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Introduction

At the 2005 World Summit, Member States decided to establish a Peacebuilding Commission

(PBC) as an intergovernmental advisory body. The main purpose is to bring together all the

relevant actors to marshal resources and to advise on and propose strategies for post-conflict

peacebuilding and recovery, laying the foundations for sustainable development. Member States

also requested the Secretary-General to establish a Peacebuilding Support Office (PBSO), the

Secretariat component of the new peacebuilding architecture.

In the context of discussions in the Secretary-General’s Policy Committee surrounding the
establishment of the PBC and preparations for setting up the PBSO, the Secretary-General
requested that the Deputy Secretary-General undertake a serious stocktaking of currently
available capacities in peacebuilding across the various parts of the UN system and coordinate
the compilation of an inventory. An interoffice memorandum was sent on 21 November 2005
notifying all UN departments, agencies, funds, and programmes (henceforth referred to as
‘entities’) of the exercise. An invitation to participate in the inventory was also extended to
members of the CEB. All UN entities received a questionnaire on 13 December 2005, followed by
a note of guidance on 20 December 2005. These are available in Annex 2.

The questionnaire was intended to assist in the collection of data and capture the depth of
capacity, through analysis of human resources, best-practices, logistical support, funding, and
expertise in strategy setting, planning and coordination. A broad definition of peacebuilding was
used for the purpose of this inventory, recognizing that one of the objectives of the new
‘peacebuilding architecture’ is to add coherence to international efforts across multiple areas—
political, military, humanitarian, development, economic and institution-building—in the
development of overall strategies for ‘definitive recovery.’ Hence, the definition includes all
activities necessary to assist a conflict-torn society to reach a point where violence is no longer a
ready recourse, the risks of relapse into conflict are reduced, and the country can move onto a
more development-oriented footing. Important parts of such an overall peacebuilding strategy
include the provision of transitional security through peacekeeping and other efforts to maintain
public order, support to a political process, life-saving humanitarian assistance, efforts to create a
framework for economic recovery, and institutional development.

Twenty-five more specific sectors of activities were identified and grouped under four broad
areas: security and public order, justice and reconciliation, governance and participation, and
socio- economic well-being. Entities were requested to complete one questionnaire for each
sector of peacebuilding in which they are currently engaged. In addition to sector-specific
capacity, entities were also encouraged to provide relevant additional information on any generic,
cross-cutting peacebuilding capacities that they may have that could not be adequately
represented through the sector-specific questionnaires.

More than one hundred and fifty questionnaires were submitted in the course of the months of
January-February 2006 from thirty-one entities, including 4 members of the CEB: DESA, DPA,
DPI, DPKO, FAO, ILO, OCHA, OHCHR, OLA, OSRSG-CAAC, UNAIDs, UNCDF, UNDGO,
UNDP, UNECA, UNECLAC, UNEP, UNESCAP, UNESCO, UNFPA, UN-Habitat, UNHCR,
UNICEF, UNIFEM, UNITAR, UNLIREC, UNODC, UNOPS, UNRWA, WFP, and WHO. The list of
the entities who participated in the inventory and the breakdown of their submission by sectors
are available in Annex 3. In addition to analyzing the data received and reviewing other relevant
documentation, the research involved about hundred and twenty follow-up interviews with staff
and experts (see Annex 1 for methodology).
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This inventory provides in one place and for the first time a picture of actual capacities in
peacebuilding across the UN system. It can give the PBC, PBSO, UN entities and Member States
a sense of the resources that may be called upon in devising an international strategy for a given
country-specific situation. The focus of the inventory is on what the UN system currently has. As
such, although some analysis of performance is included as indicative of the quality of capacity
wherever it was available, the inventory does not purport to offer a comprehensive qualitative
evaluation of how well UN entities and the system as a whole perform certain tasks. It should also
be noted that the information collected was done so in the first half of 2006. The inventory thus
represents a snapshot of capacities at that particular time.

