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1. Introduction 

The Sixth Regional Rule of Law Forum for South East Europe was held on 22nd and 23rd March 2019 in 
Dubrovnik, Croatia. 

The Forum, set up by the AIRE Centre and Civil Rights Defenders, provides a platform to promote the 
implementation of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) across South East Europe. The 
aim is to encourage regional cooperation in the strengthening of the rule of law and respect for human 
rights, and to assist the countries of South East Europe in the process of EU integration. 

The focus for the sixth Forum was Children’s Rights, a topic that raises numerous points of discussion 
and engages multiple Articles of the ECHR. 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, North Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia were rep-
resented at the Forum. Participants included judges of the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR), 
presidents and judges of the national supreme courts and constitutional courts, directors of judicial 
training academies and institutions, government agents before the ECtHR, representatives of NGOs and 
prominent legal experts. The Forum was organised with the support of the UK Government and the 
Swedish International Development Agency (SIDA) and the Konrad Adenauer Foundation.

Over one and a half days, panel discussions, interactive working groups and seminars took place, giving 
participants opportunities to meet and contribute. 
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2. Overview of the Forum agenda 

The Forum organisers, Biljana Braithwaite, Programme Manager for the Western Balkans at the AIRE 
Centre, and Goran Mileti!, Director for Europe at Civil Rights Defenders, welcomed all participants to 
the event. 

Opening speeches by distinguished guests followed: Judge Linos-Alexandre Sicilianos, Vice President 
of the ECtHR; Mato Arlovi!, Judge of the Constitutional Court of Croatia, and Hartmut Rank, Director of 
the Rule of Law Programme SEE, Konrad Adenauer Foundation. 

The Right Honourable Lord Reed, Deputy President of the Supreme Court of the United Kingdom gave 
the Keynote speech. 

Six ECtHR judges and former judges – Darian Pavli (Albania), Ljiljana Mijovi! (Bosnia and Herzegovi-
na), Ksenija Turkovi! (Croatia), Ivana Jeli! (Montenegro), Jovan Ilievski (North Macedonia), Branko 
Lubarda (Serbia) – formed the first panel, moderated by Judge Sicilianos. 

Nuala Mole, Senior Lawyer and AIRE Centre Founder, moderated the second panel, comprising 3 former 
ECtHR judges – Ledi Bianku (Albania), Neboj"a Vu#ini! (Montenegro), Dragoljub Popovi! (Serbia) – as 
well as Professor Anja Seibert-Fohr of the Faculty of Law of the University of Heidelberg. 

The panels addressed the rights of the child in the regional case law of the ECtHR, in public and private 
law, the challenges ahead for the ECtHR and national courts, recent trends in the protection of children’s 
rights in Europe, and issues raised in the Working Groups. 

Catharina Harby, Senior Legal Consultant at the AIRE Centre, introduced the division of all participants 
into six working groups. Each group had a di!erent focus, and discussed issues of special relevance to 
the region, which are outlined further below. All groups reported their findings in a session held jointly 
with all participants. 

The Forum ended with a summary of the conclusions reached. 
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3. Opening speeches

The ECtHR’s jurisprudence in respect of children is extensive, engaging Articles and 
Protocols across the ECHR. The jurisdictions of this region have both the UNCRC 
and the ECHR as part of their domestic and international orders. The existence of 
legal protection under the Conventions is not su"cient, by itself, to meet obligations. 
Where children are concerned, it is especially important that the protection of rights 
is not theoretical and illusory, but practical and e!ective. Work needs to be done on 
further ensuring protection.

Biljana Braithwaite
Programme Manager for the Western Balkans at the AIRE Centre

States must end all violence and discrimination against children, and secure 
conditions for the guarantee of children’s rights. Courts must understand how to 
give e!ect to the child’s best interests in the cases before them. Obstacles persist. 
The Forum provides an excellent opportunity to discuss a number of issues a!ecting 
children, including domestic violence, tra"cking, asylum, and access to justice.

Goran Miletic
Director for Europe, Civil Rights Defenders

The best interests of a child are threefold. First, a substantive right to have his or her 
interests asserted as a primary consideration. Second, if a legal provision is open to 
di!erent interpretations, then the one that most e!ectively serves the child’s best 
interests should be chosen. Third, whenever a decision a!ects a specific child or 
group of children the decision-making process must include an evaluation of the 
decision’s positive or negative impact on the children. The decision’s reasoning 
must demonstrate that the best interests of the child have explicitly been taken into 
account.

