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Executive Summary

The present evaluation was carried out by a consultancy team from International Alert (IA) on behalf  

of  the Swedish International Development Agency (Sida) between 1 June 2007 and 30 November 2007. 

The evaluation covers the grant cooperation period between Sida and the United Nations Regional 

Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America and the Caribbean (UN-LiREC or 

the Centre) corresponding to the time period beginning 1 January 2005–31 December 2007.

The main purpose of  the evaluation was to provide recommendations to UN-LiREC to consolidate 

progress and to ensure the achievement of  UN-LiREC’s objectives and of  Sweden’s development 

cooperation objectives with regards to UN-LiREC. Another purpose was to propose suggestions for any 

necessary changes in the overall design and orientation of  the Centre and make recommendations on 

its work plan. It was designed to give special emphasis on the quality of  UN-LiREC’s work and exam-

ine the reliability and relevance and aspects of  impact: main inputs, major outputs; and on highlighting 

any major problems and concerns identifi ed by Sida, previous evaluations and stakeholders. 

The evaluation team undertook a comprehensive review of  the Centre’s project documents and materi-

als in English, Spanish and Portuguese; carried out a planning visit to UN-LiREC’s Lima headquarters; 

made fi eld visits to Jamaica, Paraguay, Peru and Uruguay; and presented the evaluation fi ndings and 

recommendations to Sida and UN-LiREC staff  in Lima, Peru on 12–13 November 2007. The evalua-

tion did not include a fi nancial audit. 

In particular the evaluation focused on Sida support for UN-LiREC’s role in supporting small arms and 

light weapons control as part of  its mandate as a regional centre of  the United Nations Offi ce for 

Disarmament Affairs. The key Centre programmes and projects evaluated were the Disarmament and 

Development Programme (Public Security and Good Governance and DDR Capacity Building) and 

the Regional Clearinghouse on Firearms Ammunition and Explosives (Law Enforcement Training and 

NGO/Civil Society Capacity Building). Additionally attention was given to Sida’s support for UN-

LiREC infrastructure, seed money and ad hoc activities.

There were eight major fi ndings as a result of  the evaluation. They are briefl y listed below with greater 

detail stated in the main section. 

• To a substantial degree the Centre remains relevant to Sida’s development cooperation. 

• There is a lack of  clarity and realism in regards to projects undertaken by the Centre. 

• The quality of  UN-LiREC’s organizational work plans varies greatly between different thematic and 

country engagements. 

• The Centre’s implementation strategies are ineffi cient with a few notable exceptions. 

• There is little tangible evidence of  UN-LiREC’s impact on armed violence, SALW non-prolifera-

tion, human security, peace and development in Latin America and the Caribbean. 

• Despite criticisms made here UN-LiREC remains the primary international institution actively, 

openly and visibly promoting the implementation of  international SALW instruments in the Latin 

America and Caribbean region.

• UNDP Country Offi ces are the Centre’s most important implementing partner.

• The Centre has grown in staff  and fi nancial resources from less than USD 1 million in 2005 to a 

little more than USD 2 million in 2007, but is overly reliant on Sida as core donor. 
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Finally, there were recommendations made to both UN-LiREC and Sida in moving forward. 

The main recommendations for UN-LiREC cover a broad spectrum. The Centre needs to adopt an 

internal logical framework with which to design, plan, implement and evaluate all programmes and 

activities. It should integrate risk awareness and confl ict sensitivity tools and adapt to rights-based and 

gender approaches. It should on one hand, mainstream tools, methodologies and frameworks into its 

programme, and on the other, UN-LIREC should integrate these internally as part of  its institutional 

development. 

Other recommendations are that UNLiREC should focus its programmatic and project engagement to 

its core activities where they have proved additional and comparable value. All SALW related projects 

should be consolidated into a single umbrella framework. The more specifi c recommendations are that 

the Centre should consult with ODA about revisiting the possibility of  signing a direct MoU with 

UNDP’s Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery and Regional Bureau for Latin America and the 

Caribbean; consider enhancing the role of  its website as a regional documentation centre; and reinvig-

orate its role as a forum for promoting regional and international debate and consensus on SALW 

issues, including human security and development.

There are two main recommendations for Sida. The fi rst is to provide support to UN-LiREC for capac-

ity development to improve infrastructure, develop design, monitoring and implementation of  pro-

grammes, and to mainstream important thematic issues such as human security, gender and rights-

based approaches into its programmatic framework. The second recommendation is to encourage 

donor coordination to promote synergies and avoid duplication.
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Abbreviations

BCPR Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (UNDP)

CICAD Inter-American Drug Abuse Control Commission

CIFTA Inter-American Convention Against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, 
Explosives and Related Materials

CO Country Office (UNDP)

DDR Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration

DPKO Department for Peace Keeping Operations (UN)

FOMA Field Operations Management Application

IA International Alert

MEP Monitoring and Evaluation Platform

OAS Organization of American States

ODA Office for Disarmament Affairs (UN)

PoA Programme of Action

PSGG Public Security and Good Governance

SALW Small Arms And Light Weapons

Sida Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency

SSR Security Sector Reform

TREINASP Regional Public Security Training Centre (Brazil)

UN United Nations

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNGA United Nations General Assembly

UN-LiREC United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America and the 
Caribbean

UNODC United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
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1. Introduction

The present evaluation was carried out by a consultancy team from International Alert (IA) on behalf  

of  the Swedish International Development Agency (Sida) between 1 June 2007 and 30 November 2007. 

The evaluation covers the grant cooperation period between Sida and the United Nations Centre for 

Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America and the Caribbean (UN-LiREC or the 

Centre) corresponding to the time period 1 January 2005–31 December 2007.

1.1 Objectives

The main purpose of  the evaluation is to: Provide recommendations to UN-LiREC to consolidate progress and to 

ensure the achievement of  UN-LiREC’s objectives and of  Sweden’s development cooperation objectives with regards to UN-

LiREC. Also to propose suggestions for any necessary changes in the overall design and orientation of  the Centre and make 

recommendations on its work plan. It will give special emphasis on the quality of  UN-LiREC’s work and examine the 

reliability and relevance and aspects of  impact: main inputs, major outputs to date; and on highlighting any major problems 

and concerns identifi ed by Sida, previous evaluations and stakeholders. It should contribute to ongoing learning and be 

presented as a continuous real-time evaluation.

The overarching framework for evaluating UN-LiREC can be found in Sida’s 2005 Policy on Promot-

ing Peace and Security through Development Cooperation1 related to small arms and light weapons 

(SALW)2 whereas: Measures to decrease the excessive and destabilizing accumulation of  Small Arms and Light 

Weapons and Anti-personnel Landmines are important. Initiatives in this sector can increase human security and help 

prevent violent confl ict. Less access to weapons makes violent confl ict more diffi cult. Examples of  initiatives include efforts 

to improve national and international legislation on arms control and training of  state institutions like police and customs 

in small arms control.

It should also be noted that the nature of  the work undertaken by UN-LiREC is relevant and take into 

account other Sida priorities within the policy on peace and security, such as democracy, good govern-

ance, gender and human rights.

1.2 Evaluation Criteria

The evaluation assesses the performance of  UN-LiREC according to the following criteria:

The relevance of the Centre to Sida’s development strategy
• Is there evidence of  properly integrated human security, rights-based and gender approaches?

• Are countries facing major human security challenges being prioritized?

• Are tools for risk awareness and confl ict sensitivity being utilized?

• Are programmes: promoting security by changing violent behaviours; promoting dialogue by 

infl uencing attitudes; promoting structural stability be dealing with the root causes of  armed vio-

lence?

The quality, efficiency, clarity and adequacy of the Centre’s organizational work plan
• Evidence of  a change theory (X inputs lead to Y outputs and outcomes lead to Z impacts based on a 

series of  evidenced-based assumptions).

1 Swedish International Development Agency. 2005. Promoting Peace and Security Through Development Cooperation. 

Stockholm: Sida. Annex 2. pp. 16.
2 For the purposes of  this report the terms small arms and light weapons, weapons, guns and firearms are used interchangeably.
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• A distinguishable hierarchy of  aims, goals and specifi c objectives in project documents.

• Clear delineation of  activities, outputs, immediate and intermediate outcomes.

• Indicators capable of  measuring impact on objectives and target benefi ciaries.

• A discussion of  risk and mitigation strategies.

Work plan results and impact 
• Were all proposed strategies and activities implemented?

• Was there a demonstrable impact on armed violence and human security where activities took 

place?

• Were the conditions of  insecure and economically disadvantaged populations improved?

1.3 Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation was carried out by a team of  three consultants from IA, with a combination of  expertise 

in small arms control and human security; security sector reform (SSR); disarmament, demobilization 

and reintegration (DDR), Latin America and program/project design; donor relations; and fundraising. 

The evaluation team undertook a comprehensive review of  the Centre’s project documents and materi-

als in English, Spanish and Portuguese; carried out a planning visit to UN-LiREC’s Lima headquarters; 

made fi eld visits to Jamaica, Paraguay, Peru and Uruguay; and presented the evaluation fi ndings and 

recommendations to Sida and UN-LiREC offi cials in Lima, Peru on 12–13 November 2007.

In relation to the document review, the evaluation team obtained access to numerous project docu-

ments provided by Sida and UN-LiREC. Additionally, the evaluation team was provided password 

protected access to the Centre’s Field Operations Management Application system (FOMA). See 

Annex 1.

Over the course of  the evaluation period IA interviewed partners and stakeholders through a combina-

tion of  telephone and e-mail communication. The interviews followed a basic script found in Annex 2 

along with a list of  persons interviewed. Follow-up questions were posted to the interviewees as deemed 

appropriate. Specifi c comments were not attributed to individual interviewees so as to allow for more 

frank input.3 

From 18–20 July 2007 one member of  the evaluation team visited UN-LiREC headquarters in Lima, 

Peru to meet with staff, obtain hard copies of  written documentation, visits stakeholders and select 

projects underway for Peru and plan fi eld visits.

From 21–25 July one member of  the evaluation team carried out a fi eld visit to Paraguay, and from 25–

28 July to Uruguay, in accompaniment of  a UN-LiREC delegation including the Director, Associate 

Expert and Political Affairs Offi cer. Another member of  the consultancy team accompanied the 

Associate Expert on a visit to Jamaica 13–17 August 2007. During the fi eld visits the consultants 

interviewed partners and stakeholders and were able to observe ongoing activities fi rst hand. 