Furthermore, in maintaining a focus on actual capacities at the sectoral level, it is also recognized
that any comprehensive peace and state building strategy requires more than the coherent
articulation of a set of distinct technical activities.  Building sustainable peace is first and foremost
a profoundly political process. Common issues may need to be addressed in the post-conflict
period, but there is no ‘one size fits all’ recipe. The success of any specific element of a strategy
depends in good measure on its integration into a coherent approach which also requires
sophisticated conflict analysis as well as in-depth country-specific and regional political expertise.
Moreover, many activities such as human rights, good offices and mediation, and gender are
cross-cutting. The overall analysis also brings into relief challenges that impact almost all sectors
studied and that hamper the ability of the UN—and indeed of the international community at
large—to fulfill its full potential in peacebuilding. It should be noted, however, that the findings do
not prejudge what the UN should do in a given sector; in some sectors, the UN may not be the
most appropriate actor and may need instead to strengthen collaboration with external partners.

The focus of the inventory is on sectoral level capacities. Abridged versions of the data collected

through the questionnaires are to be found in Annex 4, in 23 matrices, classified by sector. The

following report provides a summary by sector, focusing on 22 areas and drawing on the data

provided by UN entities as well as the follow-up interviews and a documentation review. It also

provides a brief overview of available capacities at UN wide, inter-agency, and entity levels.   
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 I. General Findings and Challenges

In the context of discussions in the Secretary-General’s Policy Committee surrounding the

establishment of the Peacebuilding Commission (PBC) and preparations for setting up the

Peacebuilding Support Office (PBSO), the Secretary-General requested that the Deputy

Secretary-General undertake a stocktaking of capacities in peacebuilding throughout the UN

system.

A broad definition of peacebuilding was used for the purpose of this inventory, recognizing that
one of the objectives of the new ‘peacebuilding architecture’ is to add coherence to international
efforts across multiple areas—political, military, humanitarian, development, economic and
institution-building—in the development of overall strategies for ‘definitive recovery.’ Hence, the
definition includes all activities necessary to assist a conflict-torn society to reach a point where
violence is no longer a ready recourse, the risks of relapse into conflict are reduced, and the
country can move onto a more development-oriented footing. Two-dozen specific sectors of
activities have been identified and grouped under four broad clusters: security and public order;
justice and reconciliation; governance and participation; and socio-economic well-being. For each
sector, the inventory aims at capturing currently available capacities in key areas, including
expertise in strategy setting, planning and coordination, human resources, knowledge
management, standards, policies and best-practices, communication, logistical support, and
funding.

All UN entities, including the members of the CEB, were invited to participate. Thirty-one UN
departments, agencies, funds, and programmes took part in the exercise: DESA, DPA, DPI,
DPKO, FAO, ILO, OCHA, OHCHR, OLA, OSRSG-CAAC, UNAIDs, UNCDF, UNDGO, UNDP,
UNECA, UNECLAC, UNEP, UNESCAP, UNESCO, UNFPA, UN-Habitat, UNHCR, UNICEF,
UNIFEM, UNITAR, UNLIREC, UNODC, UNOPS, UNRWA, WFP and WHO. The information
provided by the participating UN entities on their capacities for each sector is available in the
Annex 4. The report itself, which draws on the data supplied, follow-up interviews, and a
documentation review, offers an analysis of capacities at the inter-agency, agency, and sectoral
levels. In reviewing the results of this inventory, it should however be kept in mind that the
capacities of many members of the CEB—and indeed of other organizations such as bilateral
donors or regional bodies—are not included, although some are significant players in post-conflict
contexts where the international community is called upon to assist.

Nevertheless, this inventory provides in one place and for the first time a picture of actual
capacities in peacebuilding across the UN system. As such, it can give the PBC, PBSO, UN
entities, and Member States a sense of the resources that may be called upon in devising an
international strategy for a given country-specific situation. The inventory focuses on the
resources that the UN system currently possesses. Although some analysis of performance is
included as indicative of the quality of capacity wherever it was available, the inventory does not
purport to offer a comprehensive qualitative evaluation of how well UN entities and the system as
a whole perform certain tasks. It should also be noted that the information collected was done so
in the first half of 2006. The inventory thus represents a snapshot of capacities at that particular
time.