Applicants before the Court can be parents or children, and the best interests concept 
applies irrespective of the identity of the applicant. The identification of the best 
interests of the child is challenging and will be very di!erent in seemingly similar 
situations. Evidence to consider when identifying the child’s best interests include the 
child’s sex, age, personality, maturity and cultural identity. The child’s safety, freedom 
from physical or mental violence, injury, abuse, sexual harassment, bullying or 
degrading treatment is also important; as is the child’s vulnerability, whether they are 
in a minority group, an asylum seeker or refugee, or whether they have been abused 
or tra"cked. 

Judge Linos-Alexandre Sicilianos
Vice President of the ECtHR
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Children’s rights encompass protection mechanisms for the most vulnerable members 
of our society. In Sahin v Germany1 the ECtHR stated that the ECHR spells out the basic 
human right that children everywhere, without discrimination, should have for survival, 
to develop to their fullest, protection from harmful influences, abuse, and exploitation, 
and be able to participate fully in family, cultural and social life. Protection itself is 
provided by standards in healthcare, education, legal, and social services. State parties 
are obliged to develop and have policies in light of the best interests of the child under 
Article 3 of the UNCRC. Only societies that e!ectively protect their children can have a 
bright future.

Hartmut Rank
Konrad Adenauer Foundation

Children are the future of society. They deserve our care and protection as parents, 
as citizens, as co-citizens. The State holds negative and positive obligations. 
The negative aspect prohibits State interference in family life except for what is 
prescribed by law. The positive aspect requires the State to take care of family 
life. The Constitutional Court requires these rights to be taken into consideration 
and measures to be taken to realise the guarantees. The application of the Hague 
Convention in individual cases of child abduction when determining the question of 
return of children can be complex. All the institutions involved in the procedure must 
at all times consider the best interests of the child.

Mato Arlovi!
Judge of the Constitutional Court of Croatia

4. Keynote speech by the Right Honourable Lord Reed, Deputy President of  
 the Supreme Court of the United Kingdom1

First, for most human beings, nothing matters more than their children. They care deeply about their 
children’s health and safety, and about their education and upbringing. The future of all our societies 
depends on the children who grow up within them. 

Secondly, many adults who do not have children are very anxious to do so. This can also be a matter of 
interest to the State. It extensively regulates, for example, fertility treatment, the law of adoption (such 
as the question whether same-sex couples can adopt a child) and access to sperm banks. 

Thirdly, any humane adult who witnesses the su!ering of children feels compassion. The emotions 
aroused by children’s su!ering can set powerful forces in motion.  But we are also capable of shrugging 
o! the su!ering of children. Events all over Europe during the past century have demonstrated how po-
litical ideologies can lead people to forget their common humanity. And we cannot be complacent today. 
It is all too easy to turn a blind eye to child poverty, or to the plight of immigrant and refugee families. 
Compassion for those who are su!ering sometimes gives way to callousness.

Children are at the heart of much of our public debate. Questions concerning their treatment are con-
stantly debated in the public life of our societies and considered by our legislators. Whether as judges 
we sit in civil courts, criminal courts, administrative courts or constitutional courts, we all have to deal 
with questions concerning the treatment of children.  

1 Sahin v. Germany, 8 July 2003
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In addressing questions of this kind, we all as judges 
draw on values deeply embedded in our societies: val-
ues which are based on a shared European cultural tra-
dition. I have in mind especially the idea that, as human 
beings, we should be treated by other human beings 
as possessing an inherent dignity; and the idea that 
we share a common humanity, from which rights and 
obligations flow, including rights held by children, and 
obligations owed towards them. 

There is nothing new about this thought. In a judgment 
of an English court delivered in 1803, at the height of 
the Napoleonic Wars, the court had to deal with what 
we might think of as a very modern question: whether 
the State had an obligation to provide financial support 
to an immigrant family – a woman and her four chil-
dren, who had been abandoned by her German hus-
band and were living in destitution. The Lord Chief Jus-
tice said this: 

“As to there being no obligation for maintaining poor foreigners … the law of hu-
manity, which is anterior to all positive laws, obliges us to a!ord them relief, to 
save them from starving.”2

The law of humanity now finds expression in what we call human rights. Our countries have given them 
expression, and guaranteed to respect them, in entering into the ECHR, and have established a court, the 
ECtHR, to give authoritative guidance on their interpretation and application. But, ultimately, it is only 
through the national courts that the Convention rights can be made real and e!ective. It is primarily the 
national judges who are best placed to make the necessary judgments. 