To the degree possible and appropriate the evaluation was undertaken in a way that constructively 

engaged in and encouraged open interaction with staff  and stakeholders to allow for both analysis of  

past results and impact as well as forward-thinking discussions on future planning based on experience 

3 The evaluation team was unsuccessful in getting officials from Brazilian government agencies and the UN mission to Brazil 

to respond via telephone or e-mail despite translating interview materials to Portuguese and making several attempts to 

make contact. In this sense the evaluation may not reflect all aspects of  the Centre’s work in Brazil nor the various view-

points of  essential partners, collaborators and beneficiaries.
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and lessons learned. The evaluation team believes this allowed for an environment where UN-LiREC 

will take greater ownership of  the fi ndings even if  it does not agree with every assumption, assertion, 

conclusion or recommendation.

The evaluation does not include a fi nancial audit though the evaluation team made efforts to under-

stand the general dimensions of  the Centre’s investments in different projects and activities. 

Finally, this evaluation is framed under the assumption that Sida will continue to support UN-LiREC. It does not make 

any recommendations in regards to whether or not this support should increase, remain the same or be reduced.

2. The Context of Sida’s Cooperation with 
UN-LiREC 2005–2007

2.1 UNLiREC’s status, mandate, programmes and structures

UN-LiREC was established by the UN General Assembly (UNGA) in the 1980s as a means to assist 

Latin American and Caribbean member states in their efforts to implement UNGA mandates. 

The Centre falls under the management of  the UN Offi ce for Disarmament Affairs (ODA), formerly 

the Department for Disarmaments Affairs, together with regional centres in Asia and Africa. UN-

LiREC’s current director has been in place since December 1998 and falls under the direct line super-

vision of  the Chief  of  the Regional Disarmament Branch of  ODA in New York. ODA is led by a UN 

High Representative for Disarmament Affairs, currently a Brazilian national.

UN-LiREC’s general mandate can be found in UNGA Resolution 43/75 of  1998 as “a centre of  

documentary collection, diffusion and dissemination, as a forum for the promotion of  peace, disarma-

ment and development measures….and as an organ for the coordination of  studies, research and 

programmes in its fi eld of  competence.” Its mandate for engaging on small arms originates in a variety 

of  sources, the most important being the 2001 UN Programme of  Action (PoA) to Prevent, Combat and 

 Eradicate the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons In All Its Aspects. It calls for a range of  measures to 

facilitate regional implementation, including the strengthening of  regional and sub-regional capacities. 

This has enabled the Centre to develop activities in coordination with the Organization of  American 

States (OAS) and others to build the capacity to implement the 1997 Inter-American Convention 

Against the Illicit Manufacturing of  and Traffi cking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives and Related 

Materials (CIFTA) and the Inter-American Drug Abuse Control Commission’s (CICAD) Model 

Regulations.

With the exception of  the salary of  the Centre’s director which is paid through the UN Regular Budget 

all other staff  and activities must be funded through voluntary contributions from donor governments. 

For the period 2005 to 2007 UN-LiREC organized its activities in three programmatic areas:

1. Global Security Matters

2. Regional and Sub-regional Security Matters

3. Peace and Disarmament Education

Global Security Matters refer to the Centre’s work with member states on a variety of  issues including 

nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and missile systems; export control; and UN Security Resolu-

tion 1540 on Terrorism. UN-LiREC implements most activities in this programmatic area upon request 
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of  ODA with existing resources. The Peace and Disarmament Education programmatic area is a 

relatively small area within the Centre and is discussed in Section 3 as it relates to Sida’s cooperation. 

By far the most robust programmatic area within UN-LiREC is the Regional and Sub-Regional 

Security Matters listed below in Table 1 according to the four programmes within it. 

Table 1: UN-LiREC Sub-Regional and Regional Security Programming

Confidence Building and 
Security Measures

Disarmament and 
 Development Programme

Regional Clearinghouse 
on Firearms, Ammunition 
and Explosives

Regional Security Programme

Conventional Arms 
Registers (OAS, UN)
Chile-Peru Military 
Expenditure Comparison
Defence White Book 
Guidelines
Landmine Convention

DDR
Costa Rica project
Jamaica project
Public Security

Parliamentary Exchange, 
Legislative Issues, UN 
CASA, Transfer Controls
Training the Trainers
NGO Capacity Building
2006 Lima Challenge
SALSA Database

Security and Development 
Fact Sheets
Coordination with UN System 
and Agencies, LAC/EU 
partnerships

In regards to human resources, UN-LiREC has approximately 35 staff  in place divided among the 

following categories: Offi ce of  the Director, Executive Offi ce (administration), Public Information Unit, 

Audio Visual Unit, Events Coordination Unit, Headquarters Staff, Programme Unit and two types of  

off-site personnel referred to as Political Advisers and Field Staff. The position of  Deputy Director an 

offi cer at the P-4 UN post level is a new addition for the 2005 to 2007 period. 

The overwhelming majority of  staff  is National Offi cers, either Peruvian nationals or residents. 

The Centre does have among its staff  an Associate Expert from Sweden and another staff  member 

from Spain at the P-3 level to coordinate donor relations, in particular with the European Union. 

Headquarters staff  backgrounds include a range of  experience in law, international relations, military 

and computer programming. UN-LiREC has fi eld staff  in Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Jamaica, 

Paraguay and Uruguay to support implementation of  activities, some part-time and others full-time. 

Field staff  is mainly professionals with backgrounds in the fi elds of  defence and intelligence.

2.2 Sida’s Cooperation with UN-LiREC

Sida is currently the only international donor that provides core institutional funds to UN-LiREC that 

while partially linked to individual programmes and activities also endows the Centre with fl exible 

monies for institutional support, developing and maintaining infrastructure, responding to member 

state requests and enhances resources for projects supported by other donors. For the 2005 to 2007 

period Sida supported UN-LiREC with the amount of  USD 1,619,158 representing approximately 

40 percent of  total funding for that period. Table 2 compares Sida’s support to UN-LiREC with other 

donors.

Table 2: UN-LiREC Donor Contributions 2004–2007 in US Dollars*

2005 2006 2007 Total

Sweden/Sida 528,598 545,280 545,280 1,619,158

United Kingdom 399,789 435,700 232,892  1,068,381

European Union 0 41,506 858,390 899,896

Spain 0 0 269,100 269,100

Peru 30,000 60,000 0 90,000

Colombia 6,071 4,143 2,286 12,500

Mexico 5,000 5,000 0 10,000
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2005 2006 2007 Total

Guyana 987 1,020 0 2,007

Total 970,445 1,092,649 1,907,948 3,971,042

*This estimated figure only includes contributions made up to 31 July 2007. Figures are rounded to the nearest USD.

For the period the three principal aims of  Sida’s cooperation are to facilitate security policies related to 

human development and to a broad understanding of  the fi rearms problem; to support the increased 

awareness of  the relationship between peace, disarmament and development through capacity building 

processes; and to ensure the fulfi lment of  the Centre’s mandate. This report will apply the evaluation 

criteria set out in Section 1.2 to the Centre’s work in regards to Sida’s contribution to UN-LIREC 

allocated as described in Table 3. While the NGO project is technically part of  the Regional Clearing-

house it is the primary target of  Sida’s funding within that programmatic area and for that reason is 

evaluated independently. Additionally, note should be taken of  Sida’s provision of  Swedish-national 

Associate Experts to UN-LiREC. Although not transmitted as a direct economic contribution, the 

provision should be seen as an additional support to the Centre.

Table 3: Sida’s Financial Contributions to UN-LiREC

Category 2005 2006 2007

Disarmament and Development

Public Security and Good Governance 130,675 130,000 130,000

DDR Capacity Building 20,000 20,000 20,000

Regional Clearinghouse

NGO/Civil Society Capacity Building 95,204 106,000 106,000

Core Funding

Seed Money/Ad Hoc Activities 95,718 64,000 64,000

Infrastructure/Deputy Director Salary 71,370 106,000 106,000

Total used in Lima 412,967 426,000 426,000

13% UN operational cost 53,686 55,380 55,380

15% UN operating reserve 61,945 63,900 63,900

Total Sida contribution 528,598 545,280 545,280

3. Evaluation of UN-LiREC Programmes and Activities

3.1 Disarmament and Development

Disarmament and Development is the umbrella under which UN-LiREC organizes small arms control 

and prevention projects. The projects are included in two areas: Public Security and Good Governance 

and DDR Capacity Building. Most of  the other activities carried out by the Centre in relation to small 

arms control fall under the Regional Clearinghouse discussed in Section 3.2.

3.1.1 Public Security and Good Governance (PSGG)
The PSGG consists primarily of  multi-stakeholder efforts to address armed violence and insecurity in 

coordination with UNDP Country Offi ces (CO) in Costa Rica and Jamaica. Both country engagements 

focus on inter-institutional approaches to dealing with fi rearms within broader existing UNDP CO 

frameworks. 
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In Costa Rica this engagement is part of  an Integrated Approach to Firearms Violence as a Public Health Problem 

involving ministries of  Health, Public Security, Justice, Education and the NGO Arias Foundation for 

Peace and Human Progress. It is also loosely associated with another UN-LiREC project to build a 

training facility for the Ministry of  Public Security near the Pacifi c coast that will be used for national 

and Central American fi rearms-related training courses and activities.

In Jamaica the Centre has committed itself  to a signifi cant programme of  support within a broader 

UNDP framework for justice and security reform assistance to the Government. In this collaboration 

the Centre has pledged to develop activities to train law enforcement offi cials, NGOs, community 

groups and parliamentarians; improve stockpile management practices; facilitate SALW collection and 

destruction; build capacity to report on the implementation of  international legal instruments to 

combat illicit fi rearms and the development of  training curricula for non-violence.

It should be noted that while these projects had been formulated in 2004 and 2006 respectively, and 

many missions and meetings had taken place, project activities only began in the last quarter of  2007.