Furthermore, in maintaining a focus on actual capacities at the sectoral level, it is also recognized
that any comprehensive peace and state building strategy requires more than the coherent
articulation of a set of distinct technical activities. Building sustainable peace is first and foremost
a profoundly political process. Common issues may need to be addressed in the post-conflict
period, but there is no ‘one size fits all’ recipe. The success of any specific element of a strategy
depends in good measure on its integration into a coherent approach which also requires
sophisticated conflict analysis as well as in-depth country-specific and regional political expertise.
Moreover, many activities such as human rights, good offices and mediation, and gender are
cross-cutting. Taken as a whole, the inventory also brings into relief challenges which impact
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• Fairly strong expertise in crime prevention and criminal justice but not specifically
targeted at peacebuilding and limited operational capacity and field presence (UNODC)

• To a large extent complementary expertise and capacity but no sector-specific
coordination mechanism or integrated strategy, including how it relates to other activities
in larger justice and ‘rule of law’ area

8. Corrections
• Main UN entities: DPKO (prison administration, management, and reform ), UNODC

(custodian of UN standards; HIV/AIDs, drugs, and juvenile justice); Other: OHCHR
(human rights and penal legislation)

• Some capacity at headquarters (limited) and in the field in prison administration,
management, and reform; some guidance material and beginning of lessons learned
(DPKO)

• Fairly strong expertise in prison reform and juvenile justice, HIV/AIDS, and drug use in
prisons but not specifically targeted at peacebuilding and limited operational capacity and
field presence (UNODC)

• Lack of coherent UN approach, strategy, doctrine, and training aimed at strengthening
national prison system

• To a large extent complementary expertise and capacity but no sector-specific
coordination mechanism or integrated strategy, including how it relates to other activities
in larger justice and ‘rule of law’ area

9. Human Rights
• Main UN entity: OHCHR; Other entities: UNDP, DPKO components in the field,

UNESCO, UNICEF, UNHCR, UNFPA; all UN entities have responsibility to ensure
protection of HRs

• Plethora of norms, standards, policies, training
• UN-wide initiative and efforts to harmonize UN approach & mainstream HRs (UN

Statement of Common Understanding, Action 2); strengthening of Human Rights within
context of integrated missions

• Human rights based approach to programming (UNICEF best practice, UNDG members)
• High headquarters and field capacity to document, monitor & report (OHCHR, Human

Rights Commission / Council, Special Rapporteurs, Treaty Bodies, DKPO components,
UNICEF on children’s rights, UNESCO on freedom of expression and access to information)

• Rosters currently being developed (OHCHR with DPKO & UNVs, UNDP through Huritalk)
• Capacity & expertise to support national systems (OHCHR, DPKO components, UNDP,

UNESCO, UNICEF) but lack of clarity within the system on how to address human rights
issues with one voice at the operational level, including in the provision of technical
assistance to national actors

• Coordination in the field remains loose and ad hoc, especially where no peacekeeping
operation; lack of HRs leadership within country teams (weak role & capacity of RC in
this area)

• Substantial resources at the global and agency levels, though not specifically post-
conflict

10. Good Offices and Mediation
• Main UN entities: DPA, DPKO, EOSG
• Some headquarters capacity for geographic monitoring and analysis, but compromised

by gap between staffing profile and functions, and limited financial resources and travel
funds especially where no field presence (DPA); where missions on the ground,
substantial capacity (DPKO, DPA)

• Unclear inter-relationship in practice for ‘hand off’ and issues of mutual interest between
DPA and DPKO & DPA, comparative strengths not always maximized

• Limited thematic and functional good offices expertise, no established standards and
guidelines; limited training capacity (save UNITAR); no lessons learned

• No roster of experts (whether regional/country experts or mediators)

11



Peacebuilding Capacity Inventory. September 2006

• But Mediation Support Unit being established within DPA to serve as a central UN-wide
repository for functional and thematic expertise on peacemaking and UN Peacemaker
database to be launched

