


The views expressed herein are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views of the 
UN High Commissioner for Refugees

Support for IDPs in Serbia
Consolidated Report and Programme Strategy

Richard Allen
richard@richardallen.eu

April 2016



Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

5

Contents

Foreword  ..................................................................................................................................................................................................  14

1 Introduction  ........................................................................................................................................................................  18

1.1 Purpose  ................................................................................................................................................................................  18

1.2 Background  ........................................................................................................................................................................  18

1.3 Methodology  .................................................................................................................................................................... 20

PART I – SITUATION ANALYSIS OF INTERNALLY DISPLACED PERSONS 24

2 Population and Locations  ........................................................................................................................................  24

2.1 How Many IDPs?  ............................................................................................................................................................  24

2.2 Households  .......................................................................................................................................................................  25

2.3 Adjustments  ......................................................................................................................................................................  25

2.4 Age Structure of IDPs  .................................................................................................................................................  28

2.5 Gender  .................................................................................................................................................................................  30

2.6 Ethnicities  ...........................................................................................................................................................................  32

2.7 Locations and Geographical Variations  ..........................................................................................................  33

2.8 Ethnicity and Locations  ..............................................................................................................................................  36

2.9 Emigration and Return  ...............................................................................................................................................  38

2.10 Implications for Policy and Programming  ......................................................................................................  39

3 Poverty of IDPs  ...............................................................................................................................................................  40

3.1 Populations Requiring Assistance  ......................................................................................................................  40



Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

6 7

6.2 School Attendance and Access to Education  ............................................................................................  66

6.3 Trends in Education  .....................................................................................................................................................  68

6.4 Implications for Policy and Programming  ...................................................................................................... 69

7 Housing  ...............................................................................................................................................................................  70

7.1 All IDPs  .................................................................................................................................................................................  70

7.2 Quality of Housing – All IDPs  ................................................................................................................................  72

7.3 Housing for Roma IDPs  .............................................................................................................................................  73

7.4 Claims to Housing in Kosovo  .................................................................................................................................  74

7.5 Evictions from Informal Settlements  .................................................................................................................  75

7.6 Housing Benefits  ...........................................................................................................................................................  76

7.7 Right to Housing  ............................................................................................................................................................  76

7.8 Implications for Policy and Programming  ....................................................................................................... 77

8 Collective Centres  ........................................................................................................................................................  82

8.1 Formal Collective Centres  .......................................................................................................................................  82

8.2 Informal Collective Centres  ....................................................................................................................................  82

8.3 Implications for Policy and Programming  ......................................................................................................  82

9 Civil Documentation and Legal Aid  ...................................................................................................................  83

9.1 Civil Documentation  ....................................................................................................................................................  83

9.2 Political Rights  .................................................................................................................................................................  85

9.3 Displacement Related Legal Issues  ..................................................................................................................  85

9.4 Implications for Policy and Programming  ......................................................................................................  86

3.2 Poverty of IDPs  ................................................................................................................................................................  41

3.3 Poverty of Roma IDPs  .................................................................................................................................................  43

3.4 Poverty Trends in Serbia Since 2010  ...............................................................................................................  44

3.5 Discrimination  ..................................................................................................................................................................  44

3.6 Implications for Policy and Programming  ......................................................................................................  45

4 Employment and Unemployment  .......................................................................................................................  47

4.1 Employment  ......................................................................................................................................................................  47

4.2 Unemployment  ...............................................................................................................................................................  53

4.3 Subsistence and Agriculture  ..................................................................................................................................  54

4.4 ‘Work booklets’  ...............................................................................................................................................................  54

4.5 Employment Trends in Serbia 2010 – 2015  .................................................................................................  55

4.6 Implications for Policy and Programming  ......................................................................................................  57

5 Other Sources of Income and Assistance  ....................................................................................................  58

5.1 Temporary Compensation or ‘Minimalac’  ......................................................................................................  58

5.2 Social Security  .................................................................................................................................................................  58

5.3 Pensions  ...............................................................................................................................................................................  61

5.4 Remittances  .......................................................................................................................................................................  61

5.5 Soup Kitchens  ..................................................................................................................................................................  61

5.6 Implications for Policy and Programming  ......................................................................................................  62

6 Education  ............................................................................................................................................................................  64

6.1 Educational Attainment of Adults  .......................................................................................................................  64



Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

8 9

15.6 Conclusion  .......................................................................................................................................................................  125

16 Assessment of Indirect Measures  ....................................................................................................................  126

16.1 Roma Inclusion  ..............................................................................................................................................................  126

16.2 Unemployment  .............................................................................................................................................................. 127

16.3 Free Legal Aid  ...............................................................................................................................................................  129

16.4 Social Welfare Services  ...........................................................................................................................................  130

16.5 Social Security and Other Financial Assistance  ........................................................................................ 131

17 Conclusions/Effectiveness of Assistance and Lessons Learned  .................................................  132

PART III – STRATEGIC CONTEXT AND PROPOSALS 136

18 Introduction  .....................................................................................................................................................................  136

18.1 Key Planning Assumptions ..................................................................................................................................... 137

19 Strategic Context  .......................................................................................................................................................... 137

19.1 Current Strategies  ........................................................................................................................................................ 137

19.2 Chapter 23 Action Plan  ...........................................................................................................................................  140

19.3 Roma Seminar Operational Conclusions  .....................................................................................................  142

19.4 IPA II Indicative Strategy Paper  ..........................................................................................................................  142

19.5 Planned and Forecast IPA Projects  .................................................................................................................  143

19.6 Brussels Negotiations and Regional Process  ...........................................................................................  146

19.7 UN Context  ....................................................................................................................................................................... 147

19.8 Draft Law on Free Legal Aid  .................................................................................................................................  149

19.9 New Draft Law on Housing  ...................................................................................................................................  150

10 Municipal Resources  ...................................................................................................................................................  88

10.1 Level of Development  ................................................................................................................................................  88

10.2 Local Government Finances  .................................................................................................................................. 90

10.3 Social Welfare Services – Coverage  .................................................................................................................  91

10.4 Implications for Policy and Programming  .......................................................................................................  91

11 The Missing  .......................................................................................................................................................................  93

PART II – PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT OF ASSISTANCE FOR IDPS 96

12 Introduction  ....................................................................................................................................................................... 96

13 Overview of Direct Assistance for IDPs Provided since 2008  ........................................................  96

14 Impact Assessment of Direct Assistance  .................................................................................................... 100

14.1 Housing Assistance  ................................................................................................................................................... 100

14.2 Livelihoods Assistance  ............................................................................................................................................  106

14.3 Closing Collective Centres  ...................................................................................................................................  107

14.4 Return Assistance  .......................................................................................................................................................  109

14.5 Access to Rights and Entitlements  ...................................................................................................................  110

15 Effectiveness and Sustainability of Direct Assistance Provided ..................................................... 114

15.1 Social Housing and Social Housing in a Supportive Environment  ............................................... 114

15.2 Village Housing  .............................................................................................................................................................  115

15.3 Pre-fabricated Houses  ............................................................................................................................................... 117

15.4 IGA/Employment/Livelihoods  ...............................................................................................................................  119

15.5 Municipal Grants  ..........................................................................................................................................................  120



Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

10 11

Annex 4   Strategies for Refugees and IDPs – Goals and Objectives for IDPs  .......................................  186

Annex 5   Chapter 23 Contents  .............................................................................................................................................  188

Annex 6   Extracts and Comments from the Chapter 23 Action Plan  ...........................................................  189

Annex 7   Roma Seminar Conclusions 2015  ..................................................................................................................  194

Annex 8   Key Monitoring Indicators  ...................................................................................................................................  201

Annex 9   Future IDP Surveys  ................................................................................................................................................  207

Annex 10  List of Key Informants and Focus Group Participants  ..................................................................... 208

19.10 Implications for Policy and Programming  .....................................................................................................  151

20 Proposals for Direct Assistance  .........................................................................................................................  152

20.1 Project Proposal 1 – Roma IDP settlements  ...............................................................................................  152

20.2 Project Proposal 2 – Legal Aid in Kosovo  ...................................................................................................  154

20.3 Project Proposal 3 – Housing Support  .........................................................................................................  155

21 Proposals for Advocacy and Policy Change  .............................................................................................  159

21.1 Strategy for Roma Inclusion and Supporting Actions  ..........................................................................  159

21.2 Closure of Collective Centres  ..............................................................................................................................  161

21.3 Legal Aid Implementation  ......................................................................................................................................  162

21.4 Employment Legal and policy  .............................................................................................................................  164

21.5 Fiscal and Social Security Reforms  ..................................................................................................................  165

21.6 Residence Registration  ............................................................................................................................................. 167

22 Proposals for Monitoring  ........................................................................................................................................  168

22.1 Components  ...................................................................................................................................................................  168

22.2 Key Monitoring Indicators  ......................................................................................................................................  169

22.3 Annual Report  ................................................................................................................................................................  169

22.4 Organisation and Funding  .....................................................................................................................................  169

22.5 Concluding Remarks  .................................................................................................................................................  170

Annex 1   IDP Distribution by Ethnicity and Municipality  .......................................................................................... 171

Annex 2   Key Labour Market Indicators, Calculations and Trends  ................................................................  180

Annex 3   Data on Informal Collective Centres  ............................................................................................................  183



FoRewoRD



Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

14 15

Ultimately, by identifying these protection gaps, the report shows the need for UNHCR and other United 
Nations agencies to jointly focus in the next several years on solutions for Roma IDPs through stronger 
advocacy and operational projects to support durable solutions, and to provide guidance to the State on the 
directions it should take in this regard. It would also be crucial for the European Union to play a stronger role 
by incorporating new benchmarks related to Roma IDPs in the accession chapters and through enhanced 
and targeted funding for Roma IDPs.

I am pleased to provide the foreword to this document and trust it will be seen as a useful tool available to 
the Government and a wide range of partners that can guide and inform their response. In this context, it is 
essential for all State actors to work together with United Nations agencies that have been supporting IDPs 
and that have the experience and good will to support the State in providing solutions. I am appreciative to 

UNHCR for their support, and, especially, to Richard Allen for undertaking this important research.  

Chaloka Beyani 
United Nations Special Rapporteur on the human rights of IDPs

Foreword
Seventeen years after the first wave of displacement, it is estimated that 88,000 vulnerable internally 
displaced persons in Serbia remain with displacement related needs and lack durable solutions. In my 
capacity as United Nations Special Rapporteur on the human rights of internally displaced persons (IDPs), I 
had the opportunity to undertake an official visit to Serbia in October 2013. At the time, I was struck by the 
living conditions of IDPs fifteen years after fleeing from Kosovo1, and urged the Government of Serbia to 
pay greater attention to IDPs, including in terms of their access to documentation, housing, employment 
opportunities and health care. I returned to Serbia to undertake a follow-up visit in September 2016, three 
years after my first visit there, to assess progress made on my recommendations. Despite some positive 
steps taken by the authorities, including in terms of housing and documentation, the overall picture remains 
one of a protracted situation where long-standing IDPs’ needs must be addressed as a matter of priority.

As established by the Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement (1998), the primary duty to protect and 
provide assistance to IDPs rests with national authorities. Consequently, the Government of Serbia should 
invest more in its efforts to support IDPs in their search for durable solutions. 

This important research brings to light the challenges facing the poorest IDPs, who remain the ones missing 
out on durable solutions. They often fall between the cracks due to their lack of access to information, 
knowledge and capacities to go through the maze of rules and procedures for diverse projects. This report 
also takes a critical look at the extremely precarious situation of Roma IDPs, who are often the poorest of 
the poor and the most marginalized. These IDPs should be the priority of the Government and all other 
stakeholders in future planning, and efforts to promote solutions for Roma IDPs should be intensified and 
tailored to their specific needs. It is my sincere hope that this report leads to an open discussion on these 
issues among key actors.

1  All references to Kosovo in the present document should be understood to be in compliance with Security Council 
resolution 1244 (1999) and without prejudice to the status of Kosovo.
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1. Introduction

1.1  Purpose 

This paper is the main output of a project to develop a programme strategy to address the needs of Internally 
Displaced Persons (IDPs) in Serbia. The project, commissioned by UNHCR, had three phases. It first looked at 
the current situation of IDPs in Serbia, based primarily on existing sources and supplemented by qualitative 
research. The situation analysis formed the baseline for discussions on programming, and provided in-depth 
analysis of the current situation and challenges relevant for planning future actions.

The second phase examined the support provided for IDPs so far, explored the impact and sustainability of 
this assistance, and the extent to which the assistance was efficient, effective and relevant to their needs. 

Both the assessment of the current situation and the assessment of support then fed into the development of 
a programme strategy. This is essentially a set of prioritised proposals for both programme actions and policy 
actions that could be taken by the Government of Serbia, international organisations, non-governmental 
organisations, and international donors. Taken together, these proposals are intended to form a coherent 
and comprehensive programme of action that would substantially improve the situation of IDPs from Kosovo.

This paper puts forward the view that a coherent set of actions at both programme and policy levels could, in 
ten years’ time, lead to a situation in which there will be no substantive differences in the living standards of 
IDPs and the majority population – regardless of whether they decide to stay in their place of displacement 
or return to Kosovo. 

1.2  Background

Analysis of the Current Situation

The last survey of the general IDP population was carried out in late 2010, and results published in 20111. 
Since then there has been a survey of the Roma IDP population in 2014 (published 20152) but no other study 
of the general IDP population.

In order to prepare programme and policy solutions for the IDP population, Part I of this paper takes a 
comprehensive look at both the scale and nature of the needs of the population. Numbers are particularly 
contentious, so estimates in this report are based, as far as possible, on the best available evidence. Inevitably 

1 UNHCR, JIPS, Commissariat for Refugees: Assessment of the Needs of Internally Displaced Persons in Serbia, 
February 2011

2 Cvejic, Slobodan, UNHCR, JIPS, Assessment of the Needs of Internally Displaced Roma in Serbia, May 2015

there will be unknowns. As an example, one of the major unknowns is the extent of emigration from Serbia to 
other countries in Europe. This also includes a circular migration pattern of Roma (IDPs and domicile) leaving 
for Western Europe, being returned under readmission agreements, and then attempting once again to go 
to Western Europe, which makes calculating numbers fraught.

Each section within Part I provides a themed analysis, and then concludes with some implications for 
programming. This gives directions on the likely scale of solutions needed, and some indication of policy 
and programmatic assistance.

Part I of this paper attempts to provide a description of the situation of persons from Kosovo in their place 
of displacement. Leaving aside the question of durable solution – whether local integration or return - it 
starts from the perspective that the daily lives of IDPs should be improved, and seeks to examine how the 
resources that are likely to be available could be used to make the best impact on their lives, while keeping 
open both return and local integration as options.

Performance Assessment of Assistance to IDPs

Since 2000, there have been significant levels of assistance for IDPs, in addition to the continuing assistance 
for refugees from Croatia and Bosnia Herzegovina. However, aside from a few individual project evaluations, 
there have been no higher level assessments of the overall impact of assistance specifically to IDPs. This 
report aims at identifying best practices as well as whether any particular group or individuals had been 
either excluded from assistance, or benefitted less than others. 

Programme Strategy

The suggested programme strategy is based on the findings of the earlier two parts of the research. A 
challenge was the difficulties to anticipate what resources might be available for any further actions.

The approach taken to the programme strategy was to assemble the findings so far – from both the situation 
analysis and the performance assessment – and identify the most promising approaches for the most 
pressing priorities of needs. These priorities were then examined in the light of existing commitments for 
reform, including government strategies, that would provide an indication of what would already be covered 
or dealt with. The priorities in the programme strategy here presented are considered to be the real priority 
additional actions that are necessary – above that which is already proposed in existing strategies and 
programmes – in order to improve the living standards of the remaining internally displaced persons in need.

It is also worth mentioning at this point that throughout the research there was no assumption about whether 
the IDPs would return to their place of origin, or remain in displacement. It was important, however, that the 
actions proposed allow, and will continue to allow, IDPs to make free and informed choices about their place 
of residence.



Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

20

1.3  Methodology

The research for this report was carried out during 2015, using a combination of methods:

•	 Desk research of available documentation and primary research

•	 Desk analysis of available data

•	 Field visits to areas of high IDP concentrations, including interviews and group discussions with IDPs, 
 local authorities and civil society groups. Locations included:

•	 Kraljevo

•	 Kosovo/Pristina

•	 Kosovo/Graçanicë/Gračanica

•	 Kragujevac

•	 Niš

•	 Gazdin Han

•	 Interviews and discussions with more than 70 key informants throughout the process

•	 Five half-day focus group discussions with over 40 leading experts on the following themes:

•	 Roma IDPs

•	 Housing

•	 Livelihoods

•	 Very vulnerable IDPs

•	 Free legal aid

A list of participants and interviewees is provided in Annex 10
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PARt I SItUAtIoN ANALYSIS oF INteRNALLY 
DISPLACeD PeRSoNS

2. Population and Locations

In order to create the basis for effective policy and programme plans, it is necessary to understand a little 
about the target population. This section explores the numbers, demographics and locations of the IDP 
populations. The key sources are the registration exercise in 2000/2001 and surveys of samples of the 
populations conducted since – notably in 2010. Given the time delay between the original registration of 
IDPs and now, this section also tackles some of the likely demographic and migration trends since then.

2.1  How Many IDPs?

Number of registered IDPs
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The size of the population of IDPs is a critical question for preparing programmes of assistance. It informs the 
likely scale of the needs, and subsequently the likely costs of support. Knowing accurately the size of the 
population helps to prioritise assistance between one population and others, and also to assess which types 
of assistance (e.g. policy change vs direct aid) are likely to be most cost effective.

The number of registered IDPs in 2015, according to data from the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration 
(known by its Serbian acronym as KIRS) is 203,140 individuals.

The original numbers of IDPs come from a registration exercise carried out in the aftermath of the 1999 
conflict, and includes people subsequently registered as IDPs following the riots of 2004 and others who 
have subsequently left Kosovo for whatever reason and registered themselves as IDPs. 

Of these IDPs, around 10% declare themselves as Roma, Ashkaeli or Egyptians1,2. 

2.2  Households

From the survey of 2010, it is known that the average IDP household size is 4.16 members, rather higher 
than the Serbia average of 2.9 members. This means that the total IDP population consists of around 49,500 
households. The size of Roma households is only slightly larger (4.76), so there are around 4,890 Roma IDP 
households, or once again, roughly 10% of the total IDP population.

2.3  Adjustments

Given that the official figures are based on a registration exercise that took place fifteen years ago, there 
have inevitably been many questions about its continued accuracy. However, it is not clear in which way the 
figure could be adjusted without undertaking another registration campaign. 

There are several factors which are likely to have both upward and downward pressures on the total number 
of IDPs. The registration figures do not take all these into account, and so the following trends need to be 
considered when looking at the total likely number of IDPs.

Downward pressures:
•	 There has been no re-registration exercise since 2000, but declarations of births and deaths and 
changes of address are accounted for.  However, no account taken of people who might consider them-
selves fully integrated and no longer have displacement-related needs..

•	 People who migrate to other countries are not systematically de-registered.  Unless they officially 
de-register themselves (which is rare for emigrants) there is no process to review or refresh the data held 
on IDPs to check whether they still are at the registered location.

1 In the registration of 2000 19,551 persons registered as Roma and 605 as Egyptians, out of a total registered 
population of 187,129 – or 10.8% (UNOCHA, Registration of Internally Displaced Persons from Kosovo and Metohija, 
2000). The 2010 UNHCR survey found 10.3% Roma households, or 12.8% Roma individuals in its sample (p36).

2 While this text recognises that the Roma, Ashkaeli and Balkan-Egyptian communities are distinct ethnic groups with 
their own traditions, given the relatively low numbers of Ashkaeli and Balkan-Egyptians among the IDP population 
in Serbia, they are referred to collectively in subsequent text as ‘Roma’ for ease of reading. 
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Recorded returns to Kosovo 2001 - 2014
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•	 There has been a steady emigration of displaced persons from Serbia to other European countries, 
although there are also increasing numbers of returns to Serbia under readmission agreements. The net 
effect, however, is likely to be a lower IDP population in Serbia, particularly among the Roma population. 
Recent surveys (UNHCR 2015) suggest that the rate of internal and external migrations is relatively mod-
est: “less than 20% of [Roma] households changed their environment after 2000” p20.

•	 There is a steady decline in overall population numbers. Since 2001 to 2013 the total population of 
Serbia declined by 4.5%1. If the same population change applies to the IDP population, this means that 
the population of IDPs should have reduced naturally by roughly the same amount.

Upward pressures:
•	 Since 2001 UNHCR has recorded 31,094 returns of IDPs to Kosovo. In theory this should reduce the 
number of IDPs by the same number. Registration figures do take account of registered returns (though 
not ‘spontaneous’ returns). However, estimates suggest that only around 25% of returns at most are 
successful, meaning that the total number of IDPs still in displacement is only reduced by some 7-8,000 
(assuming that the ‘failed returns’ then go back to their place of displacement in Serbia proper rather than 

1 Based on figures from 2001 and 2011 census data and Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia projections to 2013.

anywhere else). If failed returns are included, this then means that the number of IDPs might be around 
22,000 higher than registered.

•	 The registration of Roma IDPs in particular is thought to be incomplete, with some estimates putting 
the number of Roma IDPs who did not register at around 20-25,000 Roma unregistered2. The general 
under-registration of the Roma population in Serbia would support this. For example, the 2011 census re-
corded 147,604 Roma in Serbia, while Roma NGOs estimate the numbers to be from 200.000 to 400.000 
and the official Council of Europe average estimate for the Roma population in Serbia is 600,0003. 

•	 Children of IDP households are often not registered as IDPs. The 2010 survey found that 11.9% of all 
IDPs surveyed were not registered, 79% of whom were children under fifteen.

estimating numbers of Roma IDPs

While the number of Serb and other non-Roma displaced is likely to be reasonably accurate, some believe that 
that the number of Roma IDPs is underestimated. There are two good reasons for this. First, that the Roma (and 
Ashkaeli and Egyptian) population of Kosovo before the conflict was thought to be around 120,000, and after 
the conflict (the Council of Europe official average estimate was put at 37,500 for 2012). While many went to 
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (less than 1,000) and Montenegro (4,000), the majority would have 
travelled to Serbia proper, and some beyond. Asylum and immigration statistics for Western European countries 
do not usually indicate the ethnic identity of persons from the former Yugoslavia, so we don’t know how many 
Roma from Kosovo would have travelled beyond Serbia. Nevertheless, it seems unlikely that as many as 50,000 
Roma would have moved from Kosovo to Western Europe.

The second reason is the tendency for many Roma not to register officially. Census data are thought to 
significantly under-estimate the total number of Roma in Serbia by as much as 450,000. The Council of Europe 
officially accepted average estimate for the number of Roma in Serbia (excluding Kosovo) is 600,000, while the 
census of 2011 reports only 147,604 individuals – one quarter of the Council of Europe estimate. 

However, the registered number of Roma IDPs is “some 23,000 Roma are in the register of internally displaced 
persons in Serbia.” (UNHCR survey of Roma IDPs, 2015). The indications are that there are rather more Roma IDPs 
than the 23,000 registered. OSCE suggests 20-25,000 Roma IDPs were not registered. A 2002 study by Basic 
and Jaksic suggested 46,000 Roma IDPs. Given that they are also perhaps the most vulnerable segment of the 
population – even more so than for the Roma population as a whole – the population estimate has significant 
implications for programming.

In conclusion, it is likely that the number of non-Roma IDPs in Serbia overall is lower than the official 
figure (180,000)4, while the number of Roma IDPs is likely to be higher, notwithstanding the effects of 
onward migration to Western Europe.

2 http://www.osce.org/odihr/75578?download=true p5

3 http://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=0900001680088ea9 
But this estimate – ‘official’ though it is, is considered very controversial.

4 203,000 IDPs total, less 23,000 Roma IDPs
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2.4  Age Structure of IDPs

There are two sources of information for the age structure of IDPs. The first is the registration data, for which 
UNHCR has provided an age breakdown. The second is the survey data from 2010. These two data sources 
show radically different pictures of the IDP population.

The registration data age breakdown is shown below.

As can be seen, the registered IDP population has somewhat fewer young people, but rather more people 
of working age. This makes sense because, fifteen years after the conflict and displacement, it would be 
expected that not all young people are registered as IDPs.

UNHCR data for 1 November 2014

Name of Population Planning Group: Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs)

Age Group

Male Female Total

in numbers in % In numbers in % In numbers in %

0-4 124 0.06% 132 0.06% 256 0.12%

5-17 9,590 4.65% 8,928 4.34% 18,518 8.99%

18-59  68,579 33.29% 67,087 32.56% 135,666 65.85%

60 and > 23,943 11.62% 27,643 13.42% 51,586 25.04%

Total: 102,236 49.62% 103,790 50.38% 206,026 100%

Major locations:  Central Serbia

Age structure of IDP population:
registered IDPs 2013/2014
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If, however, the survey data from the 2010 UNHCR IDP survey is considered, it can be seen that IDP 
households have a considerably higher proportion of young people than the whole population (census data 
2011) and rather fewer older people. The population of young people between 0-19 is 50% higher among IDP 
households than the general population. There are half as many people 60 and over in the IDP population 
as in the general population. 
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As noted earlier, many children under 15 in IDP households are not registered as IDPs, and this would 
account for the differences between the survey data and the registration data. The survey data is more likely 
to show the actual situation as of late 2010. 

2.5  Gender

There is not a big difference between the total numbers of male and female registered IDPs. The main point 
of note is the 3% higher number of female IDPs over 60, which is perhaps to be expected given the longer 
life expectancies of women in general. 

The survey data shows a similar picture. But compared with the general population there are rather fewer 
elderly IDPs than elderly domicile population, and with elderly female IDPs 2% higher than elderly males. 
Despite this lower representation of elderly people, it is important to note when thinking about policies and 
projects targeting the over sixties that elderly households may have greater needs than those of working 
age. 
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As noted above in section 2.4, IDPs are, on the whole, younger than the general population. However, there 
are few gender differences in terms of overall numbers.

Gender Related Needs

IDP women are much more likely to be single parents with dependent children. 14.6% of female IDPs are 
in this situation compared to 1.7% of male IDPs. Likewise, elderly women are much more likely to be single 
person households – 15.1% of women compared to 3.2% of men1. In programming terms, this means that 
more attention is needed on the needs of elderly women in these situations, but also to be aware that there 
will be men in need, whose needs are perhaps harder to see and harder to identify.

1 2010 IDP survey table 20
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2.6  ethnicities

Some three quarters of IDPs are ethnic Serbs, while the RAE IDPs constitute the next biggest ethnic group 
among IDPs. Roma populations from Kosovo are often described as ‘Roma, Ashkaeli and Egyptian’, or RAE. 
These are in fact three separate communities, each with their own identities and languages. In the case of the 
displaced from Kosovo, less than 0.5% of the RAE population is Ashkaeli, and only 3.5% is Balkan Egyptian. 
In this text, most attention is paid to the Roma population. Balkan Egyptian IDPs are mainly concentrated in 
Novi Sad, Zemun and New Belgrade.

Registered IDPs by ethnicity 2014

Gorani, 1%

Muslim/Bosniak, 3%

Montenegrin, 4%

Undeclared, 6%

RAE, 11%

Others, 1%

Serb, 74%

Source: Commissariat of Refugees database, extracted by UNHCR Jan 2016

2.7  Locations and Geographical Variations

IDPs are not evenly distributed through the country. In terms of absolute numbers, there is a concentration 
of IDPs in the bigger cities, particularly Belgrade1. 

In all municipalities of Belgrade, there are 58,647 registered IDPs (2014 figures), by far the highest number in 
Serbia and more than a quarter of the total IDP population. After Belgrade, Kraljevo is the biggest host, with 
19,570, then Kragujevac (11,061) and Niš (10,735). 

The map on the next page shows the distribution of IDPs by number. 

When the density of the IDP population is considered, however, a different picture is seen. Population 
density is important in programming terms because it correlates with the relative burden placed on local 
services and resources. The 58,647 IDPs in Belgrade constitute only 3.5% of the total population of Belgrade, 
whereas Kuršumlija’s 6,000 IDPs make up one third of the municipalities’ inhabitants. This concentration of 
IDPs clearly will have an impact on jobs, land, schools, and many other aspects of local life. The population 
density of IDPs is therefore a very important factor in thinking about programmes and policy for supporting 
IDPs.

The map on the following page shows the density of the IDP population in Serbia, by municipality. By contrast 
with the map of absolute population, density, and therefore impact, of the IDP population is disproportionately 
in the southern, poorer municipalities. 

1 IDP figures based on the table of Refugee and IDP numbers produced by the Commissariat for Refugees and 
Migration, Republic of Serbia, and available at http://www.kirs.gov.rs/docs/statistika/izbirl2014.pdf (Serbian only)
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2.8  ethnicity and Locations

The distribution of IDPs by ethnicity in Serbia is notable, and has implications for programming. Nearly half of 
all Roma IDPs are to be found in Vojvodina, while only 10% of non-Roma IDPs are in the province. Belgrade 
has attracted nearly a quarter of all IDPs (23%), and nearly a third of all Roma IDPs (29%).

One implication is that if programmes are specifically targeted at Roma IDPs, then Vojvodina should not be 
ignored – even though very few IDPs overall are to be found there, there is a substantial population of Roma 
IDPs.

% of Roma/Non-Roma IDPs by region
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The map below shows the geographical distribution of RAE IDPs in Serbia as of 2009. The data is from the 
registration data of IDPs held by the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration. More recent data, from 2014, 
shows a very similar picture with little change from 2009.

The Table in Annex 1 shows the 2014 data of the main IDP ethnicities by municipality.
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2.9  emigration and Return

Emigration to other parts of Europe is thought to be a factor especially for the Roma populations of displaced 
persons. How might the size of this impact be estimated?

The 2014 UNHCR survey of Roma IDPs found that “one or more members of 18% of the households stayed 
abroad for longer than 30 days at least once, or are still there since early 2010. These 18% include 4% of 
the households in Serbia one member of which stayed abroad and the remaining 14% with two or more 
such members. Interestingly, those who now reside in Belgrade are not dominant among these 18% of the 
households. The majority come from Niš (22% of the total number), Kostolac (19%), Belgrade (17%), Zrenjanin 
(13%), Subotica (12%) and Novi Sad (6%)”1

2014 and 2015 saw huge numbers of people migrating from the Western Balkans – mainly Kosovo and 
Albania, but also Serbia – to Western Europe. 

Figures from Eurostat suggest that 30,000 people from Serbia claimed asylum in the EU in 2014, and similar 
numbers so far in 20152. The BBC reported that 90% of these asylum applicants are Roma3 although without 
attributing sources. From the statistics, it is not known whether any of these Roma are also IDPs from Kosovo, 
but it is likely that many of them are.
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1  UNHCR 2014, p22

2  Figures quoted by BBC http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-34131911 and 

3  http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-34173252 

Given that Serbia is now widely considered a safe country of origin, many of them are likely to be returned 
under readmission agreements. Already in 2015, a high numbers of persons were returned to Serbia 
starting from the second half of the year. The municipalities of return generally fall into three groups: south 
Serbia, mainly Bujanovac, Vranje and Leskovac; Belgrade, mainly Palilula and Zemun; and Vojvodina, mainly 
Zrenjanin, Kikinda and Novi Sad. For each municipality the numbers are relatively small, but the costs of 
support (or of failing to support) the returnees are not negligible. Therefore, this return of failed Roma IDP 
asylum seekers needs to be considered for future programming. 

2.10  Implications for Policy and Programming

Despite the considerable uncertainties in the figures of displaced persons from Kosovo, and the equally 
uncertain variations mean, this report relies on the officially available figures for planning purposes. 

The figures below are therefore the planning figures that will be used for this report.

Description Value Unit Year

Total number of registered IDPs 203,140 Individuals 2015

Total number of RAE IDPs 23,277 Individuals 2014

Roma 22,431 Individuals 2014

Egyptian 755 Individuals 2014

Ashkaeli 91 Individuals 2014

RAE IDP households 4,890* Households 2014

IDP households 48,832** Households 2014

IDP households in need 22,071*** Households 2014

IDPs in need 97,557**** Individuals 2014

* UNHCR 2014 survey: average household size of Roma IDPs is 4.76
** UNHCR 2011 survey: average IDP household size is 4.16 
*** UNHCR 2011 survey: 45.2% of IDP households in need
**** UNHCR 2011 survey: average size IDP household in need is 4.42

In addition to these, the increasing numbers of returnees under readmission agreements should be kept in 
mind. It is assumed that these are likely to be significantly higher in 2016 than in 2015; meaning well over 
1,000 families.
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3. Poverty of IDPs 
This section looks in more depth at the situation of IDPs, the reasons for their relative poverty, and the 
resources they may have – or have access to – which can be of assistance in improving their lives. It also 
looks at how some of the trends over the past five years might have affected the IDP population as a whole 
since the survey of 2010.

3.1  Populations Requiring Assistance

Since the purpose of this document is to provide guidance on programming assistance, it is necessary to 
have an understanding of the needs and capacities of the IDP population. There are obviously many IDPs 
who have tradeable skills, who have found work in their place of displacement or who continue to work for 
institutions in Kosovo (but who would consider themselves displaced) who have reasonably comfortable 
lives comparable with that of the non-displaced population.

There are also those who suffered considerably because of their forced eviction from Kosovo, and who have 
still not been able to build a reasonable standard of living in their place of displacement.

This section tries to assess what is the situation in 2015 regarding the population that requires some form of 
assistance over and above the assistance available to them as ‘ordinary’ citizens of Serbia. For the purposes 
of this report, they will be described as the population of ‘vulnerable IDPs’. The concept of vulnerability takes 
into account not just the needs of people, but also their available or potential capacities, and is therefore a 
useful one for programming. To explain, the needs of two homeless households might be similar – they need 
decent housing – but if one household has two working age people with experience in construction, and the 
other has two elderly people with physical disabilities they have very different capacities. The first household 
can contribute to the building or repair of existing property, and to earning an income to maintain a life, while 
the other is likely to be dependent on external assistance for providing housing and income. While the needs 
are the same, the first household is less vulnerable than the second because it has more resources available. 

The concept of ‘vulnerability’ also helps to analyse needs in a broader context. One family living in a poor 
municipality with few job opportunities is more likely to be vulnerable than a similar family with equivalent 
education and skills living in a richer municipality. The opportunities and services available in the richer 
municipality can offer resources which reduce vulnerability.

The concept of vulnerability therefore helps us better to understand needs and prioritise and design 
assistance.

3.2  Poverty of IDPs

IDPs are generally poorer than the rest of the population. There is no directly comparable data for the whole 
population of IDPs, but there are good indications to suggest that poverty is deeper and more widespread 
among IDPs 

The 2010 IDP survey included questions on household income, and provided a criteria-based definition to 
differentiate those who were ‘in need’ from those who were not. The criteria were as follows:

Three categories of households in need are identified:

1. Households that own an apartment/house with less with than 15m² per household member, 
no running water, electricity, bathrooms or toilets, and whose housing has damp trouble, leaky 
roof, damaged walls/floors and rotten joinery, and in addition to all this household earns less 
than RSD 8,526 per household member.

2. Households living in buildings not intended for housing and earning less than RSD 8,526 
per household member. 

3. Households living in the house that is not owned by them and earning less than RSD 8,526 
per household member.”

There is currently no definitive explanation of the origin of these in-need criteria. One suggestion is that the 
housing conditions criteria were based on those for eligibility for social housing prior to 1990, and the income 
criteria are based on the poverty line defined by the household surveys for 2010.

On the basis of this definition, the survey found that in 2010 45.2% of the sample of IDP households were 
in need. Extrapolating this finding for the total IDP population suggested 22,886 households were in need, 
or some 97,286 IDPs.

Ideally, it would be possible to make a direct comparison between the IDP population and the general 
population to see the extent to which poverty and needs differ. 
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The in-need criteria included the income requirement of “less than RSD 8,526 per household member”. By 
contrast, the Household Budget Survey for 2010 uses household consumption (not income) as the basis for 
the calculation, divided by the number of equivalent adults1. The poverty threshold for 2010 was 8,544 RSD 
per month (compared to the almost identical 8,526 for the IDP survey).

The methodologies vary in terms of looking at income (IDP survey) rather than expenditure (household 
budget survey) and in dividing by the number of household members (IDP survey) instead of equivalent 
adults (household budget survey). Nevertheless, a comparison of the two findings: the IDPs in need are 
at 45.2% while the poor in Serbia are at 9.2% of the respective populations suggests that there are good 
reasons to believe that IDPs are considerably more likely to be poor than the general population.

A key point here, expanded later on in the housing section, section 7, is that a large proportion of IDPs rent 
their homes – around 30% compared to around 5% for the general population. Rent is a large household 
expense, and for those IDPs on relatively low incomes, it is a factor that puts them at much greater risk of 
poverty. 

This factor is also a reason why the ‘in need’ criteria for the 2010 survey should be treated with caution. 
Households with more than the poverty threshold income but who have rental expenses in addition to all 
other household expenses would be considerably worse off than a comparable household that owned its 
home or for which did not pay rent. 

A poverty analysis based on household expenditure (such as the Household Budget Survey) also has this 
same constraint – those with rent obligations would perhaps have higher expenditures than home owners, 
which in expenditure based calculations of poverty would show renters as less poor than home owners. 

The most useful indicator in this regard is therefore the indicator of household costs as a share of disposable 
income. This analysis is available for the whole population in the Serbia Income and Living Conditions Survey 
of 2013, but not specifically for the IDP categories. 