The relevance to Sida’s development strategy

Through a review of  project documents the PSGG projects in Costa Rica and Jamaica do appear to 

include human security and gender elements as well as rights-based approaches though it is unclear 

how the Centre contributes directly to them other than through the partnerships it has forged with 

UNDP COs. While Jamaica is a Caribbean country facing conditions of  severe armed crime and 

violence, Costa Rica is one of  the Latin American countries with the lowest levels of  armed violence 

and crime though an argument could be made for prioritizing prevention based on an increasing trend 

in armed violence being observed.

The project in Jamaica does contemplate the use of  risk tools through an risk log matrix that includes 

the type of  risk, its probability of  occurrence, and its potential impact on the project as well as possible 

identifying counter measures. However, these appear to be the formulation of  UNDP CO staff  and do 

not directly address risks to specifi c UN-LiREC inputs. There was no documentation to indicate any 

risk management strategy in relation to the Centre’s collaboration in Costa Rica.

Both the projects in Costa Rica and Jamaica seek to generate potential for promoting security by 

changing violent behaviours and through inter-institutional dialogue and outreach activities change atti-

tudes. It is less clear if  the projects have the capacity to have an impact of  the root and structural causes 

of  armed violence though partnership with UNDP COs and broader national government efforts.

The quality, effi ciency, clarity and adequacy of  the organizational work plan

Neither of  the two country projects have a clearly identifi ed change theory as to how the Centre’s 

inputs will lead to desired outputs, outcomes and ultimate impact. It is also diffi cult to distinguish 

between the aims, goals and specifi c objectives of  UN-LiREC’s contributions to the projects of  Costa 

Rica and Jamaica independently of  its partners. In Jamaica 17 communities are identifi ed as potential 

benefi ciaries of  the project while in general security institutions are considered benefi ciaries of  most of  

the other UN-LiREC activities.

In reviewing project documents in Costa Rica the indicators mentioned refer almost exclusively to 

identifi able benchmarks for monitoring the completion of  tasks, activities and perhaps outputs, but do 

not address intermediate outcomes or impact. The results framework for activities in Jamaica do appear 

more comprehensive including: reduced rates of  injury and death, increased perceptions of  security, 

enhanced local economic activity and an increased number of  joint government and stakeholder 

initiatives. However, this results framework appears to be more a result of  UNDP Jamaica’s institutional 

planning capacity and it is not clear to what degree the Centre contributes to this.
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While the work in Jamaica appears to have more on paper in terms to risk mitigation and counter-

measures there is little if  any discussion of  the range of  risks to the Centre’s collaboration and inputs 

and no mention of  strategies to ensure confl ict-sensitivity.

Work plan results and impact

At the time of  the drafting of  this evaluation report UN-LiREC’s joint projects with UNDP COs and 

the governments of  Costa Rica were just getting off  the ground, with new hires of  fi eld staff. There are 

no specifi c outputs, outcomes or impacts to date other than some initial training courses in Jamaica for 

law enforcement offi cials and NGOs in November 2007. Some of  the delays in implementation appear 

to be related to national elections and bureaucratic issues within UNDP. Regardless, the evaluation 

team believes these delays were foreseeable, particularly in the case of  Costa Rica a project originally 

developed in 2004, and there is no evidence of  risk mitigation strategies to address these problems.

Additional considerations

The evaluation team found it diffi cult to differentiate the activities carried out by directly UN-LiREC 

related to PSGG from those it implements through the Regional Clearinghouse discussed below, except 

that they are integrated with broader UNDP CO programmes for armed violence prevention. 

This makes strategic sense in terms of  seeking to maximise impact of  SALW control measures in 

cooperation with a range of  partners. However, as packaged and promoted this work leads one to 

believe that UN-LiREC adds signifi cant value to the human security and development aspects integrate 

more traditional SALW control measures into SALW frameworks. 

3.1.2 DDR Capacity Building
The Centre has been exploring the fi eld by meeting with institutions engaged in DDR and analyzing its 

potential role and mandate in disseminating the new UN inter-agency Integrated DDR Standards. 

Making progress in this fi eld has been a challenge since ODA in New York had restricted the Centre’s 

ability to carry out activities on DDR due to the need to clarify mandates and capacities with other 

agencies in New York such as the UN Department for Peace Keeping Operations. At one point in time 

the Centre has proposed to develop DDR courses based on existing UN curricula, but this was not 

pursued.

The relevance to Sida’s development strategy

DDR is clearly a fi eld that is relevant to Sida’s development cooperation strategies and with emerging 

international standards and best practice increasingly integrating human security, gender and rights-

based elements. The Centre was initially looking to see how it could integrate its knowledge on SALW 

management into DDR efforts, but between mandate restrictions and relevant tools already developed 

by UNDP BCPR has not come up with a relevant way of  actively engaging.

At present DDR is only directly relevant to Colombia and Haiti, the former being a priority country for 

Sida. The Centre has restrictions placed upon it with regards to working in Haiti and working specifi -

cally on DDR in Colombia where the UN has chosen not to engage directly with the paramilitary 

demobilization process. 

Since UN-LiREC has not formulated any concrete activities in relation to DDR there is not much else 

to say about the other criteria related to the relevance to Sida’s development strategy. 

The quality, effi ciency, clarity and adequacy of  the organizational work plan

There were never any concrete initiatives to move forward DDR related work.
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Work plan results and impact

For the 2005 to 2007 period Sida allocated USD 60,000 to UN-LiREC for DDR-related activities. 

There is no evidence of  the Centre carrying out any activities that generated outputs or outcomes, 

much less impact of  any kind. 

Additional considerations

DDR remains a relevant issue. However, the Centre is not positioned to contribute directly to current 

processes in Colombia and Haiti for a variety of  reasons. Sida is engaged in DDR programmes with 

other partners and does not have an interest in collaborating further with UN-LiREC in this purpose. 

Nevertheless, UN-LiREC should continue to monitor the fi eld as events may change over time, particu-

larly in Colombia. 

3.2 Regional Clearinghouse 

The Regional Clearinghouse on Firearms, Ammunition and Explosives is by far the largest and most 

robust programmatic area within UN-LiREC and includes the areas for training law enforcement 

offi cials in combating illicit SALW traffi cking, engaging parliamentarians on legislative reform, building 

the capacity of  NGOs (discussed specifi cally in Section 3.3), supporting fi rearms and ammunition 

destruction and improvements to stockpile management infrastructure, promoting SALW transfer 

controls and developing SALW management information systems.

For the period 2005 to 2007 law enforcement training courses were carried out in Brazil, Colombia, 

Dominican Republic, Jamaica Paraguay, Peru, Venezuela and Uruguay. These courses frequently 

required fi rst training a group of  core trainers for replicating courses for larger groups bringing togeth-

er offi cials from the military, police, intelligence services, customs and foreign ministries. UN-LiREC 

had established the goal of  training 2,000 law enforcement offi cials by the end of  the 2005 to 2007 

period. These courses received support and input from the OAS and INTERPOL and are provided 

academic certifi cation by the University for Peace.

For the same time period UN-LiREC supported SALW and ammunition destruction in Paraguay and 

Peru and the improvement of  stockpile management facilities in Brazil, Costa Rica, Paraguay and 

Uruguay.

While the Regional Clearinghouse has many activities this section of  the evaluation focuses on the 

training of  law enforcement offi cials, SALW destruction and stockpile management.

The relevance to Sida’s development strategy

While law enforcement training materials contain modules on human security and gender there are no 

practical training activities that support building capacities in these areas. Rather all training simula-

tions focus on repressing the illicit trade in SALW in the context of  transnational organized crime. 

There is no evidence that human security, gender and rights-based approaches are integrated into the 

Centre’s work on SALW destruction and stockpile management. 

With the exception of  Uruguay, most of  the countries subject to training, SALW destruction and 

stockpile management support from UN-LiREC are societies facing severe human security conditions. 

Arguably, since the Argentine economic crisis of  2001–2002 Uruguay has also seen deterioration in 

public security and an increase in levels of  armed violence. 

There is no evidence that the Centre is using risk assessment and confl ict-sensitive methodological 

approaches to the design and management of  its projects within the Regional Clearinghouse. It is 

diffi cult to know if  the Centre’s projects are changing violent behaviours as they engage primarily with 

government offi cials and do not directly address issues of  corruption or the use of  force. The work on 
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SALW destruction and stockpile management does integrate elements of  transparency that could lead 

to reductions in corruption. It might be a stretch to state that the Regional Clearinghouse is changing 

attitudes though the projects do seek to embed international norms within the region. There is no docu-

mentation to indicate that it is addressing the root causes of  armed violence and underdevelopment.

The quality, effi ciency, clarity and adequacy of  the organizational work plan

The three Regional Clearinghouse activities lack an explicit change theory as to how the training law 

enforcement offi cials, destruction of  SALW and improved stockpile management practices are going to 

lead to reductions in armed violence and insecurity. This is also refl ected in a lack of  clearly stated and 

differentiated aims, goals and specifi c objectives in project documents. 

The projects do not move beyond planning for documenting outputs and in some cases immediate 

outcomes and defi nitely do not identify strategies for monitoring intermediate outcomes and much less 

long-term impact. 

While the Centre has established an online Monitoring and Evaluation Platform (MEP) within the 

Regional Public Security Training Centre (TREINASP) jointly established with UNDP Brazil and the 

Government of  Brazil, this resource is more oriented on participants’ feedback on training rather than 

the impact of  training itself.

Additionally, the Regional Clearinghouse does not demonstrate the systematic use of  risk awareness 

analysis and mitigation strategies in the planning and design of  its work plans.

Work plan results and impact

Table 4 documents the output of  the law enforcement training activities implemented by the Centre 

between 2005 and 2007.

Table 4: UN-LiREC SALW Law Enforcement Training 2005–2007

Country No. Courses Officials Trained % women

Brazil 5 295 6

Colombia 2 186 8

Dominican Rep. 2 106 12

Jamaica * * *

Paraguay 4 242 7

Peru 1 60 1

Uruguay 2 115 6

Venezuela * * *

Total 16 1,004 7

* Courses that had taken place in November 2007, but for which data was not yet available.