Although the Court’s application of the Convention evolves over time in the light of developments in 
society, nevertheless the fact that there is now far more case law than there used to be means that it is 
much easier for national judges to find guidance in the decided cases. The importance of their taking 
on that responsibility has also become clearer, as the principle of subsidiarity has gained greater promi-
nence in the Convention system. The European Court has repeatedly shown a willingness to defer to na-
tional courts’ assessments of their State’s compliance with the Convention, provided the national judge 
has identified the relevant Convention principles and has made a conscientious e!ort to apply them to 
the facts. As the European court has made clear in a number of its judgments,3 the higher the quality of 
the consideration of Convention issues at the national level, the more likely it is to defer to the views of 
the national authorities. Provided the national courts perform their task, the requirement under the Con-
vention that applicants must exhaust domestic remedies before applying to Strasbourg should ensure 
that national courts remain the primary location for the interpretation and application of the Convention. 
The result is a system which fosters a culture of rights protection at the national level, subject to the 
safeguard provided by access to the supervisory jurisdiction of the European Court. 

2 R. v. Inhabitants of Eastbourne (1803) 4 East 103.
3 For example, Animal Defenders International v United Kingdom (2013) 57 EHRR 21; Satakunnan v Finland (2018) 66 EHRR 8, paras 192-

196; and Garib v Netherlands (2018) 66 EHRR 29, para 138.
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5. Main Discussions and Conclusions 

5.1 Panel Discussion with Judges from the Strasbourg Court

The first panel discussion addressed the rights of the child in the current regional case law of the 
ECtHR, in public and private law. 

Judge Pavli, Albania, raised the two child abduction cases of Bajrami v Albania4 and Qama v Albania and 
Italy,5 one before Albania had ratified the Hague Convention on child abduction, and one after. Albania 
has had a high level of movement of people in the last three decades, immigration both into and out 
of Albania. These situations can produce complex conflicts, with legal and practical implications. Ap-
plicants should be assisted in facilitating administrative procedures in the country where the child is 
located. 

Judge Mijovi! Bosnia and Herzegovina (former ECtHR judge), stated that the only case on Article 8 
against Bosnia has been !obota-Gaji" v Bosnia and Herzegovina.6 This case has represented the guide-
lines for domestic courts. Courts must treat these cases with great sensitivity. Improvements remain re-
quired. There are not currently any further cases before the ECHR. The aim should be to enable discovery 
of such cases in domestic systems and enable the possibility of children appearing as applicants. It is not 
simply the fact that no violations are occurring in Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

Judge Turkovi!, Croatia, noted that Croatia had more than half the cases in the region on this issue. The 
cases have addressed: fatherhood, DNA testing, protection from domestic violence, violence from chil-
dren towards other children, and the inability of a parent to have contact with his child. The best interests 
of the children were considered in each case. There has been consideration of the fact that although the 
views of a child must be heard, this does not amount to a veto. All the circumstances must be taken into 
account. 

4 Bajrami v. Albania, 12 December 2006
5 Qama v. Albania and Italy, 8 January 2013
6 !obota-Gaji" v. Bosnia and Herzegovina, 6 November 2007 
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Judge Jeli!, Montenegro, addressed the forum on #iju$kovi" v Montenegro.7 In that case, the ECtHR 
noted that the reunion of a parent with a child who has lived for some time with the other parent may 
not be able to take place immediately and without necessary preparation. However, there is no evidence 
that any such preparatory work explained the delays by the authorities in this case. Judge Jelic went on 
to emphasise the sensitive nature of children’s rights, the role of state interventionism, and the nature of 
the Convention as a living instrument. 

