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The UK, as a state party to the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC),[endnoteRef:2] has committed itself to comply with Article 4 of the CRC, imposing an obligation on state parties to take all appropriate measures for the global implementation of the rights recognised in the CRC, including within the framework of international cooperation. The Committee on The Rights of the Child (hereafter “the CRC Committee”) has stated that the rights contained within the CRC should be fully integrated within a State’s policy for international development assistance,[endnoteRef:3] and that development strategies should be rights-based, and include a substantial focus on children.[endnoteRef:4] Development cooperation has an essential role in the realisation of children’s economic, social and cultural rights; greater progress towards States’ fulfilment of Article 4, therefore, has the potential to improve the implementation of a wide number of related rights provided for within the CRC. [2:  UNTS. 1990. Convention on the Rights of the Child. Available from: http://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/crc.aspx 
]  [3:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2003. General Comment no. 5 (GC no. 5), CRC/GC/2003/5, para 61. Available from: http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(symbol)/CRC.GC.2003.5.En 
]  [4:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2003. General Comment no. 5 (GC no. 5), note 2, para 62. Available from: http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(symbol)/CRC.GC.2003.5.En 
] 


The UK government should be commended for having surpassed the international target of 0.7% of gross national income (GNI) to be allocated to development assistance,[endnoteRef:5] and for passing a law recognising such target as a legal requirement.[endnoteRef:6] Nevertheless, the Bond Child Rights Group (hereafter “the Bond Group”) remains concerned that children’s rights are still not sufficiently mainstreamed within the UK’s development policies. While child rights are included in a number of wider development programmes, the lack of a coherent approach to children’s rights within the UK’s development strategies has significant implications for effectiveness in responding to issues affecting children. [5:  General Assembly. 1970. Resolution 2626 (XXV), para 43. Available from http://www.un-documents.net/a25r2626.htm 
]  [6:  UK Parliament. 2015. International Development (Official Development Assistance Target) Act. Available from: http://services.parliament.uk/bills/2014-15/internationaldevelopmentofficialdevelopmentassistancetarget.html
] 


Indeed, while the UK is the third largest humanitarian donor worldwide, it has failed to explicitly identify the issue of children affected by armed conflict as a priority. The government’s responses relating to children are often based on a case by case approach, with no overarching strategic coherence. Moreover, while a large amount of UK aid is being invested in improving education and health, the increasing support towards the involvement of private actors risks transforming the health and education sectors into business activities, to the detriment of those who should benefit from development policies.[endnoteRef:7] Furthermore, international cooperation is more than just aid; the UK is bound by its extraterritorial obligations to respect, protect and fulfil human rights both within its territories and extraterritorially. Policy coherence is needed for children’s rights to be implemented in fields such as international trade, climate change and foreign policy, which, although separate from development assistance, might adversely impact on children’s enjoyment of their rights in developing countries.   [7:  The Global Initiative for Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, Right to Education Project, Privatisation in Education Research Initiative, UN human rights experts make ground-breaking statements on privatisation of education in Ghana, Chile and Uganda, 24 June 2015. Available from: http://globalinitiative-escr.org/un-human-rights-experts-make-ground-breaking-statements-on-privatisation-of-education-in-ghana-chile-and-uganda/ 
] 


The Bond Group calls for the establishment of a holistic child rights framework to ensure full realisation of the CRC in the UK’s foreign policy in its totality (diplomacy, aid, trade, defence, environment and climate change). The CRC Committee has encouraged “[…] coordination among central government departments […] to ensure effective implementation”;[endnoteRef:8] this is indeed an obligation rooted in Article 4 and there are good examples of its implementation abroad (Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Germany),[endnoteRef:9] but also in the UK, along the lines of the Disability Framework adopted by the UK’s Department for International Development (DFID) in 2014.[endnoteRef:10]  Such a framework could sit across UK government departments including DFID, the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO), the Ministry of Defence (MoD) and the Department for Education (DfE), responding to a 2008 recommendation by the CRC Committee to improve co-ordination on all levels.[endnoteRef:11] It would lay out the principles to ensure a child rights approach across foreign policy matters and overseas work, as well as offer parameters to assess the impact of development policies. Monitoring of these commitments could take place in a cross government group similar to the Child Rights Stakeholder Forum that was in place until 2010 and hosted by the FCO. Alternatively, a child rights sub group of the current human rights stakeholder forum run by the FCO could be put in place. [8:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2003. General Comment no. 5 (GC no. 5), supra, note 2, para 37. 
Available from: http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(symbol)/CRC.GC.2003.5.En
]  [9:  See Annex I.
]  [10:  DFID. 2014. Disability Framework – Leaving No One Behind. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/382338/Disability-Framework-2014.pdf
]  [11:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2008. Concluding Observations for the UK, CRC/C/GBR/CO/4, paras 12-13. Available from: http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/crc/docs/AdvanceVersions/CRC.C.GBR.CO.4.pdf
] 


Such a framework would fall within the UK’s obligations to undertake all appropriate measures for the implementation of the CRC,[endnoteRef:12] and would mainstream children’s rights across the UK’s development policies. Moreover, a child rights framework would also complement a domestic obligation to mainstream child rights. While in 2010 the government stated that it would “give due consideration to the CRC articles when making new policy and legislation”,[endnoteRef:13] Cabinet Office Guidelines on making legislation also state that government departments should address the compatibility of Bills with the CRC in the explanatory notes published alongside.[endnoteRef:14]  [12:  UNTS. 1990. Convention on the Rights of the Child, supra, note 1, Article 4. Available from: http://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/crc.aspx 
]  [13:  House of Lords and House of Commons. 2011. Legislative Scrutiny: Welfare Reform Bill. para 1.36. Available from: http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201012/jtselect/jtrights/233/233.pdf
]  [14:  Cabinet Office. 2014. Guide to making legislation, p. 98. Available from https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/328408/Guide_to_ MakingLegislation_July_2014.pdf
] 


The adoption of such a framework, which would guide the implementation of a child rights based approach and targeted interventions, would provide the UK government with an essential instrument to comply with its obligations under Article 4 of the CRC, read in conjunction with the provisions recognising children’s economic, social and cultural rights. Twenty-five years on from the signing of the CRC, it is now time for the UK to work towards a more strategic approach to protecting children’s rights. 
[bookmark: _Toc297120465]List of Recommendations

· In consultation with civil society organisations, the UK should adopt and implement a public and transparent framework for children’s rights, focusing specifically on mainstreaming children’s rights in all aid and foreign policies, ensuring that attention to children’s rights is not limited to sector-specific programmes. The UK government should use the CRC as a source and guide for aid programming and should build specific expertise within the Department for International Development to increase capacity to deliver child-sensitive policies.

· The UK should improve its monitoring system to assess the efforts made with regards to children’s rights in development cooperation, and ensure that children are engaged in monitoring of programmes which affect them. As per above, a cross government working group or a sub child rights group could serve as overall monitoring and mainstreaming of child rights.

· The UK should work towards collaborative and joined up working between government departments (including DFID, the FCO, the Department for Business, Innovations and Skills, and the Department for Energy and Climate Change) to address the need for “policy coherence”, continuity and sharing of best practices and lessons learned. This will also help to identify and coordinate priorities for each department.

· The UK government should ensure that the updated the Action Plan on Business and Human Rights and all of DFID’s policies establishing partnerships with private actors, take into account children’s rights, as the private sector has enormous potential to impact children’s lives through its operations, marketing practices and other activities. DFID should make development finance conditional on business’ carrying out child rights due diligence.