The work in training law enforcement offi cials has had three important impacts. Firstly, UN-LiREC has 

increased the commitments of  member states to build the capacity to implement UN, OAS and nation-

al legal instruments. Secondly, they have built a sustainable model for training through sub-regional 

centres in Brazil and Costa Rica as well as coordinating committees at the national level in Colombia, 

Dominican Republic, Paraguay, Venezuela and Uruguay. These coordinating committees are referred 

to as Combined Command Posts that only require USD 5,000 investment per course from UN-LiREC 

to support new member states over time. Thirdly, these courses help forge the necessary inter-institu-

tional and personal professional/relationships required for developing multi-faceted armed violence 

and SALW control strategies. However, the percentage of  female government offi cials remains low.
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In regards to its efforts to destroy SALW and ammunition and improve stockpile management practice 

in the region under the label of  the ‘Lima Challenge,’ UN-LiREC supported the destruction of  1,512 

SALW in Uruguay along with 90,000 units of  ammunition and 80 tonnes of  explosives in Paraguay. 

UN-LiREC has in addition begun construction of  facilities and providing equipment for improved 

stockpile management systems in Brazil, Costa Rica, Paraguay and Uruguay, though none of  these 

activities had been completed before the end of  2007. UN-LiREC’s SALW destruction activities during 

the project period have been quantitatively less than the 2002 to 2004 period, however, the Centre can 

take partial credit for the more than 1 million SALW and 2.4 million units of  ammunition destroyed in 

the region since 1998. 

UN-LiREC has neither explicitly documented the impact of  training on offi cials who have been trained 

nor the impact of  SALW destruction activities. However, if  one was to look at the public security and 

armed violence situation in Brazil for example one of  the countries the Centre has engaged with most 

intensively, in recent years there has been a decrease in homicides every year since 2003 (from 39,325 in 

2003 to 34,648)4. This represents the fi rst decreasing trend in the country’s recent history in terms of  

armed violence. Reasons for this relate to the 2003 national disarmament campaign and law involving 

several important federal ministries, state and local governments and NGOs such as Viva Rio and Sou 

da Paz. This national effort collected nearly 500,000 SALW, restricted the public carrying of  SALW, 

made it more diffi cult to legally purchase weapons and raised public awareness. Nevertheless, the work 

of  the Centre in training law enforcement offi cials and supporting destruction of  SALW for the last 

four or fi ve years has supported and complemented the realisation of  these impacts at the national level 

and in several states. Determining how much UN-LiREC’s modest contribution to these objectives may 

be is nearly impossible among the myriad of  actors involved. No institutional documentation or impact 

evaluations were obtained related to activities in other countries engaged, such as Colombia, Domini-

can Republic, Paraguay and Uruguay.

Additional considerations

The activities of  the Regional Clearinghouse are the primary source of  the Centre’s reputation in 

SALW control within the region. While the ‘Clearinghouse’ label might not be the most effective term 

to explain this work, it serves as the primary basis for nearly all the Centre’s activities on SALW control. 

3.3 NGO/Civil Society Capacity Building

During the time period 2005 to 2007 UN-LiREC set out to build upon its previous work carried out 

with a consortium of  NGOs to develop research and advocacy capacity among NGOs in the region. 

The previous approach involved developing a training curricula and holding sub-regional workshops in 

Central America, the Andean Region and Mercosur. Beginning in early 2007 the Centre began to 

pursue a country-by-country approach to working with NGOs and civil society organizations in coun-

tries where it was carrying out Public Security and Good Governance activities or under the umbrella 

of  the Regional Clearinghouse. In addition to training NGOs on SALW issues the renewed capacity 

building effort proposed to create spaces where NGOs could meet and dialogue on fi rearms issues, in 

particular related to legislation. For the period UN-LiREC set out to implement NGO training courses 

in Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Jamaica, Paraguay and Peru.

The relevance to Sida’s development strategy

While too little project documentation has been generated to date in order to determine whether or not 

the project is integrating human security, gender and rights-based approaches it can be assumed that this 

is one area of  the Centre’s work most conducive to such. The relationship developed with a Caribbean 

4 <http://portal.saude.gov.br/portal/aplicacoes/noticias/noticias_detalhe..>.
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gender and development expert for the delivery of  courses in Jamaica should be seen positively in this 

regard.

With the exception of  Costa Rica all of  the countries chosen for engaging in NGO capacity building are 

facing severe public and human security challenges, and as mentioned above the conditions in Costa 

Rica appear to show a deteriorating trend in recent years. However, risk awareness and confl ict sensitiv-

ity tools are not systematically employed, which is a concern for Colombia and Jamaica in particular.

Again the little project documentation available does not permit suffi cient analysis to determine wheth-

er or not the project is relevant to changing violent behaviours, changing attitudes and dealing with the 

root causes of  instability.

The quality, effi ciency, clarity and adequacy of  the organizational work plan

UN-LiREC is not employing an explicit change theory in regard to how the activities will have an 

ultimate impact on reducing armed violence and insecurity. However, the logical framework used for 

planning and conceptualizing work with NGOs is useful in terms of  framing its results (outputs), 

impacts (in fact outcomes) and indicators to monitor their achievement. In terms of  results the project 

seeks broadly participative national fi rearms debates, strengthened ties between parliamentarians, 

NGOs and local governments. The desired impacts are articulated as inclusive national fi rearms 

legislation that incorporates NGO perspectives and more community/NGO/local government coop-

eration, again in reality these are outcomes and not impacts. Indicators include the number of  NGOs 

participating in government training courses, inclusion of  NGO views in fi rearms legislation and the 

number of  community level activities initiated after the project.

In terms of  clarity it is not altogether certain that standardized training courses are the best way to 

build NGO and community-based organizations ability to engage on fi rearms issues. Additionally, 

implementing courses in all fi ve target countries before the end of  2007 is impossible and unrealistic. 

Work plan results and impact

Sida allocated USD 307,000 to the project during the period. The only activity undertaken was a 

training course in Jamaica in early November 2007 for which the evaluation team did not have any 

further information. There are no other outputs, outcomes or impacts to report on.

Additional considerations

While the Centre should be applauded for seeking to engage NGOs and civil society its experience to 

date shows it is slow, expensive and lacks the agility in comparison to international and regional NGOs 

that do this. The evaluation team does however support the engagement with NGOs, in particular in 

concert with UNDP COs and other partners. 

3.4 Core Funding

Sida allocated USD 507,088 to UN-LiREC for core funding purposes. This money was used in two key 

areas: Seed Money/Ad Hoc Activities and Infrastructure. While it is possible to apply most of  the 

evaluation criteria to the Seed Money/Ad Hoc Activities funding the analysis of  Infrastructure support 

requires a slightly different treatment. Sida is the only donor to provide fl exible monies to the Centre, 

though the 15% UN Operating Reserve that is withheld from each contribution to UN-LiREC and 

later returned at the end of  each year can also be considered a source of  core funding.

3.4.1 Seed Money/Ad Hoc Activities
The resources dedicated to these areas allowed UN-LiREC to carry out exploratory missions to analyze 

member state requests, initiate pilot projects and collaborate with strategically important opportunities. 

It also allowed for: several fi eld missions; developing audiovisual campaign materials for the Govern-
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ment of  Peru’s voluntary disarmament programme; developing the Defence White Book guidelines for 

member states; publication of  a book in cooperation with the OAS displaying sculptures made with 

destroyed SALW; charity events with the UN Women’s Guild in Peru and providing audiovisual support 

to the Pasacalles project in cooperation with the Ministry of  Education and the NGO Transparencia 

Peru in Lima that promotes non-militarized alternatives to participating in Independence Day proces-

sions; supporting a forum to compare Peru and Chile’s military expenditure; engagement with the 

Chemical Weapons Regional Assistance and Protection Network; and Disarmament Education for 

Decision Makers in partnership with Agency for the Prohibition of  Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 

and the Caribbean.

The relevance to Sida’s development strategy

Most of  the activities described here do not incorporate human security, gender and rights-based 

approaches. Both the work with the UN Women’s’ Guild and the Pasacalles project do show elements 

of  these approaches, but the former was a one-off  activity while UN-LiREC’s contribution to the latter 

was in audiovisual production and not in the substantive development of  the project’s content. 

The same can be said for the Centre’s support for the Peruvian disarmament campaign.

While Peru does face human security challenges, levels of  armed violence are low in comparison to 

other Latin American and Caribbean countries and in this sense Seed Monies and Ad Hoc activities 

are not prioritizing the countries with the most urgent human security needs. There is no evidence of  

the use of  risk assessment and confl ict sensitive methodologies in relation to the use of  these resources.

The activities do not go very far in terms of  promoting security through change behaviour or dealing 

with the structural causes of  violence. However, support for the Pasacalles project does strive towards 

changing attitudes.

The quality, effi ciency, clarity and adequacy of  the organizational work plan

There is no evidence or documentation to indicate that the concept of  change theory is utilized in 

planning for the use of  Seed Money/Ad Hoc Activities. Nor is their systematic mention of  aims, goals 

and specifi c objectives in project documents related to these funds and much less a strategy to monitor 

for outcomes and impacts. In the 2006 Progress Report to Sida UN-LiREC does mention ‘states as 

recipients of  new projects’ and ‘complementary funds from new donors’ as indicators of  work in this 

area, but provides no evidence as such related to activities implemented. 

Work plan results and impact

UN-LiREC is only able to provide evidence on the outputs of  its work with Seed Money/Ad Hoc 

Activities: Defence White Book Guidelines, a photo book depicting destroyed weapons as sculptures, a 

conference with the Women’s Guild to raise money for children and video documentation and materials 

of  the Pasacalles project and Peruvian disarmament campaign. There is no documented evidence of  

impact. 

Additional considerations

While the terms Seed Money/Ad Hoc activities do imply a certain amount of  improvisation and rapid 

reaction, there does not appear to be a clear set of  criteria for how to use these resources. 

3.4.2 Infrastructure
The vast majority of  Core Funding is devoted to Infrastructure, in particular the post of  Deputy 

Director. Additional resources were devoted to offi ce furniture and organizing a staff  retreat. The main 

objective of  this funding is to support the proper functioning of  the Centre’s infrastructure through 

additional staff  and maintenance of  facilities.
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The relevance to Sida’s development strategy

Not applicable.

The quality, effi ciency, clarity and adequacy of  the organizational work plan

It is clear that the creation of  the post of  Deputy Director was carried out to increase the management 

capacity of  the Centre over its growing number of  projects, in particular in relation to the administra-

tion and management of  headquarters personnel and systems which still requires work.