Judge Ilievski, North Macedonia, addressed the two cases against North Macedonia, in the area of chil-
dren’s rights. In Mitovi v Macedonia8 the ECtHR stated that the relationship between grandparents and 
grandchildren is in its nature, in general, deserving of a lesser degree of protection than that between 
parents and children. In this case the ECtHR held that the domestic bodies had not done everything in 
their competence and power to secure the applicants rights. In Mitrova and Savik v Macedonia9 the appli-
cants were a mother and daughter. Following the mother’s repeated refusals to allow the father to meet 
the daughter, despite decisions of the courts, the mother was convicted and given a suspended prison 
term. However, the mother continued to prevent the father from seeing the daughter and as a result 
she was prosecuted, convicted again, and sentenced to three months’ imprisonment. The applicants 
complained about the mother’s custodial sentence, the welfare centre’s failure to determine the moth-
er’s contact rights for several months during and immediately after her imprisonment, and the State 
Supreme Court’s judgment revoking custody. No violation of Article 8 was found. Primary consideration 
had been given to the child’s best interests. 

Judge Lubarda, Serbia, raised the issues of determination of fatherhood, the identity of the child, reuni-
fication, parents knowing the fate of children, and the positive obligations on the State. Judge Lubarda 
noted that as well as ratifying the UNCRC, Serbia had ratified the Istanbul Convention. Judge Lubarda 
emphasised the importance of subsidiarity, especially in cases concerning children, as national authori-
ties will be placed to assess their circumstances. 

The second panel discussion was directed towards addressing issues raised in working groups, ECHR 
case law, the challenges ahead for the ECtHR and domestic courts, and recent trends in the protec-
tion of children’s rights in Europe.

Ledi Bianku, referred to children being seen as the recipient of the justice that is being delivered, rather 
than simply a player on the stage. He referred to Letter to a Young Person,10 a judgment by Peter Jackson 
LJ, in the UK High Court, which gave decision on residence in the form of a letter written to the young 
person in question, at the centre of the issue of whether he reside with his mother in the UK, or his fa-
ther, abroad. Professor Bianku addressed questions of subsidiarity, and delay, stating that by the time a 
case gets to the ECtHR, the child in question could be an adult and the perception of the issues could be 
di!erent. In the ECtHR, cases concerning children have immediate priority. 

Dragoljub Popovi! referred to the di"culties in cases concerning children with parents in di!erent coun-
tries, where those countries have di!erent standards of living, di!erent traditions, di!erent religious 
habits. He also referred to the di"culties that passage of time creates, especially in cases involving 
children. The Hague Convention requires an extremely speedy approach that the child be returned im-
mediately and without delay. 

7 #iju$kovi" v. Montenegro, 29 September 2010
8 Mitovi v. Macedonia, 16 April 2015
9 Mitrova and Savik v. Macedonia, 11 February 2016 
10 Re A (Letter to a Young Person) [2017] EWFC 48
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Nebosja Vu#ini! stated that there are di!erent ways of assessing the best interests of the child. Judges 
making decisions about children must demonstrate that they have actively considered the child’s best 
interests when reaching those decisions, including hearing the child. Further, States have positive obli-
gations. There needs to be quick and prompt reaction of national courts in the area of children’s rights. 
There needs to be adequate cooperation and dialogue between the Supreme and Constitutional courts, 
and the lower courts. There is now an additional very useful tool for courts, the advisory opinion proce-
dure under Protocol 16. 

Anja Seibert-Fohr raised the considerable body of ECtHR jurisprudence explaining, and giving e!ect, to 
children’s rights. She emphasised that despite this solid basis, it is an empty shell unless given e!ect to 
on a domestic level. The ECHR needs to be integrated into domestic law. Perhaps it needs a constitu-
tional law hook in order to do so. Children could be stipulated as rights holders. Parents and children can 
have divergent ideas on what is best for the child. 

Nuala Mole reiterated that Article 53 of the ECHR requires the court to assess compliance with other 
international obligations binding on the state when it reaches its judgment.  

5.2. The Working Groups 

5.2.1. Working Group 1A: Judges from the region and European Court of Human Rights – Children 
and the State – the State’s duty to protect children from harm, to provide alternative care, 
and the place of children in the criminal justice system 
Moderators: Nuala Mole, Senior Lawyer and Founder, the AIRE Centre, and Neboj$a Vu%ini", former 
ECtHR judge 

The first working group considered the State’s duty to protect children from violence and other 
harm, and also addressed the substantive and procedural aspects of taking children into care or 
secure accommodation. Judges described how they were required to undergo specialised training 
before being empowered to decide on the removal of children from their families. They described 
their frustration when dealing with children below the age of criminal responsibility who had been 
accused of committing especially severe crimes, and how the legacy of the Yugoslavian legal system 
had created a lacuna in the law in this area. The group also discussed the rights of the children of 
imprisoned parents. 