11. Constitution-Making
• Three main UN entities: DPA, DPKO, UNDP but none of them have dedicated

headquarters staff
• Some practical experience acquired in the field but UN engagement, approach and

capacity remain ad-hoc and context-specific
• Lack of dedicated system-wide focal point, in-house technical expertise, training and a

debriefing/retention of institutional knowledge system, overall policy framework and
standards, practical tools/implementation guidelines or dedicated financial resources

• Very limited number of post-conflict constitutional experts worldwide (20+) but some
specialized NGOs/Institutes

• Beginning of some UN best practices/lessons learned (UNDP/BCPR)

12. Public Administration and Government Strengthening
• Three main entities: DESA, DPKO components in the field, UNDP; Other: niche capacity

depending on entities’ sectoral mandate (FAO, UNEP, UNFPA, UNHCR)
• Some expert human resources capacity at headquarters and in the field, but not

particularly dedicated to post-conflict or harnessed towards a comprehensive
statebuilding strategy

• Database of public administration experts (DESA) but in-house specialized staff limited,
especially for post-conflict

• Coordination remains ad-hoc and country-specific
• ‘Communities of practice’ and knowledge management systems (DESA, DPKO, UNDP),

but limited policy, standards & good practice
• Some limited capacity on Parliamentary Development (UNDP)
• Role of Member States in direct assistance to institution-building, as part of a

comprehensive strategy, should be further explored

13. Local Governance
• Three main entities: DPKO components in the field, UNDP & UNCDF; Other entities:

UNFPA, UNOPS, UN-Habitat
• Some expert human resources capacity at headquarters (UNDP, UNCDF) and activities

in the field, but not particularly dedicated to post-conflict or harnessed towards a
comprehensive statebuilding strategy

• Approach remains piecemeal, project-based and donor driven; no strategic or consistent
vision aimed at establishing, strengthening and reforming the institutions of local
governance and/or fostering local development in post-conflict, and how this relates to
broader public administration area

• Lack of standards, doctrine, guidance or training

14. Financial Transparency and Accountability
• Fairly new terrain in academia and international practice, especially in terms of the

conceptualization of the management of public finances and state assets as crucial to
state building

• Traditionally UN not a leading actor; capacity rests primarily with IFIs, OECD, EC,
regional banks, bilateral donors, private sector companies, and NGOs for advocacy

• Three UN entities: DPKO components in the field, UNDP, UNODC but none of them have
full-time dedicated headquarters staff  focusing on post-conflict contexts and no roster of
experts

• UNODC and UNDP have specialized staff who work on some aspects of those issues -
UNODC as custodian of the UN convention against corruption; UNDP as part of public
administration reform

12



Peacebuilding Capacity Inventory. September 2006

• Policy standards, guidelines, and training materials exist but not specifically tailored to
post-conflict

• No overarching strategy; no lessons learned
• Very limited operational capacity

15. Elections, Electoral Systems and Processes; Political Party Development
• Main UN entities: DPA/EAD; UNDP / Others: DPKO, OHCHR, UNOPs, UNVs, UNESCO
• Fairly-well defined mandate and division of labour: DPA USG as designated UN focal

point
• Strategy, planning, operations, coordination: Relatively high in-house capacity
• Small headquarters and regional offices core staff capacity; constraining ease of

deployment but roster /1000 experts (EAD), and fairly high surge capacity for hiring and
deploying staff and providing administrative/logistical support rapidly in complex and
insecure environments (UNOPs, UNVs)

• Plethora of active internal and external networks, high and diversified level of expertise
• Established standards and guidelines; training package for electoral administration
• Lack of lessons learned and systematic evaluations of UN electoral assistance
• Limited UN capacity in political party development (UNDP) as distinct from ‘good offices’

16. Public Information and Media Development
• Main UN entities: DPI (lead agency), UNDP, and UNESCO (media development); Others:

most UN entities have public information (PI) /communication units
• Fairly high headquarters PI capacity across the UN system, though none dedicated to

peacebuilding per se; no overarching UN strategy, no focal point; no dedicated staff
working on peacebuilding at headquarters