· The UK must ensure that all business enterprises are adequately regulated within a clear legal and institutional framework enabling them to respect children’s rights across their global operations by conducting human rights due diligence that considers the specific impacts of their operations on children.
[bookmark: _Toc297120466]Introduction

This alternative report is the result of a joint effort by the Bond Group whose members are UK non-governmental organisations (NGOs) with a particular interest in the protection and promotion of children’s rights. This report is a response to the UK government’s State Report to the CRC Committee under the CRC.[endnoteRef:15] [15:  HM Government. 2014. The Fifth Periodic Report to the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child. Available from: http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/sites/default/files/uploads/Pdfs/The%20UK's%20Fifth%20Periodic%20Review%20Report%20on%20the%20UNCRC.pdf. 
] 


The report provides an NGO perspective on the progress made by the UK government in implementing the CRC, particularly in relation to Article 4, which provides that State parties have an obligation to take all the appropriate measures, also within the framework of international cooperation,[endnoteRef:16] to contribute to the global implementation of the CRC.[endnoteRef:17] The intention is for this report to contribute to the CRC Committee’s analysis of the UK’s extraterritorial obligations (ETOs) in the area of children’s rights, and, being the first alternative report to the CRC Committee focusing on ETOs, aims to potentially fill an important gap by addressing the UK government’s obligations to support children’s rights overseas. [16:  UNTS. 1990. Convention on the Rights of the Child, supra, note 1, Article 4. Available from: http://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/crc.aspx 
]  [17:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2003. General Comment no. 5 (GC no. 5), supra, note 2, para 7. Available from: http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(symbol)/CRC.GC.2003.5.En
] 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Given that increasing funds are being allocated to development cooperation by the UK government, it is vital to ensure that these funds are allocated and administered in accordance with the UK’s obligations to promote and protect the rights of children, including those living beyond UK national borders. However, the Bond Group argues for a broader approach to development and ETOs. The UK is not only under an obligation to promote children’s rights through it provision of overseas aid, but also to ensure the protection of children’s rights throughout its activities abroad (i.e. within its foreign policy). Therefore, this report is structured around two main sections, providing examples and case studies, to advocate for more space to be given to child rights. 

The Bond Group welcomes the opportunity to make this submission to the CRC Committee in advance of its examination of the UK’s compliance with the CRC. The participating NGOs seek to work constructively with the CRC Committee and the UK government.

[bookmark: _Toc297120467]Extraterritorial Obligations

ETOs are duties that States owe to persons located in places other than their own territory. Given their intrinsic meaning, ETOs are linked to the obligation to cooperate internationally for the implementation of human rights, stated in most international human rights instruments, including the CRC. Under Article 4 of the CRC, the UK, as a State party, has committed itself to contribute to the global implementation of the CRC,[endnoteRef:18] both when acting individually and through international cooperation and assistance. The implementation of the CRC should therefore be treated as a “cooperative exercise”.[endnoteRef:19]  [18:  UNTS. 1990. Convention on the Rights of the Child, supra, note 1, Article 2. Available from: http://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/crc.aspx
]  [19:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2003. General Comment no. 5 (GC no. 5), supra, note 2, paras 60-61. Available from: http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(symbol)/CRC.GC.2003.5.En 
] 


ETOs are often perceived as being merely moral obligations, resulting in a gap in the protection of human rights.[endnoteRef:20] However, ETOs should be recognised as an integral part of any human rights analysis, especially since, in an increasingly globalised world, the acts and omissions of high-income countries, such as the UK, can have a strong impact on the implementation of human rights in developing States, particularly in relation to economic, social and cultural rights. Such an approach would comply with the obligations set out in Article 4 of the CRC. Complying with such an approach would result in improvements in the implementation of other related rights (e.g. right to education, right to health, right to food, etc). [20:  ETO Consortium. 2013. Maastricht Principles on Extraterritorial Obligations of States in the Area of Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. Available from: http://www.etoconsortium.org/nc/en/library/maastricht-principles/?tx_drblob_pi1%5BdownloadUid%5D=23 
] 

[bookmark: _Toc297120468]The UK and Child Rights: The Need for a Child Rights Framework

“Children’s rights are a shared responsibility. State parties must respect and protect economic, social and cultural rights of children in all countries with no exceptions, and take all possible measures to fulfil these rights […] through development cooperation.”[endnoteRef:21]  [21:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2007. Resources for the Rights of the Child – Responsibility of States, para 51. Available from: http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/CRC/Discussions/Recommendations/Recommendations2007.doc 
] 


In 2013 the UK surpassed the international target of 0.7% of gross national income (GNI) to be allocated to aid, as UK Official Development Assistance (ODA) reached a total of £11.462 million (0.72% of GNI).[endnoteRef:22] While this represents an important step forward, meeting a funding target does not, of course amount to achieving the goals underlying it. The increasing amounts allocated to UK ODA make it even more necessary to understand exactly how funds are spent and to establish criteria to evaluate programmes and strategies. When it comes to the implementation of children’s rights overseas, it is still not possible to assess the exact percentage of UK ODA that is allocated to their implementation. This is because child rights, although considered a crosscutting theme, are not recognised as an issue in their own right. [22:  DFID. 2014. Statistics on International Development, p. 6. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/403381/SID-2014-revised-UNDP-figure-feb15.pdf 
] 


Currently the UK government does not prioritise or even particularise child rights in its development programming or strategies. Neither DFID nor the FCO, the UK government departments primarily responsible for aid and foreign policy, mention children in their strategic priorities. Of DFID’s twenty-two development policies, less than one third includes a reference to children, and none explicitly refers to them as rights holders.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  This was established through a review of DFID’s 22 development policies, as accessed at https://www.gov.uk/government/policies?keywords=&organisations%5B%5D=department-for-international-development] 


The UK claims to adopt a human rights based approach to development.[endnoteRef:23] While development policies may benefit children, the lack of a child rights based approach means that such programmes are based on assumptions rather than on a specific analysis of children’s rights.  A human rights based approach on its own is not sufficient, given that children have particular needs and vulnerabilities, linked to the fact that childhood is a unique period of rapid physical and psychological development. A child rights approach, based on the foundation principles of the CRC would allow the UK to base its development intervention on children’s experience,[endnoteRef:24] and would guide DFID’s work in all sectors – and at each stage of the process. These principles include: universality, non-discrimination, the best interests of the child, the right to survival and development, the indivisibility and interdependence of human rights, accountability and respect for the voice of the child. Moreover, development goes beyond aid, as other related policies can adversely impact on the implementation of human and children rights in developing countries: the UK needs to find effective tools to monitor policy coherence for development, particularly since the latter is no longer mentioned in DFID’s Evaluation Policy.[endnoteRef:25]  [23:  DFID. 2000. Realising Human Rights for Poor People, p. 9. Available from: http://www2.ohchr.org/english/issues/development/docs/human_rights_tsp.pdf 
]  [24:  DFID. 2000. Realising Human Rights for Poor People, p. 12. Available from: http://www2.ohchr.org/english/issues/development/docs/human_rights_tsp.pdf
]  [25:  DFID. 2013. Evaluation Policy. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dfid-evaluation-policy-2013   
DFID’s previous Evaluation policy mentioned policy coherence and stated the importance of evaluating global issues, such as trade, climate change and conflict, for poverty reduction.
] 


