 
commissions and without clear pathways in and out of care make inter-agency collaboration 
challenging. The activities of these key stakeholders are unharmonized. None of the bodies is 
responsible for maintaining an integrated databank of families and children at risk. Early detection 
and early intervention procedures are not formalized. There is lack of consensus on the final authority 
responsible for approving specific measures to assist the family and protect children. Differences 
between agencies charged with prevention of family dysfunction and child abuse and neglect on how 
to identify and treat risks to children’s lives and health persist. Case-specific work varies considerably 
across municipalities. 

Problems which are not specific to the Leningrad Oblast, but are typical for many Russian regions, are 
also manifested. They include: the lack of a unified system for identifying and addressing cases of 
violation of the rights of the child; the lack of an individualized approach to planning preventive work 
with the family and prevention of child abandonment; the lack of the case management approach; 
insufficient power of social services to properly identify, prevent and case manage child neglect, abuse 
and family dysfunction, redundancy of administrative responsibility towards parents; shortage of 
professionals in the guardianship and trusteeship agencies and their lack of specialized training in risk 
assessment and social work, outdated assessment tools, an excessive number of places in residential 
institutions and a lack of tools and practices for placing older orphans in families. 

Hence, the regional authorities may reconsider the current distribution of powers among the 
responsible institutions and endeavor to develop an integrated system of child protection through the 
provision of social work services and family support based on modern case management approaches, 
with appropriate unification of criteria and processes and restructuring of the system. An urgent task 
is to develop an integrated management information system. More specifically, the authorities may 
consider the following: 

• Take actions to significantly reduce placement of children in residential care, including 
temporary placement in shelters. 

• Review all residential care institutions, including shelters. 

• Step up efforts to expand prevention of family dysfunction and family separation. 

• Review the performance of the current child protection system architecture. 

• Develop a regional model of a unified gate keeping system for early identification and entry 
into care and exit from it: identification, assessment and other case management functions 
(see Box 1), clearly delineate responsibilities with no overlapping functions and establish clear 
reporting, accountability and monitoring duties. One can picture a system where social work 
and care centers are responsible for gate keeping and case management, including service 
provision/referral to services; guardianship authorities are responsible for formal decision 
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making on child placement and are accountable to the relevant administration heads, and 
minors’ commissions play an advisory and coordination function. LO actually has an excellent 
base to build such a system on: it has a network of 18 branches of the Leningrad Oblast State 
Institution Centre for Social Protection and related social service centers. 

• Reorganize the system architecture.  

• Introduce modern methodological tools for assessing the situation, risk and safety of children. 

• Establish an integrated information system to record cases of violations of children’s rights 
and cases of families at social risk, that would permit to monitor the efficiency of the ongoing 
work.  

• Enhance efforts to ensure that orphans of middle and senior school age can be placed in family 
care. For those for whom placement in family care may not be found suitable, organize small 
group homes with appropriate quality of care. 

• Strengthen post-graduation/after care services and consider alternative housing options. 

5.2 Republic of Tatarstan  

(i) Guardianship and Trusteeship  

In Tatarstan, the guardianship and trusteeship bodies with respect to minors are within the 
competencies and organizational structure of the education authorities,79 with local self-government 
bodies (municipalities) vested with separate powers concerning guardianship and trusteeship. A total 
of 136 specialists are involved in the implementation of these powers.  

The Ministry of Education and Science of the Republic of Tatarstan comprises a department for 
guardianship, trusteeship and pedagogical support. It also has a subordinate institution called the 
Republican Centre for Adoption, Guardianship and Trusteeship, which provides legal assistance to 
orphans and children deprived of parental care and to their caregivers.  

(ii) Social services for children and families with children and the network of service providers 

The network of social service organizations for families and children in Tatarstan is represented by the 
following types of organizations (all under the Ministry of Labor and Social Protection): 

• Social shelters for children and adolescents, 

• Residential homes for mentally disabled children, 

• Rehabilitation centers for children and adolescents with special needs, 

• Regional Centre for Social Assistance to Families and Children, 

• Families and children support units in integrated social service centers, 

• Resource Center of the Ministry of Labor. 

An example: services to children and families through social shelters 

The grounds for placing a child for rehabilitation in a shelter, which is a residential institution, can be 
an application submitted by one of the parents or by legal representative of the child, a personal 
application by the child or an act of a guardianship authority on the removal of the child from the 
family in connection with an imminent threat to his or her life or health (the imminent threat is 
assessed by the guardianship authority). 

 
79 Law of the Republic of Tatarstan of 27.02.2004, 8-ZRT On the Organization of the Activities of the Guardianship and Trusteeship Agencies 
in the Republic of Tatarstan. http://docs.cntd.ru/document/424031906  

http://docs.cntd.ru/document/424031906
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Children are admitted into a shelter in accordance with the Administrative procedure for recognizing  
a person to be in need for social services and for developing an individual program for the provision 
of social services:80 the child needs to be formally recognized as a child in need of social services (the 
administration of the shelter prepares a corresponding act), and, following the admission, an 
individual social rehabilitation plan needs to be developed. The administration of the shelter 
concludes an agreement with the applicant under which the services are provided. Services are 
provided according to the individual rehabilitation plan. Information letters are forwarded to all 
agencies of the prevention system. 

Children stay in the shelter for 6 months on average, but there are also cases of shorter stays, up to 3 
months, and longer stays of over a year. When a child arrives, specialists establish his or her social 
status, carry out diagnostic measures, determine the causes of his or her situation, and then, taking 
into account his/her age and physical and mental characteristics of the child, determine the contents 
of work with him or her. After examining the child, the shelter’s Social Rehabilitation Council consisting 
of the director of the shelter, the head of the subdivision, a psychologist, a nurse and a social 
pedagogue, develops a rehabilitation card on the basis of which an individual program of social 
adaptation is then prepared. 

If the case requires interdepartmental effort, an alert card is issued. The case is then discussed at the 
sitting of the municipal Social Rehabilitation Council and the family is registered as a family at social 
risk (see more on the operation of the municipal Councils below). The specialists of the Family and 
Children’s Support Unit of the Integrated Social Service Centre then visit the family and assesses its 
living conditions. The specialists of the Family and Children Support Unit of the Integrated Centre take 
part in the meetings of the Social Rehabilitation Council of the shelter. These meetings take place once 
a week. Specialists of the Family and Children Support Unit are notified 3 days before the scheduled 
meeting and are provided with the list of cases for discussion. During subsequent visits to families, the 
specialists explain what kind of services the family can receive through the Integrated Service Center. 

This practice is typical of many regions of the Russian Federation in which provision of family services 
is combined with the placement of a child in a residential institution. Its prevalence is due to the fact 
that the development of social services for families and children started only in the 1990s when 
residential care prevailed, and neglected children were a mass occurrence. With time, residential 
institutions have begun to provide not only care and rehabilitation of children, but assistance to their 
parents, either independently or in cooperation with other institutions.  

This practice where a child and her/his family are assessed separately, registered separately as a “child 
in need” and “a family at social risk” and treated separately, raises many questions. Child separation 
should be the last resort action, where there is a clear and present danger to the child’s life. Child 
neglect and family dysfunction are linked, and the assistance requires that a family is assisted/treated 
as a unit, not separately. In that sense, any assessment of the child placed in a shelter cannot be done 
without assessing the whole family and helping the whole family.81 While the existing practice needs 
a thorough review, it seems that the child and family separation may not be beneficial to preserving 
the family and may lead to the permanent separation. Besides, this practice is costly and hinders the 
development of effective community-based services for children and their parents. Due to the lack of 
effective community-based services for families at early stages of crisis, life -threatening situations for 
children in families occur more often than they could have.  