• PI components in the field (DPKO and DPA-led missions) offer a wide range of services,
public information tools, and technical equipment; coordination ad hoc and country-
specific

• Joint DPI/OCHA roster for temporary deployment of PI officers; DPKO Galaxy roster;
UNESCO roster for quickly deployable staff in media development

• Training for PI officers; Policy and Guidance for PI in peacekeeping operations
• Weak capacity in media development, save UNDP/BDP and UNESCO, but primarily as

part of their general work on democratic governance (UNDP) or Information and
Communications (UNESCO)

17. Protection of Vulnerable Groups (Including Return and Reintegration)
• Three entities with standing mandates (OHCHR, UNICEF, UNHCR); others actors

address variety of specific needs, rights or groups
• Multiple actors, mandates and needs on the ground creates complicated protection

environment; potential for enhanced cooperation via the IASC cluster framework
• Multiple specific guidelines but lack of operational definition, strategic vision, and general

guidance
• Lack of quality and quantity of protection staff in the field
• Recent initiatives to strengthen surge/standby capacity (e.g. PROCAP)
• Lack of dedicated capacity to address protection needs of IDPs (potential future

improvements through UNHCR leadership of cluster in relation to conflict)
• Lack of dedicated support for child protection
• Lack of funding for reintegration of the displaced exacerbated by poor coordination and

handover within UN system
• External actors heavily involved on the ground and as sources of standby staff

18. Basic Needs
• Health: multiple actors (UNFPA, UNHCR, UNICEF, UNODC, WHO, etc); strong niche

capacities (e.g. reproductive and maternal health); increasing capacity in HIV / AIDS; but
lack of experienced personnel and little expertise on health sector development
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• Education: availability of tools and supplies (UNICEF, UNESCO, UNHCR); unclear
position within peacebuilding strategy; limited expertise in education sector development

• Food security, nutrition, and livelihoods: strong capacity in food aid and food security
analysis; developing capacity in long-term livelihoods approach (FAO, WFP); limited
expertise on agricultural / food sector development

• Shelter: very few entities (UNHCR, UN-Habitat) and limited capacity, including in camp
coordination and management; very limited capacity in area of land entitlement

• Water and sanitation: limited dedicated capacity indicated (UNHCR, UNICEF)
• Some broader capacities in area-based and local development (UNDP, UNCDF),

economic and social rights (OHCHR); coordination and policy development (DPA, DPKO,
OCHA)

• Common challenge to find appropriate field staff, combining technical expertise, political
understanding, and holistic governance perspective

• Relief to development gap created by donor practices but exacerbated by weak handover
mechanisms and lack of common vision

• Very weak capacity to support governance institutions: lack of generic ‘peacebuilding’
guidance, consolidated expertise or capacity-building strategy

• Significant use of NGOs for implementation but some difficulty in identifying appropriate
partners.

19. Gender
• Main UN entities: DPKO, OSAGI, UNFPA, UNIFEM; multiple other actors involved
• Follow-up to resolution 1325 by many actors and development of system-wide action

plan
• Gender units in peacekeeping missions being strengthened
• Lack of dedicated gender capacity in the field outside DPKO; reliance on ‘focal points’

leads to lack of gender focus as mission draws down
• Coordination via inter-agency gender theme groups variable
• Increased emphasis on mainstreaming but need for further systemisation and

operationalisation
• Lack of funding for gender mainstreaming in peacekeeping missions
• Increasing capacity in SGBV
• Multiple resources, guidelines, best practices, including Gender Resource Package for

peace operations
• Lack of shared strategic vision and consistent, genuine institutional commitment

20. Physical Infrastructure
• Lead entity: UNOPS (operational capacity and project management, including large-scale

projects) Others: UNDP, UNRWA, UNCDF (focused on addressing small-scale
infrastructure needs)

• Solid expertise, experience and best practice in technical aspects and project
management (UNOPS)

• However, expertise limited at the level of overarching strategy in infrastructure
development. Lack of broad strategic guidelines, including on questions of sustainability

• Larger projects dependent on donors; hence uneven geographical distribution
• Coordination usually ad hoc where existent or necessary