For the CRC to bring about change, ‘the concept of child rights must be understood and adopted by professionals working with or for children and by decision-makers who allocate economic resources.’[endnoteRef:26] Given this, the UK government’s approach to development should be strengthened through the adoption of a cross-government child rights framework, mainstreaming a child rights based approach across all aid and foreign policies, along the lines of the Disability Framework[endnoteRef:27] established by DFID in 2014 and following up on the CRC Committee’s recommendation to improve coordination at all levels.[endnoteRef:28] The framework would recognise children as rights holders, include child safeguarding measures, promote the inclusion of goals and objectives relevant to child rights within the UK’s development strategies, as well as provide a tool to implement child rights impact assessment procedures to measure the outcomes of the UK’s policies and programmes.[endnoteRef:29] For instance, the establishment of a child rights framework should provide that children take part in consultation processes; without participation and inclusive programming it is unlikely that the UK’s development policies will be child sensitive.[endnoteRef:30]  Such a framework would not only implement a domestic obligation to give due consideration to child rights, as stated by the government in 2010[endnoteRef:31] and reiterated in the Cabinet Office Guidelines on making legislation,[endnoteRef:32] but it would become a tool for the UK to meet its ETOs, as per Article 4 of the CRC. Moreover, as international cooperation is a recurring concept throughout the CRC, complying with Article 4 would help the implementation of other related Articles (e.g. Article 24, Article 28, etc.).  [26:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2009. 10th Anniversary Commemorative Meeting, para 270. Available from: http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/CRC/Discussions/Recommendations/Recommendations1999.pdf]  [27: 
 DFID. 2014. Disability Framework – Leaving No One Behind, supra, note 9. 
Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/382338/Disability-Framework-2014.pdf ]  [28: 
 The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2008. Concluding Observations for the UK, supra, note 10, paras 12-13. Available from: http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/crc/docs/AdvanceVersions/CRC.C.GBR.CO.4.pdf ]  [29: 
 The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2003. General Comment no. 5 (GC no. 5), note 2, para 62. Available from: http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(symbol)/CRC.GC.2003.5.En]  [30: 
 For example, the Bond Group is not aware of any instances where DFID’s country offices have consulted children to inform the development of country strategies.]  [31: 
 House of Lords and House of Commons. 2011. Legislative Scrutiny: Welfare Reform Bill, supra, note 12. Available from: http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201012/jtselect/jtrights/233/23302.htm ]  [32: 
 Home Office. 2014. Guide to Making Legislation, supra, note 13, p. 98. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/328408/Guide_to_Making_Legislation_July_2014.pdf ] 


The Bond Group therefore calls on the UK to explicitly prioritise children’s rights, by integrating them into core documents and strategies, and to establish a more robust child-sensitive monitoring and evaluation system, through the establishment of a cross government group with the participation of civil society, along the lines of the Child Rights Stakeholder Forum hosted by the FCO until 2010.
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Recommendations:
· In consultation with civil society organisations, the UK should adopt and implement a public and transparent framework to integrate children’s rights into its overseas development policy and its foreign policy, ensuring that attention to children’s rights is not limited to sector-specific programmes. The UK government should use the CRC as a source and guide for aid programming and should build specific expertise within DFID to increase capacity to deliver child-sensitive policies.

· The UK should improve its monitoring system to assess the efforts made with regards to children’s rights in development cooperation, and ensure that children are engaged in monitoring of programmes which affect them. As per above, a cross government working group or a sub child rights group could serve as overall monitoring and mainstreaming of child rights.

· The UK government should ensure that the updated Action Plan on Business and Human Rights and all of DFID’s policies establishing partnerships with private actors, take into account children’s rights, as the private sector has enormous potential to impact children’s lives through its operations, marketing practices and other activities. DFID should make development finance conditional on business’ carrying out child rights due diligence.

The following case studies (which consider UK spending in relation to conflict, education and health, and vulnerable groups) highlight the need for a child rights framework. They illustrate how children’s rights are not currently mainstreamed and integrated into the UK’s development policies. The establishment of a child rights framework would provide a tool to address this, and therefore assist the UK to comply with its ETOs under the CRC. 


Children in Conflict
The UK is the third largest humanitarian donor worldwide.[endnoteRef:33] However, despite the focus on conflict programming - according to a 2015 Report on Children Affected by Armed Conflict,[endnoteRef:34]the UK committed to spending 30% of its ODA funds by 2014-2015[endnoteRef:35] - there is currently no system in place for tracking how much of these funds are spent specifically implementing child rights. Indeed, DFID was unable to provide specific figures in relation to the funds provided by the UK to protect and promote the rights of children in conflict.[endnoteRef:36] This is despite the fact that children are disproportionately impacted by conflict.  [33: 
 UN OCHA Financial Tracking Service. 2014. Global Humanitarian Contributions in 2014: Totals by Donor as of 1st December 2014. Available from http://fts.unocha.org/pageloader.aspx?page=emerg-globalOverview&year=2014
]  [34:  All Party Parliamentary Group on Protecting Children in Armed Conflict. 2015. Inquiry, Findings and Evidence (APPG Report). Available from: http://www.warchild.org.uk/sites/default/files/APPG%20CAAC%20Report%20FINAL%2020Feb2015.pdf 
]  [35:  DFID. 2011. Building Stability Overseas Strategy. Available from https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/67475/Building-stability- overseas-strategy.pdf ]  [36:  All Party Parliamentary Group on Protecting Children in Armed Conflict. 2015. Inquiry, Findings and Evidence (APPG Report), supra, note 33, p. 195. Available from: http://www.warchild.org.uk/sites/default/files/APPG%20CAAC%20Report%20FINAL%2020Feb2015.pdf
] 


Although the Bond Group welcomes the UK’s support to a number of initiatives in conflict affected countries (e.g. the signing of a partnership agreement with USAID to improve primary education in the DRC;[endnoteRef:37] and the No Lost Generation Initiative which focuses on the education needs of Syrian children), primarily directed at addressing children’s educational entitlements, more needs to be done to promote the rights of children in conflict where the UK is currently providing humanitarian aid. Whilst access to education is important, there is also a need to address grave violations committed against children by government forces and non-state armed groups. Furthermore, the impact of single initiatives addressing children’s needs may be limited by the lack of a coherent approach. While the UK government has demonstrated leadership in protecting children in conflict through the FCO and through DFID’s work on Violence against Women and Girls in Humanitarian Emergencies,[endnoteRef:38] one example of how DFID’s work could improve is the “team of experts” which has been deployed to implement the Preventing Sexual Violence in Conflict Initiative (PSVI).[endnoteRef:39] Although the campaign recognised both girls and boys as potential victims, this team of professionals does not include specialists on child protection, and the team has not been given any specific training on children’s rights before being deployed on the field.[endnoteRef:40] The introduction of a framework mainstreaming child rights would provide an instrument to address such inconsistencies. [37:  www.gov.uk. 2014. USAID and UK aid signed a partnership for primary education in the DRC. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/world-location-news/usaid-and-uk-aid-signed-a-partnership-for-primary-education-in-the-drc.
]  [38:  OECD. 2014. Development Co-operation Peer Reviews – United Kingdom, p. 25. Available from: http://www.oecd.org/publications/oecd-development-co-operation-peer-reviews-united-kingdom-2014-9789264226579-en.htm 
]  [39:  All Party Parliamentary Group on Protecting Children in Armed Conflict. 2015, supra, note 33, p. 195. Available from: http://www.warchild.org.uk/sites/default/files/APPG%20CAAC%20Report%20FINAL%2020Feb2015.pdf
]  [40:  All Party Parliamentary Group on Protecting Children in Armed Conflict. 2015, supra, note 33, p. 195. Available from: http://www.warchild.org.uk/sites/default/files/APPG%20CAAC%20Report%20FINAL%2020Feb2015.pdf
] 