1 For detail on the methodology, see SORS statistical release LP20. “As data on consumption are collected on 
household level in order to determine people well-being, the total household consumption is assigned to each 
member of the household according to the OECD equivalence scale (consumption units), the head of household 
getting weight 1, each adult member (aged 14 and over) weight 0.7, and children (aged under 14) weight 0.5”

3.3  Poverty of Roma IDPs

The 2014 survey of Roma IDPs used a methodology to define poverty that is directly compatible with that 
used by the Survey on Income and Living Conditions (SILC): the ‘at risk of poverty’ indicator. This looks at 
whether the household income divided by the number of ‘equivalent adults’ is below a pre-defined poverty 
line (13,680 RSD for 2014). Only the timeframe is different (April 2013 for SILC vs late 2014 for the IDP survey), 
and this needs to be taken into account. However, as can be seen in the graph below, the differences are so 
stark that any adjustment for timeframe would only be marginal.

The ‘at risk of poverty’ rate for Serbia (24.6%) is higher than any in the EU. The risk of poverty therefore for the 
Roma population in Serbia is extreme, and nearly ALL displaced Roma households are at risk of poverty.
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3.4  Poverty trends in Serbia Since 2010

2010 was a bad year for the poor in Serbia. The financial crisis had bitten hard, increasing poverty from 
6.1% in 2008 to a painful 9.2% of the population in 2010. A poor harvest in 2012 removed all gains made in 
2011, and the trend for 2013 remained steady. While there is no poverty data yet available for 2014 or 2015, 
economic trends suggest little improvement. From this it can be suggested that the level of poverty of IDPs 
remains similar, or perhaps slightly better, than the level when they were surveyed in 2010.
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3.5  Discrimination

Roma people, including Roma IDPs, face discrimination at all levels and in all aspects of society. While in 
some areas such as education there is a perception that things are improving, there is a pervasive and often 
unconscious bias against Roma men, women and children. In a recent UNDP-commissioned survey, 39% of 
adults agreed with the statement “I have got nothing against the Roma, but they still like to steal”1

1 Public Perceptions of Discrimination in Serbia, CeSIDBelgrade, commissioned by UNDP and the Government of 
Serbia Office of the Commissioner for the Protection of Equality, Belgrade, December 2013, p15

Discrimination is considered to be one of the main underlying issue facing Roma people, and one of the main 
reasons for their relative lack of success in school and in employment. It is also frequently cited as one of the 
main reasons for lack of access to rights and entitlements such as social security benefits, and in the fairness 
of treatment by the justice system.

There are reported incidents of attacks and discrimination against other minorities from Kosovo, including 
minorities such as the Muslim (but Serbian-speaking) Gorani.

There are also anecdotal reports of discrimination against Serb IDPs from Kosovo; this is much harder to 
document and prove, but it appears that this may be a factor particularly in employment for some public 
sector jobs. Conversely, displaced persons from Kosovo were favoured for public sector jobs soon after 
their displacement, as a means of reducing the social burden, and this may have also created a backlash. In 
conclusion, in can only be said that there are some prejudices within society, but the precise effects of these 
prejudices are hard to determine. 

The Government of Serbia has in place an Anti-Discrimination Strategy for 2013-20182, and progress of this 
strategy is being closely watched by the European Union and the Council of Europe, among others.

In terms of programming, discrimination against Roma and other minorities needs to be constantly kept in 
mind, and all programmes working with minorities need to also work for the benefit of the wider communities 
so as to reduce, not encourage, segregation and distance. Awareness of institutional discrimination is also 
essential in order to work to support institutions reducing any inherent bias in their systems and procedures. 
The EU’s “Ten Common Basic Principles on Roma Inclusion” are a useful statement of principles in the design 
of policy and programmes3.

3.6  Implications for Policy and Programming

Given the propensity for IDPs to be poor, it should be considered that measures targeting the poor overall 
based on needs rather than IDP status would also be effective in improving the situation of the poorest IDPs. 
Measures such as increasing social security payments, or paying a housing benefit would disproportionately 
benefit IDPs in need, and could therefore be seen as an alternative to programmes or policies that target 
people on the basis of their status as IDPs. A housing benefit payment, in particular, should be considered 
because the additional poverty faced by IDPs is often due to the loss of their property, without compensation, 
in their place of origin.

2 English version available at https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/
DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=09000016801e8db9 and Serbian version 

3 Available at the Council of Europe website here 
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There is an overwhelming case for prioritising Roma IDPs for specific support. They are quite literally the 
poorest of the poor, and support measures up to now have mostly failed to explicitly target their needs1.

The geographical concentration of IDPs has both advantages and disadvantages for policy and programming. 
The burden of providing additional public services falls disproportionately on a few municipalities – and 
many of those are poorer than average. However, the localisation of IDP populations makes it easier to target 
practical measures at a local level, and to combine different sorts of assistance together (e.g. improving 
housing conditions, access to education and improving local social welfare services). 

Return and readmission from the EU will be a concern in 2016 and beyond, increasing the burden on those 
few municipalities that tend to receive returnees.

Finally, special attention needs to be paid to single-headed households – primarily female-headed – which 
are much more likely to be living in severe poverty. Elderly people living alone – also primarily female – 
additionally need care and attention. 

1 This conclusion is expanded more in Part II Performance Assessment of Assistance for IDPs

4. employment and Unemployment

4.1  employment

On many measures, the situation of IDPs, and especially Roma IDPs, is significantly worse than that of the 
general population in terms of employment – both in 2010 and in 2014.

The 2010 survey found that, on the whole, IDPs were much more likely to be economically active – either 
working or seeking work – than the general population. The activity rate for IDPs was 67.7% compared to the 
general population rate of 46.7%, and IDPs in need were even more likely to be active, at 70.2%. 

IDP Employment Status 2010

Indicators* **
IDPs Serbia general population 

2010
Total In need

Activity Rate 67.7% 70.2% 59.0%

Employment Rate 35.4% 28.5% 47.2%

Unemployment Rate 47.7% 55.5% 20.0%

Source: UNHCR 2011 IDP Survey (2010 data)

* The data in the February 2011 Report Assessment of the Needs of Internally Displaced Persons in Serbia were incorrectly published. 
The figures here are the corrected figures.

** The activity rate is the percentage of active population (the sum of the employed and unemployed persons) in the population 
of working age (15-64 years). The employment rate is the percentage of the population of working age who are employed. The 
unemployment rate is calculated as the percentage of the unemployed in the active population.
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Employment Status of Roma IDPs 2014

Indicators Roma IDPs Domicile Roma Serbia general population

Activity Rate 52% 56% 49%

Employment Rate 14% 17% 40%

Unemployment Rate 74% 70% 17%

Source: 2014 UNHCR Roma IDP Survey and Labour Force Survey QIV 2014, SORS

Activity rates have remained stubbornly low (compared to other European countries) for the general population 
since then, despite efforts to change this. What is surprising is that for the general population, activity rates 
are generally higher for the more highly educated. For those with very low educational attainment, activity 
rates are as low as 10%. 

Economic activity rates 2014 for general population by education level
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However, it can be seen that while Roma IDPs are mostly very poorly educated, their activity rates are 
significantly higher than the equivalent cadre of the general population. This means that they are more likely 

to be motivated to search for work than non-Roma. This may reflect a general desperation and a greater 
need to earn some kind of income, perhaps reflecting their housing and social security situation. They are 
less likely to be discouraged from seeking work or to become dependent on other household members than 
the general population.

employment rates

High activity rates do not mean, however, that IDPs are more likely to be employed. The reverse is the case: 
IDPs in general, and Roma IDPs in particular, are much more likely to be unemployed. For IDPs as a whole in 
2010, they were between 1.5 to 2 times more likely to be unemployed, while Roma IDPs in 2014 were more 
than 4 times more likely to be unemployed than the general population.

At the level of the household, the situation is of grave concern. In nearly half of all IDP households in 2010 
(46.8%) there was no single member employed1. Of the Roma IDP households in 2014, only 13% received 
some income from employment – either permanent or occasional.

And women are in a significantly worse situation than men: 30.1% of men were employed in 2010 compared 
to 18.6% of women.

The causes of low employment rates can be attributed in part to the low education levels, especially for 
Roma IDPs. For the Roma population, it may also be an indicator of discrimination in the workplace and the 
casual nature of employment opportunities.

Quality of work

Both the 2010 and the 2014 surveys show that the quality of work available to IDPs, and especially Roma 
IDPs is much poorer than for the general population. While the headline employment rates in 2010 did not 
suggest major differences between the IDP population and the general population, going below the surface 
and looking at the nature of the work, rather more profound differences are seen. 

The 2010 survey found that, of the IDPs who have performed some kind of work in the previous week, the 
work is typically less secure than that of the general population. More than 88% of the employed general 
population had an indefinite contract, the most secure kind; only 48% of IDPs had such a contract, and, 
shockingly, only 10% of employed Roma IDPs were permanently employed. By contrast, 70% of the Roma 
IDPs who worked had only casual or occasional employment, while this is the case for 27% of the general 
IDP population, and only 1.3% of the general working population.

1 2010 IDP survey section 3.1: “53.2% of IDP households have one or more employed family members”
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These are extreme disparities and illustrate that, even where there are work opportunities, IDPs have a much 
more insecure existence than the general population. Roma IDPs are by far the worst off.

The quality of work provides an explanation to the reason why IDPs are more likely to be poor than the 
general population. Overall, education levels of all IDPs are roughly the same as the general population. But 
since the quality of work is much worse – more than half of all employment of IDPs is temporary – it can be 
seen that the levels of security are lower. The effect of the dislocation, together with the changing nature 
of the Serbian economy, means that IDPs are bearing the brunt of the transition from a centrally planned 
economy. In Serbia as a whole, there is still a large percentage of the employed population in the public 
sector (around 45% of all employees). Those dislocated from Kosovo largely lost their jobs and found it 
difficult to find new work as secure and well-paid as the positions they lost.

employment and Location of IDPs

Geography also plays a part. Many IDPs left Kosovo and moved to the places close to the territory. These 
were, and still are, some of the poorest parts of the country. 

The figure below shows the relationship between municipalities with high concentrations of IDPs and 
employment opportunities in the municipality. High IDP areas (in percentage terms) have fewer employment 

opportunities than the average for Serbia, and very much fewer opportunities than the average for Belgrade1. 
It shows very clearly that there are more job opportunities in the bigger cities, while the municipalities with a 
high share of IDPs, such as Bujanovac and Kuršumlija, have fewer employment opportunities.
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The chart above shows the geographical differences with regard to employment opportunities at the 
municipal level in 2014. The chart is based on the situation in selected municipalities – a combined list of 
the 17 municipalities with the greatest number of IDPs and the municipalities with the greatest proportion 
of municipalities among its population. It therefore combines the municipalities with the greatest number of 
IDPs with the municipalities facing the greatest costs of supporting IDPs relative to their populations. In total, 
this sample of 17 municipalities contains more than half of all IDPs in Serbia proper.

1 The low figure for Mladenovac, a municipality of Belgrade, can likely be attributed to low employment levels within 
the municipality, but many more opportunities are available within the wider area of the City of Belgrade a short 
distance away. 
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The list of these municipalities is shown below.

Municipalities with highest populations and concentrations of IDPs

Municipality No IDPs Rank (/162) % IDPs Rank (/162)

Kraljevo 19,570 1 15.60% 3

Kragujevac 11,061 2 6.16% 15

Niš 10,735 3 4.13% 26

Smederevo 8,153 4 7.53% 12

Kruševac 7,989 5 6.20% 14

Voždovac (Bg) 6,801 6 4.30% 25

Zemun (Bg) 6,212 7 3.69% 29

Kuršumlija 6,037 8 31.42% 1

Jagodina 6,024 9 8.38% 9

Vranje 6,021 10 7.21% 13

Mladenovac (Bg) 5,102 13 9.61% 7

Prokuplje 4,680 18 10.54% 5

Bujanovac 4,630 19 25.63% 2

Vrnjačka Banja 3634 23 13.20% 4

Raška 1,879 31 7.61% 10

Blace 1,074 39 9.14% 8

Medvedja 730 47 9.81% 6

Sample total/average 110,332 10.60%

Serbia total/average 206,050 2.26%

Belgrade total/average 58,647 3.53%

4.2  Unemployment

For those IDPs who did not work in the week prior to the 2010 survey, the situation is dire. IDPs are twice as 
likely to be unemployed as the general population. This means that some 48,000 IDPs were unemployed 
(see Annex 2 for the calculation of this figure). Of these, half of them have never worked, compared to 35.7% 
of the whole workforce in a similar situation. This difference most likely reflects the younger age of the IDP 
population, the general lack of work opportunities available to those with low education levels, uprooted 
networks of contacts and the consequence of living in the poorer parts of the country.

The proportion of IDPs who are long term unemployed is roughly the same as for the general population: in 
2010, 65% of unemployed IDPs had been out of work for more than a year, while 69.1% of the unemployed 
general population were in the same situation. This may reflect the nature of the employment opportunities 
available to IDPs – casual and temporary work, plus the higher activity rates: IDPs are more likely to be 
seeking work actively. It may also reflect the relative youth of the IDP population; older unemployed people 
are more likely to be out of work for a long time.

The depth and duration of unemployment among IDPs should pose a major challenge for policy makers. 
It is notable, however, that, in contrast to the survey data, official data shows a very small number of 
unemployed IDPs. As of November 2015, there were 5,7851 registered unemployed IDPs in Serbia (outside 
Kosovo). 

There are few ready empirically proven explanations for this big difference, but there are some strong 
possibilities.

One contender is the compensation payment currently being paid to 15,5472 people who lost their jobs with 
state-owned institutions as a result of the Kosovo conflict. For those living in Serbia outside Kosovo3, this 
is worth some 8,526 RSD monthly plus payments of health, social security and pension contributions. The 
cost to the state is well over EUR 15 million per year. Those in receipt of the compensation payment are 
considered to be employed for official statistics, and they therefore cannot register as unemployed. They 
cannot access active labour market measures through the National Employment Service. If they find new legal 
employment, they forfeit their rights to the compensation payment (and the payment of social contributions 
that goes with it). While the amount is relatively small, the perceived value of the social contributions is very 
high, especially in an uncertain economic environment. The compensation payment therefore incentivises 
informal work rather than formal work. It is most likely that many of the ‘minimalac’ recipients are either de 
facto unemployed, or active in the grey economy.

1 Data from correspondence with National Employment Service, 25/12/2015

2 As of November 2015, source: National Employment Service correspondence 25/12/2015

3 For those living in Kosovo, the compensation is 30% more, or 11,084 RSD per month
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Since most Roma from Kosovo were not formally employed by state organisations in Kosovo, few Roma IDPs 
are in receipt of this compensation.

Roma IDPs also face major bureaucratic impediments to registering as unemployed. It is possible to register 
with the NES in either the place of permanent residence or of temporary residence. IDPs who have a 
registered temporary residence in their place of displacement can do so. However, many Roma IDPs live in 
informal settlements for which there is no legal address, and they cannot register their address. 

While an alternative means to register an address was developed for non-displaced people in informal 
settlements to access their entitlements, which allowed them to register their address as the local Centre 
for Social Work, and consequently claim benefits and access to services on that basis, this does not apply 
to those with a permanent address elsewhere, as is considered to be the case for Roma from Kosovo. 
The reasoning is that those with a permanent address cannot register a temporary address in a different 
location if they have no actual address or legal right to live in that place. IDPs who cannot register their 
temporary address cannot access entitlements in their place of displacement. And they cannot deregister 
their permanent address without another address to declare. Their only possibility is to access entitlements 
in their place of origin – in other words, in Kosovo.

Together, these two factors could account for around 25,000 IDPs who are de facto unemployed, but unable 
to register as unemployed. While still short of the survey’s 48,000 figure, it still means that there substantially 
more than the officially registered 5,785 unemployed IDPs. With at least 30,000 unemployed IDPs, the 
government – and local governments – need to take note and address both the barriers to unemployment 
registration and the high rates of unemployment among IDPs.

4.3  Subsistence and Agriculture

In 2010, only 1.7% of IDPs received income from agriculture, while 21% earned income from agriculture prior 
to their departure from Kosovo. There is no data on the extent to which IDPs have access to agricultural land, 
but some 18.3% of IDPs live in rural areas.

According to the 2010 survey, 85.1% of households in need live in urban areas. This means that the majority 
of income generation assistance needs to be tailored to the sorts of activities that are appropriate in towns 
and cities. 

4.4  ‘work booklets’

All legally registered workers in Serbia have a so-called work booklet, (radnja knjižica) which officially records 
all employment undertaken. This is an essential document for a number of purposes. It records employment 
for calculating pension entitlements; it shows the number of years’ worked in various professions which can 
be requirements for obtaining certain categories of jobs (especially in the public sector); and it is a document 

required for accessing unemployment benefits. Work booklets can only be obtained either in the place of 
permanent residence or in the place of employment. Unemployed IDPs can get their work booklet therefore 
only by returning to their place of permanent residence in Kosovo – which can be more or less difficult 
depending on the municipality of origin. 

Just over 5% of IDPs were found not to have a work booklet in the 2010 IDP survey; The NGO ‘Praxis’ found 
that one in four of collective centre residents did not have a work booklet in 20141.

NOTE: As of January 2016 work booklets were abolished, and all records held centrally on computer. In 
theory this should overcome some of the barriers to IDPs obtaining and holding a work booklet; more time 
is needed to assess the impact of this move in practice.

4.5  employment trends in Serbia 2010 – 2015

Bearing in mind that the IDP survey for the whole IDP population was conducted in late 2010, can any 
improvement be expected in the situation between then and now, 2015? 

The graph below shows the trends in the main employment measures. The year 2010 was one of the worst in 
recent years, so it can be seen that there are slight improvements generally. Activity is slightly up, meaning a 
larger proportion of the working age population is either employed or looking for work. Employment is also 
up by more than 3%, and unemployment has fallen by 2.4% over the period.

Although it cannot be reliably inferred that the same trends have affected IDPs, an educated guess can 
be made. IDPs on the whole have roughly the same level of education as the general population, so it can 
be assumed that overall, the situation has improved by a similar extent to that of the general population. 
However, IDPs in need, and Roma IDPs especially, have significantly lower education levels. Since 2010 
employment rates have crept up slightly, by 22.7% overall. The lower educational levels have made the most 
gains, while higher educational levels have slightly reduced their employment levels. 

For non-Roma IDPs in need, it can be assumed that the overall employment situation has slightly improved. 
Given the younger age structure of IDPs, it can also be seen that the situation for younger people has also 
improved, albeit modestly. Since the onset of the economic crisis in 2008, more young people have been 
staying in education rather than face a difficult employment market. By 2015, the effects of this could be 
seen, with a slightly better educated workforce and a rise of 4.2% of employment for the post-education 
25-29 age group.

1 Praxis, Position of Internally Displaced Persons – a brief analysis of the remaining challenges, Belgrade December 
2014
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What is not known, however, is whether these benefits have been evenly distributed between the non-Roma 
IDP group and the majority population. 

From the 2014 Roma IDP survey it can be seen for sure that the situation for Roma IDPs is still very poor, and 
it is unlikely that there has been much change since the survey was conducted.

Some additional key labour market indicator trends are given in Annex 2.

Source: Statistical Office
of the Republic of Serbia,
Labour Force Surveys

Key Employment and Unemployment Trends in Serbia 2010 - 2014

70

60

10

50

2010/october 2011/november 2012/october 2013/october 2014/IV quarter

40

30

0

20

Activity rate

Employment rate

Inactivity rate

Unemployment rate

41.2

47.1

58.8

20.0
24.4 23.1

21.0
17.6

40.1

45.3

59.9

39.6

46.4

60.4

37.8

49.2

62.2

38.8

50.4

61.2

P
e

rc
e

n
ta

g
e

4.6  Implications for Policy and Programming

The top priority must be to ensure that IDPs can register as unemployed and access active employment 
measures in their place of displacement, even if they have no legal address. This means tackling both the 
law on temporary residence and the bureaucratic requirements for registration. 

the ‘minimalac’ compensation payment also would usefully be modified to encourage IDPs into legal 
work, rather than incentivising inactivity and grey employment.

The significant differences in education and activity rates between Roma IDPs and non-Roma IDPs suggests 
that support measures should be specifically tailored for each group. So far, support for employment 
and livelihoods has mostly been designed for IDPs as a whole, but the considerable variation between the 
two groups would suggest that such measures would only be effective for one or the other of the groups, 
depending on the design.

Support measures intended for IDPs should also be geographically targeted, and designed for the local 
conditions. Support in areas of relatively high employment and stronger economy such as Belgrade could 
be tailored more to the needs of the local service economy, while support measures in rural areas might be 
more geared towards subsistence and agriculture. 

Considering the high rates of youth unemployment and those without any work experience, measures 
should also explore how to give young people the skills and work experience to have a better chance of 
finding work in the labour market.

The very low educational levels of Roma IDPs suggest that measures are needed to bring Roma adults up 
to at least primary school standards of education at the same time as boosting vocational skills, and there 
are existing government programmes such as ‘Second Chance1’ intended to do just that.

Gender differences are also significant for programming. The lower employment rates of women mean that 
in order to encourage women to work, measures need to be designed specifically to take their circumstances 
into account. It would be essential to, for example, involve women, and particularly Roma women, in the 
design of employment measures.

1 Also known as ‘Functional Primary Education for Adults’
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5. other Sources of Income and Assistance

5.1  temporary Compensation or ‘Minimalac’

As noted above, IDPs from Kosovo who were formerly employed in public institutions and companies and 
remain unemployed are entitled to a monthly compensation benefit of 8,526 RSD1. This benefit is paid to 
15,547 people through the National Employment Service. Approximately half are displaced living in Serbia 
proper, the other half living in Kosovo. 

The funds for this measure originate from the unemployment insurance fund, and it costs the state well 
over EUR 15 million per year. Many other people – those formerly employed through line ministries such as 
teachers, police and health workers – who lost their jobs receive this compensation through their respective 
ministries, although their numbers are not known.

The impact of this compensation payment is complex. To some extent, it serves to supplement the incomes 
of the de facto unemployed, and this is welcomed. However, together with the funds comes entitlement to 
pension contributions in terms of years of service and health insurance. IDPs are considered to be employed 
for pension purposes for the whole period for which they have received these funds. As soon as a recipient 
engages in other formal employment, however, they lose their entitlement to this benefit. If the employment 
is temporary, or if it is terminated for whatever reason, it is not clear whether the individual is entitled to claim 
this benefit again. Beneficiaries also lose their entitlement to this compensation should they start their own 
business. Further, since they are formally employed, beneficiaries are not entitled to assistance through the 
National Employment Service for active labour market measures, such as vocational training. 

There is therefore a strong disincentive for compensation recipients to engage in formal employment, 
preferring instead to work in the grey, unregistered economy2.

As of autumn 2015 there is some discussion that this benefit will be phased out, although it is not known 
when.

5.2  Social Security

In 2010, IDPs were substantially more likely to receive social security payments than the general population. 
The two main social security payments are Family Income Support and Child Allowances. The table below 
shows the situation in 2010.

1 The value as of December 2015, and unchanged since at least the end of 2013

2 Temporary Compensation Beneficiaries from Kosovo and Metohija, Research Findings with Recommendations, 
Group 484, 2009

% of households in respective populations receiving benefit, 2010

Serbia 
population

All IDPs IDPs in need Roma IDPs

Family income support 2.6%* 34.0% 41.2% 67.9%

Child allowance 9.0% 69.7% 68.4% 67.2%

 % of households in respective populations receiving benefit, 2014

Serbia population (2013) Domicile Roma Roma IDPs

Financial Social Assistance** 4.1% 47.0% 47.0%

Child allowance 8.4% 43.0% 40.0%

* Data from Household Budget Survey, First National Report on Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction, author’s calculations

** Data from Household Budget Survey 2013, Second National report on Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction, author’s calculations

Between 2010 and 2013 there was a substantial increase in the number of households receiving family 
income support (renamed Financial Social Assistance in 2011). The number of families receiving this benefit 
increased by more than 50% from 65,816 households in 2010 to 101,656 households in 2013. However, 
comparing the findings of the two IDP surveys, it can be seen that the percentage of Roma IDP households 
receiving the benefit has dropped by one third.

It can also be seen that for child benefits, the overall proportion of households in Serbia receiving the benefit 
has remained steady (a drop of 0.6%). However, the proportion of Roma IDP households receiving child 
benefit has dropped by 27%.
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Do not need it Have not heard of this type of assistance

Unable to apply without assistance (illiterate, disabled) Do not have necessary documents

Not eligible on other grounds Not passed means test

Do not know where to apply

Reasons for failure to receive financial social assistance, IDP Roma and domicile Roma
who did not recieve assistance, in %

Source: UNHCR Roma IDP Survey 2015
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It is not clear why there were such substantial reductions in the proportion of Roma IDPs households 
benefitting from social security payments. Possible explanations include: a reduction in needs (unlikely given 
the other trends), a reduction in entitlements (possible, given some of the rule changes), or a reduction in 
accessibility (most likely). The 2014 UNHCR Roma IDP survey highlighted that 63% of Roma IDPs were not 
eligible for Financial Social Assistance ‘on other grounds’, and 46% of Roma IDP households claimed the 
same reason for the lack of entitlement to child benefits. 

Given that Roma IDPs are probably the poorest in Serbia today, the reduction in entitlement to social 
security benefits seems counter-intuitive and needs further investigation.

5.3  Pensions

IDPs who worked in Kosovo before 1999 face difficulties in accessing their full pension rights. Information is 
required from the Kosovo authorities to validate the years of service worked in order to calculate pension 
entitlements. Where data is not available (in the majority of cases), the Pension and Disability Fund of Serbia 
(PIO Fond) gives a temporary decision on pension entitlements. The amount provided by the temporary 
decision is typically less than the expected entitlement.

In order for this issue to be resolved, agreement is needed between the Serbia and Kosovo authorities 
on sharing relevant information. It is not known at present whether this issue will be on the agenda of the 
dialogue in Brussels.

According to the NGO Praxis, even if there is an agreement between Belgrade and Pristina on the issue, “not 
all people will be able to obtain relevant information and data about their years of service since many records 
have been lost, destroyed or missing and the Pension Fund in Kosovo does not possess those data. In those 
cases, the affected IDPs will need legal assistance to seek adequate legal remedy”. 

In the meantime, pension recipients continue to receive low pensions while waiting for legal resolution.

5.4  Remittances

Neither of the two IDP surveys specifically ask a question on remittances from overseas. The 2014 Roma IDP 
survey asks whether households receive financial assistance from friends or family; 6% of domicile and 5% 
of IDP Roma say they do. 

For Serbia as a whole, on average, every man, woman and child receives 560 USD per year in remittances, 
one of the largest values in the world. It would be surprising if remittances played no part in the income of 
IDPs as a whole, given the size of the Serbian diaspora.

Future research would usefully investigate the role of remittances in the income and survival of IDPs. 

5.5  Soup Kitchens

The 2014 Roma IDP survey found that, in 25% of Roma IDP households, at least one member received a hot 
meal from a soup kitchen (narodna kuhinja) in the last year, compared to 17% for domicile Roma households. 
Anecdotally, many IDPs rely on this assistance because it is (bureaucratically) easier to access than other 
forms of support. 
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Over the last two years, soup kitchens in many parts of the country have been facing closure or cuts, even as 
demand is rising. They are typically financed by municipal budgets and are therefore struggling, especially in 
the poorer parts of the country where relative demand is highest1. In Kuršumlija, the Red Cross says that they 
have 950 users of the soup kitchen, or 10% of local citizens. Of these beneficiaries, some 250 are children 
under 14.

The 2013 study “Mapping Social Welfare Services within the Mandate of Local Governments in the Republic 
of Serbia” did not include soup kitchens as part of the survey. The follow up, scheduled for 2016, will include 
them, and so more detailed information for policy makers on the role of the soup kitchens in alleviating 
poverty should be available.

Nevertheless, soup kitchen services are highly discretionary, and depend largely on the generosity and 
budgets of local administrations.

5.6  Implications for Policy and Programming

The sources of income that low income and unemployed IDPs receive are barely sufficient for survival. The 
‘minimalac’ compensation payment actively discourages low wage earners from legal employment and 
therefore access to pension, health and unemployment insurances. The programming phase needs to find 
alternative policies that are at the same time targeted to the IDPs most in need and encourage – rather than 
discourage - formal employment.

Social security payments do not differentiate between beneficiaries on the basis of their costs of living. 
Those who rent homes are at a substantial disadvantage over those who own their homes, but they do not 
receive any higher rates of social security. It could thus be considered whether the introduction of a housing 
benefit payment would be useful for those with little or no income, who do not own their own homes. This 
has been discussed in the past and is a legal possibility, but some further action would be needed to make 
this possible. 

Access to social security seems highly variable, and the role of legal aid services to assist people to access 
their entitlements seems essential. Programming needs to consider the role of legal aid, as well as the 
coverage and access.

1 See, for example http://www.novosti.rs/vesti/naslovna/drustvo/aktuelno.290.html:450163-Mnoge-narodne-kuhinje-
pred-zatvaranjem and http://www.blic.rs/tag/2287/Narodna-kuhinja (Serbian only)

More research is needed into the role, costs and benefits of the soup kitchens. As a last resort for many 
of the poorest, coverage is localised, dependent on local governments’ budgets and the availability of 
providers like the Red Cross. Unlike social security, there is no entitlement; instead, there is a waiting list 
when soup kitchens cannot cope. If these are a genuinely needed part of the social welfare and social 
security landscape, more needs to be done to ensure coverage and access for the very poorest.

Remittances are likewise a neglected part of research. The next survey on IDPs would usefully seek more 
detailed information on remittances to understand to what extent the population depends on these, and 
what part they play in lifting people out of poverty.

Finally, the pensions issue will only be resolved through dialogue and agreements on sharing information 
between Belgrade and Pristina. Negotiations need to be followed closely, and some form of advocacy for 
the rights of IDPs in these negotiations might need to be considered. In conjunction with this, as the legal 
and practical situation changes, again, access to legal aid for IDPs will continue to be necessary to assist in 
accessing full pension rights.
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6. education

6.1  educational Attainment of Adults

One of the contributing factors to the relative poverty of IDPs in need and Roma IDPs can be found in the 
situation regarding educational attainment.

While IDPs overall are only slightly less well-educated than the general population (see graph below), and 
IDPs in need are only somewhat less well-educated than the IDP population, the differences are minor in 
comparison to the state of education of the Roma population, and of the Roma IDPs especially. According 
to the 2010 survey, nearly 60% of Roma IDPs over 15 had not completed a primary education. The situation 
found by the 2014 UNHCR Roma IDP survey was even worse, with over 65% of Roma IDPs not having 
graduated from primary school, compared to nearly 12% for the general population.

There has been little change in the educational structure of the working age population between 2010 and 
20141, so it can be assumed in general that the education structure for IDPs as a whole in 2015 remains 
roughly the same as in 2010.

The low level of education of Roma – both displaced and domicile – is very likely one of the main causes of 
their low employment rates. 

1 Author’s comparison of data from the Labour Force Surveys 2008 – 2015, extracted from RZS database 24/8/2015
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Gender Differences in educational Attainment

There are also gender differences in terms of education. For the general population, and the non-Roma IDP 
population, these are not significant. However, for Roma people in general, and probably for Roma IDPs2, 
there are wide variations between men and women in terms of their education.

2 There was no gender analysis of education or employment in either the 2010 or the 2014 surveys. 
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The chart below shows the differences for the Roma population as a whole in Serbia (both IDPs and domicile 
from the 2011 census). Roma women (13%) are twice as likely as Roma men (7%) to have had no formal 
schooling and six times as likely as the female general population (2%). Roma women (4%) are half as likely 
to finish a secondary education as Roma men (8%), and six times less likely than women generally (24%). 

this overall educational disadvantage of Roma women IDPs would usefully be taken into account for 
programming both in terms of setting priorities for assistance, and in terms of the design of the assistance.

6.2  School Attendance and Access to education

The 2010 IDP survey found that 7% of IDP children and 27.9% of Roma IDP children were not attending 
primary school. 

The 2010 UNICEF Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey found that the net primary completion rate for the general 
population was 92.0%, while that for Roma settlements only 35.0%1. The 2014 MICS (MICS V) recorded a 
primary school attendance rate for all children of 98.5%, but for Roma (IDPs and domicile) children this was 
only 84.9%.

1 UNICEF Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey IV, 2010

IDPs as a whole, and Roma IDPs in particular, are therefore much less likely to be attending and completing 
primary school. Roma girls are more likely to drop out than boys

As has been noted in other sections of the report, this has major consequences on employment prospects, 
poverty and quality of life. Primary school drop-out is a key factor in perpetuating the poverty of families 
through the generations. 

The IDP survey findings do not disaggregate results by gender, so it cannot be known from the data whether 
there are major differences between IDP girls and boys, but it can be inferred from the data for the whole 
population that the situation for Roma girls is rather worse than for Roma boys.

Language and education

Few of the Roma IDPs speak Serbian at home. The graphs below, from the 2014 survey, show that only 7% of 
Roma IDPs use Serbian at home. Clearly this creates problems for entry into pre-school and primary school 
in places, especially where there is little specific support for Roma communities, such as the Pedagogical 
Assistants.

Source: 2014 Roma IDP survey

IDP Roma language most

frequently used at home
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frequently used at home
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Roma 76%
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6.3  trends in education

There has been little change in the educational structure of the working age population between 2010 and 
20141, so it can be assumed in general that the education structure for IDPs as a whole in 2015 remains 
roughly the same as in 2010. 

As noted in the Employment Trends in Serbia 2010 – 201 section 4.5 above, young people have been 
staying in education longer since 2008 as a consequence of the economic crisis, and the workforce is now 
becoming slightly better educated overall. Assuming that most of the newly educated workforce stays in 
Serbia, this should benefit the economy, but it puts the low-educated at an even greater disadvantage in the 
jobs market.

Some small improvement in the education of young Roma people can be seen in recent years. The following 
data is extracted from the MICS surveys conducted by UNICEF in 2010 and 20142. Literacy is slightly up, 
as is primary and secondary school attendance. However, for young Roma people the figures are still 
disappointingly low, and there is a long way to go for the Roma population to be anywhere close to the 
standards of the majority population. 

Since these surveys covered Roma settlements in general, it is not known to what extent the data is reliable 
specifically for Roma IDPs. However, given that IDPs’ situation is generally worse than for the domicile 
population, it can be assumed that any gains in education made for the domicile Roma population are either 
similar or worse for the IDP Roma population.

1 Author’s comparison of data from the Labour Force Surveys 2008 – 2015, extracted from RZS database 24/8/2015

2 UNICEF Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys. The surveys covered a sample of the general population, and samples 
from Roma settlements. Author’s comparison of data.

Key Education Trends 2010 – 2014, UNICEF MICS

MICS Indicator

2010 2014

Serbia
Roma 

Settlements
Serbia

Roma 
Settlements

7.1
Literacy rate among young women age 

15-24
99.3% 76.5% 99.1% 80.1%

7.7 Primary school completion rate 92.0% 62.7% 93.4% 64.0%

7.5
Net secondary school attendance ratio 

(adjusted)
89.3% 19.3% 89.1% 21.6%

6.4  Implications for Policy and Programming

The outstanding issue with regards to education is the low educational attainment status of Roma IDPs, 
and Roma women in particular. This is a particular concern for a whole range of issues, including access 
to employment and access to rights and entitlements. Interventions to support people with low education 
status need to bear this in mind, since it is much harder to assist a person who is semi-literate and has no 
qualifications to find a decent job, for example. 

Another key factor for programming is to bear in mind is the finding that most Roma IDPs do not speak 
Serbian at home, and therefore might have language barriers and prejudices to confront in the search for 
work.

The finding that the education structure for most IDPs is similar to that of the general population in Serbia 
is also striking – it means that for most non-Roma IDPs, there should be no differences in their employment 
opportunities than for the general population. The challenges that do exist such as outdated skills, poor 
mobility and few employment opportunities are those that are faced by the general population too. 

Finally, in common with the domicile Roma population, IDP Roma children need significant support to 
ensure that they at least complete primary school. Trends suggest there have been small improvements, 
perhaps as a consequence of the measures introduced such as teaching assistants and compulsory pre-
school education. However, there is a long way to go before Roma IDPs can be said to have a comparable 
educational status to the majority population. Ensuring educational attainment of Roma IDPs must be a 
priority in order to prevent continuing cycles of poverty and deprivation being passed on from generation to 
generation.
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7. Housing

7.1  All IDPs

Housing is perhaps the primary concern of most IDPs. Having lost their homes in their forced migration from 
Kosovo, they are struggling to recover their housing standards.

Many of those who were able to sell their properties in Kosovo – mostly those in urban areas – have been 
able to buy some kind of home in Serbia proper. Others, who have not been able to sell property in Kosovo 
(or who never held legal title to their homes, as for most Roma) were not able to buy homes.
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The 2010 survey suggests that IDPs on the whole are significantly less likely to own their own homes than 
the general population. The rate of home ownership in Serbia is very high, much higher than in most European 
countries. The reason for this is the mass transfer of publicly owned apartments to the tenants in the early 
1990s as a means to buy ‘social peace’. It resulted in the total privatisation of almost all housing stock, leaving 
little in the way of social housing for vulnerable people.