5.2.2. Working Group 1B: Judges from the region and European Court of Human Rights – Children 
on the move – children and trafficking, migration and asylum 
Moderators: Ledi Bianku, former ECtHR judge, and Markella Papadouli, European Litigation Coordina-
tor, the AIRE Centre 

This working group began by considering questions related to family reunification and exclusions, with 
Croatian representatives presenting their own experiences of the complexities involved. Discussion sub-
sequently moved to the topic of deportation and removal, as well as accompanied and unaccompa-
nied child asylum seekers, with the group debating multiple cases including M and others v. Bulgaria,11 
Muskhadzhiyeva v. Belgium,12 and Rahimi v. Greece.13 The push back of children over national borders with-
out due process by governments in the region was identified as an issue, as were regional approaches 
to age assessments and the detention of children in immigration cases. These discussions also touched 
on the work of Frontex in Croatia and EURODAC in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The group raised the topic 

11 M. and Others v. Bulgaria, 26 July 2011
12 Muskhadzhiyeva v. Belgium, 19 January 2010
13 Rahimi v. Greece, 5 April 2011
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of child refugees, children at risk of tra"cking, and child victims of tra"cking, and discussed cases such 
as S.M. v. Croatia.14 

5.2.3. Working Group 1C: Judges from the region and European Court of Human Rights – Children, 
their families and private law – custody, atypical families, relocation and abduction
Moderators: Dragoljub Popovi", former ECtHR judge, and Ana Vilfan Vospernik, Senior Lawyer, ECtHR 
Registry 

This working group began by considering questions of parental custody, including the State’s obligation 
to facilitate contact between children and their non-custodial parent after divorce, procedural fairness, 
and parental alienation. Participants from Slovenia presented their own State’s experiences in this mat-
ter, referring to the case of Eberhard and M. v. Slovenia.15 The group went on to consider child abduction, 
noting that the best interests of the child must be a primary consideration when determining a fair 
balance between competing interests. Cases on abduction were discussed, including X v. Latvia16 and 
Neulinger and Shuruk v. Switzerland.17 

The group also considered the similar cases of Mennesson v. France18 and Labassee v. France,19 which con-
cerned issues surrounding surrogacy and the margin of appreciation a!orded to States in this area. Fi-
nally, the group went on to consider cases relating to relocation. Special focus was given to scenarios 
involving the recognition of foreign birth documentation. 

5.2.4. Working Group 2: Government agents before the European Court of Human Rights – Chal-
lenges in execution of ECtHR judgments related to children’s rights
Moderators: Catharina Harby, Senior Legal Consultant, the AIRE Centre, and Ishaani Shrivastava, Bar-
rister, Devereux Chambers (London)

This working group raised issues of the execution of ECHR judgments relating to children’s rights. The 
Government Agents are, amongst other things, the national coordinators of the execution of judgments. 
The issue of delay was highlighted as being particularly important in cases involving children as the 
passage of time can have irreversible consequences on a child. There needs to be an understanding that 
financial compensation in cases involving children is only a very small part of the picture. Of far greater 
importance are the practical steps taken to implement a judgment, for example reuniting a child with a 
parent, or ensuring ongoing contact. A key problem was the lack of cooperation between di!erent insti-
tutions - police, local authorities, social care, domestic courts. There needs to be greater coordination 
between these elements in order to ensure that the State is doing all it can to ensure enforcement. There 
is a problem where one parent is preventing the enforcement of a judgment by not cooperating with au-
thorities. However, domestic authorities must still do whatever possible to ensure enforcement. 

5.2.5. Working Group 3: Representatives of judicial training institutes – Future training pro-
grammes for the members of the judiciary and potential for regional cooperation 
Moderator: Biljana Braithwaite 

This working group discussed the problems inherent in identifying and addressing problems common 
to States from across the region as well as the need to organise regional expertise sharing, including of 
teaching methods, resources, publications, research, lists of trainers, calendars, and anything useful for 

14 S.M. v. Croatia, 19 July 2018 
15 Eberhard and M. v. Slovenia, 1 December 2009
16 X. v. Latvia, 26 November 2013
17 Neulinger and Shuruk v. Switzerland, 6 July 2010
18 Mennesson v. France, 26 June 2014
19 Labassee v. France, 26 June 2014
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regional cooperation. The group concluded that judicial training should be more innovative, focussing on 
skills as well as topics of regional interest. The topic of children’s rights was considered to require a more 
intersectional and multifaced approach than currently employed, and the group suggested that analyses 
of judicial trainings be instituted to assess their e!ectiveness over time and avoid duplication of training.