Right to Education and Right to Health
For the financial year 2015-2016, projects improving health in developing countries are being allocated £991.3 million, becoming the sector receiving the largest amount of UK ODA. In addition, the UK government in its Learning For All: DFID’s Education Strategy 2010-2015 committed to spend at least £8.5 billion on implementing the right to education,[endnoteRef:41] in order to “benefit, among other marginalised groups, girls and women.”[endnoteRef:42] This makes education the third largest sector in terms of the amount of aid spent by the government.[endnoteRef:43]  The Bond Group commends the increasing funds that are being spent for the improvement of health and education overseas. However, some concerns arise from the emerging trend of using the private sector to deliver programmes and implement these basic rights in developing countries. [41:  DFID. 2010. Learning For All: DFID’s Education Strategy 2010-2015. Available from http://www.ungei.org/resources/files/educ-strat.pdf ]  [42: 
 DFID. 2014. Operational Plan 2011-2016 Private Sector Department, updated December 2014, p. 4. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/389291/Private-Sector-Department.pdf 
]  [43:   DFID. 2014. Operational Plan 2011-2016 Private Sector Department, updated December 2014, p. 8. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/389291/Private-Sector-Department.pdf 
] 


DFID has supported in the past and is currently funding several low-fee, non-state schools[endnoteRef:44] in Pakistan, Nigeria, Kenya and Burma.[endnoteRef:45] In addition, the UK is planning a programme “to develop a better and more inclusive private education system” in Nigeria,[endnoteRef:46] and it has supported the Education Fund for Sindh,[endnoteRef:47] a programme establishing partnerships with Pakistan’s business community to “facilitate private management of public schools and support cost-effective education”.[endnoteRef:48] Such an approach is reiterated in DFID’s Health Policy Position Paper,[endnoteRef:49] which states that the UK will support private health providers (both for-profit and non-profit) “to deliver more good quality essential health commodities and services to poor people”.[endnoteRef:50]   [44:  Oxfam International. 2014. Working for The Many – Public Services Fight Inequality, p. 15. Available from: http://policy-practice.oxfam.org.uk/publications/working-for-the-many-public-services-fight-inequality-314724 
]  [45:  IDP Foundation. 2013. International Support to Low-Cost Private Schools, pp. 11-12. Available from: http://www.educationinnovations.org/blog/international-support-low-cost-private-schools-paper-idp-foundation 
]  [46:  DFID. 2013. Education Position Paper – Improving Learning, Expanding Opportunities, 2013, p. 13. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/225715/Education_Position_Paper_July_2013.pdf
]  [47:  DFID. 2013. Education Position Paper – Improving Learning, Expanding Opportunities, 2013, p. 13. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/225715/Education_Position_Paper_July_2013.pdf
]  [48:  DFID. 2013. Education Position Paper – Improving Learning, Expanding Opportunities, 2013, p. 13. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/225715/Education_Position_Paper_July_2013.pdf 
]  [49:  DFID. 2013. Health Policy Position Paper. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/227184/Health_Position_Paper_final_formatted_version.pdf 
]  [50:  DFID. 2013. Health Policy Position Paper, p. 8. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/227184/Health_Position_Paper_final_formatted_version.pdf 
] 


Although funding private actors might be a tool to address the lack of public resources, development strategies should ensure that this takes into consideration the sustainability of basic service provision over the long term. UN treaty bodies have recently recognised the potentially dangerous effects of relying on private actors to provide basic services, stating that it is causing “segregation on socio-economic grounds.”[endnoteRef:51] Education and health are public goods, and they should be preserved as such.[endnoteRef:52]     [51:  Committee on the Rights of the Child, List of issues (Chile), CRC/C/CHL/Q/4-5, 2015, para 14. Available from: http://bit.ly/1Lnc6eL  
]  [52:  UN Secretary General. 2014. Right to education, note by the Secretary-General,
 A/69/402, para 53. Available from: http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N14/546/82/PDF/N1454682.pdf?OpenElement 
] 


In light of this, treaty bodies have encouraged States to “strengthen regulations and expand monitoring and oversight mechanisms for private education institutions”.[endnoteRef:53] A child rights framework would help DFID ensure that non-State service providers to whom they provide funding operate in accordance with the CRC.  [53:  Committee on Economic Social and Cultural Rights, Concluding Observations for Uganda, E/C.12/UGA/CO/1, para 36. Available from: http://bit.ly/1BK6OrO 
] 


Recent reports state how DFID has not accompanied its efforts to engage with the private sector with “clear guidance for the development of coherent, realistic, well balanced and joined-up country-level portfolios.”[endnoteRef:54] There are questions as to whether DFID has sufficiently addressed the risks linked to the involvement of private actors in the delivery of aid, possibly undermining sustainability in the long term.[endnoteRef:55] DFID’s need to translate its intentions into clearer guidance for businesses is linked to the challenges posed by the involvement of the private sector in development. For example, aligning for-profit organisations’ objectives with DFID’s mandate, building governments’ capacity to monitor private actors, as well as assessing whether businesses “engage with the very poorest in society as opposed to focussing on the middle classes or lower middle classes”.[endnoteRef:56]  [54:  ICAI. 2015. DFID’s Private Sector Development Work, p. 1. Available from: http://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/ICAI-PSD-report-FINAL.pdf 
]  [55:  ICAI. 2015. DFID’s Private Sector Development Work, p. 1. Available from: http://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/ICAI-PSD-report-FINAL.pdf 
]  [56:  ICAI 2015. Business in Development, p. 4. Available from: http://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/ICAI-Business-in-Development-FINAL.pdf 
] 


The adoption of a child rights framework would provide the UK government with a fundamental tool to make sure that aid programmes comply with the core principles of the CRC, and for the social interest in education and health not to be sacrificed for the sake of private profit.[endnoteRef:57] This is particularly important given the large amount of aid allocated to implement education and health programmes. The establishment of a child rights framework would also promote the UK government’s compliance with Article 4 of the CRC, read in conjunction with Article 28, paragraph 3 and Article 24, paragraph 4.  [57:  UN Secretary General. 2014. Right to education, note by the Secretary-General, supra, note 51, para 54. Available from: http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N14/546/82/PDF/N1454682.pdf?OpenElement
] 



Street Children
Children living and/or working on the street (i.e. street children) provide a particularly compelling example of how development programmes and policies may fail to promote the rights of the most marginalised children. For instance, development assistance programmes are often irrelevant to street children who live transient and mobile lives.