21. Employment Generation (public works, micro-enterprise)
• Main UN entities: ILO (employment generation, normative role through technical

assistance) and UNDP (holistic development programmes); Others: UNOPS (project
management), UNCDF (microfinance) and UNRWA, FAO, and WFP (more specific
regional / thematic focus)

• Expertise covers employment generation programming (UNDP, ILO) and social
dimensions of employment (ILO)

• Significant experience (UNDP) and efforts to consolidate knowledge in the form of best
practice materials and guidance (ILO)
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• But expertise not yet translated systematically into post-conflict environments where
unemployment particularly high; need to scale up existing models to address post-conflict
needs

• Activity dependent on large level of voluntary funding for high-impact employment
generation programmes; hence variation in scale of programmes, timeliness of
employment generation in key early phases, and sustainability of impact

• Historical lack of recognition within UN system but recent improvements at political level
and on the ground; development of strategic partnerships

• Strategic vision for employment generation requires dealing with labour market
distortions created by UN itself

22. Economic Foundations for Growth and Development
• Within UN system, lead UN entity: UNDP (local area-based development and national-

level facilitation and coordination). Others: UNCDF, FAO, ILO, WFP (niche expertise);
DESA, Economic Commissions (broad expertise not currently directed towards
peacebuilding).

• World Bank as key interlocutor for governments on technical questions of economic
policy.

• Knowledge dispersed across UN (DESA, ECLAC, UNDP/BDP); not currently harnessed
for peacebuilding

• Lack of dedicated economic expertise in the field, reflecting comparative advantage of
the IFIs

• Economic expertise difficult to recruit, but some improvements underway, including
recruitment drive and development of roster (UNDP)

• Lack of understanding of post-conflict economies within and outside UN, including
academia

• Increasing levels of UN/World Bank cooperation, both formal and informal
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II. UN-wide, Inter-agency and Entity level Capacity

At the UN-wide level, the UN employs a range of mechanisms to encourage coordinated action in

the peacebuilding arena, including standing and ad hoc committee structures (e.g. Secretary

General’s Policy Committee, ECPS, ECHA, UNDG, Integrated Mission Task Force at

headquarters level, and UN Country Team and Integrated Mission structures under the RC/HC

and SRSG respectively at country level); support and coordination offices (e.g. UNDGO, OCHA

at headquarters level, and SRSG/RC/HC support functions at country level); and thematic inter-

agency groups (e.g. UN Framework Team, DDR task force at headquarters level, and sectoral

groups at country level). There are also other significant on-going initiatives to enhance the

coherence of UN intervention, such as the IASC Cluster Framework and the launch of the

System-wide Coherence Panel. As a result, strategic direction and coordination have improved.

However, the UN system's capacity for integrated strategic planning, coherent and overarching

policy and analysis, and best practices remains unpredictable, with unclear leadership and

accountability for delivery in certain sectors. It also lacks guidelines that can cut across existing

political, peacekeeping, humanitarian, and development lines at headquarters and country level.

Variation obviously occurs from country to country, but limited integration is nonetheless

noticeable both between UN entities in a given sector and in terms of the inter-relation of sectors

to form an overall country-specific peacebuilding strategy articulated around a coherent and

phased set of national priorities

The PBSO is intended to address this gap. The office is being brought on line as this inventory is

completed and thus its exact role is not fully known.  However, it is expected that the PBSO may

help draw upon and galvanize already existing capacity within the UN system and the

international community at large, and identify where gaps exist so they can be filled. As such it

may help counteract fragmentation and support the work of the PBC in ensuring international

support for nationally-owned, country-specific peacebuilding strategies.

1. Inter-Agency level capacity

At the interagency-level, a number of mechanisms provide vehicles for bringing greater

integration, coherence, and coordination. Following an independently-funded review by ECHA of
Integrated Missions in 2005, a complete review of the Integrated Mission Planning Process
(IMPP) has been undertaken.  The revised IMPP seeks to improve the ability of the UN system to
plan in a comprehensive and integrated manner for a peace support operation. This new
approach to integrated mission planning will be implemented over the second half of 2006.
Second, the UNDG-ECHA Working Group on Transition Issues, supported by the UN
Development Group Office (UNDGO), brings the development actors (including the World Bank)
into partnership with the political, peacekeeping, and humanitarian actors of the UN System to
develop policy, guidelines, and methodological approaches to support countries in post-conflict
transition settings.