 
80 http://docs.cntd.ru/document/550202966  
81 According to the field interviews in Tatarstan, 80.0 percent of children placed in shelters are “very difficult cases” of alcoholism, vagrancy, 
and other behavioral issues. All these issues require a full participation of the whole family in treatment. Besides, alcoholism is an illness of 
substance abuse and it should be treated medically.  

http://docs.cntd.ru/document/550202966
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(iii) The Minors' Affairs Commissions 

The network of the minors' affairs commissions in Tatarstan consists of: (i) the Republican Commission 
on Minors' Affairs and Protection of Their Rights (Republican Commission); and (ii) Commissions on 
Minors' Affairs established in municipal areas and city districts (Municipal Commission).82 One 
municipal commission per municipality is formed. Depending on workload, several municipal 
commissions may be established in a city that is divided into city districts. 

Commissions on Minors' Affairs are standing bodies whose purpose is to coordinate activities of all 
institutions formally assigned duties and responsibilities to: prevent child neglect, juvenile 
delinquency and antisocial activities of minors, identify and eliminate causes and conditions that lead 
to such cases, ensure protection of rights and legitimate interests of minors, provide socio-pedagogical 
rehabilitation of minors at risk, detect and reduce cases of involvement of minors in the criminal 
activities or other illegal and (or) anti-social acts, and address circumstances that lead minors to 
commit suicide.83  

The Republican Commission is formed by the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Tatarstan, which 
also approves its composition. The size of the Republican Commission can differ depending on number 
of bodies and institutions included in the system to prevent the child neglect and juvenile delinquency, 
and the workload, but may not be <15 persons or >25 persons. Municipal commissions are formed, 
and their composition approved, by the representative bodies of municipalities for the duration of 
their term in office. The size of the municipal commissions varies, but it cannot be < 9 persons or >15 
persons. The commissions are funded by the state budget. 

Article 7.8 of the Code of the Republic of Tatarstan on Administrative Offences of December 19, 2006, 
80-ZRT, establishes that the Commissions on the Minor’s Affairs should consider cases of 
administrative offences concerning non-compliance with the requirements to ensure measures for 
the prevention of harm to the health of children, their physical, intellectual, mental, spiritual and 
moral development.84  

A special feature of the system of Commissions on Minors' Affairs in the Republic of Tatarstan is the 
involvement of additional bodies – the so-called Municipal Social Rehabilitation Councils - which are 
comprised of specialists from various institutions (technical representation). The Councils are 
established by the municipal commissions. They comprise specialists from the social service providers 
to vulnerable children and their families, including social service centers, education organizations, 
healthcare organizations, representatives from the office of guardianship and trusteeship, responsible 
secretaries of municipal Commissions, law enforcement units, such as divisions for the affairs of the 
minors, district police commissionaires, inspections of the enforcement of sentences, and specialists 
from the youth policy section. The Council is chaired by a president appointed and approved by a 
decision of the relevant Municipal Commission. 

The creation of inter-departmental councils of specialists in Tatarstan and other Russian regions is a 
natural compensation for the shortcomings of the model that was inherited from the Soviet system. 
This model lacked social work and care centers and case management, and decisions regarding work 
with the family were and are still made by the Commission on Minors’ Affairs as an assembly like 

 
82 Republic of Tatarstan Act from December 30, 2005, 143-zrt (Rev. from March 1. 2019) On granting local self-government bodies of 
municipal districts and urban districts state powers of the Republic of Tatarstan on education and organization of activities of commissions 
on the affairs of minors and protection of their rights (adopted on 23.12.2005). http://docs.cntd.ru/document/917019750  
83 Law of the Republic of Tatarstan of 20.05.2011, 26-ZRT On Commissions on Minors' Affairs and the Protection of Their Rights in the Republic 
of Tatarstan. http://docs.cntd.ru/document/424031745  
84 This entails a warning or administrative fine of between 500 and 1,000 RUB for private citizens; between 3,000 and 5,000 RUB for officials; 
between 15,000 and 20,000 RUB for legal entities. The same acts committed repeatedly within a year are subject to an administrative fine 
on citizens in the amount of 2,000 RUB; on officials in the amount of 15,000 RUB; and legal entities in the amount of 50,000 RUB. 

http://docs.cntd.ru/document/917019750
http://docs.cntd.ru/document/424031745
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collective body that formulates tasks for each agency. Representatives of each agency present their 
findings and their proposals concerning work with each family to the Commission. The Commission 
which is overburdened with administrative offences against parents and minors and lacks the time 
and human resources to assess cases professionally, creates an additional «tier» consisting of service 
providers’ employees and specialists.  

A more efficient and effective way to organize child protection services would be to have a network 
of municipal social work centers (established per certain number of residents, for example, 40-50,000 
people in urban settings and 25-30,000 in rural), equipped with social workers as case managers and 
other specialists such as psychologists, teachers, lawyers, etc. to identify children and families at risk, 
organize multidisciplinary assessment with participation of specialists from other fields, such as 
health, education, internal affairs, etc. and produce a joint intervention plan, which could be approved 
by a head of the center, or a dedicated technical council, which may also review/ decide on cases of 
professional disagreements in the multidisciplinary case assessment teams. The cases where the 
decision on the child separation and alternative placement of a child needs to be made, should be 
decided on by the responsible guardianship and trusteeship authority upon the case presentation by 
the case manager. The Minors’ Commission should coordinate only.     

(iii) Interdepartmental cooperation and Information system “Registration and monitoring of families 

and minors at social risk”  

In Tatarstan, the main actors in the system of prevention of neglect and juvenile delinquency and 
provision of social services are:85 the Ministry of Labor, Employment and Social Protection, the 
Ministry of Education and Science, bodies of guardianship and trusteeship, Republican Commission on 
Minors’ Affairs, Ministry for the Affairs of the Youth, Ministry of Health, Ministry of Culture, Ministry 
of Sports and specialized organizations for minors. 

Despite the huge number of actors involved in prevention, Tatarstan has been successful in creating a 
system for interdepartmental cooperation for identifying minors and families at risk and for further 
work with them. 

In order to optimize the process of early identification of families at risk and to increase the 
effectiveness of information exchange among the entities of the prevention system and the speed of 
this exchange, in 2013, an information system called The registration and monitoring of families and 
minors at social risk was introduced. This system is a registry of all identified families at social risk. It 
permits to monitor their social rehabilitation and take early prevention measures. The information is 
hosted and maintained by the Ministry of Labor and Social Protection.  

The Registry of Families at Social Risk is a system of rapid response and cooperation between the 
various departments and institutions, which ensures the identification of citizens, families and minors 
at social risk and the organization of individual preventive work with them. The Registry serves as the 
basic tool for registration of families at social risk, compiling information about them and analyzing 
the reasons that have led to situations of social risk. The Registry contains up-to-date information on 
the implementation of State guarantees for the child at social risk and his or her family. It contains 
information on all entities and organizations that provide social services. The Registry also helps 
monitor budget expenditures on preventive measures implemented by all levels of government. The 
operation of the Registry rests on a normative basis that defines standard procedures of workflow and 
information exchange between all parties involved. 

 
85 The bodies and institutions that are part of the system for the prevention of child neglect and juvenile delinquency are defined in Article 
4 of the Federal Law from 24 June 1999, 120-FZ On the foundations  of the system for the prevention of child neglect and juvenile delinquency. 
http://docs.cntd.ru/document/901737405    

http://docs.cntd.ru/document/901737405
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Through the Registry, Tatarstan maintains a single databank on minors at social risk and their families, 
which was established in 2010. The Databank consists of information sources maintained by 
municipalities and integrated at the regional level, containing standard information on minors at social 
risk, their families and the types of social services provided, as well as the results of the individual 
preventive work with them. 

The procedure for maintaining a single databank and the regulations on the information flows within 
it were approved by a decision of the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Tatarstan from April 22, 
2010, 294 “On the formation of a unified databank of the Republic of Tatarstan on minors in a socially 
dangerous situation and their families”. 

Adding a new entry to the databank, launching the process of interdepartmental social rehabilitation, 
and removing entries from the databank (the removed entries are stored in the databank’s archive) –
are actions based on the relevant orders of the municipal commissions on minors’ affairs. The entities 
of the system for the prevention of child neglect and juvenile delinquency, when cases of family 
dysfunction are detected, send an alert card through the Registry to all other entities involved in the 
prevention of child neglect an abandonment (Figure 11). The alert card automatically becomes 
accessible to all those parties and each of them begins to carry out its own activities and tasks.  