The consequence of this mass transfer on Serbian society is profound. Compared to their incomes, the 
value of their property is very high. Few are able to afford to buy homes on the basis of their earned income 

alone. It means many people live with their extended families. However, because most people own homes 
outright with no loans or rents to pay, their monthly expenditures are lower than those who rent, and there 
is less pressure on employers to pay higher salaries (along with the high unemployment rates). Despite this, 
the share of housing costs including rent and utilities as a proportion of household expenditure is one of 
the highest in Europe1. The mass home ownership is therefore masking the extent of poverty in Serbia, and 
as the housing stock deteriorates it will become more and more difficult to lift people out of poverty, unless 
there is a substantial improvement in incomes.

The shrinking population and relatively short life expectancy means that there is less pressure for young 
people to buy their own homes – they generally live with their parents and inherit property. The high 
ownership rates combined at the same time with the lack of affordable housing for young people means the 
population is not very mobile: average workers are not able to move to other towns to find work, reducing 
the flexibility of the workforce.

For IDPs and others who do not own their own homes, the consequence is that they have substantially 
higher costs of living in an economy that is not geared towards people who have to rent homes.

The 2010 survey revealed that IDPs in need were by far more likely not to own their homes, than those not in 
need. Nearly 80% of those not in need owned their own homes, while only 11% of those in need were in the 
same situation. By contrast, nearly 50% of those in need rented property compared to only 11% of those 
not in need.

Given that the share of housing costs as a proportion of total household expenditures of most citizens in 
Serbia is already high, and for those at risk of poverty it is the highest in Europe (58.5%). For those on low 
incomes who also have to pay rent, the addition burden is crippling.

As can be seen from the data, the rental market in Serbia is very small. There are reportedly adequate legal 
provisions governing rental. However, because a legal rental contract obliges the landlord to pay tax on 
rental income, many landlords and tenants do not register legal contracts. Consequently, many tenants (and 
landlords) have no legal protection. 

1 Survey on Income and Living Conditions 2013, p61
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For most IDPs who do not wish to return and do not own their own property, there are only two options. One 
is to finally reclaim their lost property in Kosovo, sell it at a reasonable rate and buy land or property in Serbia 
proper. The other is to find a way through international assistance of owning a home – through schemes 
such as village housing projects or prefabricated houses. Rental is expensive, and is seen as a second class 
status. Also, partly because of the lack of legal protection enjoyed by most tenants – is not seen as a stable 
or adequate housing solution.

7.2  Quality of Housing – All IDPs

As a crude indicator, 94% of all occupied dwellings in Serbia have some form of indoor toilet1. By contrast, 
only 67.4% of IDP households in 2010 had an inside toilet. There are nearly 50,000 IDP households, so it 
means that some 13,000 IDP households need their housing conditions improved to at least achieve the 
same level as the general population (or 16,000 to achieve 100% coverage of indoor toilets).

While substantial assistance has been provided in the form of building materials to those who own their 
homes, there has been little or no assistance to improve the quality of rented or squatted homes. Housing 
programmes for some of the most vulnerable have provided alternatives – social housing, village housing, 
pre-fabs and social housing in a supportive environment – but, as noted in Part II of this paper, the scale of 
this assistance has been modest compared to the needs.

1 2011 Census

7.3  Housing for Roma IDPs 

Roma IDPs are in a much worse situation than all others in Serbia, including other IDPs and domicile Roma. 

Owned, no loan RentedNot owned, not paying rentOwned, whit loan

Ownership Status of Dwelling: domicile and IDP Roma households

IDP Roma

Domicile Roma 63 1 32 4

645147

The 2014 survey provides us with the basic data on the situation. Roughly the same proportion of Roma IDPs 
owns their property as for the general IDP population – around 50%. However, rather fewer are renting – 
around 6% only. The rest are living in property which they do not own and for which they do not pay rent. 
This mostly means either informal settlements where they have built houses or shacks without appropriate 
permissions, or in properties which are not intended for residential accommodation, such as abandoned 
factories and warehouses. Some 34% of Roma IDPs live in places not intended for housing.

As well as ownership status, two other major factors separate Roma IDP households from other IDPs and the 
general population. One is the size of the dwelling. More than 70% of Roma IDPs live in dwellings with less 
than 10 square metres per person, while less than 4% of the general population and 31% of the whole IDP 
population live in similar space.

The other factor is the facilities available in the homes. Only two thirds of Roma IDPs have electricity in their 
homes, compared to 99.9% of occupied dwellings recorded in the census, and only 68% have running water, 
compared to nearly 88% of all occupied dwellings in Serbia2.

Roma IDPs can reasonably argue that they live in the worst housing conditions in the country, and that there 
is strong justification for much more state and international assistance to improve these conditions.

2 Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia, census 2011
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Source: 2010 IDP survey; SORS census 2011, author calculations
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7.4  Claims to Housing in Kosovo

The 2010 UNHCR survey suggested that nearly 47% of IDPs owned houses or apartments in Kosovo, while 
nearly 24% had already sold their property after displacement. Fewer of the IDPs in need had sold their 
property after displacement (12.7%) suggesting that sale of property in Kosovo might be a factor in reducing 
the poverty of IDPs in displacement1.

More detailed information on the position of IDPs in relation to their property in Kosovo is not known. For 
example, there is no information from the IDP survey on the other 29% who neither own property in Kosovo, 
nor have sold it. And of those who own property, it is not known in percentage terms how many are able to 
reclaim usage or sell.

OSCE reports a number of barriers for those wishing to reclaim property in Kosovo2. While the Kosovo 
Property Agency has ‘resolved’ over 96% of the claims to property lost during the 1999-2000 conflict, there 
remain several issues affecting IDPs exercising full rights over their property. These include enforcement of 

1 Assessment of the Needs of Internally Displaced Persons in Serbia, UNHCR February 2011 pp21-22

2 An Assessment of the Voluntary Returns Process in Kosovo, OSCE Mission to Kosovo, October 2014

evictions of illegally occupied property, liability to pay property tax, and in particular, the rights of those who 
owned property in Kosovo but never had legal title – mostly Roma, Ashkaeli and Egyptians.

As long as these property issues are not resolved, the ability of IDPs either to return, or to reclaim their 
property, sell it and buy property in their place of displacement is limited. The likelihood of resolution seems 
remote, and depends on political will at both the level of the Kosovo institutions and at the municipal level.

Since the actual numbers of those affected in this way are not known, programming for these issues is 
somewhat difficult.

7.5  evictions from Informal Settlements

NGOs such as Praxis, YUCOM and Amnesty International have highlighted the plight of those evicted from 
informal settlements in recent years. Around 2,500 mostly Roma people have been evicted from sites only 
in Belgrade3. In most cases, except some of the high profile evictions, inadequate provision has been made 
for re-housing those evicted. 

The legal framework governing evictions is inadequate, and the Government of Serbia has committed itself 
to revising the legislation by early 2016. 

“The legislation on forced evictions, in line with relevant international standards, will be adopted by the end 
of I quarter 2016 and set out the conditions to be respected in such cases. The manual and guidelines, with 
particular emphasis on the roles and obligations of local governments, will be developed and distributed to all 
relevant administrative stakeholders. The Government will monitor their implementation by all municipalities 
across the Republic of Serbia and present a report on the implementation before the next Roma seminar.”4

The situation needs careful monitoring – both to help avoid that illegal evictions are not carried out, and 
to promote that the law on forced evictions is introduced and it is in accordance with Serbia’s international 
treaty obligations and expected standards, and is enforced.

3 “Amnesty International believes that at least 2,500 people, mainly Roma, have been forcibly evicted from informal 
settlements in the City of Belgrade since early 2009”, Serbia, Submission to the UN Committee on Economic, Social 
and Cultural Rights, 52nd session, May 2014, Amnesty International, March 2014

4 Social Inclusion Seminar: Roma Issues in the Republic of Serbia, 11 June 2015, Operational Conclusions



Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

76 77

0%

50%

40%

30%

10%

20%

owner/co-owner tenant living with parents,
relatives or friends

social
housing

other

Tenancy status of IDP households from 2010 survey data:
by Roma/non-Roma

Non-Roma

Roma

%
 o

f 
h

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s 
in

 R
o

m
a

/n
o

n
-R

o
m

a
 g

ro
u

p
s

60%

7.6  Housing Benefits

The legal possibility for local authorities to provide their citizens with a housing benefit exists, but so far there 
is no indication that any local government is actually offering financial assistance specifically for housing 
needs. Little research has been done in this area. As noted in the Second National Report on Social Inclusion 
and Poverty Reduction (SIPRU, Belgrade, 2014) “it would be particularly important to analyse various forms 
of housing assistance on the local level”.

7.7  Right to Housing

Using the potential right to housing and housing assistance as an avenue of support for IDPS has so far 
been unexplored, but may have some potential. There is a legal obligation on EU member states to provide 
housing assistance. As part of its membership process, Serbia will need to demonstrate to the European 
Union that it meets this aspect of membership requirements1. The right to housing has also been raised by 
the UN Special Rapporteur on Adequate Housing as a component of the right to an adequate standard of 

1 EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, Article 34, para 3: “In order to combat social exclusion and poverty, the Union 
recognises and respects the right to social and housing assistance so as to ensure a decent existence for all those 
who lack sufficient resources, in accordance with the rules laid down by Union law and national laws and practices”.

living, and on the right to non-discrimination in this context (see section 19.7 for more details). The rights 
based approach could therefore be a ‘hook’ on which to hang advocacy campaigns and policy proposals 
for improved housing, and encourage more action by the state on ensuring adequate housing for the whole 
population.

7.8  Implications for Policy and Programming

the IDP households which live in informal settlements and informal collective centres must be the priority 
for assistance, once the formal collective centres have been closed and the families re-housed.

While there is clearly a need for social housing, the current response is inadequate at two fundamental 
levels. First is that many of the very poorest families cannot afford to live in social housing (see section 15.1) 
and there are no housing alternatives for the very poor. There is an urgent need for policy and programme 
models for sustainable housing models for the very poorest.

The second concern is that the quantity of social housing being constructed is far from adequate to meet the 
needs – both today and in the future (see section 14.1). Again, there is an urgent need to identify potential 
ways to boost social housing availability. This may mean finding ways to convert existing housing into 
social housing, as well as finding capital finance to fund new construction. One option is to explore how 
social security housing benefit payments could be used as a long term funding stream for private and 
public investors who wish to invest in social housing. 

At the same time, those already in social housing and social housing in a supportive environment need a 
long term, stable and consistent legal environment. The programming phase should explore how to link the 
refugee/IDP social housing with the national social housing framework.

There is also a need to look at how the quality of housing – both owner-occupied and rental – can be 
improved to meet basic standards of hygiene and comfort.
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8. Collective Centres

8.1  Formal Collective Centres

Many of the displaced – particularly those with disabilities, elderly and other vulnerable people – ended up 
in temporary collective accommodation after the 1999 conflict and never found a more durable solution. 
Conditions in the collective centres are on the whole very basic, with little privacy and only small living 
spaces. However, living in a collective centre is funded by the central government (through the Commissariat 
for Refugees and Migration) and residents have regular food, access to health care, free utilities and 
accommodation, and a sense of community. For very vulnerable people, moving out of the collective centre 
can be a daunting prospect and for many it is not possible without additional financial and practical assistance.

The international community, including the European Union, has made the closure of the collective centres 
the top priority for assistance for displaced persons in Serbia.

No. County Municipality Collective Center Refugees IDPs Total

1. Južno-Banatski Pančevo Centar TO 15 58 73

2. Mačvanski Šabac Varna OOCK 72 10 82

3. Šumadijski Kragujevac Dečje odmaralište Trmbas 7 88 95

4. Nišavski Gadžin Han OŠ „Vitko i Sveta” 11 3 14

5. Pirotski Bela Palanka Hotel ES i Remizijana 16 14 30

6. Pčinjski Bujanovac Stara Ciglana 0 40 40

7. Pčinjski Bujanovac „Salvatore” 0 77 77

8. Pčinjski Vranje Rasadnik 3 32 35

9. Beograd Palilula PIM Krnjača 61 53 114

A Total (Serbia without Kosovo and Metohija) 185 375 560

No. County Municipality Collective Center Refugees IDPs Total

1. KiM Štrpce Juniorski klub na Brezovici 0 60 60

2. KiM Štrpce „Lahor - Šara” na Brezovici 0 85 85

3. KiM Štrpce „Elektrokosmet” na Brezovici 8 27 35

4. KiM Štrpce Trešnja na Brezovici 0 15 15

5. KiM Leposavić Samački dom Lešak 7 22 29

6. KiM Leposavić Kopaonik 12 24 36

7. KiM Zvečan Banjska 18 38 56

8. KiM Priština „Đurđevak” Gračanica 1 36 37

B Total (Kosovo i Metohija) 46 307 353

TOTAL (A+B) 231 682 913

Remaining Collective Centres (KIRS Jan 2016)

In recent years, most of the official collective centres have been closed.  Those that remain includes people 
who are particularly vulnerable and have nowhere else to go.  When collective centres are closed, the 
residents that cannot be re-housed are currently moved to empty spaces in other collective centres.  This 
can be a traumatic experience  

If centres are closed but not demolished, they can be quickly settled illegally by those searching for better 
living conditions, such as Roma living in informal settlements.

By January 2016 there were 913 people living in formal collective centres, including 682 IDPs and 231 
refugees1.  This figure is down dramatically from the 26,863 people in collective centres in 2002 (of which 
9,448 were IDPs).

Of the IDPs in collective centres in January 2016, some 307 were in centres in Kosovo, and 375 in centres in 
Serbia, excluding Kosovo.

As can be seen from the graph below, the rehousing of refugees has been much quicker than that for IDPs, 
although there is a ‘long tail’ representing the people for whom it is most difficult to find alternative housing.
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Indeed, based on information from project implementers of Social Housing in Supportive Environments 
(SHSE), it is clear that residents of SHSE are selected based on criteria that exclude the most vulnerable, as 
they seek to ensure that residents have a sustainable income and can afford to live in the SHSE units.  

The March 2013 “Overview of the situation in formal collective centers in Serbia” produced for the 
Commissariat for Refugees and Migration identified 181 individuals who wanted/needed accommodation 
in residential care homes.  Given limited budgets, it is not clear whether such solutions are available to all.

Requested solutions for CC residents, as of 2010 (refugees and IDPs), Commissariat for 
Refugees and Migration

Solution requested Number of households

Village houses 222

Social housing in supportive environment 414

Accommodation in elderly homes 161

Building material 106

PIKAP 79

Prefabricated houses 272

Elderly not suitable for elderly homes (?) 85

Total 1344

 
Once the formal collective centres are finally closed, follow up with the municipalities and former residents 
would be useful to ensure that their continuing needs are met adequately.

Persons accommodated in formal collective centers 2002 - 2015
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8.2  Informal Collective Centres

The most recent research on informal collective centres was carried out in 2009 by the Commissariat for 
Refugees, UNDP and the NGO Group 484. Although this information is likely to be very much out of date, it 
is worth highlighting some of the key findings.

Forty collective centres were identified for the research, of which 36 were informal and 4 formal. They 
contained a total of 2,278 inhabitants, of which some 85% were IDPs from Kosovo. 

The table in Annex 3 shows the locations of the centres and information on inhabitants where known.

Of these centres, some four were identified as containing a majority of Roma IDPs. According to the 
Commissariat report, “[t]he conditions of the objects in which displaced Roma from Kosovo and Metohija 
have settled (Obrenovac, Čukarica, Požarevac and Sjenica) are in an extremely and unacceptably miserable 
state, and well below the level of objects accommodating other displaced persons”.

More up-to-date data is available for Belgrade for 2014, and this is also included in Annex 3. From this table, 
it can be seen that there are some 929 inhabitants of informal collective centres, of which 808 are IDPs.

It would seem that in Belgrade, at least, the number of informal collective centres has not decreased much 
since the earlier survey, although it is not known to what extent the situation has changed within the centres. 
It can be assumed that the situation in the informal centres is very variable. In some, as was found in 2009, 
the situation is acceptable, and the status of some buildings could even be regularised as housing. In others, 
however, very urgent action is needed to either improve the quality, or re-house the residents in decent 
conditions. 

8.3  Implications for Policy and Programming

As formal collective centres are closed, the people remaining are likely to be the ones hardest to re-house 
and who have particular special needs. The burden of care is being transferred from the Commissariat to 
the municipality, bbut without additional continuing funding being available. For relatively well-resourced 
municipalities such as those in Belgrade, the burden is lighter, but for municipalities with few resources and 
few social services (for example, see section 10.3) the burdens are greater. Some follow up work will be 
needed in the next 2 years to assess the situation and identify any further actions.

The situation in some of the informal collective centres is more urgent, especially for the Roma IDPs. In 
programming terms, it may be worth grouping together the Roma IDPs in informal collective centres with the Roma 
IDPs in informal settlements as a single beneficiary group for whom comprehensive solutions need to be found.

It may also be time for another rapid survey of informal collective centres to identify locations, numbers 
and needs. 

9. Civil Documentation and Legal Aid

9.1  Civil Documentation

The 2010 survey showed that 3.4% of all IDPs did not possess identity cards. Assuming the sample is 
representative of all IDPs, this means that around 7,000 IDPs did not have basic identity documentation. 

The 2014 survey of Roma IDPs suggested that “[t]here are 9% of households wherein one of the members 
lacks a birth certificate, an identity card, a citizenship certificate and a health card. It is not that the same 9% 
of households lack all of these four documents, but it is important to stress also that half of the households 
who do not have all the important documents lack more than three such documents” (UNHCR 2014 p 42). 
This compares to 6% of the domicile Roma population.

For children, the 2014 UNICEF MICS 5 survey found that 4.6% of children under five in Roma settlements did 
not have their birth registered.

Legal aid projects have been providing assistance the early 2000s. The most significant event was the 
introduction of the Law on Subsequent Registration in 2012. This law defined the procedure by which 
adults and children without birth documentation could register their births as an administrative (rather than 
court) procedure and obtain other identity documentation. Since then, many people have been assisted to 
obtain identity documentation. In June 2015, Praxis reported that through one project financed by the EU 
through OSCE, some 469 procedures for ‘subsequent registration’ have been resolved, while 408 initiated 
procedures were still pending.

The law in Serbia does not allow for the registration of all children born on the territory; if neither parent 
has identity documents, the birth of a child cannot be registered and therefore will require subsequent 
registration at some later stage in life.

Without identity documents, access to legal employment, healthcare and other crucial aspects of life are 
difficult, if not impossible. The 2014 Roma IDP survey reported that some 15% of Roma IDP households 
have at least one member who is not covered by health insurance. The main reason for not having health 
insurance was cited as the lack of personal documents1.

1 UNHCR/Cvejic, Assessment of the Needs of Internally Displaced Roma in Serbia, Belgrade, May 2015 p44
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After several years (since 2004) of intense advocacy and free legal aid activities by UNHCR and its partners 
the situation regarding birth registration and access to identity documents for the Roma (including Roma 
IDPs) has significantly improved. 

Two events were crucial in the process of creating systemic solutions for the problems of the “legally invisible” 
and “undocumented” Roma: the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the Ministry 
of Public Administration and Local Self Government, the Ombudsman and UNHCR and the adoption of the 
Law on Amendments to the Law on Non-Contentious Procedure in 2012. The MoU has created a mechanism 
of effective cooperation and coordination between all relevant government institutions, independent 
institutions, civil society organizations and international organizations in resolving this burning problem of 
many domicile Roma and Roma IDPs. At the same time, the adoption of the new Law envisaged a special 
court procedure for establishing the time and place of birth which provides a simplified solution for cases of 
persons who have not been able to register their birth through the administrative procedures of subsequent 
registration. This has enabled birth registration for several hundred Roma and Roma IDPs who had been 
unable to register their birth for many years.

At the same time, the adoption of a new Law on Permanent and Temporary Residence of Citizens in late 
2011 permitted the registration of permanent residence in cases where is no legal basis for registration of 
permanent residence at the address of Social Welfare Centre. This solution has paved way for registering 
residence for several hundred domicile Roma who were “legally invisible” or never had a registered 
permanent address. However, the Law has not provided a solution for the burning problem of thousands 
of Roma IDPs living in informal settlements (illegal settlements) who still have an address registered in their 
place of origin in Kosovo, preventing them from effective and full access to rights.

While the situation regarding access to birth registration and civil documents for Roma IDPs keeps improving 
through the joint work within the framework of the MoU, thousands of Roma IDPs remain without identity 
documents and require free legal assistance in order to obtain documentation and therefore rights as citizens. 
The reasons are many, i.e. poverty, marginalization, lack of understanding and knowledge of procedures, 
discrimination, etc., which raises the urgent need for the adoption of an inclusive Law on Free Legal Aid 
which would include these most vulnerable categories of Roma.

9.2  Political Rights

IDPs, as citizens of Serbia, have the right to vote in national elections. In local elections, citizens of Serbia 
vote for local governments in their place of permanent residence. This means that for the displaced from 
Kosovo with permanent residence still registered in a municipality of Kosovo, they are not entitled to vote for 
the local government in their place of displacement (i.e. their place of temporary residence). 

The lack of political representation of IDPs at the local level could be a reason for municipalities not to 
prioritise assistance to those living in very poor conditions.

9.3  Displacement Related Legal Issues

As noted elsewhere in this report, IDPs from Kosovo face a wide range of legal issues as a consequence of 
their displacement. This includes accessing full pension entitlements (see section 5.3), access to full property 
rights (section 7.4) and access to labour rights (section 4.4).

Of the caseload handled by the EU funded projects to provide legal aid to IDPs and refugees, the majority of 
cases related to property (40%) and employment (34%). Of all cases, some 87% were handled by providing 
legal assistance to attempt to resolve, while 13% required legal representation in court. Of the cases that 
required court representation, some 79% related to property rights.

The table below shows the full breakdown of cases1.

Legal Aid Types of Assistance – EU funded assistance only

Legal assistance Representation total cases

type of case No. % No. % No. %

Family law 8 0.16% 2 0.28% 10 0.18%

Employment rights 1815 37.05% 78 10.86% 1893 33.70%

Pension and disability entitlements 268 5.47% 0 0.00% 268 4.77%

rights to healthcare/health insurance 9 0.18% 0 0.00% 9 0.16%

social insurance and social care 11 0.22% 4 0.56% 15 0.27%

rights relating to status of refugees and 
displaced persons

9 0.18% 0 0.00% 9 0.16%

1 Source: Further Assistance to Displaced Persons – Legal Aid project 
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Legal Aid Types of Assistance – EU funded assistance only

Legal assistance Representation total cases

type of case No. % No. % No. %

right of access to public records, 
administration and services

741 15.13% 8 1.11% 749 13.33%

right to property 1687 34.44% 566 78.83% 2253 40.11%

right to housing 111 2.27% 4 0.56% 115 2.05%

inheritance law 166 3.39% 40 5.57% 206 3.67%

other - referred to others 12 0.24% 1 0.14% 13 0.23%

none of the above 62 1.27% 15 2.09% 77 1.37%

Total 4899 100.00% 718 100.00% 5617 100.00%

9.4  Implications for Policy and Programming

Many of the documentation and legal issues faced by IDPs require lengthy legal procedures, legislation 
change in Serbia proper and/or formal agreements between Belgrade and Pristina authorities. 

There are a set of cases that require cooperation across the boundary between Serbia and Kosovo, where 
IDPs are living in Serbia proper, but administrative and court proceedings take place in Kosovo. For these 
cases, until there is full normalisation of relations between Belgrade and Pristina, there will be a need for 
nominally international support for legal aid that is able to command respect and access to the justice system 
in both jurisdictions.

There will also be a large demand for legal assistance, relating to helping people access entitlements, whether 
for identity documents, employment, social security, pensions, and other services and entitlements. The 
demand for legal assistance is not unique to IDPs and displaced persons. The experience of the European 
Progres project’s Citizens’ Advisory Services in south Serbia shows that there is a steady demand for such 
services from all residents, whether displaced or not.

the conclusion is that there will be a long term need for legal assistance for both displaced and non-
displaced, meaning that a sustainable system of provision needs to be established, ideally government 
funded.

For the issues requiring legal assistance and representation in courts in Kosovo, IDPs will continue for 
the foreseeable future to require some form of internationally sanctioned legal aid system. Most likely 
this will be donor funded.

In conjunction with legal aid, there will be a continuing need to monitor the situation of IDPs’ legal rights 
and to advocate for and advise on legal changes as needed. 
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10. Municipal Resources 
In section 2.6 this paper described the geographical spread of the IDPs in Serbia. In general, IDPs are in 
either the poorer southern municipalities, or the richer Belgrade municipalities. Roma IDPs are also in parts 
of Vojvodina in relatively high density.

Responsibility for the issues facing IDPs are largely within local government competence: social welfare 
services, economic development and employment, land, urban planning and legalisation of property, social 
housing, pre-school education, adult education, plus various Roma-related auxiliaries1.

This means that municipalities’ ability to cope with the additional burdens of IDPs is dependent not just 
on political will, but also on the resources available. The following sections provide some indication of the 
capacities of municipalities to cope, and therefore should be of some assistance when deciding whether and 
where to prioritise assistance and policy with a geographical focus.

10.1  Level of Development

Every year the government publishes a list of the ‘level of development’ of each municipality in Serbia. These 
are categorised into four levels based on an average value for municipalities in Serbia. Group 1 is the highest, 
above average for Serbia, and group 4 is the lowest, below 50% of the average value for Serbia. 

Five out of the ten municipalities with highest IDP populations are in the lowest category (4) while three 
of these are also in the ‘devastated’ category.

Government of Serbia 
Categorisation of Levels of Municipal Development

Group Level of development Number of municipalities

1 Above 100% of average 20

2 80%-100% 34

3 60%-80% 47

4 Below 60% 44

‘devastated’ Below 50% (sub group of 4) 19

1 Pedagogical assistants, Roma Coordinators, Roma Health Mediators, etc.

Level of Development of ‘high IDP’ municipalities 2014

Area % registered IDPs 2014 Level of Development (1-4) (2014)

Kuršumlija 31.42% ‘Devastated’

Bujanovac 25.63% ‘Devastated’

Kraljevo 15.60% 3

Vrnjačka Banja 13.20% 2

Prokuplje 10.54% 3

Medveđa 9.81% ‘Devastated’

Mladenovac 9.61% 1

Blace 9.14% 4

Jagodina 8.38% 2

Raška 7.61% 4
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10.2  Local Government Finances
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The following chart shows the financial position for the ten municipalities with highest number/proportion of 
IDPs. It shows that they all have per capita municipal financial resources well below average for Serbia, with 
municipalities such as Blace, Raška and Kuršumlija having less than half the per capita resources of the 
Serbia average.

Some municipalities are wary of providing support for IDPs if they perceive that this would lead to their 
greater local integration (i.e. by becoming permanently resident) and if they are perceived to prefer opposition 
political parties. Citizens of Serbia are allowed to vote in local elections only in their place of permanent 
residence (prebivalište), which for most IDPs means in Kosovo, not in their place of displacement.1 In other 

1 Law on Local Elections 2007 Article 6 “Pravo da bira odbornika ima punoletan, poslovno sposoban državljanin 

cases, support for IDPs is provided if resources allow and if additional resources (such as donor funds) are 
available. 

10.3  Social welfare Services – Coverage

A mapping exercise2 carried out by the Centre for Liberal Democratic Studies in 2013 explored the extent to 
which social welfare services were available at the level of the municipality. The map on the next page shows 
the wide variation in levels of budget allocation by the municipal authorities. Some of the municipalities with 
the highest concentrations of IDPs – Bujanovac, Kuršumlija and Blace – either had no social welfare services 
or allocated no municipal budget to the provision of welfare services.

This is a critical message especially for the closure of collective centres. Bujanovac still has over 100 IDPs 
living in collective centres. To close the centres, as noted above, means transferring responsibility of care 
from the Commissariat for Refugees to the local municipality and local institutions. Where there are low 
budgets and poor care service provision, closing the collective centres means imposing an additional burden 
on local authorities without proportionate compensation.3

10.4  Implications for Policy and Programming

Programming should take into account the financial situation of municipalities in which the IDPs live. Ideally, 
some longer term central government compensation or adjustment may be needed that takes account of the 
needs of special groups of the population, such as IDPs. However, this may be difficult to achieve in practice.

Geographically focused programmes could help to supplement the capacities (financial and other) of 
municipalities to provide the necessary support for IDPs, including, for example, social welfare services and 
support for self-employment.

Republike Srbije koji ima prebivalište na teritoriji jedinice lokalne samouprave u kojoj ostvaruje izborno pravo.” [The 
right to vote [is possessed by] adults, capable of work, citizens of the Republic of Serbia, and who are permanently 
resident on the territory of the unit of local government in which they exercise their right to vote.” 

2 Mapping Social Welfare Services within the Mandate of Local Governments in the Republic of Serbia, CLDS 
October 2013, supported by Government of Republic of Serbia, Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction Unit, 
UNICEF, financed by Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation.

3 The Commissariat for Refugees and Migration notes “Neither the collective centre in Bujanovac, nor the other cen-
ters will be closed until all the persons from the collective center are provided with adequate housing solutions.  It 
is understandable that social housing in supportive environment brings additional costs to municipalities and cities, 
but this is a service which is planned b the local self-government and thus additional resources for these services 
are envisaged”  (MFA Note Verbale 39005. 30/9/2016).  This confirms the analysis that the burden of care for IDPs 
leaving collective centres will be transferred to local authorities, without additional continuing funding for local 
government budgets.
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11. the Missing
As well as coping with the problems of displacement, many IDPs from Kosovo also lost relatives before, 
during and after the 1999 conflict. In addition to the many recorded conflict-related deaths, some people 
disappeared without being accounted for. In April 2004, some 3,200 people were recorded as ‘missing’. By 
the end of 2014, this number had halved to 1,6551, and includes people from all sides of the conflict: Serbs, 
Kosovo Albanians, Roma and others.

The process to account for the missing is being facilitated by the International Committee of the Red Cross 
(ICRC). Meetings between Pristina and Belgrade authorities are held periodically, and evidence of the fate of 
the missing is slowly coming to light.

1 https://www.icrc.org/en/document/missing-persons-western-balkans accessed 15/9/2015
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Part II PeRFoRMANCe ASSeSSMeNt 
oF ASSIStANCe FoR IDPS

12. Introduction

Part II of this document looks at the effects of the assistance for IDPs provided since 2008. Sections 13, 14 
and 15 look at the direct assistance provided to IDPs, intended only to benefit IDPs, while section 16 looks 
at selected indirect policy and programme measures that, while not designed specifically for IDPs, also had 
some impact on their lives.

Section 13 gives a brief overview of what assistance was provided. Section 14 looks at the extent to which 
this assistance reached all those in need. Section 15 seeks to understand whether those reached by the 
assistance did indeed see improvements to the quality of life, and whether any improvements can be 
sustained.

13. overview of Direct Assistance for IDPs Provided since 
2008

This section gives a brief overview of the programmes of support provided for IDPs (and others), and how 
they were organised.

The three largest funders of support for IDPs since 2008 have been UNHCR, the EU (through CARDS then 
IPA), and the Government of Serbia.

For the Government of Serbia, the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration (‘Commissariat’) has the lead 
responsibility for coordinating and recording assistance for refugees, IDPs and returnees. 

Assistance has focused on four types:

•	 Improving housing conditions, either by provision of actual housing, or by provision of building mate-
rials for self-construction

•	 Supporting livelihoods by either giving small grants for income generating activities, purchasing 
equipment also for self-employment or other income generating activities such as agriculture, and skills 
training for self-employment or employment.

•	 Support for return to Kosovo, including so-called ‘go-and-see visits’, and linking up with support pro-
vided through EU and UNHCR offices in Kosovo for reconstruction of housing and support for income 
generation.

•	 Legal aid to assist the displaced in their claims to property and entitlements from their place of origin.

Funding

The UNHCR and the European Union have been the leading donors for assistance to the displaced 
population, together with the Government of Serbia which has increasingly been providing assistance from 
its core budget.

UNHCR in Serbia has contributed USD 47.81 million between 2010 – 2015, of which some USD 28.8 million 
was for IDPs2.

Planned EU support from 2008 – 2015 has totalled EUR 48.7 million, of which EUR 2.5 million was programmed 
through CARDS and the rest through the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA)3.  EU assistance did 
not distinguish between support for refugees and IDPs at the programming level, so disaggregation is not 
straightforward4.

Support for IDPs from the Government of Serbia through the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration over 
the period 2008-2015 has totalled EUR 17.5 million.   As an example of how this breaks down, in 2014, the 
Commissariat budget was  EUR 2.73 million of which EUR 1.1 m was for building materials, EUR 1.26 m for 
village houses, and EUR 358,000 for ‘economic support/strengthening’.

Additional assistance has been provided by bilateral donors, including the Governments of Switzerland, 
Norway, Sweden and the United States of America.  

A detailed breakdown of assistance specifically for IDPs is not available since much assistance was for both 
IDPs and refugees, but the total is likely to be well over EUR 50 million in the period between 2008 and 2014.

eU Programming

The EU’s programming documents (fiches) provide a useful insight into the changes of priorities over the 
period from 2008. It is most notable that the first mention of housing for IDPs occurred only in the planning 
documents for the 2011 tranche of IPA funding. Before that, housing solutions were for refugees only. For 
the first 11 years of their displacement, IDPs had little support for improvement in their housing conditions.

From 2012, the overwhelming priority had become the closure of the collective centres. In that year, there 
were still 2,869 IDPs (and 607 refugees) living in the formal collective centres, mostly in poor conditions, and 
entirely supported by central government funding for housing, utilities and food.
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Competing priorities

Over this period, the attention of the Commissariat was diverted by two pressing political issues.  First there 
was the push for Serbia to achieve Schengen white-list status.  This put pressure on the Commissariat to fulfil 
specific conditions for managing migration, including returns under readmission agreements and asylum 
claims from third countries. The second priority was the substantial funding available from the Regional 
Housing Programme specifically for housing refugees (and not IDPs), for which Serbia had to develop the 
mechanisms for efficient implementation.

Given the limited resources available to the Commissariat, and the high political profile of its other priorities, 
it has done well to maintain the level of support for IDPs that it has.  This however is still not close to the level 
of resources that are required to provide adequate solutions for the IDPs in need.

Changes in Delivery Mechanisms

Also over the period since 2008, the mechanisms of delivery of assistance have changed.  From 2008 – 2012 
assistance was provided from the EU mainly in the form of grants to international organisations and NGOs.  
From 2013, some 24 grants of between EUR 55,000 – 90,000 were given directly to local governments 
on the basis of local Strategies for resolving the situation of refugees and IDPs.  UNHCR was the first to 
support this approach, and this was followed by strong support from the EU.  In all, some EUR 1.8 million of 
EU funding was given directly to cities and municipalities, and this was complemented by local governments’ 
own contributions in kind and in cash.  In addition, the Government of Serbia through the Commissariat for 
Refugees and Migration and other donors, provided some 143 additional municipalities with grant funding, 
meaning that 166 municipalities received grants.

eU/IPA Programming for Assistance to Refugees and IDPs

Year title overall objective Purpose/Specific objectives

IPA 2007 Further Support 
to Refugees and 
IDPs in Serbia

Building durable 
solutions to address 
the IDP/ Refugee 
Challenge

1. Integration of refugees – through projects that will develop 
accommodation solutions, employment and income generation 
activities;
2. Supporting Return/reintegration through cross-boundary 
initiatives as well as cross border initiatives;
3. To contribute to the self-reliance of specifically targeted 
refugees/IDPs through socio-economic support packages and 
legal assistance;
4. Securing the full implementation of the Sarajevo Declaration.

IPA 2008

Support to 
Refugees 
and Internally 
Displaced 
Persons
(IDPs)

To contribute 
to resolving the 
problems of refugees 
and IDPs in Serbia 
while ensuring them 
full access to their 
rights

Component 1: Housing and Income-generation Support
Support to integration of the most vulnerable refugee families 
through the provision of durable solutions, and to livelihood 
enhancement of IDP families in Serbia.
Component 2: Legal Aid/Assistance and Information Provision
Improved provision of legal aid/assistance and increased 
availability of timely and accurate information necessary for 
realization of the rights of IDPs and refugees in Serbia.

IPA 2009

Supporting 
access to rights, 
employment 
and livelihood 
enhancement of
refugees and 
IDPs in Serbia

To contribute 
to resolving the 
problems of refugees 
and IDPs in the 
Republic of Serbia 
through the provision 
of adequate support

To promote livelihood enhancement of the most vulnerable 
IDP and refugee families through facilitated access to essential 
rights.

IPA 2011

Support to the 
implementation 
of strategies for 
IDPs, refugees 
and returnees

The project aim is to 
contribute to sound 
implementation 
of strategies for 
refugees, IDPs and 
returnees according 
to Readmission 
Agreements

1. Supporting the integration of refugees, improvement of living 
conditions of IDPs and reintegration of returnees under the 
readmission agreements.
2. Facilitating realisation of the rights of refugees, IDPs and 
returnees under the readmission agreements through legal 
assistance.

IPA 2012

Support for 
improvement 
of the living 
conditions of 
forced migrants 
and closure 
of Collective 
Centres

Adequate living 
conditions and 
integration of forced 
migrants who choose 
to stay in Serbia 
while supporting the 
sustainable return 
of those wishing to 
return to Kosovo.

1. To support the closure of all remaining CCs and improvement 
of the living conditions of an additional 450 refugees, IDPs and 
returnees under the Readmission Agreement.
2. To support sustainable return of IDPs to Kosovo.
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14. Impact Assessment of Direct Assistance

This section explores the extent to which the direct assistance intended for IDPs has actually reached the 
IDPs in need. The following section, section 15, looks at the extent to which the assistance delivered and 
received has actually helped to improve the situation of the beneficiaries.