Street children may not be associated with the support networks and institutions that other children are - they are often separated from their families, do not attend school, and tend to be unregistered. As such, street children are rarely captured within standard education and health programmes. Moreover, street children are often portrayed as “victims” or “delinquent” rather than rights holders, which negatively impacts on the enjoyment of their rights.[endnoteRef:58] [58:  Human Rights CouncilUN Office of the High Commissioner on Human Rights. 2012. Report of the High Commissioner for Human Rights on the Protection and Promotion of the Rights of Children Working and/or Living on the Street, A/HRC/19/35/, para 14. Available from: http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/RegularSession/Session19/A-HRC-19-35_en.pdf 
] 


In relation to their right to education, street children are among the highest drop-outs; most have to work to survive and cannot attend school, and they may be unused to routine and rules, and struggle with attendance and behaviour. Moreover, even those who manage to attend school, because of the limited support from their families, often remain behind their peers, and are not able to afford textbooks and uniforms, or fail to succeed academically. Street children receive better educational support through non-formal education programmes; however, these are often not available within the main education system. As for health, street children, being a transient population, have trouble accessing healthcare services, even more so as many experience huge discrimination and are turned away from hospitals. 

Due to their unique situations and the discrimination that they face, street children require specialised and targeted interventions for their rights to be fulfilled.[endnoteRef:59] A child rights framework, that takes into account the multifaceted nature of different children’s lives, would enable development policies to better respond to the needs of marginalised groups of children, such as street children. A comprehensive child rights framework would allow the UK government to implement its development policies on the premise that all children are rights holders, including those living and/or working on the street - “an essential ingredient to building a society which respects human dignity”.[endnoteRef:60] [59:  Human Rights CouncilUN Office of the High Commissioner on Human Rights. 2012. Report of the High Commissioner for Human Rights on the Protection and Promotion of the Rights of Children Working and/or Living on the Street, A/HRC/19/35/, para 35. Available from: http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/RegularSession/Session19/A-HRC-19-35_en.pdf 
]  [60:  Human Rights CouncilUN Office of the High Commissioner on Human Rights. 2012. Report of the High Commissioner for Human Rights on the Protection and Promotion of the Rights of Children Working and/or Living on the Street, A/HRC/19/35/, p. 1. Available from: http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/RegularSession/Session19/A-HRC-19-35_en.pdf 
] 


[bookmark: _Toc297120470]Beyond Aid

Recommendations
· The UK should work towards collaborative and joined up working between government departments (including DFID, the FCO, the Department for Business, Innovations and Skills, and the Department for Energy and Climate Change) to address the need for “policy coherence”, continuity and sharing of best practices and lessons learned. This will also help to identify and coordinate priorities for each department.

· The UK must ensure that all business enterprises are adequately regulated within a clear legal and institutional framework enabling them to respect children’s rights across their global operations by conducting human rights due diligence that considers the specific impacts of their operations on children.

International cooperation is more than just aid. While the funds made available through UK ODA can significantly impact children’s rights, this is not sufficient for the UK to comply with its extraterritorial obligations to respect, protect and fulfil human rights both within its territories and extraterritorially.[endnoteRef:61]  Indeed, the Bond Group argues for the need of a broader consideration of extraterritorial obligations, which considers the UK government’s obligation not only to promote children’s rights through ODA, but also to ensure that children’s rights are considered throughout its foreign policy agenda.  [61:  ETO Consortium. 2013. Maastricht Principles, supra, note 19, para 3. Available from: http://www.etoconsortium.org/nc/en/library/maastricht-principles/?tx_drblob_pi1%5BdownloadUid%5D=23 
] 


The following sections will focus on providing arguments to support the concept of policy coherence, i.e. the need for a child framework to be developed and applied across all areas of government policy. A holistic and cross government child rights framework would ensure full realisation of children’s rights across all UK’s policies.


Business and Children’s Rights 
The CRC Committee has stated that States have to provide all the necessary measures, including legal and institutional frameworks, to implement children’s rights in the context of business activities and operations.[endnoteRef:62] This could be achieved through the implementation of a framework to provide businesses with guidance on how to include children’s rights within its policies and ensure that they “do not adversely impact on or violate the rights of the child.”[endnoteRef:63] States are “not relieved of their obligations under the Convention […] when their functions are delegated or outsourced to a private business […]”.[endnoteRef:64] Although the 2013 UK Action Plan on Business and Human Rights mainly confines the UK’s human rights obligations to its own territory, the CRC does not limit a State party’s jurisdiction to its geographical borders. The UK government would be in breach of its obligations under the CRC if it failed to respect, protect and fulfil children’s rights in relation to business activities overseas.[endnoteRef:65] [62:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2013. General Comment n. 16 (GC no. 16), CRC/C/GC/15, para 26. Available from: http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/crc/docs/GC/CRC-C-GC-15_en.doc 
]  [63:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2013. General Comment n. 16 (GC no. 16), CRC/C/GC/15, para 42. Available from: http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/crc/docs/GC/CRC-C-GC-15_en.doc 
]  [64:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2013. General Comment n. 16 (GC no. 16), CRC/C/GC/15, para 25. Available from: http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/crc/docs/GC/CRC-C-GC-15_en.doc 
]  [65:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2013. General Comment n. 16 (GC no. 16), CRC/C/GC/15, para 25. Available from: http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/crc/docs/GC/CRC-C-GC-15_en.doc 
] 


International trade is one of the fields that, although separate from development, might adversely impact on the implementation of human rights in developing countries. While businesses might play a role in helping societies and economies to advance, “the realisation of children’s rights is not an automatic consequence of economic growth, and business enterprises can also negatively impact children’s rights”.[endnoteRef:66] Companies often fail to understand how children might be impacted by their activities, as they do not consider them as a distinct group from adults.[endnoteRef:67] This has been reiterated in the 2012 UNICEF’s Children’s Rights and Business Principles:[endnoteRef:68] although, so far, the focus has been on addressing child labour, businesses affect children in other ways, from their marketing methods to their relationships with national and local governments.[endnoteRef:69] Clearly, the actions of the UK government, and the tools implemented to regulate business activities abroad, can affect children overseas too. This has been confirmed by a recent case that saw the involvement of a British security firm, G4S, operating in Palestine and supplying equipment and services to Israeli state facilities causing “adverse human rights impacts”.[endnoteRef:70] The UK National Contact Point (NPC) has stated how G4S’s actions, although not amounting to human rights violations, were not consistent with its duty to “prevent or mitigate adverse human rights impacts directly linked to business operations”.[endnoteRef:71] [66:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2013. General Comment n. 16 (GC no. 16), CRC/C/GC/15, para 1. Available from: http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/crc/docs/GC/CRC-C-GC-15_en.doc 
]  [67:  UNICEF. 2015. Children’s Rights and the Mining Sector. Available from: http://www.unicef.org/csr/files/UNICEF_REPORT_ON_CHILD_RIGHTS_AND_THE_MINING_SECTOR_APRIL_27.pdf 
]  [68:  UNICEF. 2012. Children’s Rights and Business Principles. Available from: https://www.unglobalcompact.org/docs/issues_doc/human_rights/CRBP/Childrens_Rights_and_Business_Principles.pdf 
]  [69:  UNICEF. 2012. Children’s Rights and Business Principles, p. 3. Available from: https://www.unglobalcompact.org/docs/issues_doc/human_rights/CRBP/Childrens_Rights_and_Business_Principles.pdf
 ]  [70:  UK National Contact Point (NCP) for the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, Lawyers for LPHR & G4S PLC: Final Statement After Examination of Complaint, 2015, para 41. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/431972/bis-15-306-lawyers-for-palestinian-human-rights-final-statement-after-examination-of-complaint-uk-national-contact-point-for-the-oecd-guidelines-for-multinational-enterprises-r1.pdf 
]  [71:  UK National Contact Point (NCP) for the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, Lawyers for LPHR & G4S PLC: Final Statement After Examination of Complaint, 2015, para 76. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/431972/bis-15-306-lawyers-for-palestinian-human-rights-final-statement-after-examination-of-complaint-uk-national-contact-point-for-the-oecd-guidelines-for-multinational-enterprises-r1.pdf
] 