The Centre for Social Assistance to Families and Children or one of its units, within one hour, reviews 
the alert card and sends a signal to the survey team comprising specialists from the prevention system 
entities (the team works together as one unit). The Municipal Social Rehabilitation Council based on 
the living conditions situation stated in the survey act advises the Minors’ commission of the need to 
provide Interdepartmental social  patronage86 services to the minor and his or her family, suggests the 
type of patronage needed, and proposes candidates for the working group comprising representatives 
of relevant prevention entities. The Council also drafts an individual prevention work program, 
suggests implementation dates, and forwards a request to the Municipal Commission for the Affairs 
of Minors to register the minor as one at social risk and his or her family as recipients of 
interdepartmental patronage services. 

If the minor and his or her family are not found to be at social risk, but are simply facing a difficult 
situation, then the request to provide assistance to the family to overcome the situation is forwarded 
to the relevant unit of the prevention system. 

If the family is found to be at social risk, the Commission issues an order to register the minor and his 
or her family as a family in need of interdepartmental patronage services, appoints members of the 
working team assigned to the case and approves the program of individual prevention work drafted 
by the Municipal Social Rehabilitation Council; alternatively, it can reject the proposal of the Municipal 
Social Rehabilitation Council to organize interdepartmental patronage.  

The Working Team carries out work on the case according to the individual prevention work program 
and provides information on the work carried out through the Registry. In the course of subsequent 
meetings, the Municipal Social Rehabilitation Council monitors the implementation of the individual 
preventive work programs, alters the programs in case of need and forwards its proposals on the 
completion of preventive programs to the Municipal Commission on Minor’s Affairs (the Commission 
then  decides whether or not  to consider the preventive work programs completed ), issues orders 
on the removal of entries from the list of active cases in the Interdepartmental patronage date base 
or on continuing work. Entries can be removed from the list of active cases because the situation in 

 
86 As already noted in the footnote 28, social patronage is an interdepartmental method to provide social support and assistance to families 
and children at risk. http://docs.cntd.ru/document/917030052  

http://docs.cntd.ru/document/917030052
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the family has improved, because the child has reached adulthood, because the parents were deprived 
of parental rights by court decision or other reasons.  

The Registry information system, which is a module in a larger information bank containing 
information on all families in the region, greatly facilitates the organization, recording and analysis of 
work with families. All work with the child and the family at social risk is reflected in the personal file 
of the family stored in the Registry. Any entity in the prevention system may monitor the rehabilitation 
of the child and the family through it. 

The registry contains all cases of families recognized as being at social risk. However, if, according to 
the algorithm, the decision on the interdepartmental family patronage is not taken and the case is 
sent to one of the institutions, then the information on the services provided and the measures taken 
are not recorded in information system.87 This excludes the possibility to track the progress and results 
of such work if the family is reviewed by a Municipal Social Rehabilitation Council again after some 
time. Thus, the current version of the databank does not allow to analyze the performance at the early 
stages of family crisis and at the stage when the family is found to be at social risk, together, even if 
the family case is one and the same. 

With regard to families and children at social risk, interdepartmental cooperation is regulated by the 
Charter of the interdepartmental municipal system of social care for families and children at social risk 
which was approved by the Decision of the Republican Commission on Minors' Affairs and Protection 
of their Rights from July 13, 2016, 18-1688. In addition, the Republican Commission has adopted 
separate procedures for the work of entities in the system of prevention of neglect and delinquency 
of minors with different categories of families and children. These procedures regulate activities, such 
as: 

• the procedure to be followed in cases of alcohol abuse in the family, 

• the procedure to be followed in cases of cruel treatment (abuse) of a child, 

• the procedure to be followed in cases of juvenile delinquency/crime, 

• the procedure to be followed in cases of attempted child suicide.  

The above procedures differ for children from families at early stages of family crisis and for children 
from families at social risk.  

 
87 The information system allows to track only cases dealt with under interdepartmental cooperation (interdepartmental patronage). If the 
family can be assisted by one of the local social protection institutions subordinate to the Ministry of Labor, for instance, by the Family and 
children support unit in the local Integrated social service center, then the services provided to that family by that unit shall not be recorded 
in the databank.  
88 At the time of the study, a new version of the Charter was approved by a resolution of the Republican Commission on Minors' Affairs and 
the Protection of their Rights of 25 June 2019 #13-19. 



 

 

Figure 11: Case flow in the Republic of Tatarstan based on the issuance of the alert card  
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(iv) To conclude 

Tatarstan is a very good example on how to underpin interdepartmental system for working with 
vulnerable families and children with a modern information technology. A specific feature of the 
Republic of Tatarstan is a high level of informatization of interdepartmental cooperation withing the 
system of prevention of child abandonment and delinquency and work with vulnerable categories of 
children and families. A single registry has been set up containing information on minors at social risk 
and their families. Detailed interdepartmental cooperation procedures were developed and are 
implemented. However, work with families registered in the database is not focused on early stages 
of family dysfunction.  

Tatarstan has chosen to organize the delivery of child protection with the Commissions on Minors’ 
Affairs as the key player. The Commissions not only coordinate the work of various agencies, they also 
issue administrative fines to parents and other entities for not performing their duties with regard to 
children, they decide whether a family should be recognized as in need or not, they decide on the 
intervention plans, organize and monitor their implementation, decide to close cases, etc. In contrast, 
the principle of good governance calls for separation of monitoring and implementation functions – 
combining them creates a conflict of interest situation. Furthermore, the model in which Commissions 
rely on a network of interdepartmental social rehabilitation councils comprising as representatives 
specialists from various organization may increase the technical quality of the work the Commissions 
perform, but it is not a replacement for a single gate keeping system and a case management approach 
to help children and families at risk, including those deprived of parental care, irrespective whether 
they are biological or social orphans. Such a system, as argued above, requires dedicated social work 
services with well-trained social workers to inter alia perform the duties of case managers, and is 
underpinned by an effective integrated management information system, which Tatarstan already 
has. The Minors’ Affairs Commission should focus on coordination only.  

A good feature of the Tatarstan’s child protection system is a network of social service providers that 
implements a variety of programs and methods aimed at supporting families. The main progress 
achieved is the professionalization of social services, with an emphasis on providing community-based 
services, without placing children in shelters.  

 To further develop child protection system, the authorities may consider: 

• Consolidate functions of preventive work at different stages of family dysfunction under a 
single government body. Optimally, the system backbone would be a network of territorial 
social work centers with a case management as a principle approach to ensure early detection 
of child neglect and abuse and family dysfunction, as well as multidisciplinary/ 
multidepartment cooperation in assisting the families address their problems with the aim of 
preventing the separation of families and children.   

• Ensure that the information system covers all vulnerable children and families with whom 
preventive work is carried out, including those at early stages of family crisis who receive 
services from individual institutions rather than under interdepartmental patronage. This 
issue would be automatically resolved if a single gate keeping system is adopted.  

• Ensure that priority is given to community-based services and preservation of biological 
family. 

• Consider eliminating administrative measures and monetary fines against parents in favor of 
social work and care services. 

• Clearly separate coordination, implementation, and monitoring functions in delivering child 
protection services.  
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6. An estimate of public spending on social protection for children at risk 
and children deprived of parental care 

(i) An attempt to estimate spending 

Below, we have tried to estimate spending on social protection for children left without parental care. 
Our estimates are presented in two tables. In Table 8, we present data from the administrative reports 
on the “Budget for Children” submitted by regions to the Ministry of Finance of the Russian 
Federation.89 These reports do not include expenditure on services to vulnerable children and families. 
In Table 9, we present a more detailed estimate of spending on child protection, including spending 
on services in LO and Tatarstan.  