14.1  Housing Assistance

According to the Commissariat’s data, assistance for IDPs and refugees has come from more than seven 
donors/sources of funds. The Commissariat’s data is broken down by forms of assistance within its areas of 
competence – mainly housing and income generating assistance. A summary table of Commissariat data is 
shown below. 

TOTAL 2008-2014 BY DONOR AND TYPE – Refugees and IDPs

Funds from:
Practical 

Self Help/ 
Pikap

Social 
housing in 
supportive 

environ ment

Prefab ricated 
houses

Village 
Houses

Flats TOTALS

EU/CARDS 14 127 20 121 14 492

UNHCR 505 73 14 604 0 1062

Stamp 0 10 0 18 0 1495

EU/IPA 829 687 297 30 0 1053

Govt. budget 3,620 0 20 570 137 1119

Caritas 0 0 0 7 0 1643

Other donors 18 30 0 3 0 904

TOTAL (Refugees 
and IDPs)*

4,986 927 351 1,353 151 7,768

TOTAL (IDPs only)** 2,172 330 174 583 0 3,259

% of IDPs 44% 36% 50% 43% 0% 42%

* From Commissariat presentation at Sokobanja, Dec 2014
** From personal correspondence with Commissariat

It is worth noting that while the total numbers of IDPs is around twice as many as the number of refugees, 
assistance – even over the period since 2008 – has been markedly lower proportionally in almost all respects.

IDP and Refugee Population Trends
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The table below shows the stated housing needs of vulnerable IDPs according to two surveys, and compares 
these needs against the actual housing solutions provided. However, from this table it cannot be assumed 
that the housing needs provided have actually gone to the vulnerable IDP households. This depends on 
the effectiveness of targeting of assistance. It is possible, even probable, that some of the assistance went 
to households not defined as ‘in need’. Therefore, the percentage of needs met in the table is a theoretical 
maximum. 
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HoUSING NeeDS Met 2008-2014

Housing needs 
identified*/Total for 
households in need 

(2010)

Housing needs 
for IDPs in CCs 

(estimated**)

Total
Provided Housing 
Solutions for IDPs 

2008 - 2014***

% of needs met

Social Housing 
Apartments

11,819 319 330 2.7%

Village houses 2,041 171 583 26.4%

Prefabricated houses 2,985 209
174

5.4%

Building materials for 
construction

57 82

2,172 238.6%
Building materials 
for rehabilitation of 
housing

711 61

Accommodation in 
elderly homes or other 
institutions

189 124 n/k n/k

Subsidised loans 444 n/k n/k

Other 516 n/k n/k

Total 18,762 966 3,259 16.5%

* In 2011 UNHCR Needs Assessment survey
** Data was only available for both refugees and IDPs. Estimate was made pro rata on the basis of the proportion of IDPs in CCs.
*** Data from Commissariat for Refugees and Migration

If these identified needs are then compared against the actual assistance provided since 2008, some glaring 
discrepancies show up:

•	 Provision of social housing apartments for IDPs is almost negligible, meeting only 2.7% of the needs.

•	 Village house provision has met some 26.4% of the needs, and 

•	 Only 5.4% of the needs for prefabricated housing has been met

•	 Conversely, there has been a more than twofold over-provision of construction materials compared 
to the needs.

Building materials

Prefabricated houses

Village Houses

Social Housing

Provided Housing Solutions to 2014 Total stated needs 2010

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000 14000

IDPs` stated needs vs actual provided 2010-2014

These are dramatic findings, and suggest either that the needs assessment is problematic, or that the design 
of support measures has not been targeted according to the needs.

Most likely, the latter explanation is more plausible. Examining the way assistance has been planned and the 
criteria for receiving assistance, it can be seen that there is a significant bias favouring those who own land 
or property in their place of displacement.

This means that the property owners are more likely to receive assistance, while those in rented property, 
or who live informally neither renting nor owning their dwellings, are at a significant disadvantage when it 
comes to receiving assistance. It is also significantly cheaper to provide building materials than complete 
homes. When demonstrating numbers of beneficiaries for public-relations purposes is important, it is easier 
to demonstrate more beneficiaries for building materials than social or village housing.

It is worth bearing in mind that of the IDPs in need identified by the 2011 survey, only 11.6% owned property in 
their place of displacement, while 70% were tenants or living with family or friends. The larger scale provision 
of building materials to those who own their properties was thus almost inevitably going to benefit the better 
off, while not targeting the poorer IDPs.
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Another key point to make here is the pace of provision. The 330 social housing apartments provided since 
2008 has taken around 7 years for implementation, a rate of nearly 50 units per year. If the needs remain as 
estimated in 2011, it would take another 250 years to meet requirements at the same rate of construction. 
For village housing, the rate of provision is rather better: only 17.5 years would be needed to meet all needs 
at the current rate.

Further, the 2010 survey did not include IDPs in collective centres. At the time, there were around 4,000 
IDPs living in office collective accommodation, all of whom required some form of housing solution. Since 
then, some 3,000 individuals have been re-housed, mostly with assistance from the EU. This means that 
many – perhaps most – of the housing solutions provided have gone to people in collective centres, while 
addressing rather fewer of the needs of those living outside the collective centres. The data presented 
above takes into account an estimate of the needs of those in collective centres at the time. But since the 
emphasis has been largely on closing collective centres, it is likely that few of the housing solutions went to 
those in need outside the CCs.

Based on the needs assessments, there is little reason to suppose that housing conditions have dramatically 
improved in the last five years since the 2011 survey, and so these needs still, by and large, remain. Since 
resources have been focused on those who own homes or live in collective centres rather than those who 
rent or live in informal conditions, it can be supposed that resources for improving living conditions have had 
little impact on those most in need outside the collective centres.

Allocation of Housing Assistance for Roma households

Given that much housing assistance for IDPs has been targeted to property owners, and given that Roma 
families tend not to own property, it might be expected that the proportion of housing assistance for Roma 
households has been small. 

In fact, as a proportion of the beneficiaries who actually received assistance, the proportion of Roma 
beneficiaries is roughly in line with their representation in the IDP population (according to the official 
statistics). Around 15% of IDPs in need are Roma, and the proportion of beneficiaries of housing assistance is 
in line with that figure. Village housing for Roma families is somewhat higher, while prefabs and construction 
materials are lower. This latter finding is roughly what might be expected because they typically both require 
ownership of property as a precondition.

% OF HOUSING SOLUTIONS ALLOCATED FOR ROMA 2008-2013

Total
Provided Housing 
Solutions for IDPs 

2008 - 2013

Housing Solutions for 
Roma 2008 - 2013

% of Roma beneficiaries

Social Housing 330 60 18%

Village houses 256 80 31%

Prefabs 334 50 15%

Construction materials 1,744 280 16%

Total 3,259 470 18%

Source: Commissariat for Refugees and Migration, author calculations

However, two additional factors must also be pointed out. First, while Roma IDPs may make up 15% of IDPs 
in need, they are also on many measures the poorest of this segment (74% of Roma IDPs belong to the 
most vulnerable categories) and live in the worst housing conditions. Second, the registered numbers of the 
Roma IDP population are considered to be lower than the actual number. Therefore, if housing assistance 
is genuinely allocated on the basis of need, it should be expected that rather higher numbers of housing 
solutions are allocated to Roma IDP households.

It can also be seen that the actual provision of assistance to Roma IDP households falls well short of the 
needs. The UNHCR survey of Roma IDPs from 2014 suggests that 3,059 Roma IDP households are in urgent 
need of assistance. Since the survey was conducted in 2014, it can be assumed that the numbers of those 
already assisted between 2008-2013 do not need urgent assistance. Therefore, around 3,000 households 
remain that are in urgent need. 
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RoMA IDP HoUSING NeeDS Met AND oUtStANDING (2014)

Type of assistance

Roma IDP 
Households 

identifying this 
as priority (2014 

survey)

Assistance 
provided: 

No. Roma IDP 
households 2008-

2013

% of needs met
At current rate - years needed to 

complete

Social housing 603 60 9% 60

Village housing 937 80 8% 70

Prefabs 583 50 8% 70

Construction 
materials

936 280 23% 9

Totals/Average % 3059 470 13%

The current rate of provision will not be able to meet the needs within a reasonable timeframe.

14.2  Livelihoods Assistance

The aim of assisting IDPs to improve income and livelihood is expressed in Specific Objective 3.2 of the 
National Strategy for Resolving the Problems of Refugees and IDPs 2011-2014 as follows: “Increase the 
employment rate of internally displaced persons, to the level of the general employment rate in Serbia”. 
From the 2010 survey, it is known that the unemployment rate of IDPs is very high, at nearly 50% of the 
working age population.

IDP employment Status 2010

Indicators*
IDPs Serbia general population 

2010total In need

Activity Rate 67.7% 70.2% 59.0%

Employment Rate 35.4% 28.5% 47.2%

Unemployment Rate 47.7% 55.5% 20.0%

* The data in the February 2011 Report Assessment of the Needs of Internally Displaced Persons in Serbia were incorrectly 
published.  The figures here are the corrected figures

Sources: 2011 IDP Survey (2010 data), Labour Force Survey, SORS 2010

Based on unemployment and population data for 2010, there were approximately 48,0001 
unemployed IDPs in that year, and 46.8% of households (some 21,294 households) which did not have a 
single working member.

Between 2008 and 2014 the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration recorded direct assistance for 
income generation to 3,231 households. If this assistance was targeted only at those households that had no 
employed member, then it reached approximately 15% of the unemployed households.

The pace of support for income generation assistance to IDPs was also very slow – an average of some 
462 households reached each year. In order to reach all households, it would take another 40 years at the 
current rate of implementation.

IGA support for Roma IDPs

The situation for IGA assistance for Roma IDPs was very poor. From Commissariat data, only 200 Roma 
beneficiaries received direct assistance for income generation between 2008-2013, or some 7% of all 
beneficiary households. This is well below their representation in the IDP population and – considering that 
unemployment rates are significantly higher – also very far below what is needed.

14.3  Closing Collective Centres

Closing the collective centres has been a priority for EU assistance for IDPs and refugees in Serbia since 
2008. The rate of closure has been steady, and the total population in collective centres in Serbia (without 
Kosovo) has reduced by more than 6,000 individuals to 560 in January 2016 (185 refugees and 3752 IDPs). 

From 2008 to 2014, some 7,768 housing solutions have been provided for both refugees and IDPs. the 
majority of these have been provided in order to close the collective centres. 

1  See Annex 2 for the calculation of this estimate.

2  This figure is for IDPs in Serbia without Kosovo. The figures for Serbia with Kosovo in January 2016 are 231 refugees 
and 682 IDPs.
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The key concern now is that it is becoming harder and harder to find solutions for those remaining in 
collective centres. The CC residents who are easier to house have already found alternative solutions. Those 
remaining have psychological or practical difficulties in moving out of the collective centres, and the solutions 
available are not necessarily appropriate. For those who depend on minimum pensions or social security, 
and have no other source of income, social housing – even social housing in a supportive environment – is 
not affordable. If moved into social housing, these people would depend on discretionary benefits, such as 
one-off payments from municipalities to pay bills and soup kitchens for food. While the physical conditions 
may be better in social housing, there is considerably less security and peace of mind than afforded by the 
collective centres. Residents in collective centres did not pay for any utilities, and had meals provided daily.

As collective centres are closed, those who cannot find alternative accommodation are moved to the 
remaining CCs. This move can prove very traumatic, and the combined effect is to have a smaller number of 
CCs with increasingly vulnerable and hard to house individuals.

The deadline for final closure of all collective centres has been moved to 20191, although no alternative 
solutions have been proposed.

1 Chapter 23 Action Plan, Third Draft September 2015; Activity 3.1.9.4 p353, although according to correspondence 
with the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration, the target date is still the end of 2016. 

14.4  Return Assistance

Impact of return assistance is hard to gauge. The 2010 IDP survey suggested that 23% of non-Roma IDPs 
and less than 9% of Roma IDPs were willing to return to Kosovo (around 12,000 households)2. Since 2010, the 
proportion of Roma IDPs interested in return declined further, to 2.4% by 20143.

The question on return is somewhat hypothetical and depends heavily on the perception of security, housing, 
location and livelihoods available in Kosovo. 

Return assistance is generally a coordinated effort between organisations based in both Kosovo and Serbia 
proper, and sources of funding are likewise both from Pristina and Belgrade based offices of international 
representations.

There were some 25,430 registered returns by July 2014, mostly assisted to return to Kosovo from 
Serbia, Montenegro and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. There are no official data on the 
sustainability of return, but well-placed international stakeholders suggest the figure could be 5,000 or even 
fewer assisted returnees remain in Kosovo. Reasons include the poor functioning of the legal and political 
framework supporting returns, cumbersome and complex return procedures, lack of effective reintegration 

mechanisms, obstacles in the process of property restitution, the security situation4 and tensions between 
potential returnees and the receiving communities, as well as the numerous problems in accessing rights 
and services for the returnees and members of the minority communities. 

If the number is indeed only 5,000 sustainable returns, it means that less than 2.5% of the IDP population has 
successfully returned to Kosovo. The EU, through the IPA instrument programmed in Pristina, has financed 
four rounds of the ‘Return and Reintegration in Kosovo, totalling over EUR 20 million since 2007. 

The key factors inhibiting return are the security problems, lack of sustainability and the pervasive economic 
decline.  These cannot be addressed through assistance targeted to individual households only, but require 
much broader efforts tackling the underlying causes of these key factors.

2 UNHCR 2011: p34

3 UNHCR 2014: p22

4 See OSCE “An Assessment of the Voluntary Returns Process in Kosovo”, October 2014 available at http://www.osce.
org/kosovo/129321 



Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

110 111

14.5  Access to Rights and entitlements

There are three broad areas for which IDPs have difficulty in accessing their rights and entitlements as a 
result of their displacement.

•	 The first is in relation to their rights in Kosovo. This is largely linked to property rights and entitlements 
arising from their previous employment in the territory. 

•	 The second relates to their personal civil documentation mainly in terms of basic identity documents. 

•	 And the third is connected to their ability to access entitlements in their place of displacement in Ser-
bia.

IDPs’ access to rights in Kosovo

Substantial assistance has been provided for the first of these three, through a succession of EU-financed 
projects providing direct legal aid. These have provided legal aid for 5,617 cases, of which 40% have been 
related to property in Kosovo, and 34% in relation to employment rights (see chart below). 

In addition to the EU support, some 10,671 legal aid cases for IDPs from Kosovo have been supported through 
a USAID financed project (through Catholic Relief Services and its partner Balkan Centre for Migration) over 
the same 2008-2015 period. Around one third of these cases relate to property rights, one third to claims 
relating to privatisation, and the rest a mixture of other cases. On top of these legal aid cases, assistance was 
provided to obtain 13,699 various forms of personal documentation.

This means that roughly 16,300 legal aid cases have been supported over the 2008-2015 period. If it is 
assumed that the primary unit of legal aid requirement is the household (rather than the individual), and that 
each household involved has only one case, then it can be seen that the legal aid assistance has reached 
some 33% of all IDP households. 

Given the continuing issues with property ownership and forthcoming rounds of privatisation of the largest 
state owned firms in Kosovo, it can be confidently assumed that there will continue to be a need for legal aid 
for people living in displacement in Serbia, and needing to access the legal system in Kosovo. Property rights 
may well be reopened following an agreement between Belgrade and Pristina on reviewing the cadastre. 
This will inevitably lead to conflicting claims to property, and hence a need for legal representation. Many 
of the employment issues arise from claims to shares and compensation from the privatisation of ‘socially 
owned’ enterprises, and requirements for documentation for pension purposes. 

It will not be possible for this kind of legal aid to be ‘nationalised’. A local or national organisation funded either 
in Serbia or in Kosovo will not have the access needed to both legal systems that such a service requires. 
This kind of legal aid requires the involvement of an international organisation to provide an appropriate 
mandate to operate with clients in Serbia proper and with the legal system in Kosovo. For the foreseeable 
future, therefore, the involvement and funding of international organisations will be necessary.

EU SUPPORT FOR LEGAL AID FOR IDPS by TyPE OF CASE 2008 - 2015
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Pension and disability 
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to public records, 

administration and 
services, 13%

Employment rights, 34%

Right to property, 40%

In total 5,617 cases

Access to Civil Documentation

UNHCR has taken the lead in providing assistance to IDPs in accessing personal documentation. In 
cooperation with local partner PRAXIS, UNHCR has provided assistance to some 23,581 IDPs (15,037 Roma 
and 8,544 non-Roma) between the beginning of 2010 and the end of 2015. CRS and BCM have provided 
assistance to access a further 13,699 individuals between 2008 and 2015.

There has been a substantial decline in cases over the period which can be attributed to the successful 
resolution of personal documentation cases. Praxis obtained a total of 54,093 personal documents (birth, 
citizenship, marriage, death certificates, ID cards, diplomas, and various other certificates). Following the 
introduction of the “Law on Amendments to the Law on Non-Contentious Procedure” in 2012, courts and 
administrations have been increasingly making positive decisions to determine date and place of birth of 
those without birth registration, and therefore reduce ‘legal invisibility’. 

By its nature, the extent to which ‘legal invisibility’ exists is hard to assess accurately. However, if it is assumed 
that outreach efforts are equally effective for each of the years since 2010, it can be presumed that there are 
fewer and fewer legally invisible persons, and that the downward trend in cases will continue. 

Nevertheless, there are still cases in which parents do not (or cannot) register their children’s birth, and so 
legal invisibility will continue. It is vitally important, therefore, for the mechanisms of providing legal assistance 
to continue, albeit at a reduced level.
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LEGAL AID CASES FOR IDPS IN SERbIA 2010 - 2015 - UNhCR/PRAxIS
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bREAKDOWN OF MOST COMMON CASES IN SERbIA 2010-2015

total 3,439

Correction in registry 
books 26%

Other 7%

Determination of date 
and place of birth 3%

Registration of the 
fact of birth 4%

Re-registration in the 
citizenship registry 14%

Subsequent birth 
registration 16%

Re-registration
in the birth registry 17%

Determination of 
citizenship 6%

Re-registration in the 
marriage registry 7%

Access to entitlements in Displacement

Over the same six-year period, Praxis provided IDPs with legal aid and counselling in 1,903 cases related to 
access to socio-economic rights (social protection, health care, etc.).

IDP Roma are considerably more likely not to be able to access financial social assistance than domicile 
Roma. The 2014 survey found that 19% of Roma IDP households did not receive financial social assistance 
because of a lack of documents. Extrapolating, this means more than 900 families in 2014 could not 
access family allowance because of lack of documents. This suggests that a sufficient legal aid capacity is 
required to support around 1,000 cases per year for assisting Roma households in accessing social security 
requirements. 

‘Sufficient capacity’ means outreach to settlements, identifying those who need assistance, and providing 
the appropriate skilled legal assistance.

In section 16.3 below this report examines some of the measures to introduce free legal aid for a wider 
population.
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15. effectiveness and Sustainability of Direct Assistance 
Provided

15.1  Social Housing and Social Housing in a Supportive environment

The Commissariat for Refugees and Migration report that between 2008 and 2013 some 330 IDP households 
were provided with Social Housing in a Supportive Environment, of whom some 60 households (18%) 
identified as Roma.

There have been no systematic reviews to follow up the situation of people living in SHSE, so this section 
assessing the effectiveness of the solution is based on selected visits and interviews.

Social Housing in a Supportive Environment is a solution designed for vulnerable people who can nevertheless 
live on their own with a small degree of support from a ‘host’ family living in the same building. The financial 
arrangements are usually preferential, with minimal or no rent, and subsidised utilities. Building standards 
are high and design of heating and insulation, for example, is very energy efficient (and therefore low cost).

On the whole, non-Roma residents of SHSE are able to sustain themselves living in these apartments. The 
low cost of accommodation means that those in receipt of pensions or social welfare benefits supplemented 
by some other sources of income such as remittances or informal labour are able to get by. Danish Refugee 
Council, for example, report that all residents housed through their programmes are still living in their 
apartments.

The situation for Roma residents of social housing in supportive environments is slightly different. The legal 
provisions for SHSE were applied to Roma residents in the case of the resettlement project for the Belvil 
settlement in Belgrade (“Let’s Build a Home Together”, financed by EU and implemented by UNOPS). In this 
case the SHSE model was used to give the preferential cost regime, but without the ‘host family’ to provide 
the practical care. At the same time other families were offered standard social housing arrangements, which 
incur higher costs.

All social housing and social housing in a supportive environment was provided under regulations at 
the municipal level. Therefore, there are variations in the arrangements for tenants between different 
municipalities and different donor-funded projects. Crucial differences include: 

•	 Right to buy after a certain period – mostly this option was given to refugees but not to IDPs

•	 Low cost rental for a period, reverting to higher cost after 3 or 5 years;

There is currently a legal process ongoing in Kraljevo in which the tenants of social housing are objecting to 
the rents being raised (to around 70 EUR per month) after the initial grace period of 5 years. There was an 
assumption that the tenants would settle in to their apartments, and begin to work and earn money. However, 

the economic crisis, lack of employment opportunities, and also inadequate communication and preparation 
for the rent increase led to the legal process. This is an indication of the challenges that will continue to arise 
as a consequence of the short term rules and policies put in place at the municipal level.

A major concern is that either model of social housing is not affordable for households on income from only 
social security support or the minimum pension awarded to IDPs. The organisations implementing the SHSE 
and Social Housing selected beneficiaries not only on the basis of need, but also on their ability to pay the 
costs of the housing. In this way, they have made the social housing model appear sustainable. However, at 
the same time it means that the social housing models are not appropriate for the poorest households, 
because they cannot afford even the subsidised rent and bills. the poorest households are therefore 
not selected as beneficiaries for social housing projects. there are no appropriate housing solutions for 
the poorest, and therefore, they continue to live in informal settlements or buildings not designed for 
habitation.

This point has been noted by the UN Special Rapporteur on adequate housing1:

In some cases, Roma from informal settlements have been allocated social housing. However, it was 
brought to my attention that some are currently threatened with eviction from this housing, due to rent or 
utilities arrears. In this way, social housing is hardly fulfilling its purpose – it provides no security for the 
most vulnerable, it fails to ensure the inclusion of those who are generally marginalized, discriminated 
against and excluded.

15.2  Village Housing

Some 256 IDP households were provided with village housing between 2008 – 2013, according to the 
Commissariat for Refugees and Migration. Of these households, some 80 (31%) were Roma.

The village housing solution is seen as a win-win: many rural households are leaving the countryside in a 
process of increasing urban migration. IDP households often have their origins in the rural areas of Kosovo. 
Providing an empty village house for IDPs helps to slow the rural decline and at the same time provides 
secure housing for displaced families. 

This solution also has another key advantage: it is appropriate for those who do not own land or property 
in Serbia (outside Kosovo), unlike the prefab and building material solutions, and can therefore target the 
majority of IDPs in need who live in rented accommodation.

1 Press Statement of Special Rapporteur on adequate housing as a component of the right to an adequate standard 
of living, and on the right to non-discrimination in this context, Ms Leilani Farha Visit to Serbia, including Kosovo, 
Belgrade, 25 May 2015
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An evaluation conducted in 2011 by one of the main implementers of village housing projects, Intersos (and 
its affiliated NGO, Vizija), examined nearly 500 households who received village housing between 2005 
– 20101. Of the beneficiaries of village housing over this period, some 28% were IDPs, and the remainder 
refugees. Of the IDPs who received village housing, some 88% came from collective centres, while only 12% 
moved from private accommodation. The evaluation does not mention the ethnicity of the IDPs rehoused.

Some of the key lessons learned concern both the selection of beneficiaries for village housing and the 
location of the house. Sustainability is more likely when beneficiaries are of working age, and have experience 
working in rural areas. They are able both to farm their own plots of land, and can work on neighbours’ 
land for income. Where they already have some connections, either because the housing is close to their 
collective centre, or because they have relatives, their integration is more likely. 

IDPs provided with housing that was remote from markets were also likely to fare less well than those in 
houses located closer to larger villages and towns. IDPs moving out of collective centres perceived their 
situation less favourably than refugees and IDPs coming from private accommodation. This is perhaps due 
to the degree of dependency which developed over their years in collective accommodation.

Another key finding is that the beneficiaries of village housing who also benefitted from assistance for 
income generation perceived themselves as significantly better off than those who did not receive Income 
Generating Assistance (IGA). A key lesson learned here is that village housing needs to be supported over 
a longer period – over one year, if not more – to ensure support for families to integrate and generate 
sufficient income for living and household maintenance.

There is less well-documented evidence concerning Roma recipients of village housing. Some reports from 
the Belvil project suggest that of 39 families given village housing, six had in the meantime gone to Germany 
or Austria, and another three were missing. There was concern that there had been inadequate follow up 
and support for these families. Of particular concern for Roma households is the discrimination that they face 
from their new communities, and their relative lack of experience in farming and rural livelihoods – leading 
them to seek more ‘urban’ employment opportunities.

Village housing is a popular solution for IDPs because it is seen as a form of ownership, and therefore offers 
much greater security than that provided by, for example, social housing. However, it is not sustainable for 
all families. Elderly people have difficulty in such housing, because of the remoteness, their inability to work, 
and their dependence on social networks which are diminishing in rural areas.

Where village housing is provided, it should not be provided alone. It must be accompanied by other 
assistance, including support for livelihoods and assistance in accessing services; and this is needed over a 
longer period of perhaps up to two years.

1 Intersos provided 548 village houses over this period; 394 for refugees and 154 for IDPs. The evaluation sample 
covered around 90% of the total households.

15.3  Pre-fabricated Houses

Overall, rather fewer pre-fabricated houses2 (174) have been provided for IDPs than either village housing 
(583) or social housing in a supportive environment (330).

Since 2013, the Commissariat has not budgeted for prefabricated houses, and instead is focusing on village 
houses as the main form of assistance, alongside construction materials and support for income generating 
activities. 

There are no available evaluations of the effectiveness of pre-fabricated houses as a durable solution for 
IDPs, so it is not possible to draw substantive conclusions about this form of assistance.

One point that should be made, however, is that the nature of the solution requires land available for 
construction. In some cases, prefabs are offered on the basis that the beneficiary provides appropriate land. 
In this case, the land usually must have the appropriate permissions for residential construction. 

In other cases, pre-fabs are provided as a collective solution, usually in cooperation with a local government. 
For this solution, the local governments should provide the land, also again with the appropriate construction 
permissions.

Pre-fabs offer a quick construction for resolving a pressing housing problem. However, the availability of 
appropriate land is a constraining factor. It is reported from the Commissariat that there are 22 pre-fabs 
available to IDPs in Belgrade, but the offer has not been taken up. IDPs who need housing often do not have 
the money and the time needed to buy land and obtain the necessary construction permits – and often the 
permission to change the designated purpose of agricultural land to residential.

This has consequences for the targeting of the assistance. Only those relatively better off can access pre-
fabs on an individual basis. Alternatively, a project implementer is needed to offer solutions for several 
households, and which can work with local governments to identify appropriate land and pay for facilitation 
of the solution – which may include laying utility infrastructure as well.

The pre-fab is a good solution for those for whom village housing is not appropriate, and who need some 
land or space for their livelihoods. 

As an example of costs, one project completed in 2013 constructed 49 pre-fabs in total, including furnishings 
at a total cost of EUR 1.05 million, or EUR 21,400 per unit. This is roughly comparable with the costs of social 
housing and village housing per unit.

2 Over the period 2008-2014, data from the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration
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15.4  IGA/employment/Livelihoods

As was seen in section 14.2, support in the form of income generating activities (IGAs) reached some 3,231 
households (some 7% of all IDP households, or 14% of IDP households in need) between 2008-2014.

The form of assistance varied depending on the funder and the implementer, and on when the project was 
implemented. The following are the main forms of IGA assistance identified:

•	 Vocational training

•	 Support for agricultural inputs

•	 Small grants for income generation (sometimes accompanied by training)

•	 Some micro-credit was also provided.

Often assistance was provided as a combination of grants and training e.g. for starting self-employment 
initiatives.

There are three evaluations available; one on vocational training, one on agricultural inputs and one on a 
combination of support. 

While the findings are somewhat nuanced, the following are key points that emerge from these evaluations:

•	 assistance is being targeted to those who are not necessarily the most vulnerable. There is a general 
bias from the implementing agencies towards identifying those beneficiaries who are likely to make a 
success out of the assistance. In general, this means that those who are better educated or who have 
relevant skills, and those who have access to resources that can be used for income generation (such as 
commercial property or agricultural land) are more likely to be selected for assistance.

•	 Agricultural assistance does appear to be successful for those who have access to land and some 
level of skills and experience in farming. However, a relatively small proportion of IDPs live in rural areas 
or have access to agricultural land. As noted in the 2011 IDP Needs Assessment, “the majority of IDP 
households (81.7%) settled in the urban areas [and] 85.1% of households in need are located in the cities. 
In the same survey, only 1.3% of IDPs in need reported that they obtained any household income from 
agricultural sources.

•	 Few of the projects supporting income generation have aimed at assisting IDPs to be hired as employ-
ees. On the whole, they have looked at self-employment as a solution. The assumption behind this is that 
given the lack of employment opportunities, self-employment is the only viable option. This assumption 
reinforces the selection of those with greater capacities for assistance, because in general, self-employ-
ment requires higher levels of confidence, education and personal networks.

•	 None has sought to tackle structural barriers to either employment or self-employment such as the 
discrimination faced by Roma in the labour market.

The main point here is that income generation assistance is biased towards those who have more resources 
and more knowledge. In a way, this bias is inevitable. The implementing agencies must make their assistance 
work, and the process to select beneficiaries is a necessary means for ensuring that their assistance is not 
wasted.

The issue is not with the means of implementation, but with the design of income generation assistance. The 
nature of the assistance itself – as for the labour market as a whole – tends to favour the better educated 
and those with more resources.

Further, income generation assistance for IDPs was designed for ‘all IDPs’, and not specifically for Roma 
IDPs. Since Roma IDPs are significantly less well educated, and rarely have access to the kinds of resources 
needed, they are therefore filtered out very early in the selection processes. For Roma IDPs to benefit 
from some form of income generation assistance, the support has to be designed with the needs and 
capacities of Roma IDPs specifically in mind.

Assisting the more vulnerable to increase incomes is less likely to succeed, and is a longer term proposition. 
Given the very low rates of primary education of the Roma population, such efforts should focus on education 
first. However, these efforts are less attractive to donors because of their more uncertain and less measurable 
outcomes. Nevertheless, the Government of Serbia with the support of the European Union has invested in 
a programme of education aimed at adults without a completed primary education, known as the ‘Second 
Chance’ programme. This is a way for adults to complete a primary education, and often, at the same time 
to learn a vocational skill. 

Lessons learned from implementation

Duration of support. One of the key lessons learned from the implementers of income generation assistance 
for the poorest (e.g. EHO in Vojvodina) is that very long term support (over 5 years) is needed. While grants 
for tools etc. can be modest, (c. EUR 250), the duration of support can make a real difference to whether the 
self-employment becomes viable or not. 

employers can be a vital source of vocational training. Engaging employers in employment projects can 
benefit all: employers can provide vocational training in the workplace; IDPs learn vital skills; and learning 
in a real workplace helps to overcome employers’ prejudices and introduces good working behaviours in 
potential employees.

Social benefits are a major barrier to employment training. Typically, engaging in a vocational training in the 
workplace is regarded as ‘work’ for official purposes, even if there is no employment contract. This means that 
social security recipients forfeit their benefits. Since there is no guarantee of a job at the end, this is a major 
disincentive for benefits recipients to enrol in a vocational training programme. The joint UN Youth Employment 
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and Migration (YEM) project negotiated with the Ministry1 a special exemption for its beneficiaries, who were 
able to continue to receive social security benefits until the end of the training programme.

Low unemployment registration

As noted earlier, the unemployment registration rate of IDPs is well below the surveyed rates of unemployment. 
The 30 September 2015 figure was 6,642 registered unemployed IDPs, compared to the estimated 48,000 
figure derived from the 2010 survey2. 

The reasons are related to the temporary compensation payments, address registration and access to work 
booklets. See sections 4.2 and 4.4 for more details on this.

This has led the Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veterans’ and Social Affairs to question the validity of the 
survey data.

The consequences are then profound. For individuals, it means that they cannot access the active labour market 
measures offered by the NES, such as job search assistance, and some vocational training opportunities. For 
the state, it means that the Government does not recognise the problem of unemployment among IDPs 
and therefore does not offer any special measures.

This is reflected in the municipalities’ Local Action Plans for Employment, which are covered in section 16.2 
below.

15.5  Municipal Grants

In recent years, there has been an attempt to shift the burden of responsibility for support to IDPs away from 
central government and large international NGOs/agencies and towards local government. This is logical, 
since many of the issues faced by IDPs are specific and local, and local governments and deconcentrated 
agencies of central government are in a good position to be able to address these issues. What is claimed 
to be lacking by local government are the resources to be able to tackle the issues.

To this end, municipalities have been encouraged to develop Local Action Plans for Resolving the Situation 
of Refugees and IDPs, and on the basis of these action plans, some have been awarded grants for 
implementation of the plans.

1 Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veterans and Social Affairs

2 See Annex 2 for the calculation of this estimate. In addition, the survey data is for late 2010, but unemployment 
rates have not changed substantially over the 5-year period

The advantage of this approach is that it both engenders local ownership and attracts local resources to 
match centrally managed resources.

However, effectiveness is entirely dependent on the quality of the action plans, and the abilities of the local 
level institutions to execute the plans.

EU IPA funds have supported 24 municipal grants for supporting integration of refugees and IDPs, with 
mixed results.3

On the whole, the action plans are not strategic, and deal mainly with relatively easy ways of distributing 
assistance. Some 860 interventions4 were provided to 23 municipalities5 and can be summarised as follows. 

IPA*
Grant value

No. of 
grants

Prefabs
Construction 

materials

Income 
generating 
assistance

training

EUR Households

2011 1,135,635 15 26 190 118 172

2012 700,732 9 6 128 78 144

TOTAL 1,936,367 24 32 318 196 316

% of 
IDPs

41% 26% 26% 42%

 
* Source: Commissariat for Refugees, correspondence

The assistance was intended originally for refugees, IDPs and returnees under readmission agreements. 
It has to be noted, however, that by the time the IPA 2012 grants were launched, the Regional Housing 

3 In addition, the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration state that “166 municipalities were financially supported 
from the budget and other donors funds”.  A more detailed breakdown of these grants was not available, so they 
have not been analysed in this report.

4 Data available is by type of assistance per household; however, there is no way of knowing whether some 
households received more than one form of assistance (e.g. IGA assistance plus training) so it cannot be said that 
the number of interventions is the same as the number of beneficiary households. 

5 Arilje received two grants – one for IPA 2011 and one for IPA 2012; all other municipalities received only one grant; 
a total of 24 grants were disbursed to municipalities.
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Programme was under way, and therefore substantial assistance was imminent for refugees. 

The following graph shows the proportions of assistance that were provided for IDP households from both 

IPA 2011 and IPA 2012 municipal grants.
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Overall, IDP households received around 32% of all interventions, while they received only 27% of housing 
interventions. 

In terms of the housing assistance (prefabs and construction materials) there is a bias towards those who 
already own property – ownership is a precondition for receiving construction materials and assistance 
with prefabricated houses is conditional on land being available, with the appropriate permissions. The 
municipality of Vranje was keen to assist two Roma households by providing them with prefabs; however, in 
the end the appropriate documentation could not be obtained, so the housing could not be provided. Of the 
total 350 households assisted under IPA 2012, only one was a Roma family1.

1 The Commissariat for Refugees and Migration did not release data on the number of Roma beneficiaries for 
both these grants, on the grounds that identification of ethnicity is voluntary and therefore unreliable. The data 
presented here is from the project monitoring reports.

Therefore, while there is still some logic to funding municipalities to assist them to implement solutions, 
there is rather inadequate guidance in the design of assistance methods, and assistance again favouring the 
better off. 

Assistance was also planned at the level of the individual household, rather than thinking also about 
community level assistance. There was, for example, no Local Action Plan that planned to improve conditions 
for residents of informal settlements.

It is also notable that the targeting of the grant mechanism did not seem to favour municipalities with high 
proportions of IDPs. Only two of the top 10 municipalities in terms of size of the IDP population as a percentage 
of the total population received grants, while half of the grant recipients have an IDP population less than 1% 
of the total population (see table below).

Municipality
Grant amount 

(eUR)
Rank % of IDPs 

(out of 162)
% of IDPs in population

Vrnjačka Banja 83,776 4 13.20

Mladenovac 84,000 7 9.61

Vranje 80,825 13 7.21

Batocina 83,132 19 5.01

Novi Pazar 79,665 21 4.80

Zemun 73,316 29 3.69

Čukarica 71,984 32 3.32

Zvezdara 77,681 35 2.86

Zitoradja 68,924 47 2.13

Bojnik 65,064 49 2.04

Tutin 61,215 54 1.83

Topola 56,184 55 1.81
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Municipality
Grant amount 

(eUR)
Rank % of IDPs 

(out of 162)
% of IDPs in population

Zrenjanin 74,000 84 0.69

Kula 74,050 99 0.55

Vrbas 82,011 105 0.50

Vrsac 73,990 111 0.43

Ub 84,686 119 0.37

Ruma 95,771 121 0.36

Arilje (1) 74,045 124 0.34

Arilje (2) 71,250 124 0.34

Petrovac na Mlavi 66,263 127 0.32

Sombor 92,445 133 0.30

Kikinda 85,000 144 0.18

Zabalj 77,092 153 0.10

totAL 1,836,369

It would appear, therefore, that while logically giving grants to municipalities is a sensible direction 
for providing assistance to IDPs, there are steps that need to be taken in terms of the prioritisation of 
assistance towards municipalities with higher proportions of IDPs, and in terms of the form of assistance 

being of genuine assistance to the more vulnerable IDP population.