Overall the Centre does not have systems in place for comprehensive monitoring of  outcomes and 

evaluation of  impact in the countries where it is operational. However, projects in Costa Rica and 

Jamaica, emphasis on the latter, do contemplate this. Additionally, the Centre does not have any 

explicit, informal systems for internal and peer evaluation and thus is less agile when course corrections 

are required on specifi c projects. The Centre is entirely dependent on activity outputs for explaining its 

work to donors, benefi ciaries and other stakeholders. Without a set of  change theories for how its 

projects will lead to longer-term results the Centre is vulnerable to criticism regarding its effectiveness.

The evaluation team does recognise the challenges UN-LiREC faces in building monitoring and 

evaluation systems into its collaboration with military, intelligence and policing institutions which in 

many countries are closed to outside scrutiny. However, even in light of  these sensitivities there is a 

noted absence of  a common institutional approach to programmes in general related to a variety of  

issues such as planning, evaluation and ensuring that human security, gender and rights-based elements 

are mainstreamed among all Centre activities.

Work plan results and impact

The most notable impact of  this support as expressed by members of  Centre headquarter staff  has 

been the improvement of  internal management systems and administration. The role of  the Deputy 

Director has been instrumental in this aspect and has been complementary to the Director’s role as 

institutional ambassador and project development entrepreneur. 

Additional considerations

None.

4. Evaluation Findings

4.1 To a substantial degree the Centre remains relevant to Sida’s development and cooperation needs with both internal 

and programmatic defi ciencies. However, UN-LIREC’s project development and staff  capacities are over-

whelmingly focused on combating SALW traffi cking in the context of  organized crime even where 

efforts have been made to incorporate human security and development frameworks, language and 

discourse. Perhaps a strategic error was made in creating a new programmatic area for Disarmament 

and Development rather than building human security, gender, rights-based and development compo-

nents into pre-existing projects. Likewise, the NGO-capacity-building programme did not take off  as it 

could have, counting on different approaches and capacities at UNLiREC. There is evidence of  

promoting issues such as transparency, good governance and security sector reform in some of  the 

Centre’s projects, while the internal capacity to promote gender equality, children and youth rights and 

rights-based approaches is lagging or non-existent. For most of  the 2005 to 2007 period the geographic 

focus of  UN-LiREC’s work did not coincide with Sida’s regional priorities or the countries with the 

most serious human security conditions. Additionally, the Centre is not up to date on tools, methodolo-

gies and approaches to risk awareness and confl ict sensitivity in the formulation of  its projects.
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4.2 There is a lack of  clarity and realism in regards to projects undertaken by the Centre. Most of  the defi ciencies 

originate from the lack of  a comprehensive institutional logical framework that looks at and includes a 

change theory, hierarchies of  aims, goals and specifi c objectives, clearly delineated indicators for 

monitoring outcomes and impacts along with the identifi cation of  counter measures to mitigate risks to 

project implementation. This is also related to the challenges the Centre faces as it evolves beyond a 

disarmament diplomacy organ focused on norm building to taken one engaged in direct programme 

implementation in the fi eld. The Centre’s limitations are evident in its need to work through local 

UNDP COs or in some cases UNODC. Substantial delays in implementing PSGG projects in Costa 

Rica and Jamaica, and NGO/civil society capacity building can in part be attributed to this lack of  

clarity and realism. In many, but not all cases, there are visible gaps in identifying the institutions, 

populations and communities that will benefi t from UN-LiREC interventions.

4.3 The quality of  UN-LiREC’s organizational work plans varies greatly between different thematic and country 

engagements. Where relationships are strong with local UNDP COs, or UNODC, engagements tend to 

run more smoothly. Also, when the primary partners are military, police and intelligence agencies and 

offi cials the Centre is more adept at establishing functional working arrangements. It is possible that 

with the growth in resources, projects and staff  the Centre has outgrown its organizational model. 

The current model has few high level offi cials and many ‘worker bees’ focused on implementation of  

specifi c projects. The Centre clearly lacks more programmatic area managers.

4.4 The Centre’s implementation strategies are ineffi cient with few notable exceptions. With the important exception 

of  rolling out law enforcement training courses in a decentralized and sustainable manner almost all 

UN-LiREC projects are visibly behind schedule in terms of  implementation. This is evidenced by the 

minimal difference in content detected between 2005 and 2006 progress reports submitted to Sida. 

Some delays in implementation can be attributed to bureaucratic red tape related to administrative 

coordination between ODA’s Executive Offi ce in New York, UNDP COs and member states. 

However, the complete lack of  implementation of  NGO/civil society capacity building activities until 

November 2007 cannot be ascribed to bureaucratic red tape. Again, this might imply that the Centre 

does not have the right mix of  professional staff  with the right capacity and suffi cient autonomy to 

make project planning, adaptation and implementation decisions.

4.5 There is little tangible evidence of  UN-LiREC’s impact on armed violence, SALW non-proliferation, human security, 

peace and development in Latin America and the Caribbean. There may indeed be important impacts to take 

note of, but the Centre’s monitoring and evaluation systems, or lack thereof, have not generated infor-

mation to donors and stakeholders regarding intermediate outcomes and impacts. Most information 

presented by UN-LiREC to partners, stakeholders and donors are activity outputs. This will become a 

challenge when it comes time to evaluate the impact of  specifi c UN-LiREC inputs into much larger 

UNDP CO frameworks. Nonetheless, the evaluation team has taken note of  the cumulative role the 

Centre’s activities have had on promoting capacity building for law enforcement offi cials to combat 

illicit SALW, embedding the norm of  surplus and confi scated SALW destruction among an increasing 

number of  member states and increasing transparency and accountability among the security sector in 

some countries through improved stockpile management systems.

During the evaluation period only three countries in the Latin America and Caribbean region have 

noted substantial reductions in armed violence. Brazil nationally; Colombia nationally and in the cities 

of  Bogotá and Medellin in particular; and El Salvador in the cities of  San Martin and Ilopango con-

trasted against a worsening national trend. UN-LiREC was engaged with the Brazilian process and key 

actors behind many of  the relevant policy interventions, but did not feed into the latter two. It is nearly 

impossible to say whether or not the Centre has contributed to more secure or less violent environments 

in the other countries it has engaged. The Centre has had a positive infl uence over the yet to be con-

cluded fi rearms legislative process in Paraguay.



 UNITED NATIONS REGIONAL CENTRE FOR PEACE, DISARMAMENT AND DEVELOPMENT IN LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN – Sida EVALUATION 2008:01 21

4.6 Despite criticisms made here UN-LiREC remains the primary international institution with a regional focus actively, 

openly and visibly promoting the implementation of  international SALW instruments in the Latin America and Caribbean 

region. Neither the OAS nor UNODC are able to achieve the same levels of  outreach nor are UNDP 

efforts almost entirely focused on internal national processes. 

4.7 UNDP COs are the Centre’s most important implementing partner but are also its potentially greatest competitor for 

resources. UN-LiREC cannot undertake activities without the administrative support of  UNDP COs, 

and in some instances UNODC, and is increasingly joining efforts to implement shared projects. 

The Centre needs to take this into account as it develops its capacities and comparative advantages in 

the fi eld, particularly as other agencies become more engaged on SALW such as UNICEF, UNIFEM, 

WHO/PAHO, UN-Habitat and others. 

4.8 The Centre has grown in staff  and fi nancial resources from less than USD 1 million in 2005 to nearly USD 

2 million in 2007, but is overly reliant on Sida as core donor. Funding from the European Union and the 

Government of  Spain have helped UN-LiREC grow its annual budget. However, as it currently stands 

UN-LiREC is highly vulnerable to the withdrawal of  support from any one donor. If  the Centre did 

not benefi t from the annual devolution from the UN Operating Reserve this situation would be even 

more dire.

5. Recommendations for UN-LiREC

5.1 The Centre urgently needs to adopt an internal logical framework with which to design, plan, implement and evaluate 

all projects and activities. The evaluation team recommends referring to the logical framework used by the 

Government of  Canada’s Global Peace and Security Fund contained in Annex 3. The process for 

elaborating this could be facilitated by an external consultant, but it is recommended to be a participa-

tory process. It also needs to articulate some theory of  change in regards to how its activities contribute 

to long-term and sustainable change. This should include the development of  measurable indicators 

against which to evaluate progress against objectives. In joint engagements with UNDP COs there is 

already a great deal of  this work done, but it does not help isolate the impact of  UN-LiREC’s specifi c 

inputs and activities. This would UN-LIREC in getting a more concise and clear institutional image 

and programmatic approach, valuable in qualifying its mandate and role in regards to other actors in 

the region. 

5.2 UN-LiREC should integrate risk awareness, confl ict sensitivity and gender mainstreaming tools, methodologies and 

frameworks into project planning, monitoring and evaluation processes. This should also help the Centre make 

progress towards integrating rights-based approaches and being more explicit about target benefi ciaries. 

These have to be included and integrated within the internal logical framework to ensure that it be-

comes not only a plan of  action in regards to events and activities, but also in regards to substantial 

constant.

5.3 All SALW related projects should be consolidated into a single umbrella framework. The present structure of  

spreading activities across Development and Disarmament and the Regional Clearinghouse does not 

play to the Centre’s strengths as it makes more sense to integrate and mainstream human security, 

public security, gender, youth, participation and rights-based issues into its core work with law enforce-

ment offi cials. 

This may require better integrating the human security issues into the core training curriculum, but in 

addition necessitate developing practical simulation exercises for law enforcement offi cials that require 

them for example to a) protect civilian populations caught in the middle of  law enforcement efforts to 
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confi scate SALW; b) use force appropriately among at-risk boys, girls and youth populations; c) imple-

ment a voluntary civilian disarmament campaign; d) prevent and identify corruption in stockpile 

management; and e) develop independent civilian oversight of  a government SALW destruction effort. 

It may also benefi t from fi nding ways to allow for other actors and stakeholders to participate in train-

ing activities such as NGOs, academics, local level government offi cials, etcetera. 

In order to achieve this it might be necessary for the Centre to continuously carry out internal exercises 

(workshops, work teams, external consultancies) that help defi ne and unify concepts related to human 

security and development and support the identifi cation of  UN-LiREC’s added value to the fi eld.