Table 8: Expenditures of the consolidated budgets of the constituent entities of the 
Russian Federation on social support to children d eprived of parental care, millions of 

RUB 

 

2019 reported 2020 planned 

Russia LO RT Russia LO RT 

Social support for orphans and 
children deprived of parental care, 
total 

170 643.72  1 897.48  2 504.02  177 769.24    1 334.27    3 133.07    

% of GDP in the 2019 (2019 for 
Russia, 2018 GRP for LO and RT) 

0.16% 0.17% 0.10%       

Of which:             

(i) Cash-benefits (allowances, 
reimbursements, scholarships, etc.) 
and in-kind benefits to children 
deprived of parental care  

40 223.51  126.31   208.26  43 973.94    142.21    248.10    

% in total 24% 7% 8% 25% 11% 8% 

(ii) Cash benefits (allowances, 
reimbursements, etc.) and in-kind 
assistance to guardians, trustees, 
and adoptive parents  

49 809.61  748.86  1 082.75  52 630.40    286.54    1 177.85    

% in total 29% 39% 43% 30% 21% 38% 

(iii) Provision of housing to 
graduates from formal care  

27 349.65  570.51  328.50  34 935.42    430.70    794.71    

% in total 16% 30% 13% 20% 32% 25% 

(iv) Upkeep and improvements to 
residential care institutions for 
children left without parental care  

53 260.96   451.80   884.51  46 229.47 474.82 912.41    

%  in total 31% 24% 35% 26% 36% 29% 

GDP, GRP/ RUB billion  106 606.6  1 104.4  2 469.2     

Source: Reports submitted by regional administrations to the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation for 
the purpose of determining the amounts of budgetary allocations of the consolidated regional budgets to 
support of families and children – the so called “Budget for children”.  

Note: This table does not include expenditures on residential care or prevention services. It only includes public 
spending on cash benefits and the housing for graduates administered by the social protection authorities. 

 
89 Regional administrations submit reports to the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation for the purpose of determining the amounts 
of budgetary allocations in the consolidated regional budgets to the support for families and children – the so called “Budget for children”. 
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Data in Table 8 show that in 2019, more than  170 billion RUB (0.16 percent of GD (0.65 percent  of 
total government expenditures), was spent on state support (cash, in-kind  housing for graduates, and 
residential care institutions) to orphans and children deprived of parental care. In the composition of 
expenditures for Russia as a whole and in two case study regions, the largest expenditure item are 
cash benefits (allowances, compensations, etc.) and in-kind assistance to guardians, custodians, foster 
parents and adoptive parents. As can be seen, the Republic of Tatarstan gives priority to this type of 
support. The costs of providing housing to graduates of formal care are also substantial, especially in 
the Leningrad Oblast. 

Table 9 presents an attempt to estimate consolidated budget expenditure on children left without 
parental care and families with children in distress. The data are compiled from various sources and 
as such they should be considered only as indicative. The table illustrates more what is missing in 
budget reporting than shows public spending on children left without parental care and children and 
families at risk or in crisis. 

Table 9: Estimated expenditures on child protection to children left without parental 
care in the Leningrad Oblast and the Republic of Tatarstan, 2020, in 000 RUB  

 
Leningrad 

Oblast 
RUB 000 

Republic of 
Tatarstan 
RUB 000 

Number of 
beneficiarie

s, LO 

Number of 
beneficiaries

, 
RT 

LO 
RUB per 

child/month 
or RUB per 

child for one-
time services 

TR 
RUB per 

child/month 
or RUB per 

child for one-
time services 

Residential care 944 214  1 160 724  563 638 139 759    151 610    

Specialized institutions for 
orphans (under Ministry of 
Education) *  

474 817  261 158  428 296 92 449  72 072  

Of which improvements 
(investments)  

  5 160     

Baby homes (under Ministry of 
Health) * 

154 961 259 453  70    100  184 477   215 800 

Of which improvements 
(investments) 

  493     

Transportation of children who 
have ran away from residential 
institutions 

383 211 52 13 7,363 16,246 

Travel to organization of medical 
treatment and back  

180      

Full state provision for orphans in 
vocational schools  

131,629      

Social rehabilitation centers for 
minors (shelters) 

186 969 391 801     

Prevention 313 314 86 941   6 057      7 844      51 728    11 084    

Guardianship and trusteeship 
functions performed locally 

208 712    75 441        

Prevention of child neglect and 
juvenile delinquency  

104 602    11 500        

Family care 846,122 1 383 108    3 799      6 781      18 560    16 997    

Training of foster parents and 
guardians (candidates)  

35,303         59 134      

Promotion of family placements  

 
7,805     

Remuneration of foster parents 236,086  343, 889    1,323    2,370   14,871    12,092    
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Leningrad 

Oblast 
RUB 000 

Republic of 
Tatarstan 
RUB 000 

Number of 
beneficiarie

s, LO 

Number of 
beneficiaries

, 
RT 

LO 
RUB per 

child/month 
or RUB per 

child for one-
time services 

TR 
RUB per 

child/month 
or RUB per 

child for one-
time services 

One-time benefit to families 
upon placement (federal 
funding) 

11,393 30,219 597 890   19,084    33,954    

Childcare allowance to foster 
families 

548,018 343,889 1,323+ 

2,476   

2,370 12,021    12,092 

Childcare allowance to guardians  635,306 4,411 12,002 

One-time benefit to adoptive 
parents of children with special 
needs (Tatarstan) 

 2,000     

Free transport fare for school 
children-orphans  

15,322      

Graduates 484,673     842,692        

Housing for graduates  423,002 840,708 272 300 1,555,154 2,802,360 

Post graduate support services 625  50  12,000 , 

Rehab of housing owned by 
orphans 

2,000      

Renting housing for orphans as a 
provisional measure  

2,184      

Housing and utilities charges for 
housing owned by orphans while 
in formal care  

54,926      

Free of charge college/university 
admission courses 

180      

Unemployment benefits for 
orphans (federal budget)  

1,756 1,984 10 10 29,264 33,062 

Total 4 324 483  5 219 203      

% of GRP 0.4% 0.2% 
    

% of total regional budget 
spending 

2.5% 1.7%  
 

Sources: Law of the Leningrad Oblast from December 4, 2019, 94-oz “On the oblast budget of the Leningrad Oblast for 2020 
and for the planned period of 2021 and 2022” (http://docs.cntd.ru/document/563956702); Law of the Republic of Tatarstan from 
November 30, 2019, 93-zt “On the budget of the Republic of Tatarstan for 2020 and for the planned period of 2021 and 2022” 
(http://docs.cntd.ru/document/561621312). Data from forms 103-РИК 

Note: Number of children living in children’s homes at the end of the year. Number of recipients of unemployment benefits 
from orphaned children who were previously unemployed are expert estimates, partly based on the capacity of children’s 
homes in both regions in 2020 (Leningrad Oblast - 100 places, Tatarstan - 150 places), partly based on information obtained 
during the interviews (number of recipients of unemployment benefits). No information is published on the number of 
orphaned children attending vocational training institutions. Information on orphans temporarily placed in social institutions 
(shelters, residential institutions) is also not published. Data on expenditure on social shelters for children were reported by 
the regions for the purposes of compiling the Budget for Children. 

* Specialized institutions for orphans and children left without parental care is the official name for child homes, i.e. residential 
institutions for children aged over 4. Child homes are subordinate to the Ministry of Education. Baby homes are not included 
into the category of specialized institutions for children left without parental care –even though they are such - because this 
name is reserved for child homes. Baby homes are under the Ministry of Healthcare. 

Table 9 indicates that many spending items, in particular those related to social work services are 
missing in standard reporting. In addition, the spending items and their granularity in reporting vary 
by regions, making inter-regional comparisons difficult. Some forms of care are not covered by budget 
reporting at all. The expenditures on baby homes are not reported separately and in our table they 

http://docs.cntd.ru/document/563956702
http://docs.cntd.ru/document/561621312
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are  an estimate, based on the budget information from the website http://bus.gov.ru, which presents 
data on public institutions in Russia (Box 5). The spending on temporary shelters, residential 
institutions for children under social protection, or the amounts paid to graduates of orphanages are 
not available in standard budget reporting, either. The spending on education and boarding and 
lodging of the formal care graduates in vocational schools is also not presented as a separate budget 
line in many regions.  