15.6  Conclusion

There has been some innovation in recent years in terms of finding and providing housing solutions. Two 
particularly good examples of housing for displaced persons are the village housing and the Social Housing 
in a Supportive Environment.

However, these solutions are not available to all who need them. The scale and pace of implementation has 
been very low. Fewer than 3,500 households have benefitted from housing solutions since 2008, out of 
an estimated 22,886 households in need1 plus the four thousand or so IDPs in collective centres2 between 
2009-2010.

With the exception of the support for those living in collective centres, the design of housing solutions and 
the support for livelihoods have both been biased towards the less vulnerable IDPs. Housing support tends 
to go to those who own property, while livelihood support tends to go to the better educated with more 
resources. More vulnerable IDPs need better tailored and often longer term support than can be provided 
through 2- or 3-year project cycles.

With the final closure of the collective centres now in sight, attention must now turn to the most vulnerable of 
the IDPs. This means primarily the Roma IDPs who live in informal settlements. Attention must also be given 
to the IDPs who have been living in rental accommodation for many years, and who have not had the chance 
to benefit from housing assistance. 

The means of delivery of assistance must also come under review. Direct assistance by the international 
and larger national non-governmental organisations is giving way to the implementation of assistance by 
local authorities. While this is logical and should in the longer term prove more efficient, the local authorities 
currently have little capacity to plan and implement assistance in ways that are genuinely strategic and take 
into account the differing needs of the whole population of IDPs.

In the next section this report will look at the more systemic reforms that have taken place over the last few 
years to assess their impact on the situation of IDPs. The hope is that a combination of direct assistance 
together with wider reforms will be a more cost-effective and sustainable solution to the situation of IDPs in 
Serbia.

1 From the UNHCR 2011 survey

2 Commissariat of Refugees and Migration data: Jan 2009 – 4,580 IDPs, Jan 2010 – 3,926 IDPs
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16. Assessment of Indirect Measures
This section reviews some of the key policy and programmatic assistance that either explicitly or implicitly 
has had some impact on the lives of IDPs living in displacement in Serbia. This covers much of the assistance 
provided within the framework of the Roma Decade (2005-2015) and the Government of Serbia’s Strategy 
for Improving the Situation of Roma 2010-2015, support for unemployment, free legal aid, social security 
reforms and the current state of social welfare services.

The policy environment is perhaps more important than the direct programmatic assistance in affecting the 
quality of life of IDPs. Certainly, social security policies have a substantial impact on the lives of the very poor, 
and determine whether or not they can afford decent housing, children’s clothing and school books, and 
winter fuel. Moreover, policy reforms tend to affect much larger numbers than individual project assistance, 
and so is arguably more important. There has been, for example, a dramatic fall in the proportion of Roma 
IDPs accessing social security assistance following a change in eligibility criteria. This has reduced access 
to family Financial Social Assistance for more than 1,700 Roma IDP families by a simple – and possibly 
inadvertent – policy change.

This section looks at some of the indirect measures that have had an impact on IDPs since 2010, with two 
aims. The first is to assess the extent of the impact on IDPs’ lives. The second is to identify potential policy 
areas which could be mechanisms for improving the quality of IDPs lives in the coming years. 

16.1  Roma Inclusion

Support for Roma inclusion has been a high priority for the European Union and accession countries since 
the start of the Decade of Roma Inclusion in 2005. The displacement of tens of thousands of Roma, Ashkaeli 
and Balkan Egyptians from Kosovo in 1999 and subsequently is one of the key concerns of assistance from 
the EU.

The policy framework was given substance through the Strategy for Improvement of the Status of Roma 
in the Republic of Serbia 2010. The strategy covered housing, education, employment, displaced persons 
specifically, returnees under readmission agreements, personal documentation, social insurance and social 
care, health care, status of women, information, culture, political participation and representation, and 
discrimination.

Some measures have been seen to be effective, while others are still in the process of proving their worth. The 
most effective measures have mainly been in education. Compulsory pre-school education and investment 
in teaching assistants in primary schools have increased school attendance of Roma children, and reduced 
drop-out. Robust evidence on these achievements is not available, but anecdotal evidence from schools 
supports this view. 

For adults, a scheme known as ‘Second Chance’ enables those who have not completed a primary education 
to return to education, complete primary school and at the same time learn a vocational skill. In the school 
year 2013/2014 some 73 primary schools were involved, and 3680 students successfully completed a 
primary school education. Of these, some 700 were also supported by the National Employment Service to 
also undergo some form of vocational training. Some 70% of Second Chance students were Roma1.

Again, there is no available evidence that proves its success, but anecdotally this is a useful measure that 
could be strengthened with more resources.

In housing for Roma, there are specific projects such as the ‘Belvil’ project implemented by UNOPS with EU 
funds to relocate Roma living in an informal settlement in Belgrade. This is a complex project, with mixed 
outcomes. Nevertheless, it is one attempt to provide sustainable housing for a mix of domicile and IDP Roma.

A flagship EU-funded project is the Technical Assistance for Roma Inclusion (TARI) project (also known 
as ‘Ovde smo zajedno’ or ‘We are all here together’). This project aimed to support Roma inclusion in 
employment, housing, social services provision, education and health, with a focus on twenty municipalities. 
In some ways it built on previous policy achievements, such as the introduction of health mediators and 
teaching assistants. In housing, the focus was on measures to legalise and improve unregulated settlements, 
particularly those which had been established for several decades.

To this extent, the TARI project primarily focused on the situation of domicile Roma rather than IDP Roma, 
although there is no data on the extent to which the beneficiaries were displaced or not. The TARI project will 
be succeeded by two projects: one to invest in Roma settlements, improving basic infrastructure and access 
to utilities, and another to continue the more systemic changes (see section 19.5 Planned and Forecast IPA 
Projects).

16.2  Unemployment

Government support for unemployment is planned through a mechanism based on municipality-identified 
needs.

Municipalities prepare annually a ‘Local Employment Action Plan’ (LEAP), which sets out their priorities for 
support and the types of active measures that it will implement. The LEAP is prepared by a local committee 
of employers, municipality staff, municipal assembly representatives and staff of the local branch of the 
National Employment Service. 

1 Source: correspondence with Ministry of Education, October 2015
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Most municipalities are required to provide more than 50% of the funds for the implementation of the LEAP1, 
and the National Employment Service (NES) will contribute the remaining sums. The level of support is 
therefore determined locally. The types of support are relatively standardised, and depend to some extent 
on local possibilities for, e.g. work experience, vocational training, job search counselling, etc.

Recognition of the situation of IDPs is therefore up to the local authorities. Of the three municipalities with the 
highest proportion of IDPs, the LEAPs either do not mention them at all, or do not identify special measures.

Municipality
% of 
IDPs 

(2014)

No. 
IDPs 

(2014)

No 
registered 

unemployed 
IDPs 

(12/2015)*

% of IDPs 
registered 

unemployed
Measures proposed in LeAP

Kuršumlija 31.42% 6,037 74 1.2% IDPs not mentioned

Kraljevo 15.6% 19,570 387 2.0%
IDPs mentioned in analysis, but not in 
categories of ‘vulnerable people’. No 

special measures for IDPs

Vrnjačka Banja 13.20% 3,634 96 2.6%
IDPs mentioned in analysis, but not in 
categories of ‘vulnerable people’. No 

special measures for IDPs

* Data from National Employment Service, correspondence 25/12/201

As noted in the population assessment section, there is little formal recognition of IDP unemployment because 
of the adverse incentives and conditions for registering as unemployed (see section 4.2, Unemployment). As 
a consequence, official measures are not tailored to the special needs of IDPs. 

At the level of implementation of active labour market measures, there are also examples of how the system 
prevents access by poorer people with fewer resources and networks. For example, in order to undertake 
a vocational training programme funded by the NES, the potential student has to provide a guarantor who 
is willing to pay back the costs of the training should the student not complete. The guarantor must be a 
person who is legally and permanently employed. For Roma IDPs living in settlements, this condition is 
almost impossible to fulfil, and therefore in practice their ability to access employment support is restricted. 

1 The poorest municipalities can contribute less than 50%

In general, then, there is little recognition at the policy level of the needs of IDPs, while at the implementation 
level there is not a great understanding of the reality of IDPs situations – and especially Roma IDPs. There 
is much work to do to change this. 

16.3  Free Legal Aid

In addition to the specific legal aid provided for IDPs and refugees, some work has been done to develop 
provision of free legal aid for the general population. Given that the demand for refugee and IDP-specific 
legal aid will inevitably decline in the coming years, it is important to see the extent to which the more 
general free legal aid provision will cover the needs for IDPs.

There is a commitment from the Government of Serbia to provide free legal aid, and a system of provision 
and financing is under development, with support from the World Bank Multi Donor Trust Fund for the justice 
sector. A new law was planned for parliamentary approval in early 2016, but was delayed by the April 2016 
elections. The original plan was for it to come into force in January 2017, but this may change. The provisions 
of this law are discussed in more detail in section 19.8, Draft Law on Free Legal Aid.

Two projects, the EU and SDC-funded EU PROGRES project, and the joint UN project PBILD aimed to develop 
sustainable free legal aid provision – ‘Citizens’ Advisory Services’ – in selected municipalities of south and 
south west Serbia.

These services were initially conceived with the idea that they should be independent of local government, 
so that citizens would be able to access impartial advice and support in cases involving local government. 
However, the EU PROGRES project moved to support municipalities themselves to provide legal aid, and by 
the end of the project, however, this model did not demonstrate sustainability. As noted in the final evaluation:

“Free legal assistance to vulnerable and marginalised groups through Citizens’ Advisory Services 
were organized in 4 municipalities: Novi Pazar, Prokuplje, Žitorađa and Preševo. The assistance was 
provided to 2,374 users of different ethnic origin: 53% Albanians, 21% Roma, 20% Serbs and 4% 
Bosniaks. (Sustainability of the outcome is low: only Novi Pazar has institutionalized CAS)”.2

It is not known from the project documentation whether any of the beneficiaries were IDPs. However, given 
that Prokuplje was one of the municipalities, it might be assumed that at least some of the beneficiaries were 
indeed IDPs.

2 EU PROGRES FINAL EVALUATION REPORT, Petritsi and Mijacic, March 2014 accessed at http://www.euprogres.org/
dokumenti/en/2_247_Final_Final_Report_Draft_EUPROGRES_FINAL_asof25May.pdf 18 Dec 2015
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The EU PROGRES evaluation noted that “there is a significant demand for free legal aid services, especially 
among the most disadvantaged population groups (Roma and people in poverty)” (p 21).

Without a law governing the provision of free legal aid, these services did not prove to be sustainable. It is 
hoped that the introduction of the law will stimulate provision, and build on the experience of these services.

16.4  Social welfare Services

Social welfare services can provide an essential support to the most vulnerable households. From anecdotal 
evidence, it can be seen that soup kitchens (narodne kuhinje) provide an essential service to vulnerable poor. 
These are provided by the Red Cross of Serbia and sometimes by small NGOs or the orthodox church. Red 
Cross services are typically funded by local governments. Coverage is therefore patchy, and dependent on 
the goodwill and funding capacities of municipalities. Some soup kitchens are over-subscribed, and cannot 
meet demand. Waiting lists are common.

There is relatively scant provision of other social services. Much depends on the municipality, and in general 
richer municipalities in urban areas have better provision than the poorer, rural municipalities. A study 
commissioned by the Government of Serbia/Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction Unit conducted in late 
2012/early 2013 found very scattered provision of home care and day care services1. This was at a time when 
there was more substantial donor funding for welfare services, and it is believed that services have declined 
substantially since then. Local Centres for Social Work are short-staffed and have difficulty in performing 
outreach work. This creates many barriers to access for support and services.

For IDPs coming out of collective centres, particularly the elderly, these services can play a crucial role in the 
sustainability of independent living. There is therefore a strong link between social welfare provision and the 
ability to close down the remaining collective centres.

The key issues are simply the small scale of provision, and in particular, the low provision in the rural 
municipalities with high IDP populations. There are no major planned reforms of social services, nor are 
there any indications that budgets will increase.

1 “Mapping Social Welfare Services within the Mandate of Local Governments in the Republic of Serbia”, Centre for 
Liberal Democratic Studies, Belgrade, October 2013

16.5  Social Security and other Financial Assistance

As noted in the population analysis, the survey results for Roma IDPs see a very sharp decline in access 
to social security support between 2010 and 2014, notably in family and child allowances. The increase in 
support more generally is also notable, and considerably more work needs to be done to examine why Roma 
access in particular was vulnerable to the changes implemented in 2011/2012.

The other form of financial assistance on which, at least anecdotally, many IDPs depend is the form of ‘one-
off assistance’ (‘jednokratna pomoć’) distributed by municipalities. This is a highly discretionary payment, 
and depends on many variables, including municipal budgets and the stringency or otherwise of access 
criteria. There is little available research on this issue, so firm conclusions cannot be made here, other than 
to say that more research is needed, and especially research that can provide a way forward for this form of 
assistance.
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17. Conclusions/effectiveness of Assistance and Lessons 
Learned

Since 2008, more than EUR 80 million has been spent on direct assistance to refugees and IDPs, or around 
1,000 EUR per displaced household.

For IDPs only, some 17% of housing needs have been met over the seven-year period. There is a long way 
to go, especially regarding social housing. Village housing is proving to be the more rapidly implemented 
solution, while there is substantial over-provision of construction materials.

Those most in need are generally excluded from assistance, whether housing or income generation, because 
of their lack of resources, no ownership of property, and their low education.

Targeting of housing solutions has generally favoured those who own property rather than those who do not, 
and those who are better off. Assistance with construction materials – by far the most numerous of solutions 
– requires property ownership, as do prefabricated houses. Social housing is allocated to those who have 
the means to pay the bills – in other words, excluding the worst off. Village housing goes to families with 
active members who can engage in agricultural work – again, excluding the elderly, disabled and long term 
sick.

Poor follow-up and evaluation of housing measures means that there is not enough robust information to be 
sure of the sustainability of housing solutions. 

Given the very high proportion of Roma IDPs living in extreme poverty, it might be expected that rather more 
resources are focused on this group. This has not been the case, and future programming must consider 
how to assist lifting these IDPs out of poverty.

Housing solutions must be reviewed to find a means for providing sustainable solutions for the most 
vulnerable. To some extent, this has been done in the Government’s Social Housing Strategy of 2011; but this 
strategy needs to a) be connected to the strategy and policies for displaced persons, and b) needs far more 
energy and resources for effective implementation1.

Another factor relating to the effectiveness and sustainability of housing solutions is that, given that social 
security income is not sufficient for sustainable housing, solutions within the existing legal and policy 
framework must be accompanied by livelihood support. And as already seen, livelihood support for the more 
vulnerable and less well educated takes time and investment. 

The implication is that for some of the most vulnerable – and here this really means Roma IDPs living in 

1 And this strategy may well be replaced if the new Law on Housing is passed in early 2016

informal settlements – solutions need to be joined up. Improving housing conditions should be linked to 
support for livelihoods, child and adult education and access to other services. The area-based approach 
seems to be appropriate for this kind of assistance, as long as its duration is sufficiently long term.

Delivery mechanisms, including the role of the responsible institutions, need to be configured to support the 
optimum solutions. This probably means finding ways to improve the capabilities of local level institutions to 
deliver the kind of joined up support that is needed, with expert assistance and additional resources.

The pace of the solutions has been very slow, and at the current rate of implementation, decades will be 
needed to meet all the needs. This means that both more resources, and more efficient deployment of 
resources are needed.

At a policy level, some key changes are needed. The huge discrepancy between the 48,000 unemployed 
IDPs predicted by the 2010 survey and the registered unemployed figure of less than 6,000 suggests some 
fundamental constraints to IDP registration. Regulations and policy should be reviewed. First, the regulations 
for the ‘minimalac’ compensation payment should be changed so that recipients can access labour market 
assistance from the National Employment Service without losing their benefits, to encourage them back into 
proper employment. Second, IDPs who have no registered address at their place of displacement need to be 
able to register the Centre for Social Work as a place of temporary residence in order to access entitlements 
in their place of displacement, without having to give up their permanent residence in Kosovo.

Finally, a close eye needs to be kept on the situation of IDPs from Kosovo. It is important that both the 
Government of Serbia and the international community has accurate information on the situation of the IDP 
population in order to assess the effects – both intended and unintended – of policies and programmes 
on their standard of living. Given that the findings of this report suggest that IDPs are substantially 
disadvantaged in relation to the rest of the population, it is important that their specific needs, many of which 
are consequences of their forced displacement, are not overlooked. To this end, some form of longer term 
monitoring mechanism is needed to ensure that they are not forgotten.
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Part III StRAteGIC CoNteXt AND PRoPoSALS

18. Introduction

This section sets out proposals for programmes and policy changes that are high priorities for action, based 
on the analysis of the current situation and performance of assistance so far.

The priorities also emerge from a consideration of the current strategic context relevant to the situation 
of IDPs. This context is mainly driven by the Government of Serbia’s legislative agenda and Serbia’s 
requirements for EU accession. A review of this context is provided in section 19.

Section 20 makes proposals for programme and project types of support, while section 21 sets out the 
priorities for policy changes. 

Responsibilities for support to internally displaced persons lie with the government of Serbia. According 
to the Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement, the “competent authorities have the primary duty and 
responsibility to establish conditions, as well as provide the means, which allow internally displaced persons 
to return voluntarily […] or to resettle voluntarily in another part of the country”1 . At the same time, “The Office 
[of the High Commissioner for Refugees] recognizes that UNHCR and other humanitarian actors can play 
only a limited role in addressing the issue of internal displacement. UNHCR consequently encourages states 
and relevant organs of the United Nations to prevent and resolve situations of internal displacement and to 
protecting the rights of IDPs.”2 

After 15 years in displacement, there has to come a time when IDPs should not require any specific assistance. 
“Durable solutions are achieved when IDPs no longer have specific assistance and protection needs linked 
to their displacement and can enjoy their human rights without suffering discrimination on account of their 
displacement.”3 Earlier sections of this report have noted that many IDPs are considerably disadvantaged, 
especially in terms of their housing and employment status, as well as their property rights in their place of 
origin. These disadvantages are a direct result of their displacement. 

1 Principle 28, UN Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement, 2004

2 Executive Committee of the High Commissioner’s Programme, Standing Committee 39th Meeting June 2007: 
“UNHCR’S Role in Support of an Enhanced Humanitarian Response to Situations of Internal Displacement: Policy 
Framework And Implementation Strategy” EC/58/SC/CRP.18

3 Brookings Institution–University of Bern Project on Internal Displacement. IASC Framework on Durable Solutions 
for Internally Displaced Persons (Inter-Agency Standing Committee, 2010) and quoted by the Special Rapporteur for 
IDPs, Report on Serbia including Kosovo, 2014.

While primary responsibility lies with the Government of Serbia, there is also a substantial supporting role 
to be played by other actors, including the UN Country Team, the European Union, international donors and 
international organisations.

This section aims to provide recommendations for the consideration of all these actors which are interested 
in reducing the status gap between IDPs and the rest of the population in Serbia.

18.1  Key Planning Assumptions

While the proposed actions arise out of the analysis of the current situation and assistance so far, they also 
need to take account of predictions for the next few years. Forecasting, especially about the future, is a 
tricky business, so the assumptions below need to be treated with some caution. Nevertheless, they are 
worth stating here; if the future does not go as predicted, then some of the assumptions – and therefore the 
recommendations – may need to be revised. 

1. Key planning assumptions:

2. Serbia will continue along the path of accession to EU membership. This will entail a gradual align-
ment of legislation, as well as economic and social criteria.

3. The economic situation in Kosovo will remain poor. This, and other conditions for returnees to Kosovo 
will remain difficult, and therefore, the overwhelming majority of IDPs will wish to remain in displacement 
in Serbia.

4. The economic situation in Serbia will improve slightly, but there will be few new employment opportu-
nities for the low skilled, especially outside Belgrade. Many IDPs, including Roma, will seek to migrate to 
Western Europe for better job opportunities.

5. The Syrian refugee situation will remain a high profile issue, and create increasingly difficult challeng-
es for Serbia as a country on the edge of the EU. This will distract attention from the plight of the Kosovo 
IDPs. More rapid processing of asylum claims in Germany and other EU countries for claimants from Ser-
bia, Kosovo and Albania will result in increasing numbers of returnees under readmission agreements. 
The majority of returnees to Serbia will be Roma, and many will be former IDPs from Kosovo.

6. The Regional Housing Programme, as a very large programme of support for refugee housing, will 
consume institutional capacities, possibly distracting attention away from IDPs. 

7. The forthcoming Roma strategy (2016-2025) will be the main instrument for assistance and policy 
change affecting Roma communities. The situation of Roma IDPs has not been fully recognised. This 
means that Roma IDPs may not benefit significantly from implementation of this strategy, because their 
specific needs have not been emphasised.

The implications are that the IDPs in Serbia will remain displaced, and those in poverty will remain in 
poverty. Many of those who have benefited from assistance so far have not been the most vulnerable. The 
decreasing amounts of funding available need now to be focused on the longer term measures to raise the 
most vulnerable out of poverty. Prioritisation is key, and a focus on including IDPs into mainstream public 
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support measures will be the lowest cost and most effective of the measures available. This implies a shift 
from project-based short term assistance to policy and system-based reform to provide the long term and 
sustainable services that will be needed.

19. Strategic Context

So far, this report has examined the likely current situation of IDPs, and the impact of assistance to date. 
This section looks at the current strategic environment; the plans, and likely directions of relevant policies 
and investments that will have a possible impact on the lives of IDPs. This is the political and programming 
context in which all stakeholders interested in the welfare of IDPs, will be taking action and advocating for 
change.

19.1  Current Strategies

Serbia has a number of relevant strategic and policy directions that will impact on the lives of IDPs in the 
period from 2016 to 2025.

This section looks at the main strategies, with a view to assessing: i) the extent to which the strategies 
respond to the needs of IDPs; and ii) the extent to which successful strategy implementation is likely.

There are four key strategies for consideration. Two are defined in terms of population target groups:

•	 Strategy for improving the situation of Roma in Serbia 2015-2025 (final draft)

•	 National Strategy for Resolving the Issues of Refugees and IDPs 2020

•	 And two are defined in terms of sectors:

•	 National Employment Strategy 2011-2020

•	 National Strategy on Social Housing 2011

The following table summarises the strategies in terms of relevance and likelihood for implementation.

Strategy Relevance to IDPs Likelihood of impact on IDPs

Roma Strategy 2015 - 2025

Highly relevant to the Roma IDPs, 
although the special circumstances 

of Roma IDPs are not well defined or 
documented

Moderate. There is considerable 
political pressure from the EU on 

the government for pushing through 
measures in this strategy, and it will 
be watched closely. Without specific 

measures for Roma IDPs in the action 
planning, their special circumstances 
and are less likely to be addressed.

Refugee/IDP Strategy 2015-2020

Highly relevant to all IDPs, but goals 
and measures have not changed 

since the previous strategy 2011-2015. 
Measures can be considered to be 
mechanistic and loosely targeted. A 

new section on return.

Low. As for the previous strategy, there 
is so far no action plan. Resources are 
available from the government budget 

and EU funding, but low compared 
to needs. There has been no re-think 

to adjust the strategy to available 
resources. Prioritisation is poor.

National employment Strategy 2011-
2020

Identifies Roma and IDPs as 
special groups requiring particular 

assistance. Sets objectives (though not 
quantifiable targets) but leaves it up to 
the local level to identify the specific 
measures that will contribute to the 

objectives

Low. Number of registered unemployed 
IDPs is very low compared to survey 

findings, so resources allocated 
through annual planning process 
is much lower than required. Low 

recognition at local level of special 
measures for IDPs.

National Strategy on Social Housing 
2012

Highly relevant. This strategy sets out 
comprehensive measures to provide 
housing for all low income groups, 

including Roma and displaced persons. 
Measures defined are appropriate, 

although ambitious, and require 
considerable resources.

Low. Strategy does not include 
estimated costs, and resource 

allocations so far have been very low. 
Little progress with implementation 

since adoption in 2012.
The new draft Law on Housing will 

require a new Strategy in 2016 or 2017. 
It is not known to what extent any new 
strategy will highlight social housing 

for IDPs and Roma communities.

The implications are as follows.

The Roma Strategy will be a vital tool in guiding additional support for Roma IDPs. It is essential that the 
action plan(s) to accompany the strategy will adequately reflect the situation of Roma IDPs, and that resources 
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are directed towards this group in recognition of their additional vulnerability. The strategy also needs to 
reflect and tackle some of the specific issues faced by Roma IDPs, such as the situation regarding temporary 
residence registration and consequent access to entitlements.

The Refugee/IDP strategy will be a formal compliance requirement for any IPA (or other donor) project to 
support refugees and IDPs. The Commissariat will continue its work in assisting refugees and IDPs, but has 
limited influence over the policy decisions in areas such as housing and employment that are most needed. 
Efforts need to be made to encourage the Government to evaluate the impact to date, and to re-think the 
way it works. In particular, the Commissariat should be encouraged to produce an action plan which would 
set out how, and with what resources, it will implement the Strategy in partnership with Ministries and other 
key institutions.

The National employment Strategy will only be relevant if IDPs are seen as a large vulnerable group requiring 
special measures (currently only 6,000 IDPs are on the unemployment register). The de facto unemployment 
of IDPs needs to be recognised as a precondition for the Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veterans and 
Social Affairs and the National Employment Service to prioritise and take action. To this extent, efforts need 
to be made to remove the bureaucratic obstacles to registering IDPs as unemployed and to ensure that IDPs 
and other displaced persons are recognised as a category through the Labour Market Surveys. 

The National Strategy of Social Housing is a very useful strategy, in that it provides clear directions 
for development of social housing. However, there is low political commitment and little finance for 
its implementation. However, any housing support for IDPs (and refugees) needs to be aligned with the 
provisions of this Strategy. Ideally, there would be no stand-alone projects for social housing, but projects 
should be fully integrated and aligned with the social housing strategy. The new draft Law on Housing injects 
further uncertainty. If passed, it would require a new strategy for housing, and it is not clear to what extent 
the directions of the 2012 strategy will continue to be supported by Government.

19.2  Chapter 23 Action Plan

the most important strategic instrument for the coming period will be the Chapter 23 Action Plan. This 
sets out how the government will comply with the requirements of EU membership in the areas of the 
Judiciary and Fundamental Rights. The section on Fundamental Rights deals both with the rights of displaced 
persons and national minorities including Roma. Much of the action plan is guided by existing government 
strategies, particularly the draft Roma strategy.

The draft (as of November 2015) gives unequivocal government commitment to supporting refugees and 
IDPs:

1. “In the forthcoming period, significant efforts will be made to improve the living conditions of refugees 
and internally displaced persons. Significant financial resources will be invested to resolve housing 
problems of the most vulnerable families, particularly those who are still placed in collective centres, 
both through to the construction of new housing units and the provision of necessary construction 

materials to enable the closure of all formal collective centres. The provision of complementary mea-
sures aimed at sustainable integration of refugees through programs aimed at the economic empow-
erment will continue. The introduction of a free legal aid system available to refugees and internally 
displaced persons will enable a higher degree of legal certainty and facilitate access to personal 
documents through the procedures prescribed by the Law on non-contentious proceedings, aimed at 
elimination of “legally invisible persons” through the registration and provision of identity documents.”

Four key points are worth highlighting:

First, the emphasis is firmly on the closure of the formal collective centres. Assistance measures remain 
unchanged – construction of new housing and provision of construction materials. there is no recognition 
of the additional services and support that will be required for the sustainable integration of many 
vulnerable former collective centre residents into local communities. The remaining collective centres are 
also only a tiny – although highly visible – proportion of the vulnerable IDPs. Closure of the collective centres 
has effectively diverted attention away from the larger, more vulnerable and less visible IDP populations.

Second, complementary measures for economic empowerment are mentioned only for refugees, not for 
IDPs. It is not clear whether this is a slip of the pen, or a deliberate differentiation between these two groups 
of displaced persons.

third, there is no mention here of Roma IDPs - Roma are considered a separate group, dealt with under 
‘minorities’. Under the ‘minorities’ section, there is a considerable list of actions, defined within the framework 
of the new Roma Strategy. However, for Roma IDPs, the Roma Strategy refers back to the strategy for refugees 
and IDPs for which there is little consideration of the special circumstances of Roma IDPs. Specific issues 
faced by Roma IDPs fall outside both the Refugee/IDP Strategy, and the Roma Strategy.

Finally, the introduction of the free legal aid system is highlighted here, but this does not cover the legal aid 
required by IDPs for cases in Kosovo, especially for realisation of property rights, and other socio-economic 
rights.

the importance of the Chapter 23 Action Plan cannot be overstated. Implementation will be closely 
watched through the EU annual progress reports, and measures will be supported where necessary with IPA 
funds. These are the most likely areas for progress in the living conditions of IDPs over the coming ten years. 
If there are major priorities that are not included in the action plan, it is unlikely that progress will be made. 
The four points above are therefore very significant.

Relevant provisions of the Chapter 23 Action Plan (November 2015 draft) are given in detail in Annex 6.
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19.3  Roma Seminar operational Conclusions

The EU and accession countries embarked on a series of bi-annual seminars intended to agree and monitor 
progress towards greater Roma inclusion. These seminars have become an important instrument for the EU 
to monitor the sincerity and resolve of prospective member states regarding their efforts towards greater 
inclusion of Roma minorities.

In Serbia, the 11 June 2015 Social Inclusion Seminar agreed a range of commitments from the side of the 
Government of Serbia. These are set out in the Operational Conclusions (see Annex 7). 

There is generally little mention of the particular needs of displaced Roma in the Seminar operational 
conclusions. The only mention of displaced Roma is in terms of their housing needs:

2. “The situation of internally displaced Roma from Kosovo and Metohija who largely do not plan to re-
turn will be addressed. The Republic of Serbia will continue to finance programs enhancing the living 
conditions of internally displaced people, aiming to enhance living conditions and economic empow-
erment of internally displaced Roma, both through national budget and by securing donor support.”

While this is a relatively vague commitment, it is important that, in advance of the next Seminar (tentatively 
scheduled for mid-2017) convincing data is presented highlighting a) the rather poorer situation of IDP Roma 
compared to other Roma1, and b) the extent to which the Government of Serbia is genuinely moving towards 
fulfilling this commitment.

These seminar commitments may also be monitored during the annual process for the EU accession ‘Progress 
Reports’, and progress or otherwise towards this commitment should also be brought to the attention of the 
authors of this report.

19.4  IPA II Indicative Strategy Paper

The European Commission’s financial instrument for supporting Serbia’s EU accession ambitions is currently 
the IPA II – Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance – which runs from 2014 to 2020. The support to be 
provided through this instrument is set out in the Indicative Strategy Paper for Serbia (2014-2020)2.

The document is important, because it sets the framework for allocating IPA financial assistance. While 
IPA assistance is modest compared to the national budget, it has historically provided the most significant 
funding for direct support to IDPs and refugees3. 

1 As highlighted in the UNHCR Assessment of the Needs of Internally Displaced Roma in Serbia, May 2015

2 http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2014/20140919-csp-serbia.pdf 

3 Planned IPA support for refugees and IDPs from 2008 – 2015 totalled EUR 46.2 million

In the strategy paper, there is very little specific support for refugees and IDPs forecast for the period to 
2020. Displaced persons are mentioned in the analysis of problems, but there is no specific mention of them 
in the planned objectives, results and actions. Roma people as a whole are mentioned, but not specifically 
Roma IDPs.

This reflects a widespread feeling that assistance for IDPs and refugees should have adequately met their 
needs to date, and that with the closure of the last collective centres, the problem will be resolved. From 
the perspective of the EU, the Regional Housing Programme is an extremely generous settlement for the 
remaining problems of the displaced, and there ought to be no more call on EU funding for these issues.

Any proposal for support for internally displaced persons therefore needs to highlight i) that internally 
displaced persons from Kosovo are not entitled to assistance from the Regional Housing Programme, 
ii) that poor and vulnerable IDPs living in rental and informal accommodation (who represent a vast 
majority of the nearly 90.000 IDPs in need), have largely been excluded from assistance to date, and that 
iii) needs of Roma IDPs are not adequately identified and addressed in either the Roma strategy nor the 
strategy for refugees and IDPs.

19.5  Planned and Forecast IPA Projects

The EU’s Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance, or IPA, has been, and will be, the main source of additional 
funding for support to IDPs. IPA funds are now managed mainly through a decentralised system, which means 
the Government of Serbia takes the lead responsibility for planning and using the funds, while reporting to 
the European Commission.

The following are the main future projects relevant to IDPs indicated in planning documents. When it comes 
to actual implementation, projects may vary from the planning.

IPA 2013 Social Development

The Social Development Sector Fiche for IPA 2013 identifies three measures, of which one, Measure 3, is 
directly linked to the situation of Roma people in Serbia.

Specific objective 3: “To support the implementation of the Strategy for Improvement of the Status of Roma 
in the Republic of Serbia through the further development and realisation of sustainable and inclusive models 
for resolving housing and improvement of physical infrastructure in selected Roma settlements.

Result 1: Improved infrastructural and housing conditions in Roma settlements in 20 pilot municipalities 
previously selected and supported in regulatory preparations within the IPA 2012 Sector fiche for Social 
Development (measure 5) 
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Result 2: Regulatory preparations in place for the improvement of housing conditions in a further 20 pilot 
municipalities building on the experience and practice from the IPA 2012 Sector fiche for Social Development 
(measure 5). 

Result 3: Social inclusion measures in place to support the planning and realisation of sustainable housing 
models in a total of 40 pilot municipalities. 

Result 4: Improved capacities of Roma civil society organisations to participate in planning and implementing 
sustainable housing models and local action plans in a total of 40 pilot municipalities. 

The project is yet to start, and so details of the extent to which it will take into account of the needs of Roma 
IDPs is not known. However, the list of works to be carried out under Result 1, as proposed by the ‘We are all 
here together’ (Ovde smo zajedno) project, proposes a list of works in 14 locations. Of these locations, only 
one is close to a Roma IDP settlement (Prokuplje, Mala Guba)1. Roma IDPs will therefore almost entirely miss 
out on assistance through this component of the IPA 2013 assistance.

For the other components, it will be necessary to work with the Government’s Office for Human and Minority 
Rights to ensure that the additional 20 municipalities to be selected under Result 2 include at least some 
with high Roma IDP populations.

IPA 2013 Justice and Home Affairs

A legal aid project is part of the IPA I support for the Justice and Home Affairs Sector, and will support 
IDPs legal issues, including in the Kosovo legal system. The project (Specific Objective 4 of the fiche) was 
designed to follow on from the previous legal aid projects. However, this procurement will be managed 
through decentralised management directly by the Government of Serbia. The procurement process was 
opened, then cancelled, and may be finally concluded in the first half of 2016. Nevertheless, there may be 
many practical problems in providing legal aid in Kosovo under a contract with the Government of Serbia.

Specific objective 4: To improve provision of legal aid/assistance and upgraded availability of timely and 
accurate information necessary for exercising the rights of IDPs, refugees and people from readmission.

Result 4.1. Legal aid and assistance necessary for improving the access of IDPs, refugees and people from 
readmission to property rights, health, education, employment, social welfare and infringement of human 
rights is provided in accordance with the highest professional standards and at least 20 junior lawyers (pool 
of lawyers) from the places of origin trained to cope with legal problems of IDPs. 

Result 4.2. Information relevant for exercising the rights of IDPs, refugees and people from readmission is 
disseminated in an accurate and timely fashion in all areas where the target groups dwell

1 Development of technical documentation for river protection works

IPA 2014 Support to Home Affairs Sector

Under this part of IPA 2014, a programme is proposed for support to IDPs and refugees very similar to 
previous rounds of assistance. The likelihood is that, as currently designed, the project will again fail to target 
the displaced persons most in need, and will again provide assistance to many households not considered 
as vulnerable.

Grants will be awarded to competing organisations to carry out the following activities2:

Result 2.3 - Living conditions of IDPs and returnees from the readmission process in Serbia improved:

•	 Provision of housing solutions for IDPs and returnees from readmission process in Serbia (estimated 
187 housing solutions)

•	 Distribution of economic packages for self-sustainable living conditions (330 packages)

•	 Support to the implementation of 30 Local Action Plans for solving the issues of migrants.

•	 Result 2.4. (Support to the sustainable return to Kosovo)

•	 Including outreach campaign, Go and See Visits to Kosovo, assistance with administration, transport 
and training and income generation for returnees. 

•	 For an estimated 220 returnee households

From the information available so far, it looks as though these activities will repeat those of the earlier 
IPA funded projects. there is no mention of Roma IDPs in the fiche. Refugees are also not mentioned, 
presumably because their remaining needs should be well served by the Regional Housing Programme. 
However, as the experience of previous rounds of the municipal grants component has shown, it may be the 
case that refugees could receive assistance from that channel.

This project will require careful monitoring and steering, although there is little opportunity to influence the 
basic design.