The UNDGO / Crisis and Post Conflict cluster, which takes its mandate from the UNDG-ECHA
Working Group on Transition Issues, extends support to the UN peacebuilding agenda in the
context of post-conflict transition situations. This relates predominantly to strengthening the
capacity of the Resident Coordinator (or the DSRSG in the case of an integrated mission
presence) to ensure a common vision, coordination, and harmonized implementation of UN
peacebuilding, recovery, and reconstruction activities, as the country team changes its role from
one of provider of humanitarian assistance to a principal supporter of building national capacities
and offering a framework for development programming.
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DGO provides financial support to RC offices around the world through the [UNDP-funded]
Support to the Resident Coordinator (SRC) Fund, normally allowing the recruitment of one mid-
level (P3) coordination support professional per country.  This coordination support capacity is
sometimes supplemented at country level by agency and/or donor resources. In countries in
transition settings, the (donor-funded) Transition Fund managed by UNDGO/CPC provides an
additional resource amounting to approximately USD 1.75 million worldwide, generally allowing
UNDGO to support the recruitment by the [DSRSG]RC office of an additional senior level staff,
typically as strategic planning advisor, senior coordination advisor for recovery, and/or
international coordination officer.  The Fund is usually sufficient to allow one such recruitment in
each of 10-15 countries in transition per year. DGO also directly funds and/or works with UNDG
agencies to assure resources for consultants and secondments for limited surge capacity support
to country teams at critical phases of their transition, and provides additional funding to assist in
selected transition-related coordination and strategic planning activities.

DGO/CPC also drafts and disseminates to RCs and UN country teams’ policies and guidelines,
and provides technical support, trained resource people, and facilitators for in-country workshops
for the use of such tools.  UNDGO is the UN ‘sponsor,’ with the World Bank, of the UN/WB Post-
Conflict Needs Assessment (PCNA) that stands as the internationally recognized instrument for
conducting needs assessments and prioritizing national and international action (including for the
implementation of key provisions of signed peace agreements).  The prioritized plans emerging
from the PCNAs (generically referred to as Transitional Results Matrices/TRMs) are tabled at
international donor conferences and constitute the platforms for post-conference follow-up and
aid coordination.  The joint approach has been applied in five countries to date (Iraq, Liberia,
Haiti, Sudan, Somalia on-going), and is currently undergoing a joint UN/WB review to learn
lessons and refine the methodology.  DGO/CPC is also instrumental in supporting the UNDG
agencies and country teams to improve funding platforms and practices for transition, including
through CAPs (with OCHA), transitional appeals, and Multi-Donor Trust Funds (with World Bank).

The full range of key instruments for country teams under UNDG/ECHA WG auspices and
supported by UNDGO include: Guidance Note on the Development of a Transitional Strategy;
Inter-agency Framework on Conflict Analysis and Prevention Guidance Note;
UNDG/UNDP/World Bank Handbook on Post-Conflict Needs Assessments, also available on CD-
Rom; UNDG/WB Guidance Note on Transitional Results Matrix (TRM); Guidance on Transitional
Financing and Pooled Fund Modalities such as the inter-agency UN/World Bank Multi Donor
Trust Funds; UNDAF guidelines; OCHA/UNDG Handover of Coordination Functions Guidance
Note (in draft format), which will guide the process for handover of coordination functions in the
event of an anticipated phase out of OCHA. DGO/CPC also co-sponsored the 2005 Integrated
Missions Study, was a core drafting member of the SG’s Note of Guidance on Integrated
Missions and participates in the review of Integrated Missions Planning Process. The RC Annual
reports, the missions undertaken by DGO staff, and the annual ‘Transition Workshops’ are used
as the primary means of identifying best practices or lessons learned. However, there is no
systematic and reliable method to ensure staff debriefing for exiting staff and RCs that will allow
their knowledge to be retained in the system.