Thus, the reporting on public spending remains far from complete. According to the RF Budget Code,90 
only the sections and subsections of the Functional Classification of expenditures are common and 
universally apply to the entire system of budget expenditures reporting in Russia, while more detailed 
expenditure breakdown is left to the discretion of the regional governments. In practical terms, this 
means that often services provided to children left without parental care or vulnerable children and 
families cannot be identified in standard budget reporting.  

Having an accurate picture on budget spending on children and families, including children left 
without parental care and children and families with children in distress is extremely important for 
evidence-based policies, the assessment of the budget spending performance and to adequately plan 
spending. The government acknowledged the importance of having an accurate picture of budget 
spending on families and children. For several years now, the Ministry of Finance has reported federal 
expenditures on children and families with children when submitting the Budget Proposal to the State 
Duma for consideration. The compilation of the Children’s Budget, which would combine expenditures 
on families with children and children at the federal, regional and local levels, was envisaged in the 
Plan of Action for the Decade of Childhood, and this consolidated budget was for the first time 
compiled in 2020.91 In order to make the practice of preparing children’s budgets permanent, 
appropriate reporting forms should be established by law. The Budget for Children is an excellent 
undertaking and it should be strengthened and continued. Ideally, each region would also prepare a 
regional Budget for Children. Comprehensive reporting that would enable performance monitoring 
would also allow the Government to use financial incentives to award the best performers in 
implementing the objectives of the national child protection policy.  

The budget is, however, only one side of the story. To be able to assess not only the amount of public 
spending on children, but also the efficiency of these expenditures, there is a need to systematically 
and comprehensively collect and report data on type of services provided to beneficiaries, by 
providers as well as the outcomes of these services. Otherwise, it is very difficult to judge to what 
extent the focus of the child protection has shifted to prevention. With the data available today, this 
is not possible.  

  

 
90 http://docs.cntd.ru/document/901714433/  
91 RF Ministry of Labor and Social Protection. The State Report on the Situation of Children and Families with Children in the Russian 
Federation. 2019. https://mintrud.gov.ru/docs 

 

http://bus.gov.ru/
http://docs.cntd.ru/document/901714433/
https://mintrud.gov.ru/docs
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Box 5: Homes for babies 

Baby homes, which in Russia are under the authority of the Ministry of Health provide residential 
placement for children left without parental care up to four years of age (in some cases up to just short 
of 5 age). In LO, there were 135 beds in baby homes92 and the budget for their financing was about 
155million rubles.93 At the same time, data on entry into care from the database of orphans in LO shows 
that the number of children in baby homes (0 to 4 years of age inclusive) present at any time does not 
exceed 70 (60 children in March 2017; 66 in May 2019, and 70 in March 2021).94 To accommodate for 
this unclarity, the cost estimate in Table 10 assumes that the number of children in baby homes in LO 
was 100. In Tatarstan, the number of beds in baby homes in 2017 was estimated at 235 beds, while the 
maximum number of orphaned children staying in baby homes at the time, based on the data from the 
databank of orphaned children was 60-75 children. It appears that the number of places in baby homes 
is excessive and that some reduction in capacity should be considered. However, currently, budget 
planning for baby homes is based on the number of available beds and the assumption of the full 
occupancy during the year. It is obvious that reducing the length of children’s stay in baby homes is 
disadvantageous to these institutions, as they will lose funding. 

It is well researched and established that fact residential placement has a particularly harmful effect on 
the development of infants and young children (under three years of age). Therefore, residential 
placement of very young children should be an exception and the stay should de be reduced to a 
minimum. One way to address this issue would be to organize a system of temporary placement in a 
family for such children, if there are no medical reasons for placing them in medical institutions (baby 
homes in Russia are medical institutions). Furthermore, in at least some children’s homes in LO in  2017 
children could stay in baby homes until the age of 4 years and 11 months, while according to the Order 
of the Ministry of Health of the Russian Federation from January 24, 2003 #2 “On improvement of the 
activity of the baby homes”, the baby home is defined as a residential institution for children aged 0-4. 
The policy principle should be to prevent separation and help the family (mother) keep the child. If there 
are indications that a mother may be thinking of abandoning the child (pre-natal or during the stay in 
the hospital after birth), the responsible social worker should discuss the situation with the mother and 
provide help to ensure that the mother keeps the child. If the baby has health problems, she or he should 
be hospitalized only when acute care is needed, otherwise medical treatment and rehab services should 
be provided as part of the outpatient health care. There is no better place for a child, than with the 
parents. The funding for baby homes is generous and there is hence fiscal space to provide very generous 
support to parents of such children, save budget resources and have better outcomes for children. 

 
The data issues to a certain extent reflect the lack of clarity concerning monitoring of the 
implementation of the child protection policy and performance of key actors. Ultimately, the 
responsibility for the results rests with the heads of respective government entities (local regional and 
federal governments). They should be the ones monitoring the implementation and performance for 
which a robust statistical information is needed. In operational terms, to assist the administrations’ 
heads, the monitoring could be a duty of a body tasked with coordination of child protection policy in 
respective government entities. In any case, the monitoring body should not in any way be involved 
in any policy implementation to avoid the conflict of interest.      

  

 
92 http://bus.gov.ru/  
93 Ibid. 
94 It is possible that baby’s homes also provide residential care to children removed from families but not yet legally recognized as children 
deprived of parental care. Should this be so, all the beds in baby homes could be occupied, but the children would not be listed in the 
databank of orphaned children. This corroborates our conclusion that statistics on children in care should be significantly improved.  

http://bus.gov.ru/
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(ii) To conclude 

Estimating public spending on children left without parental care and children and families at risk or 
in crisis was not possible. While some spending was included in the ‘Budget for Children”, it only 
partially covers expenditure items. For example, spending on residential care is not included and it is 
hard to compile, even at the regional level. The same is the situation with spending on social work and 
services. The fact that various government bodies are responsible for residential care and for social 
services, makes an estimate of budget spending almost impossible.  

Having a full picture on public spending on children left without parental care and families and children 
at risk or in crisis is extremely important for monitoring of the implementation of public policy at the 
regional and the federal levels and to assess cost of various services and their efficacy. It is also equally 
important for budget planning and for evidence-based policy.  

We recommend that starting with the regional level and in addition to what was reported in the 
“Budget for Children” the following data on spending is mandatory to report annually: spending on 
residential care (by type of residential care, including shelters for temporary placement), spending on 
social work and care services by type of facility, type of services, spending on services for children who 
have exited care by provider and type of services. Juxtaposed with the budget reporting, the following 
data should be collected as well: number of residential care institutions by type (including shelters), 
capacity (beds), number of children at the end of the year placed in them, staff (disaggregated by 
professional and support staff). Same for the social work and care centers/ organizations supported 
by the state. Services contracted out to private sector providers (for and not for profit) should be 
reported separately, both in terms of spending and types of services and number of beneficiaries. 
Spending on guardianship and trusteeship bodies and the commissions for minor’s affairs should be 
reported separately together with the number of staff (professional and support). All information on 
expenditures should enable disaggregation by staff salaries and spending on other expenditure.  In 
this way, regional and federal governments will be able to see how much is spent on child protection 
of vulnerable children and on what.  
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7. Key messages  

(i) Achievements 

Since the late 1990s, Russia has reoriented its child protection system, focusing on prevention of 
child neglect and depravation of parental care and family placement of children left without 
parental care. The results are significant. The number of children entering public care annually has 
declined and so has the total number of children in public care. Family placement dominates and 
process of deinstitutionalization of care has advanced significantly. Regions have stepped up efforts 
to introduce social work services and a host of new methods to identify families and children at risk 
and help them have been developed and deployed, including a case management system in some 
regions. Information technology has been widely used to facilitate information gathering and inter-
agency exchange.  
 