While the Bond Group commends the UK for being the first State to produce a National Action Plan for the implementation of the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights,[endnoteRef:72] neither the 2013 UK Action Plan on Business and Human Rights[endnoteRef:73] nor The Companies Act 2006[endnoteRef:74] seem to include any specific recognition of the UK’s ETOs,[endnoteRef:75] or mention children as rights holders. Enhanced support for businesses should hinge on their willingness to meet the government's own stated standard for responsible business - namely human rights due diligence. This process demands consideration of vulnerable groups such as children, and covers a company’s business relationships beyond the UK. [72:  United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, 2011. Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, HR/PUB/11/04. Available from: http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Publications/GuidingPrinciplesBusinessHR_EN.pdf 
]  [73:  HM Government. 2013. Good Business – Implementing the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (UK Action Plan on Business and Human Rights). Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/236901/BHR_Action_Plan_-_final_online_version_1_.pdf 
]  [74:  UK Parliament, 2006. The Companies Act (c. 46). Available from: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/46/pdfs/ukpga_20060046_en.pdf 
]  [75:  Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs. 2013.  UK Action Plan on Business and Human Rights, supra, note 73, p. 8.Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/236901/BHR_Action_Plan_-_final_online_version_1_.pdf 
] 


The UK government could do much more to influence corporate behaviour on child rights: it has a fundamental role to play in ensuring that businesses understand and assess the impact of their activities on children rights. This can start with government’s own supply chain: “The obligation to respect also implies that a State should not engage in, support or condone abuses of children’s rights when it has a business role itself or conducts business with private enterprises.”[endnoteRef:76] [76:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2013. General Comment n. 16 (GC no. 16), supra, note 61, para 27. Available from: http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/crc/docs/GC/CRC-C-GC-15_en.doc
] 


A child rights framework would not only provide guidance to private actors acting outside the UK boundaries but it would also enhance policy coherence throughout all of the UK’s foreign policies.  


Mediterranean Crisis
According to the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, this year 31,500 people have attempted to reach Europe.[endnoteRef:77]  Moreover, between January and September 2014, 3,072 people lost their lives while attempting to cross the Mediterranean,[endnoteRef:78] making it “the deadliest sea in the world for migrants”.[endnoteRef:79]   [77:  UNHCR. 2015. Latest deaths on Mediterranean Highlight Urgent Need for Increased Rescue Capacity. Available from: http://www.unhcr.org/print/552e603f9.html
]  [78:  IOM. 2014. Fatal Journeys – Tracking Lives Lost during Migration, p. 18. Available from: http://publications.iom.int/bookstore/free/FatalJourneys_CountingtheUncounted.pdf 
]  [79:  IOM. 2014. Fatal Journeys – Tracking Lives Lost during Migration, p. 20. Available from: http://publications.iom.int/bookstore/free/FatalJourneys_CountingtheUncounted.pdf
Official data shows how at last 22,400 people have lost their lives trying to cross the Mediterranean since 2000, an average of 1,500 migrants per year. 
] 


A large number of the people risking their lives at sea are children.[endnoteRef:80]  Of these children, many are left travelling unaccompanied, without the support and protection of a parent or a caretaker.[endnoteRef:81] Not only are they are fleeing conflicts and poverty, but on the way to Europe, they suffer dehydration and malnutrition, and are often detained, abused, trafficked and placed in unsafe, overcrowded boats.[endnoteRef:82] Being at sea, in fact, carries a wide range of risks:[endnoteRef:83] “migrant boats are at greater risk of losing direction or running out of supplies of food or, more devastatingly, drinking water”, as traffickers use all available space to carry “paying passengers” rather than food or water.[endnoteRef:84] Migrant children, therefore, not only risk their lives but they are also often unable to enjoy other basic rights, such as the right to food and the right to health.  [80:  UNICEF. 2015. Statement on Plight of Child Migrants in the Mediterranean. Available from: http://www.unicef.org/media/media_80745.html
]  [81:  The Guardian. 2014. The EU Can No Longer Stand by While Child Migrants are Drowning. Available from: http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2015/apr/21/eu-child-migrants-drowning-libya-trafficking.
]  [82:  The Guardian. 2014. The EU Can No Longer Stand by While Child Migrants are Drowning. Available from: http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2015/apr/21/eu-child-migrants-drowning-libya-trafficking.
]  [83:  IOM. 2014. Fatal Journeys – Tracking Lives Lost during Migration, supra, note 78, p. 91. Available from: http://publications.iom.int/bookstore/free/FatalJourneys_CountingtheUncounted.pdf 
]  [84:  IOM. 2014. Fatal Journeys – Tracking Lives Lost during Migration, supra, note 78, p. 91. Available from: http://publications.iom.int/bookstore/free/FatalJourneys_CountingtheUncounted.pdf
] 


In 2014 the British government announced that it would withdraw support for EU emergency patrols in the Mediterranean, claiming that providing support would simply encourage more migrants to attempt the crossing, an argument that has been recently reiterated.[endnoteRef:85] The announcement coincided with the end of the Mare Nostrum Operation by the Italian navy, which was replaced by the much smaller Operation Triton, managed by the EU border agency, Frontex. However, existing evidence does not support this claim. The UK’s decision to withdraw support to search and rescue operations is unlikely to stop people from trying to cross the Mediterranean, as numbers of people attempting to cross the Mediterranean have recently been picking up. The IOM calculates that, at this stage, the death toll now is more than 30 times last year’s total.[endnoteRef:86] [85:  The Independent. 2015. Mediterranean Migrant Crisis: Theresa May Says People Making Journey ‘Simply For Economic Reasons’ Should Be Sent Back Against Their Will. 
Available from: http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/mediterranean-migrant-crisis-theresa-may-says-people-making-journey-simply-for-economic-reasons-should-be-sent-back-against-their-will-10245998.html 
]  [86:  IOM, Survivors of Mediterranean Tragedy Arrive in Sicily, 2015. Available from: http://www.iom.int/news/survivors-mediterranean-tragedy-arrive-sicily  
] 


While more needs to be done to address the root causes of the Mediterranean crisis,[endnoteRef:87] the Bond Group calls on the UK government to take into account the rights of migrant children. The establishment of a child rights framework sitting across UK government departments would ensure that the rights of migrant children would be taken into consideration across foreign policy matters, in line with the CRC Committee’s stance on the need for better coordination between government departments to foster the implementation of the CRC.[endnoteRef:88]   [87:  UNICEF. 2015. Statement on Plight of Child Migrants in the Mediterranean, supra, note 80. Available from http://www.unicef.org/media/media_80745.html	
]  [88:  The Committee on the Rights of the Child. 2003. General Comment no. 5 (GC no. 5), supra, note 3, para 37. Available from: http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(symbol)/CRC.GC.2003.5.En
] 