5.4 UN-LiREC needs to increase the number of  staff  at the UN P-4, P-3 or National Offi cer equivalents with expertise 

in the fi elds of  development, gender, children/human rights and human security5. This may eventually require 

reducing the proportion of  staff  in junior or auxiliary positions in functions related to information 

technology and audiovisual production. The choice of  fi eld advisers also needs to be re-evaluated 

strategically over the long term if  the Centre is going to pursue and involve itself  with projects with a 

higher profi le in human security and development. The Centre also has some gaps in expertise related 

to Central American and the Caribbean. Where funding is not available, but there is need, UN-LiREC 

might look to other arrangements in addition to the Associate Expert programme, such as UN Volun-

teers or temporary secondments from other UN agencies (e.g., UNDP, UNIFEM, PAHO, etcetera).

5.5 The Centre needs to take a strategic assessment of  its geographic and thematic priorities, while still taking into 

account that a large part of  its work is generated based on member states’ requests. Donor countries 

with engagements in Latin America are increasingly reducing their overall budgets to divert resources 

to other regions of  the globe and are picking a smaller core of  priority countries in the region. 

 Countries currently prioritized tend to be the poorest or the most confl ictive. While UN-LiREC looks 

to increase its activities in the countries of  the Andean region in particular it is essential that risk 

awareness and confl ict sensitivity are fully integrated into programming as mentioned above.

5.6 UN-LiREC should undertake a detailed documentation and evaluation of  the Pasacalles project in Lima, Peru. 

This will serve as a practical exercise in developing its logical frameworks and help determine if  such 

peace education activities are worthwhile promoting among a broader group of  member states. 

5.7 The Centre should consult with ODA about revisiting the possibility of  signing a direct MoU with UNDP BCPR 

and RBLAC. This could potentially help facilitate implementation of  in-country programme activities 

and help avoid a range of  misunderstandings and bureaucratic delays. The announced establishment 

of  a regional focal point for BCPR’S work on armed violence prevention and SALW control to be 

based out of  UNDP Panama in 2008 could be an initial opportunity in this regard.

5.8 UN-LiREC needs to consider enhancing the role of  its website as a regional documentation centre. Of  particular 

importance is making as many offi cial documents and reports available to stakeholders of  the region in 

the offi cial languages of  the region. It should also review and reconsider the usefulness, cost-effective-

ness and relevance of  the resources put into its audiovisual and other material. 

5.9 Finally, the Centre should reinvigorate its role as a forum for promoting regional and international debate and consen-

sus on SALW issues, including human security and development. While UN-LiREC continues to play this role on 

a variety of  issues, it has lowered its profi le in this regard as it becomes more of  an implementing 

agency. Increased strategic core programmatic focus would contribute to this. 

5 This comment mostly refers to level, not necessarily the employment status as these could be L-4, ALD-4 or even SSA 

contracts depending on funding. The point here is the need for professionals at this experience level.
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6. Recommendations for Sida

6.1 Sida should support UN-LiREC capacity to properly design, monitor and implement projects. This could include 

support for developing and following up on a standard institutional logical framework as well as requir-

ing that the Centre carry out a variety of  interim, internal, mid-term and peer evaluation activities.

6.2 Support should be provided to mainstream important human security, development, gender and rights-based issues into 

a single UN-LiREC SALW programmatic framework. Specifi c internal capacity-building efforts should be 

carried out in the nextcoming period to guarantee the integration of  these perspectives into UN-

LiRECs programme and institutional as such. 

6.3 Sida should reanalyze the desirability and effectiveness of  providing UN-LiREC with seed monies in addition to 

infrastructure support. Perhaps, the same quantity of  resources would be better allocated to supporting all 

or part of  the salary of  an additional staff  member with needed expertise and skills or abovementioned 

capacity-building efforts.

6.4 Sida should encourage a meeting of  UN-LiREC’s main donors to promote synergies and avoid duplication. 

This could also be undertaken in light of  encouraging the Centre to diversify its core institutional 

funding beyond Sida. 
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London: UK Department for International Development. June.

Ministry for Foreign Affairs – Sweden. 2005. Regional Strategy: Central America and Caribbean, 2001–2005. 

Stockholm: Ministry for Foreign Affairs.

Ministry for Foreign Affairs – Sweden. 2005. Regional Strategy: South America, 2003–2007. Stockholm: 

Ministry for Foreign Affairs.

Sida. 2005. Promoting Peace and Security Through Development Cooperation. Stockholm: Sida. October.

TREINASP. No date. DVD: Training Manual: Legal Trade and Illicit Traffi cking in Firearms. Brasilia: Regional 

Public Security Training Centre.

UN-LiREC. 2006. Disarmament for Human Development: Swedish International Cooperation Agency and 

UN-LiREC Partnership 2005 Progress Report. Lima: UN-LiREC.

UN-LiREC. 2006 DVD: ‘Combating Illicit Firearms Traffi cking in Rio de Janeiro. Lima: UN-LiREC.

UN-LiREC. 2007. Disarmament for Human Development: Swedish International Cooperation Agency and 

UN-LiREC Partnership 2006 Progress Report. Lima: UN-LiREC.
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Annex 2 – Interview Guide and List of Interviewees

Dear UN-LiREC Partners and Stakeholders,

International Alert has entered into an agreement with the Swedish International Development Agency 

(Sida) to review its cooperation with the United Nations Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Develop-

ment in Latin America and the Caribbean (UN-LiREC) for the period 2005–2007. During the months 

of  August and September we will be collecting viewpoints from a broad range of  partners, stakeholders 

and benefi ciaries. We would very much appreciate you responding to as many of  the questions below as 

possible. In the fi nal report we will list all individuals and institutions interviewed, but individual 

comments will not be attributed to any person or institution. If  you would prefer to respond r via 

telephone please let us know in replying to this message and we will accommodate. Thank you for your 

time and consideration.

Sincerely,

William Godnick, Charlotte Watson and Heidi Ober

Sida/UN-LiREC Evaluation Team

International Alert

International Alert

346 Clapham Road

London UK SW 9AP

Tel: +44 20 7627 6800

Fax: +44 20 7627 6900

E-mails: wgodnick@international-alert.org

 hober@international-alert.org

 cwatson@international-alert.org

1. What are the history and areas of  collaboration of  your organization with UN-LiREC?

2. Briefl y, hat is the context of  armed violence and arms proliferation in your geographic area of  

responsibility?

3. What are the objectives and key activities of  your engagement or collaboration with UN-LiREC?

4. What are the results, outcomes and/or income of  this collaboration?

5. Has civil society in its diverse expressions been part of  this process?

6. What is/has been the value added of  UN-LiREC’s participation?

7. What are your expectations for collaboration with UN-LiREC in the future?
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On-site interviews
Lima

1. Gasparini, Pericles Director UN-LiREC

2. Corrales, Hugo Political Affairs Adviser UN-LiREC

3. Hansson, Niklas Programme Officer UN-LiREC

4. Guillen, Richard Programme Officer UN-LiREC

5. Mego, Lily Info Technology Assistant. UN-LiREC

6. Davila, Maria Executive Office Coordinator UN-LiREC

7. Durand, Maria Administrative Assistant UN-LiREC

8. Bernuy, Julie Administrative Assistant UN-LiREC

9. Fernandez, Sonia Programme Adviser UN-LiREC

10. Gamboa, Rodolfo Programme Adviser UN-LiREC

11. Ganiku, Ricardo Director General Directorate for Private Security, 
Civilian Firearms and Explosives

12. Medina, Percy General Secretary Transparencia Peru

13. Jane Sidebottom Political Secretary UK Embassy to Peru

14. Ballom, Lilian Minister Counsellor MoFA

Asunción, Paraguay
1. Gonzalez, Federico Vice-Minister MoFA

2. Vallejas, Marta Director, Intl. Orgs. MoFA

3. Bosc, Igor Deputy Resident Representative UNDP Paraguay

4. Abdon, Miguel President Senate of Paraguay

5. Caballero, Francisco Director Directorate of War Materials

6. Galeano, Carlos Consultant UN-LiREC

7. Garcete, Maria Campaigns Director Amnesty International Paraguay Section

8. Vazquez, Andres Special Projects Director Amnesty International Paraguay Section

9. Acevedo, Vidal Member Peace and Justice Service

10. Caballero, Jose President Paraguayan Criminology Society

11. Fraloub, Ligia Member Kuña Aty

Montevideo, Uruguay
1. Pagola, Juan Consultant UN-LiREC

2. Pagnetto, Silvia Adviser UNDP Uruguay

3. Rodriguez, Benigno Deputy Resident Representative UNDP Uruguay

4. Varela, Virgina Programme Officer UNDP Uruguay

5. Pirotto, Eduardo Local Dialogue Adviser Ministry of Interior

6. Micol, Edison Director National Police Academy

7. Gonzalez, Elbio Inspector National Police Academy

8. Luis Bachini Director War Materials and Armament Service

9. Montaner, Marcelo Deputy Director War Materials and Armament 
Service
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Kingston, Jamaica
1. Hanson, Niklas Programme Officer UN-LiREC

2. Mutota, Folade WINAD

3. Mcintosh, Diana Programme Officer UNDP

4. Hein, Arturo Interim Resident Co-ordinator UNDP

5. Hamilton, Karl Ministry of National Security

6. Ingleton, Pamela Ministry of Foreign Affairs

7. Duncan, Neville Professor UWI 

8. O’Callaghan, Geraldine Security and Development Advisor DfiD

9. Nicholson, Sheila People’s Action for Community Transformation 
(PACT)

10. Lothian, Godfrey Kingston and St Andrew Action Forum (KSAAF)

11. Scott, Gillian Communications Specialist NSSIU

12. Byles, Jacinth Director NSSIU

13. Khan, Oral Executive Director NSSIU

14. Rushton, Verity Child Protection Project Officer UNICEF

15. Marasovic, Nada Programme Co-ordinator UNICEF

16. Henry, Wayne St. Aubyn Liaison Officer/Economist World Bank

17. Members of KSAAF 10 community representatives

Telephone and e-mail interviews
• Batchelor, Peter Head, Conflict Prevention UNDP-BCPR, Geneva

• Blanco, Lara Programme Coordinator UNDP Costa Rica

• Espinoza, Ana Yancy Disarmament Coordinator Arias Foundation, Costa Rica

• Marcallaiou, Agnes Head, Regional Branch UNODA

• Morel, Marc-Antoine Disarmament Specialist UNDP-BCPR Geneva

• Peters, Rebecca Director IANSA, London

• Regimbal, Melanie Deputy Director UN-LIREC

• Sullivan, Michael Legal Adviser CICAD/OAS, Washington

• Treppel, Alison Programme Officer Dept. Public Security/OAS Washington

• Verspeelt, Helena Former official UNDP BCPR, UNDP El Salvador and 
UN-LIREC
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Annex 3  – Results-Based Performance Framework 
– Global Peace and Security Fund 

GPSF Priority HSP Sub-category

Project Title Project Duration: 

Project Purpose What does this specific initiative intend to achieve? To minimize the conflict risks associated 
with extractive industry investment in conflict-prone societies.