The group discussed the possibility of conducting a comparative analysis in cooperation with govern-
ment agents to identify problems common to the region and then addressing them with regional training 
in cooperation with donors active in the space. Further regional communication was also required to 
avoid duplication in training and the AIRE Centre was considered crucial in driving and directing these 
e!orts. The group suggested that non-legal training for instance training on proper analysis of child psy-
chiatric examinations, would also be useful for judges. 

5.2.6. Working Group 4: NGO representatives, ombudsmen and legal experts – The main challeng-
es in children’s rights, including children as applicants before the ECtHR and other interna-
tional bodies 
Moderators: John Stauffer, Legal Director and Deputy Executive Director, Civil Rights Defenders, and 
Annika Åkerberg, Senior Legal Adviser, Civil Rights Defenders

The final working group began by raising practical issues relating to the misrepresentation of children’s 
rights in some regional media. This was considered representative of a more general lack of knowledge 
regarding children’s rights in the region which included schoolteachers and psychologists. The lack of 
knowledge held by both children and practitioners meant that implementation and enforcement of the 
laws that did exist remained di"cult. Court proceedings were criticised as lengthy, and children were 
considered to lack an e!ective legal mechanism to uphold their rights. The group also stressed that 
some children were especially vulnerable, including refugees, migrants, children belonging to minority 
groups, disabled children, and children in prison. The group acknowledged that it was up to NGOs, the 
Ombudsmen and legal experts to monitor the actions of the State, including in relation to children’s 
rights. The group also stressed that judges should undergo specific children’s rights training. The group 
also considered the possibility of building relationships with the media to assist them with producing 
more accurate reports on children’s rights related issues. 
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6. Recommendations and Conclusions

• Courts must understand how to give e!ect to the child’s best interests in the cases before them. 
Reasoning in decisions must demonstrate that the best interests of the child have been explicitly 
taken into account. 

• Prompt decisions and execution of judgments are particularly important in cases concerning chil-
dren’s rights. The passage of time can irreversible consequences for a child. 

• As well as negative obligations, the State bears positive obligations to protect children’s rights. This 
will have particular e!ect in cases concerning domestic violence.

• It is vital that States from the region share expertise and resources on common regional issues. This 
is the best way of ensuring e!ective implementation of children’s rights across the board. 

7. Acknowledgments 

In its sixth year, the Forum continues to go from strength to strength. Civil Rights Defenders and the AIRE 
Centre would like to express a special thanks to all those who made the Forum possible: The UK Foreign 
and Commonwealth O"ce, SIDA and the Konrad Adenauer Foundation for recognising the importance 
of our work and giving us the means of carrying it out; the judges from the region who sit in the ECtHR, 
who have been closely involved in planning the event, and support the European integration of the aspir-
ing countries in the region; and to all participants for their involvement and contributions.  

This year, the website (http://rolplatform.org) for the Rule of Law Forum, in all the languages of the re-
gion, went live. It contains materials from the last five years, including agendas and reports.  It is a work 
in progress. It will be updated regularly with news, articles and thematic publications. We hope it will be 
a useful tool, and that participants will circulate it among colleagues too. 

8. Rule of Law Forum 2020 

This report will be published and circulated to all participants. We welcome feedback on content and 
format over the course of the next month to help make the Forum in 2020 a success. Please contact the 
CRD or the AIRE Centre with any suggestions. Based on this feedback, the organisers will propose topics 
for next year’s forum. A consultation will be launched for selection. 

Thank you to everyone for your contribution. 

We look forward to seeing you in 2020.

Acronyms
ECHR – European Convention on Human Rights 
ECtHR – European Court of Human Rights
EU – European Union 
EURODAC – European Asylum Dactyloscopy Database
FRONTEX – European Border and Coast Guard Agency
SIDA - Swedish International Development Agency
UNCRC – United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child