IPA 2014 Roma Inclusion

Work to support Roma inclusion will be financed by IPA through the component on Youth Employment and 
Active Inclusion. As noted in the Annual Action Programme3:

2 Source: Annual Action Programme for Serbia: Home Affairs Sector 2014 available at http://ec.europa.eu/
enlargement/pdf/serbia/ipa/2015/2014-032078.04-serbia-support_to_home_affairs_sector.pdf 

3 Available at http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/serbia/ipa/2015/2014-032799.07-serbia-youth_employability_
active_inclusion.pdf 
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Technical Assistance will be offered to deliver two desired outcomes: 1. regulatory preparation for 
infrastructural improvement of housing conditions in sub standardised Roma settlements; 2. further support 
to local-level based mechanisms and actors, notably Roma coordinators, teaching assistants and health 
mediators, as well as NGOs. Training programmes for locally based Roma inclusion mechanism will be 
designed and implemented, covering topics such as: antidiscrimination, gender-based violence, gender-
segregated data collection, etc. 

b. A Direct Grant will be managed by the Ministry in charge of education to manage the design and 
implementation of a scholarship programme for Roma secondary school students. As a desired outcome at 
least 500 scholarships will be awarded annually

This programme has been designed, but has yet to be finalised and tendered. During the inception period 
it would be essential to advocate and intervene to see how more attention can be given to IDP Roma 
communities.

IPA 2016 Social Inclusion

Some eUR 60 million has been tentatively flagged for a broad range of social inclusion projects and 
interventions to be financed by the 2016 IPA funds. There is not much concrete information available on 
this at the moment, but it will be essential that the Commissariat and UNHCR are actively engaged in 
advocating for measures to ensure support for Roma IDPs, and potentially to strengthen social services 
provision in areas where collective centres have been closed. This might include services for vulnerable 
elderly, such as residential homes and home care services.

19.6  Brussels Negotiations and Regional Process

The Brussels process of facilitated negotiations between Belgrade and Pristina could be of vital importance 
to IDPs. At present, however, the agenda does not deal substantively with issues faced by IDPs. This process 
needs to be followed carefully, and at some stage in the future, it may lead to improvements in conditions for 
returnees and prospective returnees. However, given the current political situation in Kosovo, this is unlikely 
in the short to medium term.

19.7  UN Context

Special Rapporteur reports

There are two highly relevant reports from UN Special Rapporteurs that shape the strategic context. 

First is the Report of the Special Rapporteur on the human rights of internally displaced persons, Chaloka 
Beyani to the UN Human Rights Council, 5 June 2014. This report highlights the situation of IDPs in collective 
centres, and mentions the RAE population as among the most vulnerable of IDPs. It highlights the issue 
of property ownership in Kosovo. Primarily, it calls upon the Government of Serbia and the authorities in 
Kosovo “to focus on effective law enforcement measures, political commitment and coordination in the 
implementation of durable solutions for IDPs.”

Second is the press statement of the Special Rapporteur on adequate housing as a component of the 
right to an adequate standard of living, and on the right to non-discrimination in this context, Ms Leilani 
Farha, after her visit to Serbia, including Kosovo, in May 2015. In her statement, Ms Farha says that “Serbia 
[should] address in an effective and comprehensive way the housing needs of all people, including those 
most excluded, with the understanding that housing is a human right, not merely a policy objective.” In 
particular, Ms Farha highlights the housing situation of the Roma minority living in informal settlements. In 
relation to social housing, Ms Farha recommends that the Government “[g]uarantee affordability in the social 
housing sector, including by increasing housing subsidies or establishing other mechanisms to control the 
price of rent and utilities in order to ensure that no person jeopardizes access to food, medicines or other 
fundamental expenses due to housing-related costs.”

This press statement will be followed by a full report in early 2016. The release of the report may be a major 
opportunity to highlight UNHCR’s position on housing for displaced persons.
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UNDAF Development Partnership Framework 2016 – 2020

The new version of the UN Development Partnership Framework for Serbia does not make any clear mention 
of the situation of IDPs, nor housing. This may be an oversight, or may be included in details yet to be 
elaborated. However, the absence of consideration of these issues, despite the UN Special Rapporteurs’ 
findings mentioned above, is odd.

Pillar Outcome

I. Governance and 
Rule of Law 

1. By 2020, people in Serbia, especially vulnerable groups, have their human rights 
protected and have improved access to justice and security
2.By 2020, governance institutions at all levels have enhanced accountability and 
representation to provide better quality services to people and the economy
3. By 2020, state institutions and other relevant actors enhance gender equality and 
enable women and girls, especially those from vulnerable groups, to live lives free from 
discrimination and violence

II. Social and 
Human Resources 
Development

4. By 2020, high quality, inclusive, equitable, gender-sensitive, and age appropriate health 
services that protect patient rights are available and utilized by all
5. By 2020, an efficient education system is established that enables relevant, quality, 
inclusive and equitable education to all, particularly the most vulnerable, and increases 
learning and social outcomes
6. By 2020, the social welfare system is strengthened to provide timely, holistic and 
continued support to individuals and families at risk and enable them to live in a safe, 
secure, supportive family and community environment.

III. Economic 
Development, 
Growth, and 
Employment

7. By 2020, there is an effective enabling environment that promotes sustainable livelihoods, 
economic development, focused on an inclusive labour market and decent job creation

IV. Environment, 
Climate Change 
and Resilient 
Communities 

8. By 2020, there are improved capacities to combat climate change and manage natural 
resources and communities are more resilient to the effects of natural and man-made 
disasters

V. Culture and 
Development

9. By 2020, Serbia has inclusive policies ensuring an enhanced cultural industries sector, 
promoting cultural diversity and managing cultural and natural heritage as a vehicle for 
sustainable development

UNHCR is mentioned only in the implementation of Outcome 1:

Introduce measures to empower vulnerable groups to make better use of justice mechanisms to defend 
their rights, including the strengthening of free legal aid and protection of the best interests of the child in 
justice proceedings;

Strengthen the migration management and asylum systems.

This gives UNHCR a clear mandate to be involved in the implementation of the free legal aid system, and to 
ensure that it meets the needs of IDPs and other vulnerable migrants.

However, this is a relatively weak basis for UNHCR to be engaged in supporting IDPs in Serbia.

19.8  Draft Law on Free Legal Aid

The Government of Serbia is committed to the introduction of a new law on free legal aid. The law is may 
be passed some time in early 2016, and would then come into force probably from 1 January 2017. The 
development of the law has been supported by a World Bank-held multi-donor Trust Fund, and this fund also 
envisages support for the implementation of the law. Some time would be needed for full implementation, 
which might be expected by 2018 at the earliest.

The law would require that all local governments provide both primary and secondary legal aid free of charge 
to people who qualify. Included among the intended beneficiaries are displaced persons from Kosovo and 
returnees under readmission agreements.

Under the law, IDPs will be entitled to free legal aid for many of the cases related to their displacement, 
including civil registration and access to entitlements1.

During 2016 the Trust Fund plans to provide support to local governments to assist in the preparation for 
delivering their obligations for free legal aid.

While the law does include provision for legal aid for citizens abroad, this does not include Kosovo. There will 
therefore be no legal aid provision for cases under the jurisdiction of the Kosovo authorities.

1 The law will not cover access to justice in Kosovo, hence the specific project proposed in section 20.2
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It is also not clear to what extent the providers of the legal aid will be competent to deal with the cases 
presented by displaced persons. A good deal of training and information sharing will be needed to enable a 
satisfactory level of service for IDPs.

19.9  New Draft Law on Housing

As of the beginning of 2016, a new draft law on housing was beginning its process through Parliament. The 
comments here are based on the draft version available as of January 2016.

The law is a framework law, and contains general provisions relating to the concepts and institutions for 
social housing. The law also covers the maintenance of shared buildings and some key sections on eviction 
and resettlement.

Despite the relatively high profile of the law, its effect on the social housing sector is likely to be limited. It does 
not contain any obligation on either national or local authorities to provide housing – social or otherwise – for 
their residents. In other words, it does not recognise housing as a ‘right’, despite the report of the UN Special 
Rapporteur on adequate housing. Therefore, any provision of social housing will be entirely voluntary from 
the side of the authorities, and most likely dependent on the availability of dedicated funding.

There is no clause that pools all existing social housing under the same law. This means that the patchwork of 
social housing provided through various refugee and IDP projects since 2000 will remain a patchwork. There 
will continue to be different terms and conditions for social housing tenants depending on the agreements 
made between the project implementer and the local authorities, and any subsequent changes made by the 
authorities. 

One key negative implication is the equalisation of property taxes – all residents whether in social housing 
or other forms of housing – will have to pay the same rates of property taxes. This will increase the cost 
of housing for the poorest, and will make social housing even less affordable for those on minimum social 
security or interim pensions.

In general, it would seem that the draft law on housing is missed opportunity for more innovative and far 
reaching reforms. As it stands, it tidies up the institutional arrangements a little, while at the same time 
abolishes the national agency for social housing (which had been woefully under-funded). The new law and 
allows for a plurality of solutions for affordable housing, but as far as social housing is concerned it does not 
provide any incentives for local government to provide, nor any clearly defined sources of funding. 

The impact of the new law on IDPs is therefore likely to be limited. However, the new law and the development 
of the necessary secondary legislation might be an opportunity for advocacy and some small improvements.

19.10  Implications for Policy and Programming

The strategic environment is not favourable for improving the situation of IDPs from Kosovo, particularly the 
most vulnerable. Return to Kosovo remains a distant prospect for many, limited by the economic situation 
as well as political and security issues. Vulnerable IDPs outside collective centres receive little recognition. 
The refugee and IDP strategy focuses on the existing portfolio of housing solutions, which is not sufficiently 
well-targeted and not sustainable for the poorest and most vulnerable. 

The Roma strategy is a very positive document, but leaves the specific issues of displacement up to the 
Refugee and IDP strategy – which in turn does not address the specific issues of the Roma displaced. 
Many of the issues of Roma IDPs – such as housing and employment – may be dealt with through the 
Roma strategy, but it is far from certain. Roma housing measures, for example, prioritise the legalisation and 
development of older settlements1. Many IDPs live in more recent informal settlements. Roma IDPs therefore 
risk being left out from both Roma and IDP strategies.

The draft Law on Housing promises an improved regulatory environment and greater clarity, but without 
any obligation on local or national authorities to improve housing conditions. Any improvements are entirely 
voluntary and dependent on funding. 

There is scope, however, for the strategies and laws to be influenced so that they do address the issues 
required by the most vulnerable. The next sections outline ways in which policies, strategies and programmes 
can be influenced so that they do indeed tackle the needs of the most vulnerable IDPs. 

1 Of the 14 projects proposed for inclusion in the IPA 2014 project for improvement to Roma Settlements, only 1 
will have some (future) impact on a settlement of Roma IDPs (Prokulplje, Mala Guba, technical documentation for 
regulation of the Strazevacka river).
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20. Proposals for Direct Assistance
This section contains outlines for three projects which would address specific aspects of the needs of IDPs, 
complementing other efforts. Based on the previous analysis of needs and assistance so far, these are the 
highest priorities, and are appropriate for project-based finance and implementation.

These brief outlines will be expanded in more detailed separate concept papers.

20.1  Project Proposal 1 – Roma IDP settlements

Justification

A vast majority of Roma IDPs tend to live in informal settlements, some in waste or unoccupied land, sometimes 
in abandoned buildings, and sometimes on the edges of older-established domicile Roma settlements. On 
the whole, they live in very poor conditions, eking out a living from whatever possibilities are available.

Assistance for refugees and IDPs, and for Roma communities, has only reached a very small number of 
Roma IDPs. Not only are they the most vulnerable, but they have also been the least assisted in both these 
vulnerable groups.

The draft Strategy for Social Inclusion of Roma men and women in the Republic of Serbia for 2016-2025 
highlights the need for improving the conditions of housing for Roma communities led by local government. 
Through the strategy, local governments are tasked with developing local action plans for improving Roma 
housing conditions.

A project to improve the housing conditions of Roma IDPs would work with local authorities from the 
beginning, including providing assistance to develop these local action plans for Roma housing.

objective

To substantially improve the living conditions and livelihoods of 1,000 vulnerable Roma IDP households 
(approximately 4600 individuals) living in informal settlements in Serbia.

Approach

The project will be a long term (approx. 5 years) package of integrated support for between 30 – 40 informal 
settlements in Serbia. ‘Integrated support’ means that each settlement will have a set of tailored solutions 
based on their identified and prioritised needs. These could include housing, either through housing 
improvement or through resettlement, support for livelihoods, improved access to and quality of public 
services, improved access to entitlements, better local infrastructure, and other improvements. 

The assistance will be in line with the EU’s 10 Common Basic Principles for Roma Inclusion1. This means, 
among other things, that while Roma IDPs will be the explicit target group for the project, they are not the 
exclusive target group. The project will aim also to tackle key issues for domicile Roma and non Roma living 
in the neighbourhood, so that all experience the benefits. As an over-riding principle, it will aim to overcome 
segregation rather than reinforce it.

As a process-based project, it cannot define in advance the specific deliverables. These will be defined 
during an inception period of between 6 months to 1 year, during which all target communities will be 
intensively consulted and involved in defining activities and solutions. Community involvement includes the 
target Roma IDPs, plus neighbours and local authorities and institutions, and local Roma and IDP civil society 
organisations. One of the products of this start-up phase should be an action plan for improving Roma 
housing approved by the local government. 

The remaining four years will be the period during which conditions will be improved through sustainable 
actions, and support for implementing the action plan. 

Locations

It is expected that the project settlements will be identified in cooperation with the Government of Serbia 
and the authorities of the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina, and the City of Belgrade. The geographical 
balance should reflect the geographical distribution of Roma IDPs.

Implementation modality

Ideally, responsibility for implementation should be with national institutions in Serbia, either government 
or non-governmental. Realistically, there would be some involvement of international expertise to build 
capacities of national project implementation for this kind of project over time. The international involvement 
should be tapered so that towards the end of the project implementation is mostly nationally owned. 
International involvement will be crucial if, as expected, there will be elements of national policy that need to 
be changed or reviewed in order to achieve successful and sustainable implementation. This is foreseen to 
be the case particularly for housing solutions.

type of Donor which may be interested

Funds needed will be substantial. EUR 15 million might be a reasonable figure to pitch. Assistance is scalable, 
meaning that work can start even if all the funds are not found, and the scale and scope can increase 
depending on available funds. Donors will need to be large institutional donors such as the EU or GIZ. 
An alternative approach might be to find a way for the government to borrow money from e.g. Council of 

1 Available at www.coe.int/t/dg4/youth/Source/Resources/Documents/2011_10_Common_Basic_Principles_Roma_
Inclusion.pdf 
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europe Development Bank, which is interested in issues of social housing. If this is the case, then the loan 
would need to be linked to a credible means of repayment, which includes rental income from housing 
solutions.  This might be difficult for housing solutions for the poor, unless there is an element of guaranteed 
government funding, perhaps through the social security system in the form of a housing benefit. 

20.2  Project Proposal 2 – Legal Aid in Kosovo

Justification

While the imminent introduction of a free legal aid system in Serbia is an urgently needed development for 
IDPs, there is one area which will not be supported by this new law. Cases in the territory of Kosovo under the 
jurisdiction of the authorities in Pristina will not be supported under the new arrangements for free legal aid.

Since around 2008, some 5,617 cases requiring representation in Kosovo institutions have been supported 
by EU funds and managed by contractors. EU funds will continue to support legal aid for IDPs in Kosovo, but 
the funds management has been decentralised to the Government of Serbia. A procurement process was 
held in 2015 for continuous provision of the service, but this was cancelled, and a new process will be held 
again in 2016. This means that there is a gap in provision of legal aid of more than six months.

Decentralised management of EU funds means that the forthcoming legal aid services are under the 
supervision of the Government of Serbia. Consequently, the legal aid team will have less access to lawyers 
and associations on the territory of Kosovo, and less credibility with the Kosovo institutions and even the 
international organisations in Kosovo. 

These problems are having a negative effect on the ability of IDPs to follow their cases, for their cases to be 
adequately supported by lawyers, and for IDPs to make new requests for assistance.

There is also great concern that new arrangements agreed between Belgrade and Pristina to unify the 
property register will lead to a slew of new property claims that had been resolved by the Kosovo Property 
Agency. Legal aid will need to be in place for this eventuality.

Nevertheless, it is unlikely that change to the present arrangements is feasible within the next two years. A 
compromise would be to continue with the current arrangements for the duration of the current project (April 
2016 to March 2018) and begin planning immediately for services beyond March 2018.

Approach

What is needed is a means of providing legal aid for IDPs for cases in Kosovo that comes under the ambit of 
an international organisation, and which has continuous funding from 2018 for at least the following 4-5 years.

the proposal is that authorities on both sides of the administrative boundary seek support from 
institutional and government donors to put in place a continuing legal aid service for IDPs for cases in 
Kosovo, with the support of relevant international organizations.

Since UNHCR is withdrawing from direct provision of support, OSCE or another international organisation 
such as the Regional Cooperation Council, might be in a position to host such a legal aid service. 

The service would need to be active in the whole territory of Serbia and Kosovo – to represent claimants 
displaced from Kosovo in the Kosovo legal and administrative systems. Cases would be those that have 
directly resulted from the forced displacement of former Kosovo residents.

The service would need to provide support to an average caseload of approximately 1,000 open cases per year. 

Costs would be in the region of EUR 700,000 per year, including all court expenses, costs of lawyers in 
Kosovo and Serbia, and administrative costs.

Potential Donors

Donors could include the EU either through the IPA programmes in Serbia or Kosovo (this would require the 
support of the respective Governments) or through other programmes such as the Civil Society Facility and 
EIDHR. Other interested donors might include bilateral embassies (again either in Serbia or Kosovo) which 
actively support human rights in the region (US, Sweden, Norway, UK, etc.). 

20.3  Project Proposal 3 – Housing Support

The provision of support for housing so far has been inadequate for the needs and poorly targeted. 

Some support for housing may continue, but donors and government will only be convinced to provide 
support if there are real needs, and if the solution is a cost-effective and appropriate way to meet the needs.

The Regional Housing Programme (RHP) aims at addressing a settlement of the housing problem for 
refugees (and displaced persons from Kosovo living in Montenegro).  IDPs from Kosovo living in Serbia were 
not included in the settlement.  Lessons are being learned from the RHP, and any similar settlement effort 
must take account of these lessons, especially the positive examples of eligibility and vulnerability criteria.

Those IDPs most in need of housing support are not those who own their own houses, but rather those 
on low incomes who either rent or live in informal accommodation. Provision of construction materials, for 
which only formal home owners are entitled to receive, is therefore not an appropriate solution. Instead, the 
priorities need to be: i) providing genuinely affordable social housing, ii) further village housing for those for 
whom it is appropriate, and iii) improving the conditions and security of privately rented housing.
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The forthcoming Law on Housing does not provide any indication that additional resources will be available 
from Government sources for housing.

Support for housing for IDPs must also be linked to some concerted policy reforms. The two key policy goals 
should be:

•	 Creation of genuinely affordable decent housing option for the poorest people;

•	 Improving the security and conditions for poor people living in privately rented accommodation.

The need for a genuinely affordable housing option for poor people arises from the experience of several 
social housing projects in which the residents who live on either the minimum pension or minimum social 
security have been unable to pay rent and utility bills, and are therefore threatened with eviction. Any further 
investment in construction of social housing must be linked to a policy to enable the poorest to live sustainably 
in these housing units. Investment in social housing without such a policy provides accommodation for the 
less poor – i.e. those who have some kind of earned income that enables them to afford the rents – and 
dooms the poorest to insecurity and threats of eviction.

Nearly 50% of IDPs in need rent their homes in displacement1. The findings from the 2010 survey suggest 
that many live in very poor conditions and have little security. Often, they have no tenancy contracts and 
so have no security of tenure and no protection from the law. The additional cost of renting – even modest 
amounts – pushes many families into extreme poverty. Income-based poverty surveys do not recognise this 
additional factor, so the extra depth of poverty faced by families renting property is often not recognised in 
policy discussions.

Approach

The project envisaged here is a mixture of practical action and housing support, combined with elements of 
advocacy and testing of policy models. The benefits of this approach are that it will both develop housing 
solutions, and at the same time provide a practical test-bed for future social housing projects and policy – 
potentially delivering benefits to much larger numbers of poor people across the country.

The following are the envisaged components of the project:

1. Provision of social housing in areas of high IDP populations. This would include urban areas such 
as Belgrade and Novi Sad, and smaller towns such as Kraljevo and Kuršumlija. Locations should depend 
on a) the extent of the need for housing in the town, and b) the extent to which the local authorities are 
interested to work on developing housing solutions.

2. Social housing options will take a mixed approach to the provision of social housing. This will include 
‘traditional’ construction of social housing blocks, but will also test other approaches, including, for ex-

1 See Part I – IDP Population Analysis. Only 11% of IDPs in need own their homes in displacement. 

ample, the purchase by the city/municipality of existing apartments for social purposes, and support for 
subsidised rents in the private rental sector. Project funds could, for example, co-fund the purchase and/
or renovation of empty or abandoned apartments for social purposes.

3. The scale of social housing provision will depend on the size of the project funds available.

4. Local social housing policy. The project will also work with local authorities to develop other poli-
cy options for social housing provision. This could include providing incentives for developers of new 
housing to include social housing and/or affordable housing units within otherwise commercial housing 
developments. Incentives could include discounts on use of public land, favourable planning assess-
ments, and schemes to guarantee rental income of social housing units. Guaranteeing rent support for 
particularly vulnerable tenants could also improve the availability of appropriate private rental housing 
and encourage private investment in social housing. Larger towns and cities would be the most likely to 
be interested, especially those with an active property development sector. 

5. Village housing. The project will also continue work to provide village housing for suitable displaced 
households. This has proven to be a cost-effective solution for many displaced persons especially those 
with an agricultural or rural background. Some 21% of IDPs earned income from agriculture prior to their 
displacement from Kosovo, but in 2010, only 1.7% of IDPs received income from agriculture in displace-
ment. Nevertheless, interview findings suggest that longer terms of support for those relocated to rural 
areas are necessary to ensure the sustainability of life in a village house. Support in the form of hands 
on training, advice and grants, is needed for at least one full agricultural cycle following a household’s 
relocation.

6. Research and advocacy for strengthening social housing. Actions at local level will be combined 
with research and advocacy at a national level to encourage institutionalisation of more effective support 
for social housing. The project will develop findings at local level that could be scaled up with the support 
of national (or provincial) governments. At national level, there may also be opportunities for attracting 
finance from either institutional investors and pension funds, or (more likely) international financial in-
stitutions such as the Council of Europe Development Bank. Working together with local, national and 
international institutions can help to drive forward policies for accelerating investment in social housing 
provision in the medium to longer term.

7. Improving conditions in private rented accommodation. Much research and advocacy is needed to 
make significant improvements for IDPs (and others) living in rented accommodation. A number of small 
changes could make a big difference. These include:

•	 Taking more account of rent payments in the annual household budget surveys to highlight the ad-
ditional poverty of private tenants. Greater awareness of the situation of poor private tenants should 
lead to a more favourable policy environment.

•	 Encouraging the legalisation of tenancy arrangements by increasing positive incentives to form 
legally recognised tenancy contracts. Incentives could include reducing the tax burden on rental in-
come, strengthening inspections and enforcements, introducing complaints procedures for tenants.

•	 Improving quality of rental housing by providing grants or low cost loans to landlords for home 
improvements, enforcing minimum health and safety standards for rental property, etc.
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The proposed project can work at both local and national levels to develop practical options for improving 
conditions for vulnerable private rental tenants. Working with municipalities to identify practical options can 
help to inform national policy and practice.

Potential Funding sources

The most likely funding source would be a combination of the Government of Serbia and the IPA II funds. 
Some funds may be intended for social housing through the IPA 2016 allocation for social inclusion. Further 
work would be needed to refine a component for IDPs and the policy work outlined above. This would 
require intensive engagement with the government, including the Ministry for Infrastructure, Transport and 
Construction, the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration, the Serbia EU Integration Office (SEIO) and the 
Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veterans and Social Affairs.

Other funding sources might include the Council of Europe Development Bank and USAID. 

While the focus must clearly be on practical efforts to house IDPs, additional support for the project can 
come from government and donors also interested in improving the whole housing sector in Serbia. 

21. Proposals for Advocacy and Policy Change
There are some key areas of policy and legislation where change is urgently needed in order to improve the 
situation for IDPs. In some cases, such as housing, there is an ongoing process of policy change. In other 
cases, such as social security and taxation, reform is not being led from the point of view of improving the 
situation of the most vulnerable. Therefore, in all the following areas, research and advocacy is needed to 
provide positive support to Government for policy change. 

The following sections identify the key areas for advocacy, and suggest ways in which proposed policy 
change can be achieved.

Special attention should be given to how the UN Country team will work together to provide support for 
advocacy and policy change through research and support for government policy makers.

21.1  Strategy for Roma Inclusion and Supporting Actions

The Government of Serbia’s Strategy for Roma Inclusion was approved by the Government in February 2016.

The draft makes little mention of internally displaced Roma in the analysis, while in the goals and targets no 
measures mention IDPs specifically.

However, the next stage of development for the strategy is the specific action plans for each of the main 
goals (education, housing, employment, health, social protection). Within the context of these action plans it 
may be possible to include specific actions that would improve the situation of Roma IDPs.

Therefore, UNHCR and its partners need to continue their active engagement in the process of developing 
the action plans.

Many of the following recommendations have emerged from the experience of working with IDPs, but are 
not necessarily exclusive to Roma IDPs – the inclusion of these measures may also benefit non-Roma IDPs, 
domicile Roma, and IDPs and Roma returned under readmission agreements.

Key advocacy points are as follows.

Housing
•	 Establish an informal group of interested CSOs and others concerned with housing conditions of 
Roma IDPs.

•	 Clearly communicate the message to those responsible for developing the Strategy’s action plans that 
special attention needs to be given to housing of Roma in areas of high Roma IDP populations. 
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•	 In partnership with Roma CSOs, provide technical support for development of local Roma housing 
strategies in areas of high Roma IDP populations

•	 Identify sub-standard settlements of Roma IDPs which are the priorities for action, and focus attention 
on these during the planning phase. 

•	 Ensure that both central government and local governments identify appropriate funding for priority 
housing measures

•	 In partnership with Roma CSOs, track the progress of the housing components of the strategy im-
plementation to ensure that priority goals are met; provide independent monitoring information to the 
national and local authorities and other interested national and international institutions.

•	 Advocate for investments in social housing to be located in areas of high Roma IDP populations.

•	 Monitor the investments and allocations of social housing, and ensure that domicile Roma, Roma IDP, 
and non-Roma IDP households are fairly treated in the allocations of social housing. Assess the extent to 
which newly available social housing is genuinely allocated on the basis of need.

employment
•	 Establish an informal group of interested CSOs and others concerned with employment of Roma IDPs.

•	 Advocate for changes to the rules on address registration to allow those without an address in their 
place of residence in displacement to use the Centre for Social Work as their temporary address, and 
therefore to be able to register with the National Employment Service.

•	 Training programmes offered by the NES usually require security guarantees in the form of a perma-
nently employed guarantor or financial deposit. These are often unavailable or inaccessible for Roma and 
other very poor people. Identify and advocate for alternative security guarantees accessible to the very 
poor1.

•	 Work with Roma CSOs and Roma Coordinators to encourage Roma individuals in areas of high IDP 
populations to register with the National Employment Service if they are unemployed, and to declare both 
their IDP status and their nationality.

•	 Work with the newly established2 free legal aid service providers in areas of high IDP populations to 
ensure that they understand and are equipped to deal with the needs of Roma IDPs regarding all aspects 
of employment, from registering with the National Employment Service to tackling discrimination in the 
workplace.

The Roma Strategy provides a clearly defined, and high priority, mechanism with which to focus advocacy 
efforts, and increase attention and solutions to the benefit of hitherto excluded Roma IDPs.

1 Examples from other countries include micro-finance loans to pay for security deposits; if the training course is 
completed the deposit is returnable in full and no cost is incurred by the trainee. If the course is not completed, the 
trainee must repay the loan.

2 The law of Free Legal Aid is anticipated to be passed in early 2016, with implementation from 1 January 2017

21.2  Closure of Collective Centres

The Commissariat for Refugees and Migration plans to close all collective centres by the end of 20161.  The 
Commissariat, with the support of the Government of Serbia and international donors, has made resolute 
and steady progress towards achieving this goal.  

As noted elsewhere in this report, many former CC residents would not be able to live independently.  Some 
because they could not afford to pay for bills and living costs on either the basic pension or social security.  
Others because they could not practically care for themselves for physical or psychological reasons, 
especially as they grow older and have been ‘institutionalised’ in collective centres for more than 15 years. 

For this ‘difficult’ caseload, additional solutions would be required, including practical social services such 
as homecare, some mental health outreach support, possibly residential care, and some additional ongoing 
financial support. All of these would need to be sourced from the municipalities in which they are housed. 

Official collective centres are fully funded by central government through the Commissariat for Refugees 
and Migration. Once collective centres are closed, the burden of care – in terms of services and costs – is 
transferred to local level institutions, but without any recurring increase in their budgets.

The solutions identified so far do not take either the additional services required, nor the additional costs to 
municipalities into account. The experience of municipalities’ abilities to prioritise and provide ongoing social 
care has not been positive in the last few years, so there is some concern that the closure of the collective 
centres will result in a poor solution for the more vulnerable residents.

Action Required

The closure of the collective centres needs to be monitored carefully, and in particular, the situation of those 
provided with solutions needs to be followed up.

Action will need to be taken if the former residents of collective centres cannot cope by themselves, and 
there are inadequate support measures available from municipalities.

Action needed will depend on the actual situation, but might include: 

•	 Identifying and following up the cases of very vulnerable IDPs in collective centres to ensure that their 
situation following the closure of the collective centres is adequate.

•	 Working with municipalities, health and social services to put in place the necessary support mea-
sures. These might include homecare services such as those provided by the Red Cross of Serbia and 
other institutions; access to hot meals through soup kitchens; financial assistance from the municipality 
to pay for bills and any extraordinary expenses, etc.

•	 Working with forthcoming social services strengthening projects to ensure that their design and imple-
mentation recognise and respond to the specific needs of the displaced.
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•	 Advocating at national or provincial levels for additional funds and support to municipalities for them 
to be able to cope with the increased provision;

•	 Conducting surveys and providing regular reports on the situation of IDPs following their relocation 
out of collective centres – to provide information for policy makers on the degree to which former CC 
residents have been successfully relocated, and any policy measures emerging.

Closing the Collective Centres has been the flagship enterprise of the European Commission with regard to 
refugee and IDP assistance. That it has taken rather longer than intended is the result of under-estimating 
the challenges involved. These efforts are needed to ensure that the IDPs (and refugees) from collective 
centres are not short-changed by the end of resources being available and a failure of the authorities from 
taking on their long term obligations to protect vulnerable citizens.

21.3  Legal Aid Implementation

Justification

As noted above, the Government of Serbia is committed to the introduction of a new law on free legal 
aid. The law is expected to be passed in early 2016, and would then come into force from 1 January 2017. 
A further two years might be a reasonable period to expect for the full implementation of the law, and an 
adequate level of service delivery.

During 2016 the World Bank Multi Donor Trust Fund supporting the introduction of the new law plans to 
provide support to local governments to assist in the preparation for delivering their obligations for free legal 
aid.

From initial indications, the support to be provided by the Trust Fund will be general, and not specific to any 
particular group of beneficiaries.

If the service is to be of real assistance to IDPs, the providers in areas of high IDP populations will need to 
be familiar with the issues facing displaced persons, and equipped with the information on how to resolve 
these issues.

A USAID funded project, implemented by Catholic Relief Services (CRS) and their partner Balkan Center 
for Migration is working in twelve municipalities1 to support the development of free legal aid services in 
areas specifically related to migration. However, only three of these municipalities are municipalities with a 
high IDP population (Kraljevo, Raška and Kuršumlija). All others have an IDP population of fewer than 1,100 
individuals (e.g. Zitiste has 22 IDPs). 

1 Batočina, Blace, Kraljevo, Kuršumlija, Lapovo, Nova Crnja, Preševo, Raška, Rekovac, Sjenica, Svilajnac, Žitište

Support will be needed in other cities and municipalities where there are high numbers of IDPs, such as 
Kragujevac, Niš, Smederevo, Zemun, Vozdovac and Jagodina (all more than 6,000 IDPs) and Novi Sad and 
Subotica, with high Roma IDP populations.

Non-governmental legal aid providers have significant experience in supporting displaced persons developed 
over many years of practice. The lawyers hired by (or already in place in) municipalities are unlikely to have 
such relevant experience.

The municipality legal aid lawyers will need support and information in dealing with displaced persons from 
Kosovo, and more generally, with other migration and displacement cases.

Proposal

A project could be initiated to create a ‘community of practice’ for displacement-related legal cases.

The community of practice could consist of i) a web-accessible platform in Serbian, and ii) a series of training 
workshops for newly appointed free legal aid lawyers.

The web platform could combine information on how to tackle common cases, contacts of experienced 
professionals, and a discussion forum for assisting in more complex cases.

The training would serve to both inform new free legal aid lawyers on common displacement cases, and 
create networks between them so that they can provide each other assistance.

The project could also take on an informal monitoring role to ensure that IDPs do indeed have the necessary 
support from the free legal aid services, and to work with the Ministry of Justice to improve delivery of the 
service over time.
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21.4  employment Legal and policy 

Justification

There is a big gap between the employment levels of the majority population and those of the displaced 
population, particularly the Roma IDPs. In 2010, nearly half of all IDP households had not one single member 
in any kind of employment and only 13% of Roma IDP households received any income from employment.

There are many barriers to employment for IDPs, despite them being statistically more active in the search 
for work. Some barriers relate to the IDPs themselves: Roma IDPs have lower levels of education, and most 
IDPs have lost networks for employment opportunities following displacement. 

Other barriers are administrative and political. Recipients of the ‘minimalac’ compensation payment are 
unable to work legally without losing the compensation (and the associated health and social insurance, 
worth far more). Access to employment training programmes can require financial or other guarantees 
which are inaccessible for many Roma and other poor IDPs. Not having a registered address in the place of 
displacement also restricts the ability to register with the employment service.

Advocacy for employment of IDPs needs first to focus on removing the administrative barriers for IDPs to 
register as unemployed. The National Employment Service recognises only 6,000 or so unemployed IDPs, 
compared to the 48,000 unemployed suggested by the findings of the 2010 survey. Officially, therefore, 
there is no problem, and hence no need for affirmative measures. Proper identification of the unemployment 
of IDPs should then lead to improved policy making and allocation of resources and attention to the problem.

Proposal

Stimulate the formation of an alliance of NGOs and other interested parties to advocate for administrative 
reform in the area of employment.

The alliance should include associations of IDPs’, legal aid NGOs, and Roma CSOs.

The advocacy process might include:

•	 Discussing with government possible alternatives to the ‘minimalac’ that retain the access to health 
and social insurance but at the same time allow the de facto unemployed to find legal work1. 

•	 Advocating for a change in legislation to allow registration of temporary residence at the Centre for 
Social Work, in cases where displaced persons have no proper address in displacement, but do have a 
permanent address registered in Kosovo.

1 One option could be to remove the ‘minimalac’ compensation payment entirely, (except for the health and social 
insurance), and with the money saved (around EUR 20 million per year) introduce a means-tested housing benefit 
payment for the displaced from Kosovo who do not have adequate housing.

•	 Campaign for IDPs to register with the NES in their place of displacement

•	 Ensure legal aid providers have up to date information to support IDPs registering at the NES.

•	 Supporting other advocacy work related to taxation and benefits, and measures to include people 
working in the grey economy into the legal system (see section 21.5 below).

•	 Identifying ways to include poor people into official work training schemes with alternatives to the 
current requirements for a guarantor or a guarantee deposit.

The aim of this advocacy work should be to close the gap between the number of IDPs people surveyed as 
being unemployed and the number of registered unemployed IDPs. This gap will not close completely, as 
is seen from the gap between Labour Force Survey and NES registration statistics, but it can be narrowed 
significantly.

21.5  Fiscal and Social Security Reforms

Justification

Much of the support for employment of IDPs and other poor people (including Roma) over the past 15 years 
has been hampered by the regressive tax and contributions system. Official donor funded projects can 
only support measures to encourage legal employment, while the tax and contributions system forces both 
employees and employers well into the grey zone. This is especially true for low paid workers.

The tax and contributions system has been the target of criticism for many years, most recently for example, 
by the World Bank2. This organisation’s Public Finance Review 2015 suggests that the informal sector 
accounts for 30 percent of the economy. 

There are several measures that would help not only the position of IDPs in need, but of other people living 
in poverty in Serbia. For these measures, it would be hard to advocate from a specific IDP-focused position, 
but for the UN as a whole, and for others interested in alleviating poverty, they are vital directions for policy.

Proposal

The UN Country Team, the World Bank and other interested institutions could form an alliance for social 
security and fiscal reform. The aim would be to research, develop and advocate for pro-poor social security 
measures and fiscal reforms that would also contribute to the economic development of the country.

2 http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/serbia/publication/serbia-public-finance-review-2015 
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Advocacy from a strong platform comprised of local and international experts is needed over a sustained 
period to provide credible and viable policy alternatives. This means having the resources to conduct 
research and model alternatives. Cooperation with a research institute or university department would be 
particularly helpful.

Some of the reforms needed include:

•	 Family and child benefits. As noted in the report population analysis section of this report, there has 
been a significant decline in the proportion of Roma IDPs receiving social security support for adults and 
children. This decline coincided with a change in the eligibility rules, which at the same time saw a signif-
icant increase in the proportion of non-Roma recipients of these benefits1.