Expected results: A result is a describable or measurable change of state that is derived 
from a cause and effect relationship

Activities Outputs (2 months) Immediate out-
comes (2 months)

Intermediate 
outcomes (1 year) 

Final outcomes (2 
years) •

*Performance Measure: A qualitative or quantitative means of measuring an output or outcomes, with the intention of 
gauging the performance of an organization, program, policy or initiative. Quantitative performance measures are 
composed of a number and a unit. The number provides the magnitude (how much) and the unit gives the number its 
meaning (what). e.g. number of written complaints received; Qualitative: judgements and perceptions derived from 
subjective analysis. Identify indicators that are appropriate to the nature of your project and for which you have capacity 
to collect data. NOTE: Updates on these indicators will form the basis of progress and final reporting to DFAIT*. 

In order to have evi-
dence-based perform-
ance information, 
baseline data must be 
provided against which 
you will measure 
progress. Also clear 
targets should be 
established identifying 
what you are striving to 
achieve through this 
project. 
“A target is a measurable 
performance or success 
level that an organiza-
tion, program or initiative 
plans to achieve within a 
specified time period. 
Targets can be either 
quantitative or qualitative 
and are appropriate for 
both outputs and 
outcomes”
[Baseline may be: as of 
2005, 50% of judges 
were trained in interna-
tional human rights law]
Target may be: train an 
additional 5% of judges 
by 2006. 
Indicator: would be the 
% of judges trained. 

What performance 
indicators will 
provide evidence 
that the expected 
outputs have been 
achieved? 

What performance 
indicators will 
provide evidence 
that the expected 
short-term 
outcomes are 
achieved?

What performance 
indicators will 
provide evidence 
that the expected 
intermediate 
outcomes are 
achieved?

What performance 
indicators will 
provide evidence 
that the expected 
final outcomes are 
achieved?

Reach: The target group that your project is intended to influence, including individuals and organizations, clients, 
partners, and other stakeholders.
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Target audience stretches across all these columns. 
The aim is through a combination of practice (and lessons 
derived from practice) as well as wider policy research and 
guidance to develop a comprehensive framework on operat-
ing in conflict zones for companies, governments, INGOs and 
civil society groups.

Risks & Opportunities: What are the most important internal and external factors at play that could impact on the 
achievement of results? How are these likely to impact on the initiative? 

Main risks across 
activities and outputs etc 
are as follows. 

Immediate 
outcomes listed 
above:

Intermediate 
outcomes listed 
above:

Final Impacts 
listed above: 

Mitigation: What strategies will be implemented in response to each of the risk and opportunity factors identified above?

Strategy: Strategy: Strategy: Strategy: Strategy: 

• This logical framework is based on the Results-Based Management Lexicon on the Government of  

Canada’s Treasury Board Web site for additional defi nitions and examples of  performance criteria 

http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/rma/lex-lex_e.asp.

• * The purpose of  this exercise is not to create a list of  all possible indicators and performance 

measures but rather to carefully select the most relevant and meaningful ones that will illustrate the 

success your project has had in meeting its intended results and in supporting GPSF objectives. 

Data collected should be disaggregated as relevant to the nature of  the project and the context e.g. 

breakdown by gender, rural/urban, context, ethnicity, etc.

• Note: All GPSF funded projects are required to collect information pertaining to the performance information identifi ed 

in this framework and to report against these in any progress and Final Narrative Reports submitted to DFAIT. 

The Logic Model below is a depiction of  the causal or logical relationships among activities inputs, 

outputs and the outcomes of  a given policy, program or initiative
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Annex 4 Terms of Reference

Evaluation of  the United Nation’s Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development 

in Latin America and the Caribbean (UNLiREC).

1. Background

Sida wishes to undertake an evaluation of  the United Nation’s Department for Disarmament Affairs’ 

Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America and the Caribbean 

(UNLiREC). UNLIREC collaborates and receives funds from several agencies. Sida believes that other 

agencies could benefi t from joining in the conducting of  this evaluation, as a whole or in parts. 

If  interested, please contact Julia Ekstedt, Advisor in Peace and Security: julia.ekstedt@sida.se.

The collaboration between Sida and UNLiREC 2005–2007, has strengthened the role of  the Centre as 

a platform for the promotion of  peace, disarmament and development in the region across four areas 

of  work:

(1) Disarmament and Development Programme:

(a) Public Security and Good Governance; and

(b) DDR Capacity-building.

(2) Regional Clearing House Programme:

(a) NGO Capacity-building and strengthening of  Civil Society networks.

(3) Core Funding: 

(a) “Seed money” and participation in ad hoc activities; and

(b) Proper functioning of  UNRiLEC’s infrastructure. 

(4) Ensuring Complementarity and Accountability.

In addition, the collaboration intends to: (a) facilitate security policies related to human development 

and to a broad understanding of  the fi rearms problem; (b) support increased awareness of  the relation-

ship between peace, disarmament and development through capacity-building processes; and (c) ensure 

the fulfi lment of  the Centre’s mandate through a stable infrastructure.

2. Purpose

The purpose of  the evaluation is to provide recommendations to UNLiREC to consolidate progress 

and to ensure the achievement of  UNLiREC’s objectives and of  Sweden’s development cooperation 

objectives with regard to UNLiREC. 

It is also to propose suggestions for any necessary changes in the overall design and orientation of  the 

Centre and make recommendations on its work plan. 

It will give special emphasis on the quality of  UNLiREC’s work and examine the reliability and rel-

evance and aspects of  impact; main inputs; major outputs to-date; and on highlighting any major 

problems concerns identifi ed by Sida, previous evaluations and stakeholders. It should contribute to 

ongoing learning and be presented as a continuous real time evaluation (not only in retrospective).
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3. Scope

(a) The relevance of  the Centre to Sida’s development cooperation priorities and needs;

(b) The clarity and realism of  the Centre’s development strategy and immediate objectives, including specifi c 

targets, identifi cation of  benefi ciaries and prospects for sustainability;

(c) The quality, clarity and adequacy of  the Centre’s organization work plan(s) and strategies including: clarity and 

logical consistency between inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and progress towards the achieve-

ment of  objectives (quality, quantity and time-frame); realism and clarity in the specifi cation of  prior 

obligations and prerequisites (assumptions and risks); realism and clarity of  the external institutional 

relationships, and in the managerial and institutional framework for the implementation and the 

work plan(s); the cost-effectiveness of  the Centre;

(d) Effi ciency and adequacy of  Centre’s implementation and strategy(s) including: availability of  funds as compared 

with budget; the quality and timeliness of  input delivery by donors; managerial and work effi ciency; 

implementation diffi culties; adequacy of  monitoring, evaluation and reporting; the extent of  nation-

al support and commitment;

(e) Work plan results and impacts, including a full and systematic assessment of  outputs produced to-date 

(i.e., quantity and quality as compared with work plan and progress towards achieving the immedi-

ate objectives since 2005). The evaluation will especially review, the status and quality of  work on 

the main Sida areas of  interest mentioned above in relation to the Disarmament and Development 

Programme, Regional Clearing House Programme and Core Funding. It should look at the Centre’s 

ability to Ensuring Complementarity and Accountability, including: facilitate security policies related 

to human development and to a broad understanding of  the fi rearms problem; support increased 

awareness of  the relationship between peace, disarmament and development through capacity-

building processes; and ensure the fulfi lment of  the Centre’s mandate through a stable infrastruc-

ture; mainstream ‘gender equality’ and ‘child rights’ aspects.

It should also look at the prospects for sustaining the Centre’s results by the benefi ciaries and the host 

institution(s) after the termination of  the agreement. Based on the above analysis the evaluation will 

draw specifi c conclusions and make proposals for any necessary further action by UNLiREC to ensure 

sustainable development. The evaluation will draw attention to any lessons of  general interest. 

Any proposals for further Sida collaboration should include precise specifi cation of  objectives and the 

major suggested outputs and inputs.

4. Evaluation Questions

(1) In the light of  evolving Sida relations and regional cooperation during the period 2005–07: How pertinent were 

the strategic choices made by the Centre in its 2005–07 Strategy Paper(s) and Financial Strategy(s)? 

How pertinent were the programmatic choices made by the Centre in its consecutive annual work 

plans and budgets? How pertinent were the choices made by the Centre regarding its focus on key 

stakeholders, networks and partnerships?

(2) In the light of  the chosen relationship of  the Centre with Sida and as a centre of  expertise on regional cooperation: 

How effective was the Centre in achieving outcomes in line with its mandate, strategic and program-

matic objectives? How effective was the 2005–07 Financial Strategy(s) to ensure outcomes in line 

with its institutional objectives? How successful was the Centre in maintaining its status as a platform 

for the promotion of  peace, disarmament and development in Latin America and the Caribbean? 

What was the specifi c value added of  the activities, outputs and outcomes of  the Centre in relation 

to other relevant policy actors and/or service providers? How effective was the Centre in sustaining 

the quality of  its performance?
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(3) With respect to possible patterns of  impact regarding relations and regional co-operation: What indicators exist for 

specifi c positive and negative impacts of  the Centre’s outcomes, in collaboration with its partners, in 

the strategic areas of  Sida’s interests and regional cooperation it focused on? How did the strategic 

choices made by the Centre affect its ability to improve its impact? How did the effectiveness of  the 

Centre affect its ability to improve its impact? What are the key strategic areas in which the Centre 

presently adds most value to Sida’s development assistance cooperation? What other strategic areas 

exist where the Centre should develop its capacity to intervene?