Institutionalization of children left without parental care has declined. 81.0 percent of children 
identified annually as deprived of parental care are placed in family care. Combined with efforts to 
transfer children from residential to family care, in 2020 of all children in public care, 92.0 percent 
were placed in family care. The notable decline in the institutionalization of children left without 
parental care reflects a concerted effort of the Russian Government to develop and expand its system 
of family-based placement for these children, specifically of paid foster care, which did not exist in 
Russia prior to the 2000s. It should also be noted that Russia has had a well-developed system of 
guardianship (family placement with kin and non-kin individuals and families) and that even before 
the transition, majority of children deprived of parental care (more than two thirds) were placed in it.  

At the same time, to prevent child neglect and abuse and assist families experiencing dysfunction, a 
network of social work and care service organizations was started being developed throughout 
Russia. These organizations providing services such as psychosocial support, family therapy, legal 
advice, support to foster families, etc. aiming to improve family situation and well-being and prevent 
family separation. Many residential care facilities have been transformed into family support 
residential centers. However, few regions have pursued establishing a formal network of social work 
centers covering a defined administrative territory/ number of population and serving as a single gate 
keeper and a back bone of the public support system for vulnerable children and families and being 
responsible for case management.  

The role of non-governmental non-profit organizations (NGOs) in providing services to vulnerable 
groups of families and children has increased significantly in recent years. Their strengths include, 
flexibility and openness to new forms of work; proximity to target groups; greater opportunities for 
constructive contact and interaction, etc.  However, NGOs have limited access to budgetary resources 
which is a major barrier to scaling up their effective work. This has been a point of contention as some 
NGO ask for the budget funding without going through a proper public procurement process. Overall, 
NGOs as service providers have a great potential to expand access and quality of social work and care 
services to families and children. Successful partnership, however, requires standards and licensing of 
NGOs as service providers, transparent public procurement process and monitoring of performance.  
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(ii)  Issues that need attention 

While the achievements over the last fifteen years have been remarkable; several issues require 
close attention: 

The rate of children in public care is still high – 1,673/100,000 children’s population (1,378/100,000 
without adopted children. 

Almost 20.0 percent of children identified annually as left without parental care are still placed in 
residential care, including babies and young children. This is a significant share. It should be noted that 
children left without parental care in hospitals or placed in shelters temporarily are not included in 
the formal count of children left without parental care annually. Their inclusion will worsen the 
statistics.   

Regional situations differ widely: the rate of children identified annually as children left without 
parental care per 100,000 children differ by more than 14 times. The organization of the child 
protection system and service delivery vary tremendously across regions. It is not well understood 
what drives regional differences. 

Deprivation and restriction of parental rights are key pathways for children into care. This signals the 
lack of timely identification of families at risk and actions to prevent the child separation. 

Early identification of families with a high risk of family disfunction and child neglect and abuse remain 
low. The largest number of cases is reported by the police, which can be considered too late for the 
preventive work. This indicates that the preventive social work and care services are underdeveloped 
and that many issues of systematic assistance to biological families in solving problems that pose a 
risk of family dysfunction and social orphanhood remain largely unresolved or require additional 
efforts. 

Few regions have adopted comprehensive system of social work and care services as a backbone of 
the child protection system and even fewer are using a case management system in identifying families 
at risk, holistically assessing their situation, developing a multi-sectoral intervention plan, providing/ 
referring the cases to services and regularly monitoring and periodically reassessing the situation and 
adjusting the intervention plan. Moreover, the individual demand and application for services 
dominates, and the client is often asked to confirm compliance with many criteria for obtaining the 
right to receive social services free of charge, which creates barriers to accessing the services. In many 
cases, the child neglect and abuse often require interventions that cannot be left to the parents to 
decide whether they will avail of them or not, which goes back to early identification and case 
management.  

The share of children placed into paid guardianship (with “professional parents”) has significantly 
increased. At the same time, the shares of other forms of family placement, including adoption have 
fallen. Hence, the placement into paid families should be monitored, as it may be discouraging unpaid 
guardianship (as well as adoptions). While the right balance is very difficult to strike, equalizing child 
benefits to the extent possible would be a good policy direction.  

The architecture of the child protection system is complex with overlapping functions and fragmented 
support to children and families in crisis and challenging inter-agency collaboration. Protection of the 
rights of the child is the responsibility of the child protection authorities and guardianship body, the 
commission on minors' affairs and the protection of their rights, as well as other bodies defined by 
regional legislation, which can vary greatly from region to region. At the same time, there is a lack of 
clarity who monitors the implementation of policies and how the accountability mechanism works. 
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The parallelism and fragmentation of functions explains difficulties in interacting with specific families 
and children and erosion of responsibility, where the outcome is the lack of prevention, rarely 
provided systematic help to families at risk and the deprivation of parental rights as a commonly used 
instrument, instead of being the very last instrument to be applied. From the institutional point of 
view, the child protection system remains complex, with three key players – the commission for the 
affairs of minors, the guardianship authority, and social work services often functioning separately 
from each other.  

Data for evidence-based policy making and monitoring the implementation of child protection policies, 
performance of government bodies responsible for it, and planning the system and services 
development are lacking. Data that are collected are incomplete and insufficient including both data 
on spending and on the child protection system and services it provides. Listing services that were 
provided in periodic reports does not tell much as one needs to understand the demand, the supply 
and outcomes to be able to judge the cost effectiveness and performance of the system. 

Empirical research on the situation of children left without parental care is scarce. A review of 
literature conducted for this Policy Note suggested a paucity of comprehensive, in-depth, data-based 
analyses of the situation of children left without parental care, the child protection system response 
and the outcomes. There is no empirical study comparing outcomes of different types of care, or a 
study of determinants of family dysfunction, or a survey of graduates from care, just to mention a few 
examples. 

(iii) Recommendations 

In ensuring that each child grows in a protective, healthy and loving family, two key tenets of the 
child protection policy in Russia: prevention of child neglect, abuse and family distress, assistance to 
those families experiencing them and a family placement for children who must be separated from 
their families with the objective of reuniting the family as soon as possible, remain relevant. 

With this in mind, and building on the “The plan of major activities within the framework of the 
Decade of Childhood for the period up to 2027”95, Russia might aim to achieve the following in the 
next 5-10 years: (i) decrease the percentage of children identified as left without parental care 
annually and placed into residential care from 20.0 percent to 10.0 percent; (ii) introduce no-
institutionalization policy for small children (children below school age), irrespective of their health 
status; and (iii) introduce a policy of suitable placement for adolescents (teenagers) – for such 
children, if family placement is found not suitable or cannot be arranged for, organize high quality 
small group homes (for up to 6-8 children of the similar age). With the Decade of Childhood, these 
goals are within the reach of the Russian child protection system.  

For these, the following may be considered: 

Rearranging the current system architecture with the objective of mandating, at the federal level, a 
single executive body responsible for all matters concerning support to vulnerable children and their 
families. This would include inter alia a single gate keeping system, referral principles, case 
management, an appropriate menu and good quality of social work and care services. The best placed 
to perform this role is the executive body responsible for social protection. Ideally, a network of local 
social work and care centers would form the foundation for such a system  responsible for the 
identification of families and children at risk; holistic assessment of the situation, formulation of the 
intervention plan, provision of some services, referral to needed services (those in the plan) and 
monitoring. Social workers should be the case managers. The only pathway into care should be 

 
95 Ibid. 
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through responsible local social work centers. For a schematic presentation of how the new 
architecture may look like see Flow Chart presented below (Figure 12).  

Focusing on the development of preventive services, with the network of territorial social work 
centers as its backbone. This would include, inter alia, not only expanding public services provision, 
but also expanding and diversifying supply of services through contracting out some services to the 
private sector. This, however, would entail establishing a registry of licensed for profit and not for 
profit service providers and possibly prequalified to provide services to vulnerable families and 
children through a referral, developing minimum standards of services and clear licensing rules, 
adjustments in the public procurement system to ensure purchase of good quality services, and 
developing a system to monitor service provision are recommended as well. It should be, however 
understood, that gate-keeping services and case management are public functions and should be 
carried out by responsible government social work and care centers.  