•	 The first step must be to do some more research into the causes of these phenomenon. There are 
several possible explanations, and each has different ramifications. The most plausible is that the new 
social security rules have meant that many more Roma IDPs are ineligible because of the lack of relevant 
documentation, or because the procedures have become too difficult to comply with. Another explana-
tion is that Roma IDPs were receiving benefits for which they were not eligible, and the new system has 
reduced this occurrence. A third explanation is that the poorest Roma IDPs have migrated out of Serbia, 
and are no longer claiming the benefits.

•	 There needs to be a substantive exploration of the reasons for this decline before any advocacy po-
sition is developed.

•	 Fiscal Reforms. The rate of actual unemployment among IDPs is much higher than the domicile pop-
ulation, and, as already seen in this report, there are several key disincentives to legal work. Working in 
the grey economy excludes people from the employment, health and pension insurance systems, and 
increases their vulnerability.

•	 Research and viable policy proposals are needed for improvements to the personal tax and contribu-
tions system, to make it more affordable for poor workers and small employers. 

•	 Link between social security and entry into work. Some aspects of the social security system dis-
courage entry into work. Work training schemes, even if unpaid, disqualify participants from receiving 
social security. The uncertain prospect of employment, and the certain loss of social security benefits 
discourages many from embarking on employment training. Research and policy proposals are needed 
to reinforce rather than discourage the transition from social security to work.

There are other reforms that would assist the poorest and at the same time encourage people to work in 
the formal sector. Advocacy on these issues at a high level is needed to encourage policy makers to make 
moves in the right direction.

1 The suspicion is that the new system introduced some systemic factor discriminating against Roma claimants – but 
research is needed to either verify or negate this suspicion.

21.6  Residence Registration

Background

Under Serbian law, all citizens and foreigners must register their address with the Ministry of Interior. Citizens 
may have both a permanent address (prebivaliste) and a temporary address (boraviste). The proof of address 
is one of the basic criteria required to access a range of entitlements, including health care, education, social 
security and social welfare. 

For people who live in informal settlements, where there are no actual addresses and no proof of ownership or rental 
contract, registration of address is not possible. A recent work-around solution has offered residents in informal 
settlements the possibility to register a permanent address at the Centre for Social Work. This has enabled many 
domicile Roma, among others, to obtain entitlements for which they were previously not able to access.

However, most IDP Roma have a permanent address registered in their place of origin in Kosovo. Since they 
already have a permanent address, they cannot register a new permanent address in an informal settlement, 
and nor can they register a permanent address at the Centre for Social Work. Likewise, they are not able to 
register a temporary address at the Centre for Social Work. 

Even IDPs living in rented accommodation need the permission of their landlords (and the landlord’s presence) 
to register their temporary address. Many landlords do not wish their tenants to register the address, for 
several reasons, including fear of taxation and tenants’ greater security of tenure. 

Action Needed

IDPs from Kosovo need to have the possibility to either register their permanent or temporary address in 
their place of displacement, regardless of whether their place of residence is formal or informal. Those 
in rental accommodation must also be allowed to access entitlements whether or not their landlords are 
present when the address is registered at the police station.

One part of the solution to this problem would be to allow IDPs to be able to register a temporary address 
(boravište) at the Centre for Social Work, in the same way that non-displaced people living in informal 
settlements can register their permanent address at the CSW.

Another part of the solution would be to find a way to enable tenants to register a temporary address without 
the consent or presence of the landlord. This might be much harder, but some consultation with government 
is needed to find an acceptable solution.

Solving this problem would enable displaced people living in informal settlements and rented accommodation 
to be able to access social security, employment assistance and other entitlements. A solution would require 
the involvement of the Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veterans and Social Affairs, the Ministry of Interior 
and the Ministry of Local Government and Public Administration.
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22. Proposals for Monitoring
The most critical element of all the follow up action proposed here is for continuous monitoring of the 
situation of IDPs.

22.1  Components

IDPs overall are in a much worse situation than other citizens of Serbia, and Roma IDPs especially so. 
Monitoring is needed to provide data on the IDP situation, compare it with that of the general population, 
and ensure that the gap is closing rather than widening.

It is also necessary to follow the situation in real time to provide early warning of new issues emerging or to 
flag areas of concern in order to minimise any negative impact.

To this end, this programme strategy proposes an ‘IDP observatory’ function that would:

•	 Carry out long term monitoring of the situation of IDPs

•	 Conduct a multi-year programme of research 

•	 Conduct periodic surveys

•	 Provide information briefings for policy makers.

The long term monitoring of the situation would consist of identifying and compiling information from 
secondary sources, including research, statistics, information from projects, service providers and 
associations. It should also monitor the conditions for return in Kosovo.

The multi-year research programme should consist of a series of discrete research projects on specific 
themes related to IDPs’ situation and the efforts to resolve it. There might be, for example, a planned 
programme of 2 research projects each year on themes that would influence planning and policy. Themes 
might include:

•	 Sustainability of village housing and social housing solutions

•	 Reasons for the decline in access to social security of Roma IDPs

•	 Role of remittances in keeping IDPs out of poverty

•	 Following up on returnees under readmission agreements – finding forms of assistance that would 
reduce the recurrence of asylum-seeking and readmission.

•	 Research on impact of new policy measures, (e.g. possible withdrawal of the ‘minimalac’ compensa-
tion payment)

Regular surveys of IDPs need to be conducted to provide a reliable time-series of data on the situation of 
IDPs. The last survey of a sample of all IDPs was conducted in 2010. This needs to be followed up urgently 
in 2016 and subsequently in 20211.

22.2  Key Monitoring Indicators

Monitoring needs to look at the situation of IDPs in the following key areas:

•	 Population numbers, and ethnicity

•	 Poverty and needs of the IDP population compared to the whole population

•	 Employment and unemployment, compared to the whole population

•	 Rate of receipt of key social security benefits, year-on-year trend and compared with whole population

•	 Housing quality

•	 IDPs in collective centres

•	 Housing needs, and housing provision

•	 Legal aid cases and provision

The table in Annex 8 provides details, sources and baseline values for the main indicators required for 
adequate monitoring of the situation. This table can be used to create a ‘dashboard’ for effective monitoring 
of the IDP population.

22.3  Annual Report

Based on the qualitative and quantitative monitoring outlined above, it is proposed that an annual report is 
produced each year, which outlines the main findings from thematic research, as well has updating the key 
indicators.

22.4  organisation and Funding

This proposal suggests that a consortium of research institutes and interested NGOs could take on the role 
of an ‘IDP observatory’. This observatory would operate as a part time project and include the work of 
academics and practitioners to produce the annual report.

The observatory should be guided, but not bound, by a committee of stakeholders, including the 

1 Another possibility would be to conduct a survey for publication in 2019, the 20th anniversary of the conflict in 
Kosovo and subsequent displacement.
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Commissariat for Refugees and Migration, UNHCR, the Office for Kosovo and Metohija, OSCE and other 
interested organisations.

Funding would be needed – potentially on the basis of co-funding from government and donor sources.

22.5  Concluding Remarks

This section has set out some directions for work to be done.

The key to any future strategy, however, is to have clearly identified responsibility for moving forward. As 
seen from the analysis of the strategic context, responsibility is scattered between institutions which often do 
not work closely together. One result is that the situation of Roma IDPs has been almost entirely neglected 
in the past decade. 

To move forward, sufficient attention on the issue of IDPs must be maintained in as constructive a way 
possible.  This means i) highlighting the current situation, showing in particular groups of people who are 
particularly vulnerable; ii) providing feedback on the effectiveness of measures and policies; iii) providing 
constructive suggestions for policies and actions – using the available mechanisms –  to improve the situation 
of the vast majority of the most vulnerable IDPs who have opted to reintegrate in displacement.

The next steps require a leading stakeholder, such as the Commissariat and/or another state institution, with 
the support of the international community as/if needed, to take forward the findings and recommendations 
of this study, to form a broad based coalition of interested parties and advocate for implementation of these 
recommendations.

Annex 1 IDP Distribution by ethnicity and Municipality
Data as of 2014, according to registered IDPs in database of Commissariat for Refugees and Migration.

Municipality TOTAL Serbs Roma Ashkaeli
Egyp-
tian

Unde-
clared

Mon-
tene-
grin

Muslim
Gora-

ni
Others

Ada 26 10 16 0

Aleksandrovac 311 277 1 25 5 3

Aleksinac 1049 960 47 1 15 3 14 9

Alibunar 96 79 8 6 3

Apatin 99 63 16 17 3

Arandjelovac 2316 1966 21 82 229 18

Arilje 63 58 2 3 0

Babusnica 32 15 17 0

Bac 5 5 0

Backa Palanka 142 115 10 9 4 4

Backa Topola 125 82 12 4 9 8 10

Backi Petrovac 6 1 4 1

Bajina Basta 86 70 2 4 2 7 1

Barajevo 1287 1037 17 28 171 9 13 12

Batocina 589 579 9 1 0

Becej 220 139 57 2 6 11 5

Bela Crkva 38 31 2 5
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Municipality TOTAL Serbs Roma Ashkaeli
Egyp-
tian

Unde-
clared

Mon-
tene-
grin

Muslim
Gora-

ni
Others

Bela Palanka 126 82 43 1 0

Beocin 296 59 159 1 1 11 57 1 7

Blace 1075 1052 7 9 4 3

Bogatic 49 43 1 3 2

Bojnik 230 215 12 2 1

Boljevac 87 23 26 10 20 8

Bor 719 377 213 20 96 7 6

Bosilegrad 72 41 1 1 29

Brus 171 151 1 4 13 2

Bujanovac 4652 3260 1248 6 58 16 8 50 6

Cacak 2585 2321 57 22 170 12 3

Cajetina 96 85 1 5 1 4 0

Cicevac 337 321 1 8 1 4 2

Coka 24 15 4 5 0

Crna Trava 5 4 1 0

Cukarica 6120 4283 819 14 131 547 144 106 76

Cuprija 873 777 19 21 56 0

Despotovac 243 195 40 2 6 0

Dimitrovgrad 79 22 57 0

Municipality TOTAL Serbs Roma Ashkaeli
Egyp-
tian

Unde-
clared

Mon-
tene-
grin

Muslim
Gora-

ni
Others

Doljevac 190 168 5 7 4 6

Gadzin Han 31 27 2 2

Golubac 32 27 1 4 0

Gornji 
Milanovac

1305 1187 59 1 9 40 2 7

Grocka 4885 3733 9 2 540 217 59 314 11

Indjija 219 180 15 2 18 4

Irig 66 53 2 11 0

Ivanjica 31 29 2 0

Jagodina 6129 5816 8 130 147 4 2 22

Kanjiza 41 16 15 10 0

Kikinda 106 77 5 7 3 14

Kladovo 115 83 7 18 7 0

Knic 400 384 5 7 1 2 1

Knjazevac 301 238 11 1 16 11 1 1 22

Koceljeva 5 4 1 0

Kosjeric 48 42 6 0

Kovacica 102 39 31 8 2 4 13 5

Kovin 323 312 6 3 2

Kragujevac 11015 9657 439 27 166 631 33 13 49
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Municipality TOTAL Serbs Roma Ashkaeli
Egyp-
tian

Unde-
clared

Mon-
tene-
grin

Muslim
Gora-

ni
Others

Kraljevo 19806 18268 534 102 767 23 21 91

Krupanj 17 12 5 0

Krusevac 7878 6814 542 30 355 33 43 61

Kucevo 50 44 6 0

Kula 236 182 3 19 19 8 5

Kursumlija 6049 5212 664 31 115 3 6 18

Lajkovac 86 64 22 0

Lapovo 600 582 10 6 2

Lazarevac 2407 2210 33 53 89 12 10

Lebane 302 294 1 3 2 2

Leskovac 5212 4932 43 47 105 31 1 53

Lipljan 1 1 0

Ljig 128 105 3 1 3 5 8 3

Ljubovija 20 19 1 0

Loznica 421 406 4 10 1 0

Lucani 61 51 3 1 6 0

Majdanpek 115 84 2 8 12 8 1

Mali Idjos 89 5 51 1 1 8 23 0

Mali Zvornik 23 22 1 0

Municipality TOTAL Serbs Roma Ashkaeli
Egyp-
tian

Unde-
clared

Mon-
tene-
grin

Muslim
Gora-

ni
Others

Malo Crnice 22 20 2 0

Medvedja 731 569 21 5 87 1 24 24

Merosina 266 264 1 1 0

Mionica 84 58 25 1

Mladenovac 5146 4550 345 95 134 1 4 17

Negotin 564 455 29 4 38 31 4 3

Nis 10780 8931 772 315 411 60 93 198

Nova Crnja 58 57 1

Nova Varos 39 39 0

Novi Becej 33 21 9 1 1 1

Novi Beograd 4768 2221 848 3 106 1051 278 52 130 79

Novi Knezevac 35 29 6 0

Novi Pazar 4924 572 434 1 1 1839 5 1843 146 83

Novi Sad 4278 1030 1575 66 220 47 136 843 276 85

Obrenovac 4286 3446 752 55 24 3 6

Odzaci 92 82 1 3 5 1

Opovo 59 56 2 1

Osecina 2 1 1

Palilula 4928 2165 1264 16 198 268 326 647 44
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Municipality TOTAL Serbs Roma Ashkaeli
Egyp-
tian

Unde-
clared

Mon-
tene-
grin

Muslim
Gora-

ni
Others

Pancevo 1128 800 97 6 9 12 81 66 26 31

Paracin 929 788 4 40 80 4 5 8

Pecinci 104 69 6 16 10 1 2

Petrovac 103 93 3 6 1 0

Pirot 369 228 1 135 1 4

Plandiste 8 8 0

Pozarevac 2039 913 949 66 91 1 19

Pozega 358 319 16 21 1 1

Presevo 35 26 8 1

Priboj 76 32 24 2 11 7 0

Prijepolje 362 3 358 1 0

Prokuplje 4687 3988 498 101 59 20 3 18

Raca 632 548 29 26 16 12 1

Rakovica 2936 2240 89 113 209 94 143 48

Raska 1884 1639 31 23 173 2 13 3

Razanj 38 38 0

Rekovac 74 72 2 0

Ruma 195 154 5 10 8 3 4 11

Sabac 353 283 6 24 3 33 4

Municipality TOTAL Serbs Roma Ashkaeli
Egyp-
tian

Unde-
clared

Mon-
tene-
grin

Muslim
Gora-

ni
Others

Savski Venac 1725 1268 145 8 26 93 62 104 19

Secanj 57 51 5 1

Senta 22 12 10

Sid 64 49 5 2 8

Sjenica 160 50 2 99 9

Smederevo 8277 7495 394 3 138 185 18 3 41

Smederevska 
Palanka

1107 1070 28 5 4

Sokobanja 434 385 27 10 7 5

Sombor 254 164 7 2 7 24 26 24

Sopot 815 649 20 10 116 7 13

Srbobran 49 35 8 6

Sremska 
Mitrovica

272 220 2 16 23 6 5

Sremski 
Karlovci

111 81 8 11 5 6

Stara Pazova 250 224 4 1 19 1 1

Stari Grad 1286 858 78 11 114 77 130 18

Subotica 2632 213 2001 26 161 15 131 47 38

Surčin 8 1 7 0

Surdulica 315 275 25 1 3 3 8
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Municipality TOTAL Serbs Roma Ashkaeli
Egyp-
tian

Unde-
clared

Mon-
tene-
grin

Muslim
Gora-

ni
Others

Svilajnac 511 373 91 29 12 3 3

Svrljig 68 68 0

Temerin 65 55 6 3 1

Titel 27 12 9 6 0

Topola 404 336 27 38 3

Trgoviste 85 81 4 0

Trstenik 968 861 1 10 76 9 2 9

Tutin 569 78 11 20 13 417 9 21

Ub 108 107 1 0

Uzice 498 402 9 3 78 1 5

Valjevo 474 420 13 2 29 1 6 3

Varvarin 168 150 6 3 6 3

Velika Plana 1872 1708 41 29 84 5 5

Veliko Gradiste 88 83 5 0

Vladicin Han 263 226 20 1 3 10 3

Vladimirci 112 103 9 0

Vlasotince 194 189 3 2

Vozdovac 6875 1678 144 2 4779 128 58 48 38

Vracar 688 461 38 13 84 30 45 17

Municipality TOTAL Serbs Roma Ashkaeli
Egyp-
tian

Unde-
clared

Mon-
tene-
grin

Muslim
Gora-

ni
Others

Vranje 6033 5692 178 45 13 6 59 40

Vrbas 212 121 77 10 4

Vrnjacka Banja 3642 3520 19 12 71 1 2 17

Vrsac 222 138 51 3 13 5 3 9

Zabalj 31 16 12 3 0

Zabari 45 40 1 2 2

Zagubica 8 8 0

Zajecar 760 509 86 32 60 19 17 16 21

Zemun 7008 2002 4157 1 220 146 147 135 152 48

Zitiste 22 13 2 1 6 0

Zitoradja 347 314 5 16 7 5

Zrenjanin 849 305 452 3 37 9 10 33

Zvezdara 4393 2292 1306 4 61 306 186 182 56

totals 206026 152418 22431 91 755 12054 8006 5277 3124 1870
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Annex 2 Key Labour Market Indicators, Calculations and 
trends

Calculating the Number of Unemployed IDPs

Indicator Value Source notes

(1) Total IDP population 203,140 IDP registration data for 2015

(2) working age population % (est) 73%

2014 IDP registration data shows 65.85% between 
ages of 18-59 and 25.04% 60 and above and 
8.99% as being between 5-17. Estimate additional 
5% as being between 60 and 65; estimate 
additional 2% as being between 15-17. Working age 
population estimate = 73%

(3) working age population (15-64) 148,292 = (1) x (2)

(4) inactive population % 32.30% from 2011 survey data

(5) inactive population 47,898 = (3) x (4)

(6) active population % 67.70% from 2011 survey data

(7) active population 100,394 = (3) x (6)

(8) unemployment rate % 47.70% from 2011 survey data

(9) no. unemployed IDPs 47,888 = (7) x (8)

This calculation is approximate, only. The employment and unemployment data derives from 2010, while the 
IDP population figures are from 2014 and 2015. However, the following trend graphs show that there has 
been no major upward or downward movement in the overall employment and unemployment figures. It 
can be reasonably confidently assumed, therefore, that the number of unemployed IDPs is in the region of 
40-55,000 individuals. 

The definition of unemployment in this case is that used by the Labour Force Survey; whether the 
interviewee has performed any paid work in the last week. Figures from the 2010 IDP survey can be 

reasonably compared with the Labour Force Surveys of the Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia 
(SORS), but not with the registered unemployment figures which are collected on the basis of registration 
with the National Employment Service. 

Employment Rates by education level 2010-2014
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Change in Youth Employment by Age Group

% change in youth employment by age group 2010-2014

2010 2014 % change

15-19 4.1% 4.9% 0.8%

20-24 25.5% 28.3% 2.8%

25-29 48.9% 53.1% 4.2%

 Change in Youth Unemployment by Age Group

% change in youth unemployment by age group 2010 -2014

2010 2014 % change

15-19 55.7% 49.7% -5.9%

20-24 44.3% 40.1% -4.2%

25-29 31.9% 30.9% -0.9%

Change in Employment by Education levels

% change in employment by level of education 2010-2014

University, academy, etc. -0.2%

Higher school -3.5%

Secondary school 1.6%

Primary school 1.5%

Incomplete primary school 2.5%

Without education 0.3%

All education levels 2.7%

Annex 3 Data on Informal Collective Centres

Informal Collective Centres outside Belgrade (as of 2009)

Municipality
Number of Informal collective 

centres
Families Individuals Comments

Pančevo Stari Tamiš “Ergela” n/k

Pančevo Dolovo “Mramoracki Put” 3 6

Sombor PD 9 Maj 6 16

Sombor Aleksa Šantić PD Sever 3 7 refugees

Stara Pazova Zegrap Baraka n/k

Temerin Sirig “AD 7 Juli” n/k

Temerin Betonjerka n/k

Plandište AD Hajdučica

Zrenjanin Termo-Toplana n/k

Arilje Dom MZ VIGOŠTE
2 refugee 
families

Excellent condition

Prokuplje
Pločnik, “Železnička stanica 

Pločnik”
1 IDP family

Trstenik Selište, Osnovna Škola, Stanovi 2

Ub TE-TO Kolubara B n/k

Požarevac Baraka Rad, Rasadnik Meminac 17 Roma 90

Sokobanja
Trubarevac, Zgrada 

Vodoprivredne Zajednice 
3 refugee 
families

Jagodina Stara Škola - Stanovi n/k

Kraljevo Adrani, Voćar Adrani n/k Solutions found

Kraljevo Uzor Rožaje n/k Eviction in process in 2009

Kraljevo Rocevici “Stara Škola” 3

Kraljevo Dom Kultura Vrba 3 IDP families 4

Kraljevo
Vitanovac, „Dom Kulture i 

Zemljoradnička Zadruga Gruza“
Approx 30 No running water

Paraćin Naselje 7 Juli
13 refugee 

family
1 IDP family

Sjenica Fekovica Brdo
23 Roma IDP 

families
135 High priority

Kruševac Lomnica, Baraka Lomnica 16
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City of belgrade data 2014

Total inhabitants Of which, IDPs KIRS data 2009 survey

Municipality Name  families members families members Families members

1 Rakovica „Delo” 8 24 8 24 n/k

2 Rakovica „Graditelj” 19 65 19 65 n/k

3 Rakovica „Progres”Pirot 18 60 17 58 15 IDPs

4 Rakovica „Brvenik” 15 56 15 56 n/k

5 Rakovica „Jastrebac” 34 125 34 125 n/k

6 Rakovica Pionirski grad 12 52 12 52 n/k

7 Zvezdara „Pomoravlje” 23 85 23 85 31 148

8 Savski Venac „Crnotravac” 24 93 23 89 n/k Refugees?

9 Palilula „Energoprojekt” 22 61 22 61 n/k

10 Palilula
Barake na 

Partizanskom putu
3 10 0 0 2 11 IDPs

11 Palilula „Graditelj Kotež” 8 24 1 1 3
12 

(refugees)

12 Voždovac Beli Potok-škola 7 22 0 0 n/k

13 Voždovac „Gradnja” 30 94 28 79 n/k

14 Čukarica
„Parking servis 

Ada”
31 106 31 106 n/k

15 Lazarevac
Barake 

Termoelektrane
9 22 2 7 n/k

16 Lazarevac „Građevinar” 10 30 0 0 n/k

Totals 273 929 235 808

City of belgrade data 2014

Total inhabitants Of which, IDPs KIRS data 2009 survey

Municipality Name  families members families members Families members

Grocka Baraka GIK Banat 5 30 IDPs

Vozdovac Avalaska Ulica
30 

refugees

Barajevo Old School Bacevac 1

Barajevo Progres Pirot No numbers

Obrenovac
Hidrogradja – 

Ciglana
3 11 IDPs

Cukarica Radnicka 49 17
70 Roma 

IDPs

Pozarevac
Baraka Rad, 

Rasadnik Meminac
17

90 (Roma 
IDPs)

Belgrade ICCs from the 2009 survey but not included in the 2014 list
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Annex 4 Strategies for Refugees and IDPs – Goals and 
objectives for IDPs

The following are extracts from the two strategies for refugees and IDPs. The strategies were produced by 
the Commissariat for Refugees and the Office for Kosovo and Metohija (the latter only for the 2015-2020 
Strategy).

The extracts relate to the objectives which explicitly aim to address the situation of IDPs.

Strategy 2011 - 2014

National Strategy for Resolving the Issues of Refugees and Internally Displaced 
Persons for the period 2011 – 2014

Strategic Goal 3: 

Improvement of the living conditions of the most vulnerable categories of internally displaced persons, 
including individuals and families, so they can, in accordance with the law, access their rights, services 
and resources like other citizens, and solve their basic existential issues

Specific goal 3.1: To facilitate the IDPs access to documentation relevant to the exercise of their status and 
rights

Specific objective 3.2: Increase the employment rate of internally displaced persons, to the level of the 
general employment rate in Serbia

Specific objective 3.3: Increase involvement of all internally displaced persons (children and young people) 
in all levels of the education system, especially the RAE and the most vulnerable IDPs

Specific objective 3.4: Improve the right to health protection of IDPs, particularly the most vulnerable 
categories, through the affirmation of health care measures and services

Specific objective 3.5: Allow internally displaced persons, especially the most vulnerable groups of internally 
displaced persons to exercise all rights and access to social services

Specific objective 3.6: Improve living conditions of internally displaced persons and families through 
programs of improving the quality of living conditions, with priority given to persons in collective centers and 
the most vulnerable categories of population

Strategy 2015 - 2020

National Strategy for Resolving the Issues of Refugees and Internally Displaced 
Persons for the period 2015 – 2020

Strategic Goal 3: 

Improvement of the living conditions of the most vulnerable categories of internally displaced persons, 
including individuals and families, so they can, in accordance with the law, access their rights, services 
and resources like other citizens, and solve their basic existential issues

Specific objective 3.1: To facilitate the IDPs access to documentation relevant to the exercise of their status 
and rights

Specific objective 3.2: Increase the employment rate of internally displaced persons, to the level of the 
general employment rate in Serbia

Specific objective 3.3: Increase involvement of all internally displaced persons (children and young people) 
in all levels of the education system, especially the RAE and the most vulnerable IDPs

Specific objective 3.4: Improve the right to health protection of IDPs, particularly the most vulnerable 
categories, through the affirmation of health care measures and services

Specific objective 3.5: Allow internally displaced persons, especially the most vulnerable groups of internally 
displaced persons to exercise all rights and access to social services

Specific objective 3.6: Improve living conditions of internally displaced persons and families through 
programs of improving the quality of living conditions, with priority given to persons in collective centers and 
the most vulnerable categories of population

Strategic Goal 41:

Protect the interests of IDPs in accessing and realising their rights in their place of origin.

1 While the Strategic Goal relates to IDPs rights in Kosovo, there are no clearly defined measures or specific 
objectives within the section. Recommendaed measures for this Goal relate more to the situation in Serbia outside 
Kosovo, than to rights in Kosovo itself.
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Anex 5 Chapter 23 Contents

Main section headings in Chapter 23 of the Acquis Communautaire. The sections in bold are those that 
relate specifically to IDPs.

1. JUDICIARY

2. ANTI-CORRUPTION

3. FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS

3.1  Prohibition of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment

3.2  Position of the Ombudsman, the Provincial Ombudsman and Local Ombudsmen

3.3  Prison System

3.4  Freedom of Thought, Conscience and Religion

3.5  Freedom Of Expression And Freedom And Pluralism Of Media

3.6  Principle of Non-Discrimination And Social Position of Vulnerable Groups

3.7  Procedural Safeguards (Includes Access to Justice And Free Legal Aid)

3.8  Position of National Minorities (Including Roma)

3.9  Position of Refugees And Internally Displaced Persons

3.10  Measures Against Racism And Xenophobia

3.11  Personal Data Protection

Anex 6 extracts and Comments from the Chapter 23 
Action Plan

Action Description Notes

3.6 Principle of Non-Discrimination and Social Position of Vulnerable Groups

3.6.2. 
Improve the protection and enforcement of rights of the child and of persons with disabilities, including by 
strengthening the relevant institutions, ensuring better cooperation between the judiciary and the social 
sector and by fully implementing legislation on juvenile justice in line with EU standards.

3.6.2.2.

Organizing support services for children, 
adults and older people with intellectual 
disabilities and their families, in order to 
prevent institutionalization

This is relevant to the closure of collective centres – 
need to ensure that the appropriate support services 
are available in areas where CCs have closed and the 
residents placed in social housing or similar.

3.6.2.3.

Piloting centres for family support in order 
to: -Target population of multiply deprived 
communities (paying particular attention 
to the availability for Roma families and 
children) -Support a parent who suffers 
domestic violence -Support children at 
risk of dropping out of school -Support 
families at risk of separation (children and 
parents) -Support children victims of crime 
-Support children with disabilities from 
vulnerable families and at risk of placement 
in institution. [with UNICEF]

This is relevant for areas of high Roma IDPs – need to 
advocate for UNICEF to consider Roma IDP locations 
for the piltoing of familiy support centres.

3.6.2.4.

Improvement of the system of cash 
benefits for vulnerable families of 
children with disabilities in accordance 
with the principles of social inclusion, 
through amendments to the Law on social 
protection and the Law governing financial 
support for families with children.

while not directly relevant, if there is a plan to amend 
these laws, then need to ensure that the apparent 
discrimination against Roma IDPs introduced in 2011 is 
removed – opportunity for advocacy
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Action Description Notes

3.7. PRoCeDURAL SAFeGUARDS

3.7.1. Strengthen procedural safeguards in line with eU standards

3.7.1.1.
Adopt Draft Law on Free Legal Aid aligned 
with EU acquis.

This is now scheduled for adoption by Parliament in 
early 2016

3.7.1.2.
Adopt by-laws relating to the 
implementation of the Law on Free Legal 
Aid.

This is due to happen during 2016, with the assistance 
of the World Bank trust fund for Judicial Reform.

3.7.1.4.

Conduct training of all groups of free legal 
aid providers in relation to the start of 
implementation of the Law on Free Legal 
Aid.

This is an opportunity to ensure that all providers of 
free legal aid (mainly municipalities) in areas of high 
IDP populations know about i) the rights of IDPs to free 
legal aid and ii) the particular legal issues faced by 
IDPs as a result of their displacement.

3.7.1.5.
Conduct a campaign to provide information 
to citizens about the Law on Free Legal Aid.

This is an opportunity to ensure that all IDPs (including 
Roma) know about their rights to free legal aid, 
including both primary and secondary, and how and 
where to access these rights.

3.8. POSITION OF NATIONAL MINORITIES

3.8.1

Adopt through an inclusive process specific action plan focused on the effective implementation of 
existing rights of national minorities, taking into account the recommendations issued in the third 
opinion on Serbia in the context of the Advisory Committee of the Council of europe Framework 
Convention for the Protection of National Minorities. (includes actions on birth registration, supported 
by UNHCR)

3.8.1.27.

Training of registrars and deputy registrars 
in connection with the implementation 
of laws and regulations governing the 
manner of registration of personal names 
of persons belonging to national minorities 
in the language and script of the national 
minority.

A UNHCR funded action for 2015: 21.900 €

3.8.2. 

Serbia should start preparations for adopting at the end of 2014 a new multi-annual strategy and 
action plan to improve living conditions of Roma, including actions to ensure their registration, 
comprehensive measures on non-discrimination, ensure compliance with international standards on 
forced evictions and access to guaranteed socio-economic rights and dedicate additional financial 
assistance to implement the current and future Roma strategy in particular regarding education and 
health measures

Action Description Notes

3.8.2.1. 

Adoption of a new Strategy for 
Improvement of the Position of the Roma 
in the Republic of Serbia 2015-2025 
accompanied by Action Plan, with active 
participation of Roma representatives and 
dedication of financial resources for its 
implementation, focusing in particular on 
the following areas: 
- Issuing personal documents 
- Comprehensive anti-discrimination 
measures 
- Compliance with international standards 
on forced evictions 
- Equal access to health care and social 
protection 
- Equal access to education 
- Equal access to labour market 
- Improvement of housing conditions. 

The Strategy is still under development at the time 
of writing, as well as the associated action plan. It 
is crucial that UNHCR and its partners are engaged 
in this process to ensure that there is recognition of 
the additional disadvantage of Roma IDPs, and that 
the measures designed are adequate to meet these 
needs. 
Particular emphasis needs to be placed on: issuing 
personal documents; access to health care and social 
protection; access to labour market; improvement of 
housing conditions.

And 38 other actions… before:

3.8.2.40. 

Address the situation of the internally 
displaced Roma from Kosovo and Metohija 
who largely do not plan to return there by 
financing programs for enhancement of 
the living conditions of internally displaced 
people, with focus to Roma. 
Budgeted in activity 3.9.1.4. - 
(Budget of the Republic of Serbia- 
8.094.905 € 
-IPA 2012 - 9.000.000 € 
-IPA 2014 -3.500.000 € 
-IPA 2017 - 3.000.000 €) 

This action is expanded upon in 3.9.1. However, there 
needs to be a stronger policy link between the actions 
for Roma defined in the Roma Strategy, and the 
actions for displaced persons, defined in the Strategy 
for Refugees and IDPs. The role of the Council for 
the Advancement of Roma and the Deputy Prime 
Minister and Minister of Construction, Transport and 
Infrastructure, as coordinator of the implementation 
of the Roma Strategy needs to be recognised and 
strengthened; to oversee the implementation of 
aspects of the Strategy for Refugees and IDPs.
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Action Description Notes

3.9. PoSItIoN oF ReFUGeeS AND INteRNALLY DISPLACeD PeRSoNS

3.9.1 
Improve the situation of refugees and IDPs by ensuring their full access to rights, including civil 

documentation and housing solutions for the most vulnerable ones.

3.9.1.1

Providing permanent housing solutions for 
refugees through the implementation of the 
Regional Programme for housing refugees 
and regular national housing programs. 
(Budget of the Republic of Serbia- 
4.579.554 € -Multi donor Regional Housing 
Fund-300 million € 
In 2015 -101.962.666€ 
2016-2017- 101.308.444€ per year

Regional Housing Programme: FOR REFUGEES ONLY 

3.9.1.2.

Provide free legal aid in order to ensure 
full access to rights including personal 
documents for internally displaced persons 
and refugees. (Budgeted in activity 
3.7.1.3. (Budget of the Republic of Serbia- 
16.974.111€)

This most likely will not cover legal aid for cases 
originating in Kosovo. Separate provision for legal aid 
for IDPs will be needed.

3.9.1.3.

Effective implementation of the Law on 
Non-contentious proceedings especially 
in the part related to the provision of civil 
documentation to undocumented persons. 
(Budget of the Republic of Serbia. Activity 
requiring insignificant costs )

Action Description Notes

3.9.1.4. 

Improvement of the living conditions 
of internally displaced persons while 
in displacement by: - Aid allocation to 
improve housing conditions; - Provision of 
building materials to start construction of 
real estate; - Aid allocation for the purchase 
of village house with garden; - Aid 
allocation for obtaining and construction of 
prefabricated houses and other residential 
premises; - Aid allocation for resolving the 
issue of informal collective centers. 
-Budget of the Republic of Serbia- 
8.094.905 € 
-IPA 2012 - 9.000.000 € 
-IPA 2014 -3.500.000 € 
-IPA 2017 - 3.000.000 € 
In 2015 - 7.853.338 € 
2016- 2017- 7.870.784 € per year
(Result: “The living conditions of internally 
displaced persons improved while in 
displacement. All formal collective centers 
closed until the end of 2019.”)

(expectation of funding through IPA: -IPA 2014 
-3.500.000 € -IPA 2017 - 3.000.000 €)
This is a crucial activity. Based on what we have 
learned through the review, we need to ensure that 
these activities are better designed and targeted. 
I.e. scale back on building materials; focus on village 
houses and prefabs – but linked to the poorest – 
collective projects for pre-fabs to rehouse Roma IDPs?
Link closure of formal collective centres to social 
welfare services provision in activity 3.6.2.2

3.9.1.5.

Providing complementary measures 
aimed at sustainable integration of 
refugees through programs for economic 
empowerment through income generating 
activities

Not IDPs – sustainable integration is not part of the 
government agenda

3.9.1.6.

Establishment of a mechanism for regular 
monitoring of the exercise of the rights 
of Roma internally displaced persons in 
cooperation with the health mediators, 
educational assistants, to assess their 
equal exercise of rights and potential 
improvements

This is a key activity that needs support. Responsibility 
is with the Council for the Improvement of the 
Position of Roma, a government body, but which lacks 
implementation capacity. Budget is very small – 6,000 
EUR per year – so it is not clear what this mechanism 
will involve, and how the results of this mechanism can 
be analysed and used for revision to policy/practice.

3.9.1.7.

Conduct an information campaign to raise 
awareness of refugees and internally 
displaced persons to ensure their social 
integration and awareness on the 
mechanisms available for the exercise of 
rights.
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Annex 7 Roma Seminar Conclusions 2015

Social Inclusion Seminar: Roma Issues in the Republic of Serbia 
11 June 2015

oPeRAtIoNAL CoNCLUSIoNS

Inter-sectoral issues
•	 The new Strategy for Improvement of the Position of the Roma in the Republic of Serbia will be adopt-
ed by December 2015 and will cover the period of 10 years, until 2025. The Strategy will be accompanied 
by the Action Plan also to be adopted by December 2015. The Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of 
Construction, Transport and Infrastructure has the overall responsibility on behalf of the Government of 
Serbia for the implementation of the Strategy. To ensure transparency, the Government will submit annual 
reports on the progress of Strategy implementation.

•	 On behalf of the Government, the Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Construction, Transport and 
Infrastructure will coordinate the efforts of public authorities, including local governments and public 
enterprises, geared towards improving the position of the Roma and their full inclusion in the social, 
economic, cultural and political life, with emphasis on areas in which they are the most vulnerable (civil 
registration, education, housing, health, social protection and employment). 

•	 The Office for Human and Minority Rights and the Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction Unit will 
provide support to the Deputy Prime Minister in monitoring the implementation of the Operational Con-
clusions, as well as in preparing annual reports on the implementation of the Roma Strategy and its Action 
Plan.

•	 Solid foundations for a sustainable improvement of the position of the Roma have been laid, especial-
ly in the education sector, health sector and access to personal documents. It is now necessary to focus 
on enhancing the effectiveness of the adopted measures and link them better with the available and 
future resources, including donor funds. It is vital that the strategic documents of the Government and 
the European Commission on financial assistance programming should contain measures to improve the 
status of the Roma, which also entails ensuring the continuity of such support. 