Climate Change and Children’s Rights
The need for policy coherence extends to the issue of climate change. Children are disproportionately vulnerable to climate change.[endnoteRef:89] It poses a severe threat to children’s most basic rights, including those related to survival and wellbeing, health, food security and nutrition, water, and access to education.[endnoteRef:90] Furthermore, the role of climate change in exacerbating and compounding drivers of insecurity is likely to lead to more children being at risk violence, exploitation and abuse, in both conflict and non-conflict settings.[endnoteRef:91] Over the next decades, shifts in child demographics will further exacerbate these impacts, with more of the world’s children living in countries most vulnerable to climate change than ever before. Children’s lives will be indelibly shaped by policies and decisions made today.  [89:  UNICEF. 2011. Exploring the impact of Climate Change on Children in South Africa. Available from: http://www.unicef.org/southafrica/SAF_resources_climatechange.pdf 
]  [90:  Unicef UK. 2013. Climate Change: Children’s Challenge. Available from: http://www.unicef.org.uk/Documents/Publication-pdfs/unicef-climate-change-report-2013.pdf 
]  [91:  Unicef UK. 2015. Climate Change, Violence & Young People. Available from: http://www.unicef.org.uk/Latest/Publications/Climate-change-violence-and-young-people/ 
] 


Despite this, recognition of children’s rights has been largely absent within the international negotiations on climate change under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). While the EU has competence in this area, the UK has played an important role in driving strong EU leadership within the negotiations, yet this has not extended to recognition of children’s rights. The Bond group urges the UK government to ensure that the rights of children and future generations, as well as their role as key agents for change, are recognised in the global agreement on climate change. Such recognition would have significant implications for global implementation of the CRC, by supporting coherence between international policies and measures designed to tackle climate change and child rights, and actively involving and capacitating children as a constituency within both global and national policy discourses. 

This would extend to policies and investments in mitigation and adaptation. The UK government has a progressive record in supporting climate change programmes through its international aid activity.[endnoteRef:92] As part of this support, a child rights framework would allow the UK government to pursue policies at scale in countries that are vulnerable to climate change – particularly the hardest to reach and least resilient – to cope with its effects, recognising and prioritising the specific needs of children, their voices and ideas. There is strong evidence that targeting children in this way will generate multiple co-benefits in terms of both climate goals and child rights.[endnoteRef:93] A child rights framework would ensure policy coherence and full realisation of children’s rights across all UK’s foreign policy.  [92:  The Government’s £3.87billion International Climate Fund (set up to help the world’s poorest adapt to climate change and promote cleaner, greener growth) is co-managed by the Department for International Development, Department for Energy & Climate Change, and Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs. More information available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/48217/3389-uk-international-climate-fund-brochure.pdf 
]  [93:  UNICEF. 2015. Why Sustainable Energy Matters for Children. Available from: http://www.unicef.org/environment/files/UNICEF_Sustainable_Energy_for_Children_2015.pdf 
] 


[bookmark: _Toc297120471]Conclusion

As the second largest donor worldwide, the UK plays a fundamental role in shaping the global development agenda. In order to comply with its obligation under Article 4 of the CRC, to take all the appropriate measures, including through international cooperation, to foster the implementation of the CRC, further consideration needs to be given to including and integrating children’s rights in its international development and foreign policy. At present, children’s rights are not given sufficient attention within the UK’s development programmes: a focus on child rights is lacking, children are not explicitly identified as right holders and their views are not given enough consideration. The current trend towards engaging with private actors in the delivery of basic services, paired with the lack of a strategy to protect the most vulnerable children, has the potential to leave some children behind. Meanwhile, the failure to integrate child rights considerations across the UK government’s foreign policy agenda may result in their violation. The examples provided in the previous sections of the report highlight areas of UK policy overseas that would be improved through the establishment of a child rights framework across government departments. 

The Bond Group calls on the UK government to establish a coherent and cross- government child rights framework. The latter would not only mainstream child rights and the foundational principles of the CRC across UK development and foreign policy, it would serve as an instrument to monitor and measure the outcomes of such policies. Further, a child rights framework would stand as an essential tool to demonstrate compliance with the UK’s obligations under the CRC, particularly under Article 4.

[bookmark: _Toc297120472]ANNEX I

Best Practices 
A significant number of other States parties to the CRC have started paying more attention to children in their development policies setting examples that the Bond Group urges the UK government to follow: donor States have invested in children’s rights, specifically addressing their needs, not only proving that it is possible to establish a coherent framework to protect children’s rights, but showing how the adoption of such an instrument does bring advantages in terms of effectiveness of a State’s development policies.

This evolution in the way children are perceived in development cooperation and assistance is proven by the establishment, during the past decade, of child rights strategies to mainstream children’s rights into development policies. Two of the most recent examples of this are Denmark and Germany. The Danish government, in fact, has developed a set of guidelines in relation to children and young people in development, the Children and Young People in Danish Development Cooperation – Guidelines,[endnoteRef:94] which, together with two other policy papers,[endnoteRef:95] constitute Denmark’s framework for development policy and describe children as rights holders and as a “key resource on which a country can draw to create sustainable, long term development”.[endnoteRef:96] As for Germany, the Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) committed to promoting children’s rights in a 2011 position paper, Young People in German Development Policy,[endnoteRef:97] a legally binding document,[endnoteRef:98] drafted with the specific aim to “serve as an orientation aid for the development of approaches to promote the rights of children and youth through German development cooperation”.[endnoteRef:99] The adoption of a child rights framework fostered the establishment of a team specialised on children’s rights, made of members of the BMZ as well as civil society representatives, with the specific task to mainstream child rights within Germany’s development policy, and develop tools to implement them.[endnoteRef:100]  [94:  Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Danida). 2005. Children and Young People in Danish Development Cooperation – Guidelines. Available from: http://www.netpublikationer.dk/um/4485/pdf/Children_and_Young_People.pdf 
]  [95:  Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Danida). 2000. Denmark’s Development Policy - Partnership 2000. Available from: http://amg.um.dk/en/~/media/amg/Documents/Overall%20Policies/Strategy%20for%20Danish%20Development%20Cooperation/Previous%20Stategy/denmarks_development_policy_strategi.ashx 
]  [96:  Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Danida). 2000. Denmark’s Development Policy - Partnership 2000, p. 47. Available from: http://amg.um.dk/en/~/media/amg/Documents/Overall%20Policies/Strategy%20for%20Danish%20Development%20Cooperation/Previous%20Stategy/denmarks_development_policy_strategi.ashx 
]  [97:  Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ). 2011. Young People in German Development Policy. Available from: http://www.bmz.de/en/publications/type_of_publication/strategies/Strategiepapier312_12_2011.pdf 
]  [98:  Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ). 2011. Young People in German Development Policy, p 3. Available from: http://www.bmz.de/en/publications/type_of_publication/strategies/Strategiepapier312_12_2011.pdf 
]  [99:  Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ). 2011. Young People in German Development Policy, p 3. Available from: http://www.bmz.de/en/publications/type_of_publication/strategies/Strategiepapier312_12_2011.pdf.
]  [100:  OECD. 2013. Integrating Human Rights Into Development – Second Edition, p. 169. Available from: http://elibrary.worldbank.org/doi/abs/10.1596/978-0-8213-9621-6 
] 