Making prevention work: stimulating the demand for services: The Federal legislation requires that 
social work and care services provided to children and their families in difficult life situations are free 
of charge. This is a good policy as, in principle, all services included in the case plan/ or recommended 
by social workers for children and his or her family should be free of charge for the prevention to 
work. However, to access services, administrative process currently requires proof of eligibility and 
the take up is often voluntary. A case management system should be able to eliminate administrative 
requirements, and once there is an agreement with the family on the needed services/ case plan, 
access should be facilitated by the case manager. 

For a complex net of players to work in harmony and perform efficiently and effectively, clear 
reporting and accountability rules and robust monitoring are crucial. The rules of engagement of 
each actor and their roles need to be defined clearly and clearly delineated to avoid duplication and 
overlap. The same applies to the lines of reporting and accountability. Defining output and outcome 
indicators of performance for each entity involved in the implementation of the child protection policy 
is needed to enable monitoring and course corrections. Finally, establishing a strong monitoring 
mechanism at all levels of government is critical for good performance. One may make a case that a 
robust monitoring mechanism for the implementation of the National Strategy strongly contributed 
to its success.  

Strengthen data system on child protection. There is notable need to Improve statistical reporting 
and data collection across the board for monitoring progress in achieving formulated objectives and 
related performance indicators and for evidence-based policy making in the protection of the rights 
of vulnerable families and children. Having a full picture on public spending on children left without 
parental care and families and children at risk or in crisis is extremely important for monitoring of the 
implementation of public policy at the regional and the federal levels and to assess cost of various 
services and their efficacy. It is also equally important for budget planning and for evidence-based 
policy.  

We recommend that starting with the regional level and in addition to what was reported in the 
“Budget for Children” the following data on spending is mandatory to report annually: spending on 
residential care (by type of residential care, including shelters for temporary placement), spending on 
social work and care services by type of facility, type of services, spending on services for children who 
have exited care by provider and type of services. Along with the budget reporting, the following data 
should be collected as well: number of residential care institutions by type (including shelters), 
capacity (beds), number of children at the end of the year placed in them, staff (disaggregated by 
professional and support staff). Same for the social work and care centers/ organizations supported 
by the state. Services contracted out to private sector providers (for and not for profit) should be 
reported separately, both in terms of spending and types of services and number of beneficiaries. 
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Spending on guardianship and trusteeship bodies and the commissions for minor’s affairs should be 
reported, as well, including the number of staff (professional and support staff). All information on 
expenditures should enable disaggregation by staff salaries and spending on other expenditure. In this 
way, regional and federal governments should be able to see resources spent on child protection of 
vulnerable children and to disaggregate spending by types of expenditures.  Furthermore, it is also 
important to introduce a policy where all children separated from their families – even voluntarily by 
their parents - and placed temporarily in shelters, medical institutions, etc., are counted and reported 
on as children temporarily separated from their families, including for how long and reasons for the 
placement. Currently, they are not reported on.   

Empirical research is crucial for development of good policies. We recommend the following priority 
research: (i) empirical (qualitative and quantitative) research on reasons why children are being left 
without parental care (the starting point could be data in the Federal Databank on Orphaned 
Children); (ii) comprehensive study (quantitative and qualitative) to understand regional differences 
in the rates of children identified annually as left without parental care; (iii) empirical research on 
regional differences in the rates of institutionalization; (iv) an empirical study on family disfunction 
and impact of services provided to them; (v) a longitudinal study of children in various forms of care 
and their development and well-being outcomes; (vi) an empirical study to understand determinants 
of trends in annual numbers of children reported as left without parental care; and (vii) an empirical 
study on parental rights deprivation/ restriction, determinants of their recent trends and assessment 
of functioning of guardianship authority. We also recommend that the Federal Government develops 
a research program in the area of child protection with several prominent academic institutions in 
Russia.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 85 

Figure 12: Schematic presentation of an option for a single gate keeping system for preventive and other services provided to children left without 
parental care, abused and neglected children and children and families at risk of /or in crisis  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

An integrated automated information management information system with standard reporting and data entry forms and linked to the SP overall SP system and 
to all available data bases (EGISO, civil registry, ID system in real time information exchange regime)  

REFERRAL BY 
Neighbors 

Family members 
Children themselves 

Parents 
Police 
School 

Health system 
Friends 

Relatives 
Police 

Social workers through their community 
work 

Citizens 
Other government bodies 

 
Referral should be done in any 

communication way possible, including 
anonymously 

 
 

Responsible social work and care center (SWCC) 

• Under direct authority of social protection administration  

• Established at the local level per certain number of the 

population (e.g. 50,000 in urban settings and 30,000 in rural 

areas) 

• Depending on the population size, there could be several 

SWCC in one municipality forming a network under the local 

social protection administration 

• Standardized terms of reference, standardized work 

procedures and modern tools, clear reporting and 

accountability rules 

• Standardized staff complement (social workers, 

psychologists, pedagogues, therapists, etc.) 

• Established protocol for inter-departmental collaboration 

• Federal Ministry of Labor and Social Protection to develop a 

guide on principles, code of conduct, business processes 

and case management flow. 
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CASE MANAGEMENT: KEY STEPS (SIMPLIFIED FLOW CHART FOR ILLUSTRATION PURPOSES) 

Referral received by SWCC 
Case registered in the IMIS 

IF EMERGENCY, emergency 
procedures apply 

Social worker on call, police, 
court official take 

immediate action to protect 
the child and ensure her or 

his safety (temporary 
placement with relatives, 
shelter or foster family) 

Responsible social worker 
appointed as case 

manager (CM). 
CM conducts initial 

screening 

 

No need for further 
action 

Case closed and 
archived in the IMIS 

 

CM leads the SWCC team to conduct comprehensive multidisciplinary assessment. The team 
should include a psychologist, pedagogue, etc., as well as representatives from the health 

center, school where the children go to school, etc. The assessment should use standardized 
assessment tools to assess material and psycho-social well-being of a family. Living conditions 

assessment should be only part of the overall assessment. 

All assessment tools used, all interviews with the family, relatives, neighbors, and other persons, 
and other documents acquired during the assessment should be filed in electronic format in the 

IMIS as part of the case file. 

Multidisciplinary tam produces an assessment report, based on which a case action plan is 
prepared. 

 

 
 Case action plan includes clear objectives, timetable for each action, list of actions and for whom 

(whole family, children, parent(s)), duration of services and who will provide them. 

The plan is reviewed by the SWCC technical council and approved by the SWCC head. 

If a child (children) have to be separated from the family a temporary family placement is arranged 

 

 
 

No family separation 
Plan implemented. Case 

manager facilitates access to 
services. Monitors plan and 

updates MIS. 

Permanent separation.  

CM arranges placement 
most suitable for the child. 

The case is referred to 
Guardianship/ trusteeship 
authority for review and 

decision. 

 
 

Temporary removal of 
child/children recommended.  
CM arranges for most suitable 

temporary placement. The case 
is referred to Guardianship/ 

trusteeship authority for 
review and decision. 

 
 

CASE PLAN IMPLEMENTATION (CM responsibility who may seek help from other professionals) REVIEW 

All cases are subject to a periodic multidisciplinary review 
(except for adoption).  

If the review finds that a family does not need further 
assistance and children are returned to their biological 

family, the case is closed and archived. 

If further action is required, the process restarts with new 

comprehensive multidisciplinary assessment. 
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Annex 

Table A1. Regional rates of children 0 -17 left without parental care during the year 
per 100,000 population aged 0-17, 2016-2020 

Region 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020  2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Adygea Republic 259 250 212 180 119 Nizhniy Novgorod 
Oblast 

241 213 198 184 163 

Altai Republic 441 378 203 199 243 Novgorod Oblast 246 232 222 239 221 

Altai Krai 183 159 178 178 161 Novosibirsk Oblast 190 174 180 165 161 

Amur Oblast 408 359 405 375 241 Omsk Oblast 240 206 180 189 174 

Arkhangelsk 
Oblast 

270 264 252 242 196 Orenburg Oblast 264 221 183 171 151 

Astrakhan Oblast 286 166 184 151 170 Orlov Oblast 169 166 134 131 129 

Bashkortostan 
Rep. 