(4) Regarding future institutional development: Did the changes in client/door demand during the period 

2005–to present affect the Centre’s autonomy, strategic orientation, effectiveness or impact? And if  

so, in what ways? Did the changes in the level and mix of  the Centre’s funding during the period 

2005–to present affect its autonomy, strategic orientation, effectiveness or impact? And if  so, in what 

ways? What was the role of  the Sida contributions? Have they contributed to ensuring multi-annual 

programming and continuity of  the Centre? Did it generate additional levels of  funding? Does the 

eventual cessation of  income from Sida put in danger the quality of  the products or the sustainabil-

ity of  the Centre? What level and mix of  funding would the Centre need to ensure its institutional 

autonomy and viability, the quality of  its products and services as well as its strategic focus into the 

future?

5. Expected Results

The evaluation is expected to take into account other recent assessments, annual progress reports and 

evaluations1 and existing management records up to outcome level and, to concentrate on evaluating 

the pertinence, networks, effectiveness and impact of  UNLiREC’s work, in particular from the point of  

view of  its diverse stakeholder groups. The evaluation will highlight strong and weak points as well as 

relevant dilemmas which the Centre faces. The results expected are:

(1)  An appraisal of  the context of  UNLiREC relations and regional co-operation over the period 

2005–07, highlighting the elements and trends most relevant to the Centre’s role and function;

(2)  An assessment of  the way the Centre responded to the challenges emerging from this policy context 

and how it adjusted its position, networks, approach and activities accordingly;

(3)  An assessment of  the effectiveness and impact of  the Centre’s approach to addressing the four ‘plus’ 

key Sida programmatic areas of  interest to which it contributes;

(4)  Specifi c recommendations on how to improve the Centre’s pertinence, responsiveness, effectiveness 

and impact within the framework of  evolving Sida relations and shifts in (funding of) international 

and regional co-operation; and

(5)  Specifi c recommendations on how to improve the monitoring of  outcomes and impact in a practical 

way, as a part of  regular management information systems.

6.  Methodology

A team of  consultants procured by Sida and approved by UNLIREC shall be responsible for the 

project, in contact and supported by staff  from Sida and UNLIREC.

The evaluation shall be conducted by studying documentation related to UNLiREC’s work, by means 

of  stakeholder consultation and independent monitoring of  possible patterns of  outcomes and impact. 

1 See, Evaluation of  the UNLiREC Project, “Training the Trainers and the Development of  Firearms related Databases on 

SALW in all its Aspects,” Edgardo Matteo and Ignacio Cano, June 2006; etc. 
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It will identify both the intended and the unintended elements of  pertinence, effectiveness, added value 

and impact of  the Centre. The consultants are moreover requested to design an approach and method-

ology that within the time and budget constraints applicable, mobilizes, to the extent possible, the 

diverse views and insights of  the different groups of  stakeholders of  the Centre. Further defi nition of  

the methods for conducting the project shall be left to the consultant(s).

A four-step approach is suggested:

I. Desk study and initial consultations; resulting in a defi nitive design of  the evaluation strategy, work 

plan, approach and methodology, presented in an inception report;

II. Stakeholder consultation and data collection; documented in a preliminary evaluation report;

III. Discussion of  preliminary report; involvement of  Sida and the Centre’s staff  on preliminary 

fi ndings; and

IV. Completion and presentation to Sida of  the fi nal evaluation report by the evaluation team.

Additional questions for the further specifi cation of  the approach and methodology include: 

• What criteria will be used to select key informants and visits to different types of  stakeholders? 

• Is an adequate balance reached between Sida and regional stakeholders? 

• In addition to the study of  documentary information and the interviews, will other methods of  

data/information collection be required? 

• What data/information processing techniques/procedures are going to be used? 

• What verifi cation methods will be used? 

• Does the design ensure that conclusions and fi ndings follow logically from the data analysis and 

interpretations based on transparent assumptions and rationale? 

• Does the design ensure that the recommendations will be fair, unbiased by personal views and 

suffi ciently detailed to be operationally applicable? 

7. Reporting Routines

The result of  the evaluation shall be submitted to Sida in a written report by email and on a CD. 

In order to provide an opportunity to comment on any errors of  fact or misunderstandings, a prelimi-

nary draft of  the fi nal report shall be received by UNLIREC and Sida by August 15, 2007. The fi nal 

report shall be submitted to Sida no later than two weeks after Sida and UNLIREC has submitted their 

fi nal comments and views, no later than November 30, 2007. Before that the evaluating team will 

present their results during a seminar at UNLIREC head offi ce (see below).

As part of  the evaluation, the consultant shall make a presentation of  the results for UNLiREC’s and 

Sida’s personnel at UNLiREC’s offi ce in Lima, Peru. The presentation will be a full day in workshop 

form. UNLIREC may invite partners to participate. The consultants should place appropriate empha-

sis on the future learning’s and capacity building which could take place within and between the 

UNLIREC, Sida and partners. A brief  outline of  appropriate post-evaluation communications-dissemi-

nation and capacity-building strategies should also be presented as part of  the fi nal report. The evalua-

tion team is fully responsible for completion and submission of  the report within the agreed deadlines. 

The fi nal report shall be written in English and shall not exceed 30 pages, excluding appendixes. 

The fi nal report shall also be summarised in English and a Spanish version consisting of  no more than 

6 pages.
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Possible criteria for assessing the quality of the Final Evaluation Report include:

(a) Have the terms of reference been applied adequately? Does the report reflect that?

(b) Does the report provide adequate insight in the evaluation design and methodology and its practical application? 

(c) Are the research methods used, findings and the supporting evidence presented in a verifiable manner? 

(d) Are the conclusions logically linked to: (i) the evaluation questions; and (ii) the evidence collected? 

(e) Do the recommendations follow from the analysis and conclusions presented? 

(f) Does the report contain a comprehensive and clear summary? 

(g) Have key stakeholders been consulted? 

(h) Have relevant documents been reviewed and are the contents adequately reflected in the report? 

(i) Is the report well written and ready for wider dissemination?

Upon the request of  UNLIREC or Sida, the consultants shall make themselves available for discussion 

of  the evaluations fi nal recommendations and conclusions. Sida and UNLIREC will be consulted to 

comment on choice of  stakeholders and partners to interview, content of  interviews and in setting up 

other meetings. 

8.  Evaluation Team:

The requirements of  the team of  consultants are the fulfi llment of  the following qualifi cations, 

 knowledge and experiences:

a. managing complex institutional evaluations;

b. managing Sida peace and security policies and programmes;

c.  good knowledge of  Latin American and Caribbean peace and security issues, practices, strategies 

and agreements; 

d. good Spanish and English language skills;

e. organizational development 

f. programme management

g. confl ict resolution/peace and security/peace and confl ict impact assessments

h. development work /humanitarianism assistance

i. processes of  organizational learning and systematizing knowledge

j. fi nancial accounting/systems. 

k. previuos experience of  similar evaluations 

l. profound experience and knowledge of  the UNtied Nations 
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9. Application

The applying consultancy shall state:

• Availability for conducting the evaluation assignment; 

• Time frame (when) according to the tasks mentioned in the terms of  reference, the assignment is to 

be done;

• Methods employed in order to complete the assignment and secure the quality of  the completed 

work;

• the total cost of  the assignment, specifi ed as per each category, any reimbursable costs, any other 

costs and any discounts.

The evaluation team should be independent and thus have no previous direct involvement with the 

project either with regard to its formulation, implementation or backstopping.



Sida Evaluations may be ordered from: A complete backlist of earlier evaluation reports 
 may be ordered from:
Infocenter, Sida    
SE-105 25 Stockholm Sida, UTV, SE-105 25 Stockholm
Phone: +46 (0)8 779 96 50 Phone: +46 (0) 8 698 51 63
Fax: +46 (0)8 779 96 10 Fax: +46 (0) 8 698 56 43
sida@sida.se Homepage: http://www.sida.se

Recent Sida Evaluations
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AIDS Consortium (AC) and AIDS Legal Network (ALN)

 Carmel Marock
 Department for Africa

07/41 Institutional Cooperation between Furniture Technology Centre, 
South Africa and Tibro Training Centre, Sweden

 Per Hellström, Philip Hirschsohn
 Department for Africa

07/42 The Red Cross – Lake Victoria Program (LVP) 2004–2006
 Fred Opio, Per-Ulf Nilsson
 Department for Africa

07/43 Review of Development Cooperation between Sri Lanka Police 
and Swedish National Police Board

 Knud Olander, Camilla Orjuella, Rohan Edrisinha
 Asia Department

07/44 Programme of Cooperation between the Government of Sri Lanka and UNICEF
Final Report

 Hugh Goyder, Alison Lochhead, Lalili Rajapaksa, Raghav Regmi, Frank Noij
 Asia Department

07/45 Swedish Support in the Education Sector in Zanzibar, 2002–2007
 Mike Wort, Suleman Sumra, Paul van Schaik, Elifuraha Mbasha
 Department for Democracy and Social Development

07/46 Replicating the Model of Land Administration under 
the One Stop Shop (OSS) Mechanism in Five Provinces in 
the Central Region of Quang Tri Public Administration Reform (PAR) Project

 Adam McCarty, Do Duc Hao, David Fallows, Nguyen Van Dinh
 Asia Department

07/47 Assessment of Comparative Advantages of Swedish ICT Support in Tanzania
 Alan Greenberg
 Department for Africa

07/48 Sida Supported Infant and Young Child Feeding Networks. 
An Evaluation of Activities, Achievements and Aspirations

 Kim Forss, Elisabeth Kylberg, Gaynor Maclean
 Department for Democracy and Social Development

07/49 Informe Global de Evaluación de Modelo Integral de Salud Implementado sobre 
la Base de la Rectoría, la Participación Social y la Gestión Local en Guatemala

 Iván Darío Puerta, Alicia Borges Månsson, Marta Medina Sandino, Edwin Haroldo Mayén Alvarado
 Department for Latin Americat

07/50 Healthy Support? Sida’s Support to the Health Sector in Angola 1977–2006
 Kajsa Pehrsson, Lillemor Andersson-Brolin, Staffan Salmonsson
 Department for Democracy and Social Development
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