Sweden and Norway
Sweden and Norway deserve a particular mention in terms of experiences and approaches to children’s rights in development cooperation. Children represent a priority within the development policies adopted by the Swedish Agency for International Development Cooperation (SIDA). After the establishment of the government communication on The Rights of the Child as a Perspective in Development Cooperation,[endnoteRef:101] SIDA has been mainstreaming child rights both by applying a child-rights perspective to its country and regional strategies,[endnoteRef:102] as well as to development-related policy papers.[endnoteRef:103]  [101:  Swedish Government. 2002. The Rights of the Child as a Perspective in Development Cooperation. Available from: http://www.government.se/legal-documents/2002/05/skr-200102186/ 
]  [102:  For example, SIDA. 2003. Regional Strategy for South America (2003 – 2007). Available from: http://www.government.se/contentassets/c008cab942e94a9b8c7344eca898166d/region-strategy-south-america-2003-2007 
]  [103:  SIDA. 2002. Perspectives on Poverty. Available from: http://sidapublications.citat.se/interface/stream/mabstream.asp?filetype=1&orderlistmainid=2588&printfileid=2588&filex=3499262952264 and SIDA. 2005. SIDA at Work. Available from: http://www.sida.se/contentassets/cfa3e0814d7f4a0eb4053f9e07bfd302/sida-at-work_1403.pdf 
] 


Mainstreaming children’s rights was at the basis of several projects funded by SIDA. Mainstreaming in Action, initiated to include child rights into SIDA’s development cooperation in Kenya: mainstreaming was used as a tool to promote child rights and ensure that government institutions, civil society organisations and embassy staff would include them when designing and implementing interventions fully or partially funded by Sweden.[endnoteRef:104] The project resulted in a sensible improvement of the general knowledge of the relevance of a rights based approach, and in an enhanced capability of staff to operationalise the principles of a rights-based perspective.[endnoteRef:105] Sweden’s approach to mainstreaming child rights resulted in another programme being implemented in Kenya, The Diversion Programme for Children in Conflict with the Law, a project funded by SIDA and implemented by Save the Children Sweden, with the aim of preventing the stigmatisation of children who have committed minor offences, or have been abandoned, exploited or sexually abused.[endnoteRef:106] The reports evaluating the outcomes of the programme[endnoteRef:107] mention a number of relevant achievements which can be linked to the implementation of a child rights strategy: children benefitting from the programme have been given voice, realising their right to participation and therefore improving other rights such as education; moreover, awareness of child rights has been raised in government departments and in the targeted communities.[endnoteRef:108] Furthermore, the Swedish government has been funding the Human Rights League (Liga dos Direitos Humanos – LDH),[endnoteRef:109] a Mozambique human rights organisation, specifically targeting children and mainstreaming their rights: their efforts resulted in legislative changes, and the implementation of legal and social services for children at the municipal, provincial and district levels.[endnoteRef:110]  [104:  Tostensen A, Stokke H., Trygged S., Halvorsen K. 2011. Supporting Child Rights – Synthesis of Lessons Learned in Four Countries, p. 143. Available from: http://www.cmi.no/publications/file/3947-supporting-child-rights.pdf 
]  [105:  Tostensen A, Stokke H., Trygged S., Halvorsen K. 2011. Supporting Child Rights – Synthesis of Lessons Learned in Four Countries, p. 144. Available from: http://www.cmi.no/publications/file/3947-supporting-child-rights.pdf
]  [106:  Tostensen A, Stokke H., Trygged S., Halvorsen K. 2011. Supporting Child Rights – Synthesis of Lessons Learned in Four Countries, p. 146. Available from: http://www.cmi.no/publications/file/3947-supporting-child-rights.pdf
]  [107:  Rutere S.K., Kiura C.M. 2008. Evaluation of the Diversion Program in Kenya. Available from: http://www.sida.se/contentassets/da322fb86bb04e60b611a10600fe2e2f/the-diversion-program-in-kenya_1768.pdf 
]  [108:  Tostensen A, Stokke H., Trygged S., Halvorsen K. 2011. Supporting Child Rights – Synthesis of Lessons Learned in Four Countries, supra, note 104, p. 147. Available from: http://www.cmi.no/publications/file/3947-supporting-child-rights.pdf 
]  [109:  Tostensen A, Stokke H., Trygged S., Halvorsen K. 2011. Supporting Child Rights – Synthesis of Lessons Learned in Four Countries, supra, note 104, p. 172. Available from: http://www.cmi.no/publications/file/3947-supporting-child-rights.pdf 
]  [110:  Tostensen A, Stokke H., Trygged S., Halvorsen K. 2011. Supporting Child Rights – Synthesis of Lessons Learned in Four Countries, supra, note 104, p. 176. Available from: http://www.cmi.no/publications/file/3947-supporting-child-rights.pdf 
] 


In 2005, a development cooperation strategy for children was launched by the Norwegian government:[endnoteRef:111] Norway committed to striving to prioritise children in all developing strategies. Advocating for children’s rights is identified as “the most direct way of influencing the basis for long-term development”[endnoteRef:112] and the establishment of a child rights strategy is considered as “an investment that brings the maximum return, in both human and financial terms”.[endnoteRef:113] Moreover, the strategy paper included a checklist for monitoring compliance and progress in implementing the framework.[endnoteRef:114]  [111:  Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 2005. Three Billion Reason. Available from: https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/ud/vedlegg/utvikling/three_bilion_reasons_plan.pdf .
]  [112:  Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 2005. Three Billion Reason, p. 10. Available from: https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/ud/vedlegg/utvikling/three_bilion_reasons_plan.pdf 
]  [113:  Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 2005. Three Billion Reason, p. 10. Available from: https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/ud/vedlegg/utvikling/three_bilion_reasons_plan.pdf.
]  [114:  Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 2005. Three Billion Reason, p. 58. Available from: https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/ud/vedlegg/utvikling/three_bilion_reasons_plan.pdf
] 


Norway has funded a number of initiatives to support and promote child rights in developing countries: e.g. the African Network for the Prevention and Protection against Child Abuse and Neglect (ANPPCAN), operating in 22 different African countries, engages in activities explicitly directed at protecting children, particularly by exchanges of personnel, ideas and experiences, to strengthen the capability of the programme and improve its performance. Moreover, the Korogocho Community Radio project, started in 2006 in Nairobi, enabled children to participate in debates and raise awareness on issues affecting them.[endnoteRef:115]  [115:  Tostensen A, Stokke H., Trygged S., Halvorsen K. 2011. Supporting Child Rights – Synthesis of Lessons Learned in Four Countries, supra, note 104, p. 136. Available from: http://www.cmi.no/publications/file/3947-supporting-child-rights.pdf 
] 


Conclusion
The above paragraphs show how a significant number of States have invested in children’s rights, establishing frameworks and strategies implementing a child rights based approach, in order to integrate and mainstream a child rights perspective for development. Investing in children” is a concept now widely accepted as the best guarantee for achieving equitable and sustainable human development, and should become a fundamental requirement for social and economic priorities of any government. Development agencies in Denmark, Germany, Sweden and Norway have successfully operationalised the core principles of the CRC (best interest of the child, non-discrimination, right to life, survival and development, and the right to participation), shaping their programmes and policies, as well as their country strategies. 

Although mainstreaming is very ambitions and might require donors to invest large amounts of resources to build the knowledge and practical skills to inform every intervention with a child rights perspective and, therefore, can be a slow process, it results in better outcomes, with prospects of long-term sustainability, especially if paired with targeted interventions to implement child rights.

[bookmark: _Toc297120473]Endnotes

Piece title: sub title 		Date 2009	| 1
	

	Alternative Report on the Implementation of the Convention on the Rights of the Child

	July 2015
	12



image1.png
FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT




image2.png
5’1

NS Etnical Ireding Initistive
K\//

=)




image3.png