•	 The functioning of the Council for the Improvement of the Position of Roma and the Implementation 
of the Roma Decade has been reviewed to become more operational. Regular meetings will take place 
to oversee the implementation of the Action Plan, facilitate an exchange of good practices on Roma in-
clusion and evaluate the Action Plan effectiveness, with a view to building on the lessons learned from its 
implementation. The Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Affairs will chair the Council and 
ensure a regularity of its meetings. 

•	 Analytical data covering at least the above-mentioned 5 priority areas will be collected and processed 
in a coordinated manner, through a “one-stop-shop” body developed through the IPA 2012 TARI Project, 
in order to consolidate the data, facilitate targeted surveys on the position of the Roma and provide all 

stakeholders, primarily ministries and governmental agencies, with consistent data, in conformity with the 
law governing the protection of personal data.

•	 The network of Roma coordinators will be further developed and strengthened beyond the current 47 
municipalities, including an increase of their number, aiming to cover more than 60 municipalities accord-
ing to the local needs. Roma coordinators will closely cooperate with other relevant state mechanisms to 
improve the position of the Roma. In order to promote active inclusion of the Roma, competent institutions 
will establish mechanisms for an integrated social services delivery model, which requires the centres for 
social work and the National Employment Service to search more actively for solutions for the activation 
of clients who are fit for work, yet continually receive financial social assistance.

•	 Two media seminars (one annually) will be organized with the goal to encourage media to assume a 
more active role in promoting a more positive image of the Roma community. Media campaigns target-
ing national institutions, municipal authorities and the general public will be launched in order to raise 
awareness of the position and the rights of the Roma, as well as to inform the Roma on their rights and 
relevant administrative procedures for improving their position. The European Commission will continue 
to closely monitor Serbia’s efforts to improve the position of the Roma throughout Serbia’s EU accession 
process, including in the framework of the implementation of the action plan under Chapter 23 Judiciary 
and Fundamental rights. 

•	 The European Commission, as well as other donors, as partners in this process, have already provid-
ed support and substantial financial assistance. They will continue to provide further support, including 
policy advice, expertise and financial assistance, in a transparent manner, for the initiatives, measures 
and programmes aimed at further improving the position of the Roma in the Republic of Serbia and other 
Western Balkan countries. 

•	 The European Commission is ready to co-finance the implementation of the new Strategy for Im-
provement of the Position of the Roma as soon as it has been adopted, together with a solid Action Plan 
containing SMART indicators. The Republic of Serbia will report bi-annually to the Commission on the 
implementation of ongoing IPA projects and their link with the implementation of the Roma Strategy and 
Action Plan priorities, using existing mechanisms of coordination in order to secure efficiency and avoid 
overlapping.

Civil registration: access to personal documents
•	 The state of play in the field of late birth registration and temporary and/or permanent residence 
registration will continue to be monitored through annual Government reports, including the numbers of 
persons registered in birth registries through the procedures prescribed by the Law on Civil Registries, 
the Law Amending the Law on Non-contentious Proceedings and the Law on Permanent and Temporary 
Residence of Citizens. Enhanced efforts should be made to complete the registration of “legally invisible” 
persons as foreseen by the end of 2015, while allowing for the continuation of the process until June 2017. 

•	 The Memorandum Amending the Memorandum of Understanding between the Ministry of Public Ad-
ministration and Local Self-Government, the Ombudsman and the United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees – Office in Serbia was concluded on 16 March 2015, extending its period of validity until 31 
December 2016. This is relevant because it was identified in the implementation of the Memorandum 
that the issue of birth registration needs to be addressed comprehensively and systematically, especially 
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since the exercise of this right requires other civil status rights to be firstly resolved, such as the right to 
citizenship, permanence residence registration, identification document and the like, which, if remain un-
resolved, pose a further obstacle for birth registration. Therefore, the activities under the Memorandum 
call for active participation and cooperation of various competent authorities in this process. Specific ac-
tivities in the continuation of the process under the Memorandum are aimed, on the one hand, at further 
promoting the operation of and adherence to regulations by the competent authorities and, on the other 
hand, at providing free legal aid to persons who need to resolve any of the personal status rights, which 
will facilitate the exercise of this right until the free legal aid system is introduced.

•	 By monitoring the state of play in the field of civil registration, with a view to ensuring unimpeded 
registration in birth registries, the Ministry of Public Administration and Local Self-Government is imple-
menting a project aimed at introducing electronic procedures for data and document exchange between 
civil registrars and other authorities and institutions involved in the birth registration procedure by the end 
of 2017, which will ensure improved coordination among these authorities, as well as lawful and effective 
exercise of, inter alia, the right to birth registration within the stipulated time limit.

•	 The state of play in the field of citizenship registration in conformity with the Law on Citizenship of 
the Republic of Serbia will be monitored. Citizenship registration will be conducted in line with the new 
Strategy for Improvement of the Position of the Roma in the Republic of Serbia, through its implementing 
Action Plan, by introducing measures to provide legal assistance to applicants and giving priority to pro-
cedures for determining the citizenship of the Republic of Serbia. The issue of permanent and temporary 
residence registration and issuance of identity documents will be monitored, in line with the Action Plan, 
including recording citizenship in the birth registry.

•	 Through oversight of the conduct of delegated affairs pertaining to civil registries, the state of affairs 
in the exercise of the right to late birth registration will continue to be monitored, including by monitoring 
the number of persons who have exercised their right to birth registration through this procedure.

•	 The civic associations active in the promotion of human and minority rights that implement activities 
aimed at informing the Roma about their civil status rights and provide free legal aid to members of the 
Roma community in these proceedings will continue to be supported by the relevant authorities and 
ministries.

•	 The Ministry of Justice will ensure a systemic approach to the provision of free legal aid to vulnerable 
persons. The Law on Free Legal Aid, which is planned to be passed in 2015, should provide for a wide 
range of free legal aid beneficiaries, as well as simplified access to justice for vulnerable groups, without 
imposing any additional requirements, especially with regard to exercising the right to birth registration/
late birth registration in non-contentious proceedings. With a view to ensuring that the right to access to 
justice is exercised as efficiently as possible, it is essential that the Law on Free Legal Aid also provides 
for a wide range of free legal aid providers, in order to respond to the needs of vulnerable groups in the 
Republic of Serbia. 

education
•	 After an agreement is reached with the Ministry of Finance, the employment status of 175 teach-
ing assistants who have completed accredited training modules and hold certificates from the Life-long 
Learning Centre at the University of Kragujevac will be resolved in a sustainable manner by including their 
positions in job classifications and recognising them in the comprehensive occupational classification by 
the end of 2016. This issue will be addressed through a national framework of qualifications and the rule 
book on the qualifications of teachers and professional associates in elementary school. The teaching 
assistants’ network will be further expanded on the basis of an analytical survey including fiscal implica-
tions to be carried out by the relevant government bodies.

•	 The Ministry of Education will adopt a by-law regulating teaching assistants’ scope of work with spe-
cific tasks, performance quality standards, continued building of teaching assistants’ capacities and con-
tractual modality by the end of 2016. 

•	 The Rulebook on the Enrolment of Roma Students in Secondary Schools through Affirmative Action 
will be adopted by the end of 2015. The Rulebook will also define the modalities of monitoring the effects 
of affirmative action on Roma education. 

•	 Segregated schools/classes will be prevented by creating measures of desegregation. The Rulebook 
on Detecting Discrimination in Education will be adopted by the end of 2015 and its implementation will 
be monitored through the development of the Protocol on Response to Discrimination. The Rulebook will 
set the framework for creating these measures of desegregation in both classes and schools in 2016. 

•	 The coverage of children by the education system, from the mandatory pre-school programme to 
higher education, will be increased. A support system, including active involvement of Roma parents, will 
be established and by-laws on students’ living standard will be developed by the end of 2016. At least 
60% of pupils from vulnerable groups, amongst which many are Roma (of which at least 40% girls) will 
have reached the average academic achievement of students of the educational institution they attend 
by June 2017.

•	 Dropout prevention programmes will be further developed, in particular by providing mentoring and 
scholarship programmes. The Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development and its 
partners will conduct a survey and analysis of the causes of early school-leaving. On the basis of the anal-
ysis, the measures will be piloted and mainstreamed with support under an approved IPA 2013 project, 
which will allow for the adoption of the systemic support measures at school level and local government 
level, by the end of 2016. 

•	 Monitoring and evaluation aimed at enhancing the efficiency and quality of the education system, 
including in the higher education, will be ensured. In the interest of more accurate school attendance 
statistics, the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development will, in cooperation with 
educational institutions, prepare and disseminate reports.

•	 Early education of children aged 3 to 5 will be further strengthened under a support system focusing 
on the child, rather than on the institution, and developed through: support to early childhood develop-
ment programmes and the introduction of integrative specialised and additional programmes in pre-
school education, enabling active inclusion of more Roma children and parents in early development 
programmes to include at least 40% of Roma children (of which at least 40% girls).



Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

Support for IDpS In SerbIa: 
Consolidated RepoRt and pRogRamme stRategy

198 199

•	 Municipalities will ensure cooperation among all existing mechanisms for the inclusion of Roma at the 
local level, including the local Inter-Sector Commissions, in order to work together towards improving the 
educational status of the Roma, above all by providing support for their enrolment in schools and prevent-
ing dropout. The universal enrolment of Roma children in regular schools and the Preparatory Preschool 
Programme will be ensured by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development. The 
number of Roma children who enrol and complete primary and secondary schools will be increased, 
which should also help to decrease the number of early school leavers. Civil society will monitor the im-
plementation of these actions and warn of potential shortcomings in the system.

•	 Scholarships will be provided for 350 high-school students with marks higher than 4.5 and around 30 
university students starting from the second year of studies who have average marks higher than 9 and 
exams passed from the previous year. All others can apply for loans that are coming from the state budget 
but those that have marks higher than 8.5 and graduate within the normal timeframe will be exempted 
from paying back the loans. Depending on the availability of finance, the Ministry of Education, Science 
and Technological Development will continue the scholarship programme launched through IPA 2012 
and IPA 2013 targeting high school students with average marks higher than 2.5, which will contribute to 
dropout prevention.

•	 The Government of the Republic of Serbia adopts an annual plan of adult education on the basis of the 
Second Chance IPA project. Around 80 primary schools currently participate in the process, with around 
6,000 participants annually. Persons who complete primary education have the possibility to continue 
their education with the support of affirmative measures. Persons older than 17 have the possibility to 
graduate from secondary school with additional financial support. Participants of this measure comprise 
more than 60% of Roma, out of which 40% are women.

•	 In cooperation with the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration, the Ministry of Education, Science 
and Technological Development will develop systemic models of support to migrant/reintegration re-
turnee children and pupils through programmes of the Serbian language as a non-mother tongue and 
support to learning during summer holidays. 

•	 By the end of 2015, the Romani Language Centre will be opened at the Faculty of Philology of the 
University of Belgrade to train teachers and researchers in teaching and science/research work in the 
area of the Romani language and culture. By the end of 2015, the first group of 30 teachers will receive 
certificates and be introduced into the primary education system. By the end of 2016, the elective subject 
‘Romani Language with Elements of the National Culture’ will be introduced into primary schools in Ser-
bia in conformity with the Law. The certification of teachers eligible to teach ‘Romani Language with Ele-
ments of the National Culture’ will be conducted by the Faculty of Philology of the University of Belgrade.

employment
•	 The Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Affairs and the National Employment Service 
will actively promote and implement policies and measures aimed at increasing Roma employability and 
employment, with particular focus on Roma women. Specific actions will include the implementation of 
special public calls for the award of self-employment subsidies to Roma persons, in accordance with the 
available budget for active labour market programmes. Public services at the central and local levels will 
actively promote and implement policies and measures aimed at increasing Roma employment, with par-
ticular focus on Roma women, in line with local labour market needs.

•	 The Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development and the Ministry of Labour, Em-
ployment, Veteran and Social Affairs will launch specific projects that will create links between (vocational 
and university) education and employment. They will also analyse the reasons why a substantial part of 
the Roma work remains in the gray economy, identify the problems and possible solutions. 

•	 Local government involvement in reducing Roma unemployment will be encouraged, following the 
assessment of the local labour market situation and proposals for measures that will yield the best results 
in terms of Roma employment at the local level.

•	 Employment of the Roma in local and national institutions will be stimulated, in conformity with the 
authorities of the local self-governments and fiscal constraints. 

•	 Affirmative actions as well as financial and non-financial incentives, such as small grants and public 
private partnerships, will be developed and institutionalised in order to support Roma employment and 
facilitate the launching of sustainable Roma business activities. Other activities aimed at increasing the 
motivation for labour market inclusion of the unemployed Roma, especially financial social assistance re-
cipients, will be intensified, along with strengthening cooperation with relevant civil society organisations 
and developing Roma entrepreneurship, with focus on women.

•	 Opportunities for access to the labour market and employment of hard-to-employ persons, including 
the Roma, are expected to be enhanced by the adoption of the legislative framework governing the area 
of social entrepreneurship. A Draft Law on Social Entrepreneurship, reflecting good practices in EU Mem-
ber States, is expected to be finalised by the end of 2015.

•	 The civil society, especially Roma associations, will contribute to raising awareness of employment 
opportunities and will help strengthen the information network so as to provide information about em-
ployment opportunities to as many Roma as possible.

Social protection and health care
•	 The Ministry of the Interior and the Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Affairs will 
pay special attention to monitoring the exercise of the right to permanent residence registration at the 
address of a centre for social work by persons who are unable to register their permanent residence on 
any other grounds. In providing social protection and healthcare services, special efforts will be made by 
the Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Affairs, as well as the Ministry of Health, to raise 
the awareness of local authorities about this issue, in order to enable full access to social protection and 
health care services, prevent discrimination and ensure consistent implementation of relevant legislation.

•	 The Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Affairs, in cooperation with international 
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organisations, competent institutions and civil society organisations, will implement activities aimed at 
combating domestic violence. The system of protection and support measures for victims of domestic 
violence will be enhanced by the end of 2017.

•	 The Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Affairs, in cooperation with international or-
ganisations, competent institutions and civil society organisations, will implement activities aimed at com-
bating trafficking in human beings. The prevention, support, protection and reintegration services for 
trafficking victims will be improved by the end of 2017.

•	 The Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Affairs will intensify the work of internal local 
units for organising support assistance to children living and/or working on the street, with increased 
reliance on the capacities of social protection institutions providing services of temporary and permanent 
residence, including the services of intensified treatment of children with structural behavioural and per-
sonality problems (PIT programme).

•	 Centres for social work will commit to intensifying the inclusion of Roma children in local social care 
services and improve the support programmes for mothers.

•	 Centres for social work will strengthen their counselling role in working with Roma families and Roma 
clients in general.

•	 To date, 75 Roma health mediators have been hired in 59 municipalities. Over the next three years, 
additional funds will be committed to increase the number of health mediators, based on an analytical 
survey of the needs to be carried out by relevant governmental bodies, as well as to improve the access 
to these services by the beneficiary population. This process will start in the next 6 months, and realistic 
estimations are that these positions will be systematised and included in the national qualification frame-
work as soon as the register of the qualifications and procedures for registration of the qualifications is 
settled. Modules for formal education will be developed, as well as nomenclature of occupations, and 
employment of health mediators as health care assistants will be implemented. The number of health 
mediators will increase to 90 by 2017.

•	 Information from the Ministry of Health database on the Roma, by improving the software and respect-
ing the Law on the Protection of Personal Data, will be shared with the relevant sectors in order to facil-
itate a more comprehensive response to Roma inclusion by social services. The data from the database 
will be used by the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Social Welfare and the Ministry of Education, 
Science and Technological Development. The database is currently being upgraded and will become 
operational in September 2015.

Housing
•	 Under an IPA 2012 project, a situation assessment was performed in 20 local governments: Som-
bor, Odžaci, Novi Sad, Kovin, Pančevo, Palilula, Zvezdara, Valjevo, Koceljeva, Smederevo, Kragujevac, 
Kruševac, Knjaževac, Prokuplje, Leskovac, Vranje, Bujanovac, Bojnik, Žitorađa and Bela Palanka. In June 
2014, owing to floods that affected Serbia, Obrenovac was included in the project as 21st municipality. 
This situation assessment served as the basis for the development of planning documentation in order 
for housing conditions to be improved, including with possible support of IPA funds. 

•	 The IPA 2013 project Technical assistance for improvement of living and housing conditions among 
the Roma population presently residing in informal settlements is expected to be launched in early 2016, 
with the Republic Housing Agency (RHA) as the implementing partner; the project foresees improving the 
infrastructure conditions in substandard settlements, as well as relocation to appropriate social housing 
in the territories of local governments that meet the relevant criteria for participation in the project. 

•	 A large number of Roma still live in very poor conditions, often with no running water or electricity. 
Under an IPA 2014 project, the implementation of which will be the responsibility of the RHA’s IPA unit, 
new substandard settlements in which living conditions require improvement will be identified; planning 
documentation will be prepared and conditions will be provided for improving infrastructure networks, or 
action will be taken to relocate the inhabitants to new social housing.

•	 The legislation on forced evictions, in line with relevant international standards, will be adopted by the 
end of I quarter 2016 and set out the conditions to be respected in such cases. The manual and guide-
lines, with particular emphasis on the roles and obligations of local governments, will be developed and 
distributed to all relevant administrative stakeholders. The Government will monitor their implementation 
by all municipalities across the Republic of Serbia and present a report on the implementation before the 
next Roma seminar.

•	 The Ministry of Construction, Transport and Infrastructure will draft the Law on Housing, which will be 
adopted by the end of I quarter 2016 and will be in line with International Covenant on Economic, Social 
and Cultural Rights.

•	 The Ministry of Construction, Transport and Infrastructure will work on legal elaboration of all possibil-
ities for the legalisation of individual existing housing structures in sustainable substandard settlements. 
The Government and municipal authorities will invest efforts in legally regulating the existing substan-
dard sustainable Roma settlements, or in providing sites for their relocation, as per the above mentioned 
legislation provisions. Where relocation is necessary, it will be conducted only after their residents have 
been given sufficient advance notice, with full respect of their human rights and in line with international 
standards. Binding manual/conclusion that defines competent authorities’ procedures for the relocation 
of informal settlements will be issued by the Government and communicated to the local authorities.

•	 Local strategies and action plans will be updated by municipal authorities to also include more ac-
curate data on Roma residents in informal settlements, as well as to propose measures to regulate and 
consolidate living conditions within existing informal settlements.

•	 The situation of internally displaced Roma from Kosovo and Metohija who largely do not plan to return 
will be addressed. The Republic of Serbia will continue to finance programs enhancing the living condi-
tions of internally displaced people, aiming to enhance living conditions and economic empowerment of 
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internally displaced Roma, both through national budget and by securing donor support. 

•	 The Ministry of Construction, Transport and Infrastructure and the Republic Housing Agency will use 
and improve the database that has been established on the basis of the Geographic Information System 
(GIS) and contains information on substandard settlements, with a view to efficiently and effectively taking 
investment decisions aimed at improving the position of the Roma community.

Freedom of movement
•	 The Government of the Republic of Serbia will continue its efforts to counteract cases of visa-free 
regime abuses in the EU and the Schengen associated countries and to tackle the phenomenon of 
unfounded asylum applications lodged by its nationals in the EU Member States and Schengen associ-
ated countries. The activities aimed at raising Roma population’s awareness of the risks of abusing the 
visa-free regime will be continued.

•	 Roma civil society organisations will be urged to step up their campaigns aimed at informing the Roma 
population about the readmission procedure and the risks of abusing the visa-free regime. 

•	 Continuous cooperation will be ensured with the European Union in exchanging information with the 
aim of preventing abuses of the visa-free regime and notifications about the number of persons entering 
and exiting the EU and will be further enhanced. Cooperation will also be intensified through the Com-
mittee for Monitoring the Visa-Free Regime with the European Union. Trends regarding the number of 
asylum seekers, as well as the number of returnees under the Readmission Agreement with the EU Mem-
ber States, will be continually monitored by the competent authorities, including by developing migration 
profiles and updating statistical data.

•	 The available resources of competent authorities at the national and local levels will continue to be 
directed towards ensuring sustainable integration of all returnees and their families, through facilitated 
access to all services within the education, health care and social protection systems. At the same time, 
available EU pre-accession funds and other donor funds, as well as the available budget funds, will be 
used to promote the most vulnerable returnees’ economic empowerment and housing.

•	 Returnees under the Readmission Agreement will be informed in detail about the possibilities for 
resolving their status and other issues upon return. A coordinated approach will also be ensured by pro-
viding them with psychosocial and health care support, as well as access to accommodation.

Annex 8 Key Monitoring Indicators
Indicator 
description

Baseline 
value

Baseline 
tyear

Source(s) and 
calculations

Suggested 
frequency

Notesw

Number of 
registered 
internally 
displaced from 
Kosovo in Serbia

203,140 2015
Commissariat for 
Refugees

Annual

Number of 
registered 
Roma, Ashkaeli 
& Egyptian IDPs 
from Kosovo in 
Serbia

23,277 2014

Commissariat 
for Refugees 
database/ 
extracted by 
UNHCR

Annual

IDPs in need/
poor

45.2% 2010
UNHCR IDP Survey 
2011

Every 5 
years

The methodology for 
the 2010 survey was not 
strictly comparable with the 
methodology for the national 
poverty rate. Subsequent 
surveys need to ensure 
comparability with the main 
poverty definition in use in the 
year of the survey. 

Poverty in whole 
population

9.2% 2010
Household Budget 
Survey 2010 
(SORS)

Roma IDPs at 
risk of poverty

92% 2014
UNHCR Roma IDP 
survey 2014

Every 5 
years

Future surveys need to 
ensure closer alignment in 
methodology with the SILC 
survey to make sure that 
findings are compatible

At risk of poverty 
whole population

25.6% 2014

Survey on Income 
and Living 
Conditions ‘SILC’ 
(SORS)

Annual 

IDP 
unemployment 

rate
47.7% 2010

UNHCR IDP survey 
2010

Every 5 
years

Unemployment 
rate of whole 

population
20.0% 2010

Labour Force 
Survey (SORS)

Annual
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Indicator 
description

Baseline 
value

Baseline 
tyear

Source(s) and 
calculations

Suggested 
frequency

Notesw

Roma IDP 
unemployment 

rate
74% 2014

UNHCR Roma IDP 
survey 2014

Every 5 
years

Future surveys need to ensure 
comparable methodology with 
Labour Force Survey

Unemployment 
rate of whole 

population
17% 2014

Labour Force 
Survey Q IV 2014

Conducted 
quarterly

Registered 
unemployment 

of IDPs
5,785 2015

National 
Employment 

Service 
(correspondence). 

Total excludes 
registered 

unemployed IDPs 
in Kosovo

Annual

The registered figure is low 
compared to the expected 
reality. The value of the 
indicator needs to rise to 
suggest more IDPs registering.

IDP Households 
receiving family 
income support 
(FIS)/financial 

social assistance 
(FSA)

34% 2010
UNHCR IDP survey 

2010
Every 5 
years

FIS was reorganised as FSA in 
2011. Future measures should 
be for access to FSA

All Households 
receiving family 
income support/ 
financial social 

assistance

2.6%

4.1%

2010

2014

Household Budget 
Survey reported 
in First National 
Report on Social 

Inclusion and 
Poverty Reduction

Conducted 
annually

Roma IDP 
households 

receiving 
Financial Social 

Assistance

47% 2014
UNHCR Roma IDP 

survey 2014
Every 5 
years

IDP available 
floor space in 
dwellings, less 
than 10m2 per 

person

31.1% 2010
UNHCR IDP Survey 

2010
Every 5 
years

Indicator 
description

Baseline 
value

Baseline 
tyear

Source(s) and 
calculations

Suggested 
frequency

Notesw

Roma IDP 
available 

floor space in 
dwellings less 
than 10m2 per 

person

73.1% 2010
UNHCR IDP Survey 

2010
Every 5 
years

Whole 
population 
available 

floor space in 
dwellings less 
than 10m2 per 

person

3.89% 2011 Population census
Every 10 

years

Floor space is a proxy for 
quality of housing. 
The figure for the whole 
population is unlikely to change 
significantly. The importance 
of the indicator is to move the 
condition of IDPs closer to that 
of the general population

Number of 
IDPs living 

in Collective 
Centres

802 June 2015
Commissariat for 

Refugees
Annual

This figure should reach zero 
by the end of 2016

Number of social 
housing units 

constructed for 
IDPs

47 per 
year 

average 
2008-2014

Commissariat for 
Refugees

Annual
Need to count housing units for 
IDPs only when household has 
taken occupancy.

Village housing 
for IDPs

83
average 

2008-2014
Commissariat for 

Refugees
Annual As above

Housing 
solutions needed 
by IDPs in need

18,762 2010
UNHCR survey of 

IDPs
Every 5 
years

Housing solutions need to be 
broken down by type (village 

housing, social housing, 
etc) and use same basis for 

estimate as 2010 survey

Newly opened 
legal cases by 

type
Tba 2016 Legal aid providers Annual 

This is an indicator for the 
situation in Kosovo and as 

planning data for future years.

Resolved legal 
cases by type 

and duration of 
case

Tba 2016 Legal aid providers Annual

This is an indicator of the type 
of cases that can be resolved, 
and the amount of work/time 

needed.
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Annex 9 Future IDP Surveys
Analysis of the situation of IDPs in Serbia identified some key gaps in the knowledge on their situation. Filling 
these gaps might provide some pointers on possible future policy solutions.

IDP surveys should include questions on:

•	 Whether households have access to agricultural land in place of displacement – to guide planning 
assistance and to understand livelihood opportunities better.

•	 Correlate ownership of property in Serbia with claim to property in Kosovo – ask in the survey whether 
property claims have been resolved in Kosovo, and whether full ownership and occupation of property 
has been realised. The thesis is that for those who have reclaimed their property, and either occupy or 
have sold it, are in a better financial situation in displacement than those that have not. At present there 
is not sufficient information to test this thesis.

•	 Ask whether some income is received from relatives/friends abroad (remittances). This has not so far 
been asked. The thesis is that some households are better off because of migration of relatives, but again 
this has not been tested.

•	 Questions and methodology should be as close as possible to the standard surveys (i.e. Survey on 
Income and Living Conditions, (SILC), Household Budget Survey and Labour Force Survey). Any future 
survery should request assistance from the Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia (SORS) to increase 
comparability with standard data for the whole population.

•	 Financial inclusion has not so far been addressed. A simple question could be: “do you have a bank 
account?”. 

•	 Address registration is also important survey information. Options for the question “do you have a 
registered address?” could be: None registered; permanent in Kosovo, temporary in displacement; per-
manent here; permanent in Kosovo, none here; permanent address registered at CSW; etc.
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Annex 10 List of Key Informants and Focus Group 
Participants

ATTENDANCE AT FOCUS GROUPS

Name Position organisation Location Interview Date 13/10/15 20/10/15 28/10/15 05/11/15 10/11/15

Irena Vojackova-
Sollorane

UN Resident Coordinator UNDP/UNCT Belgrade 17/11/2014

Danijela Cemovic Project Manager UNHCR Property Office Belgrade 19/11/2014

Marzia Palotta Task Manager EU Delegation Serbia Belgrade 21/11/2014

Massimo Moratti Project Manager Office for Free Legal Aid Belgrade 02/12/2014

Marko Djuric Head of Office
Office for Kosovo and 
Metohija, Government 

of Serbia
Belgrade 03/12/2014

Marija Stajic-
Radivojsa

Advisor
Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs
Belgrade 03/12/2014

Maja Wiebler
Regional Refugee 

Coordinator
BPRM, US Embassy Belgrade 04/12/2014

Marina Cremonese Head of Office Danish Refugee Council Belgrade 05/12/2014

Branimir Stojanovic Mayor
Graçanicë/ Gračanica 

Municipality
Graçanicë/ Gračanica 08/12/2014

Dragan Velic SCRM Trustee 
Office of Serbian 
Commissioner for 

Refugees and Migration 
Graçanicë/ Gračanica 08/12/2014

Stefano Gnocchi
Advisor on Political Affairs/

Communities 
EU Office Pristina 08/12/2014

Samir Selimi Task Manager EU Office Pristina 08/12/2014

Narasimha Rao Chief of Mission UNHCR Pristina 08/12/2014
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ATTENDANCE AT FOCUS GROUPS

Name Position organisation Location Interview Date 13/10/15 20/10/15 28/10/15 05/11/15 10/11/15

Marisa Cohrs Political Advisor US Embassy Pristina 09/12/2014

Scott Lang
Political and Human Rights 

Advisor
US Embassy Pristina 09/12/2014

Sara Bagnato
Community Policy Officer/

Return 
OSCE Pristina 09/12/2014

Leonid Markaryan
Head of office of 

Communities Support and 
Facilitation 

UNMIK Pristina 09/12/2014

Rada Trajkovic
Representative of Serbian 

community
Graçanicë/Gračanica Graçanicë/ Gračanica 10/12/2014

Jorge Baca Chief of Mission IOM Pristina 10/12/2014

Klara Danilovic
Secretary to the Committee 

for Urban Planning and 
Housing

Standing Conference 
of Towns and 
Municipalities

Belgrade 04/02/2015

Vladislav Petkovic
Office for Kosovo and 
Metohija, Government 

of Serbia
Belgrade 20/03/2015

Eduardo Arboleda Resident Representative UNHCR Belgrade 20/03/2015

Boris Nuzda SCRM Trustee Niš City Administration Niš 15/06/2015

Ljubivoje Slavkovic Deputy Mayor Niš City Administration Niš 15/06/2015

Svetozar Aleksov Member of City Council Niš City Administration Niš 15/06/2015

Gorana Ilic Social Worker Sigma (NGO) Niš 15/06/2015

Javorka Randjelovic 
member of mobile team 

and Dep. Head
Centre for Social Work Niš 15/06/2015
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ATTENDANCE AT FOCUS GROUPS

Name Position organisation Location Interview Date 13/10/15 20/10/15 28/10/15 05/11/15 10/11/15

Mirjana Popovic Head
Directorate for Child, 

Social and Primary 
Health Care

Niš 15/06/2015

Tamara Simonic Director Indigo (NGO) Niš 15/06/2015 Y

Mitrovic Dragan SCRM Trustee 
Gazdin Han Municipal 

Administration
Gazdin Han 15/06/2015

Sasa Djordjevic Mayor
Gazdin Han Municipal 

Administration
Gazdin Han 15/06/2015

Milorad Mandic civil engineer Vizija (NGO) Gazdin Han 15/06/2015

Aleksandar Lazic Social Worker Vizija (NGO) Gazdin Han 15/06/2015 Y Y Y

Slobodan Stanisic SCRM Trustee 
Kaljevo City 

Administration
Kraljevo 16/06/2015

Milun Jovanovic Deputy Mayor
Kaljevo City 

Administration
Kraljevo 16/06/2015

Sanja Madzarevic Social Worker Intersos (NGO) Kraljevo 16/06/2015 Y

Vladimir Lukic Lawyer PRAXIS (NGO) Kraljevo 16/06/2015

Gordana 
Damnjanovic 

Member of the City Council 
and Head of the Municipal 
Secretariat for Health and 

Social Affairs 

Kragujevac City 
Administration

Kragujevac 17/06/2015

Sladjana 
Radosavljevc

Deputy Mayor
Kragujevac City 
Administration

Kragujevac 17/06/2015

Nikola Ribaric
Kragujevac City 
Administration

Kragujevac 17/06/2015

Petar Atanskovic SCRM Trustee 
Kragujevac City 
Administration

Kragujevac 17/06/2015
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ATTENDANCE AT FOCUS GROUPS

Name Position organisation Location Interview Date 13/10/15 20/10/15 28/10/15 05/11/15 10/11/15

Dragana Marinkovic 
Soc. Worker, President of 

the Governing Board
Vizija (NGO) Kragujevac 17/06/2015

Zdravka Damjanic Project Coordinator Vizija (NGO) Kragujevac 17/06/2015

Ivan Simic Project Coordinator Microfins (NGO) Kragujevac 17/06/2015

Gazela Pudar Researcher
Faculty of Social 

Sciences, University of 
Belgrade

Belgrade 17/08/2015

Milena Timotijevic Sociologist Housing Center (NGO) Belgrade 31/08/2015

Branislava Zarkovic Director Housing Center (NGO) Belgrade 31/08/2015

Ognisan Lipovski Team Leader

EU Support for 
Improving the Living 
Conditions of Forced 

Migrants

Belgrade 31/08/2015

Irma Lutovac
Coordinator for 
Municipalities

EU Support for 
Improving the Living 
Conditions of Forced 

Migrants

Belgrade 11/09/2015 Y

Milka Djurdjevic Project Coordinator
HELP - Hilfe zur 

Selbsthilfe
Belgrade 14/09/2015 Y

Aleksandra Brkic Finance Director
HELP - Hilfe zur 

Selbsthilfe
Belgrade 14/09/2015 Y

Ivana Milanovic 
Djukic

Program Manager Danish Refugee Council Belgrade 15/09/2015

Novak Gajic
Local and Regional 

Development Advisor

Standing Conference 
of Towns and 
Municipalities

Belgrade 15/09/2015

Miodrag Shreshtha Roma employment expert
OSCE/Ovde smo 

zajedno
Belgrade 16/09/2015 Y
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ATTENDANCE AT FOCUS GROUPS

Name Position organisation Location Interview Date 13/10/15 20/10/15 28/10/15 05/11/15 10/11/15

Djordje Mojovic Director
Urban Development 

Program (NGO)
Belgrade 24/09/2015

Vera Kovacevic Fellow Centre for Social Policy Belgrade 24/09/2015

Milica Stranjakovic Fellow Centre for Social Policy Belgrade 24/09/2015 Y

Danijela Popovic 
Rocco

Senior Advisor
Commissariat for 

Refugees and Migration
Belgrade 24/09/2015

Massimo Moratti Project Manager Office for Free Legal Aid Belgrade 30/09/2015 Y

Slobodan Cvejic Professor
Faculty of Social 

Sciences, University of 
Belgrade

Belgrade 09/10/2015

Dragan Mladenovic Field worker UNOPS Belgrade 17/11/2015

Ana Nedeljkovic Field worker UNOPS Belgrade 17/11/2015

Darja Koturovic Senior Advisor Ministry of Justice Belgrade 22/12/2015

Mirjana Maksimovic Task Manager EU Delegation Serbia Belgrade 22/01/2016 Y

Christian Weltzien Program Manager
Advisory support for 

Regional Housing 
Program

Belgrade 26/01/2016

Robert Bu Deputy Director
Ecumenical 

Humanitarian 
Organisation (EHO)

Novi Sad 03/02/2016

Goran Basta Executive Director
Balkan Centre for 

Migration
Belgrade 05/02/2016 Y

Branislava Zarkovic Director Housing Center (NGO) Belgrade 05/02/2016 Y Y

Miroslav Draskovic Lawyer
Balkan Centre for 

Migration
Belgrade 05/02/2016 Y
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ATTENDANCE AT FOCUS GROUPS

Name Position organisation Location Interview Date 13/10/15 20/10/15 28/10/15 05/11/15 10/11/15

Marko Tomasevic
Head of Department for 
Political System of Local-

self Government

Standing Conference 
of Towns and 
Municipalities

Belgrade Y

Claude Cahn Representative UNHCHR Belgrade Y

Ruzica Banda Senior Project Officer OSCE Belgrade Y

Nevena Markovic Lawyer PRAXIS (NGO) Belgrade Y

Jovana Konjevic Junior Advisor
Commissariat for 

Refugees and Migration
Belgrade Y Y

Ivana Maksic Advisor
Standing Conference 

of Towns and 
Municipalities

Belgrade Y Y Y

Darko Madzarevic Danish Refugee Council Belgrade Y

Nadezda Sataric Executive Director Amity (NGO) Belgrade Y

Slobodan Stankovic Intern
Social Inclusion and 

Poverty Reduction Unit, 
Government of Serbia

Belgrade Y

Jelena Vasic Senior Advisor
Ministry of Labour, 

Employment, Veterans 
and Social Policy

Belgrade Y

Milosava Smiljanic Project Manager Danish Refugee Council Belgrade Y

Natasa Ivanovic Project Officer UNOPS Belgrade Y

Dejan Markovic Researcher
Society for Threatened 

Peoples
Belgrade Y Y

Guido Pietrosanti Director Intersos (NGO) Belgrade Y
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ATTENDANCE AT FOCUS GROUPS

Name Position organisation Location Interview Date 13/10/15 20/10/15 28/10/15 05/11/15 10/11/15

Milena Gojkovic Director
Micro Development 

Fund (NGO)
Belgrade Y

Stanka Jankovic Project Manager
Ecumenical 

Humanitarian 
Organisation (EHO)

Novi Sad Y

Ranko Bruic Project Manager
HELP - Hilfe zur 

Selbsthilfe
Belgrade Y Y

Svetlana Ristic Senior Advisor

Ministry of 
Infrastructure, 

Construction and 
Housing

Belgrade Y

Anita Ivanisevic Danish Refugee Council Belgrade Y

Laura Carpino civil engineer
OSCE/Ovde smo 

zajedno
Belgrade Y

Donatella Bradic Evaluator
Regional Housing 

Programme
Belgrade Y

Milana Lazic Advisor
Social Inclusion and 

Poverty Reduction Unit, 
Government of Serbia

Belgrade Y

Osman Balic Director SKRUG/YUCOM Belgrade Y

Lloyd Tudyk Project Manager
OSCE/Ovde smo 

zajedno
Belgrade Y

Jelena Tadzic Project Manager UNDP Belgrade Y