155 136 120 124 127 Penza Oblast 111 120 121 116 110 

Belgorod Oblast 107 95 117 105 89 Perm Krai 245 233 228 233 194 

Bryansk Oblast 187 171 145 147 115 Primorskiy Krai 333 243 246 240 195 

Buryatia Republic 413 263 242 288 247 Pskov Oblast 252 195 205 225 171 

Vladimir Oblast 236 205 207 191 166 Kalmykia Rep. 109 100 124 79 109 

Volgograd Oblast 175 152 159 140 129 Tuva Republic 658 589 493 493 415 

Vologda Oblast 234 204 201 208 194 Rostov Oblast 154 130 140 139 122 

Voronezh Oblast 164 131 117 125 117 Ryazan Oblast 180 146 157 127 115 

Dagestan Republic 59 48 49 37 40 Samara Oblast 238 200 196 177 164 

Jewish AO 628 532 622 493 457 St-Petersburg 119 96 84 92 85 

Zabalkaiski Krai 388 280 254 288 310 Saratov Oblast 171 139 134 128 120 

Ivanovo Oblast 200 183 170 189 168 Sakha (Yakutia) 
Republic 

295 256 230 252 193 

Irkutsk Oblast 325 270 278 274 242 Sakhalin Oblast 327 265 237 207 187 

Kabarda-Balkar 
Rep. 

80 57 62 54 51 Sverdlovskaya 
Oblast 

233 206 196 183 169 

Kaliningrad Oblast 187 144 133 130 113 Sevastopol 94 110 85 91 78 

Kaluga Oblast 163 174 163 131 130 North Osetia Rep. 84 79 68 74 67 

Kamchatka Krai 309 329 300 287 309 Smolensk Oblast 326 232 244 226 194 

Karachay-
Cherkessia  

126 109 97 88 82 Stavropol Krai 113 93 95 97 89 

Karelia Republic 259 217 244 213 201 Tambov Oblast 161 137 140 128 117 

Kemerovo Oblast 320 301 299 297 281 Tatarstan Republic 137 126 113 98 92 

Kirov Oblast 243 211 182 216 187 Tver’ Oblast 256 244 216 210 179 

Komi Republic 282 217 245 209 201 Tomsk Oblast 261 237 224 194 182 

Kostroma Oblast 165 143 163 140 126 Tula Oblast 233 206 162 184 152 

Krasnodar Krai 127 112 103 96 106 T'umen Oblast 232 180 195 181 154 

Krasnoyarsk Krai 351 310 296 287 262 Udmurtia Republic 195 190 162 155 142 

Crimea Republic 212 204 186 168 179 Ulianov Oblast 221 173 189 180 165 

Kurgan Oblast 520 265 237 260 234 Khabarovsk Krai 318 298 265 254 248 

Kursk Oblast 128 116 114 113 123 Khakasia Republic 363 344 298 276 253 

Leningrad Oblast 200 175 180 155 156 Khanty-Mansi AO 123 108 130 104 94 

Lipatsk Oblast 143 129 120 134 115 Chelyabinsk Oblast 248 199 209 188 200 

Magadan Oblast 276 259 232 158 180 Chuvashia Republic 148 115 123 115 109 

Mari El Republic 233 185 165 156 131 Chukotka AO 633 402 396 604 420 

Mordovia 
Republic 

155 111 77 117 104 Yamal-Nenets AO 239 189 191 178 163 

Moscow 84 63 64 57 57 Yaroslav’ Oblast 202 196 207 187 171 

Moscow Oblast 142 121 110 105 104 Chechnya Republic 86 77 58 61 60 

Murmansk Oblast 98 154 163 158 163 Ingushetia Rep. 93 59 64 71 32 

Nenets AO 306 284 191 200 167 Russia 197 167 161 155 143 

Source: Statistical report #103- РИК on the number of children deprived of parental care during the year; Rosstat 
population by age cohort data.  
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Table A2:  Placement of children left without parental care during the year, absolute 
numbers, 2009-2020 

  

Rate of 
children 

left 
without 
parental 

care during 
the year, 

per 
100,000 

population 
aged 0-17 

Number of 
children 

left 
without 
parental 

care during 
the year 

of these: 

Children 
placed in 

residential 
care 

Placed into 
the care of 

guardians 
Adopted 

Placed in 
vocational 

school 
(residential 

care)  

Returned 
to families 

Exited the 
system due 

to other 
reasons 

Remained 
unplaced at 
the end of 

the yea  

2009 441 114 715 28 361 61 804 4 465  2 030 9 578 1 274 7 203 

2010 386 101 017 26 800 51 597 3 965 1 736 9 471 1 087 6 361 

2011 336 88 522 23 790 44 920 3 542 1 391 8 632 981 5 266 

2012 299 79 990 21 410 41 266 3 095 1 374 7 380 904 4 561 

2013 270 73 331 17 299 41 243 2 854 1 078 6 366 984 3 507 

2014 232 65 162 12 098 41 047 2 920 790 5 096 1 268 1 943 

2015 210 60 111 11 330 39 555 2 591 565 3 273 1 351 1 446 

2016 197 58 716 11 272 39 094 2 062 516 3 069 1 692 1 011 

2017 167 50 531 9 234 34 148 1 808 327 2 426 1 764 824 

2018 161 49 106 10 405 32 112 1 623 266 2082 1781 837 

2019 155 47 640 10417 30 843 1 283 308 1997 1977 815 

2020 143 44 210 9 137 29 505 884 249 1638 2083 714 

Sources: Statistical Report #103-РИК, Rosstat’s data on the population by sex and age. 

Table A3: Payments to guardians and foster parents in the Republic of Tatarstan and 
Leningrad Oblast in 2021 

Republic of Tatarstan 

Monthly child support payment (to guardians and foster parents, per child in their care): 

• 9,357 RUB for pre-school children 

• 10,790 RUB for schoolchildren. 

Monthly remuneration for guardians and foster parents: 

• 3,000RUB for each child 

• Increases by 30 per cent for every child under three years of age, or a disabled child, or a child 
with a mental or physical disability, or a child with behavioral disorders 

• Increases by 50.0% from the federal minimum wage for persons with pedagogical or medical 
education. 

Leningrad Oblast in 2021 

1. Monthly support for a child under guardianship: 

- 9,585 RUB under the age of 6 

- 12,520 RUB over the age of 6 

 

2. Monthly remuneration for foster parents (each parent in families with two parents), RUB: 

- 6,000 - 1 child 

- 7,500 - 2 children 
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- 9,000 - 3 children 

- 10,500 - 4 children 

- 12,000 - 5 children 

- 13,500 - 6 children 

- 15,000 - 7 children 

- 16,500 - 8 or more children. 

 

3. Monthly remuneration for foster parents (if there is only one parent), RUB: 

- 12,000 - 1 child 

- 15,000 - 2 children 

- 18,000 - 3 children 

- 21,000 - 4 children 

- 24,000 - 5 children 

- 27,000 - 6 children 

- 30,000 - 7 children 

- 33,000 - 8 or more children. 

Monthly supplement to the remuneration paid to foster parents of a disabled child, a child under 
three years of age and a child with developmental disorders is equal to the subsistence minimum 
established in the Leningrad Oblast for the working-age persons for the first quarter of the current 
year. 

Source: https://setdoc.ru/  

Note: Dollar to RUB exchange rate on March 10, 2021 was 74.10. 

England: Child protection services – organization and functioning at the local level 
 
Here, we provide the assessment framework and flow charts that present functioning of the child 
protection system in England. The charts are taken from the operational guide that is currently in 
effect in England. See: HM Government. 2018. Working Together to Safeguard Children: A guide to 
inter-agency working to safeguard and promote the welfare of children, July 2018. The guide is free to 
download from the: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file
/942454/Working_together_to_safeguard_children_inter_agency_guidance.pdf 
 
To fully understand the system functioning, including case management, one may need to consult 
the Guide. 
 

https://setdoc.ru/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/942454/Working_together_to_safeguard_children_inter_agency_guidance.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/942454/Working_together_to_safeguard_children_inter_agency_guidance.pdf
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