DGO/CPC runs four rosters for post conflict activities, categorized by geographic expertise,
language skills, and professional level: a roster of potential DSRSGs (approximately 40
candidates); a roster of P4-5 transition specialists (approximately 100 candidates); a roster of P2-
3 coordination specialists for transition countries (approximately 200 candidates); and a roster of
staff experienced in PCNA (approximately 40 candidates). In addition, DGO maintains a roster for
trained facilitators of the CCA-UNDAF process, which is occasionally used to find expert resource
people to work with country teams developing a post-conflict transition strategy, or a UNDAF for a
post-conflict environment.

DGO/CPC provides a range of services to DSRSG/RC/HC and country teams, including the
maintenance of a website on coordination for transition (www.undg.org) and two Coordination
Practice Networks for RC coordination support officers, including one specifically for those
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working in transition (CPN-T). Its five headquarters professional staff can easily be deployed for
short-term missions. Together with experts from UNDG agencies who might be deployed on
secondment, the work of CPC staff includes technical assistance, DPKO-led assessment,
technical survey, and monitoring missions for peace support operations; field missions to support
the design and staffing of Integrated Missions, RC offices, and other coordination support
activities; in-country workshop facilitation on conflict analysis, development of transitional
strategies and UNDAFs for post-conflict countries; support to the entire post conflict needs
assessments (PCNA) process, including field missions as in Iraq (2003), Liberia and Haiti (2004),
Sudan (2005) and Somalia (2006), roll-out and development of national reconstruction strategies
(TRM), post-electoral stabilization strategies, and national peace consolidation and stabilization
plans); policy advice on a range of topics such as timing of transition strategy, PCNA, conflict
analysis, mission and coordination structure design, appealing and financing modalities for
transition multi-donor trust funds.

2. Entity level capacity and approaches

At the entity level, some UN entities have overarching capacities or approaches specifically
dedicated to peacebuilding.

In addition to leading the IMPP process, DPKO works to generate peacekeeping knowledge
through its Peacekeeping Best Practices Section (PBPS) engaging in a number of research
and policy initiatives. These include lessons learned studies that focus on specific peacekeeping
operations or thematic areas, the collection and analysis of good practice materials and
recommendations from the field, and the development of departmental policy and guidance.
PBPS has been designated as the central body responsible for the development of thematic and
cross-cutting policy, guidelines and procedures, as well as supporting technical specialists and
management in the production of such materials in DPKO.  The development of DPKO policy and
guidance will increasingly draw on practice experience and analysis (see toolbox below) and feed
into departmental training.  PBPS is also home for a number of advisory units that work on the
institutionalization of best practices and lessons learned in specialized areas including gender,
DDR, the Criminal Law and Judicial Advisory Unit, and HIV/AIDS.

In September 2005, PBPS launched the "Best Practices Toolbox", a series of tools intended to
facilitate and disseminate the collection of good and bad practices identified by staff in peace
operations.  These "tools" are handover notes, end of assignment reports, after-action review and
survey of practice.  They have been developed and are continually analyzed by the knowledge
management team at headquarters composed of three core staff members.  The quarterly
analysis of these "toolbox" reports is presented to DPKO senior management and is designed to
identify major trends emerging from the field as well as possible gaps and inadequacies of
guidance.  These tools will be available to to DPKO staff via the Policies and Practices Database
along with official guidance materials on the new DPKO intranet due to be launched in 2006.
Finally, in 2005, PBPS launched two pilot "communities of practice" in the areas of Rule of Law
and Civil Affairs, to facilitate the horizontal sharing of expertise between mission staff.  A third
community of Best Practices Officers and Focal Points was launched in February 2006.  In total,
PBPS has 18 professionals at headquarters, these in addition to six full-time Best Practices
Officers in Sudan (2), DRC (2), Burundi, and Afghanistan, and Best Practices Focal Points in
Liberia, Iraq, Haiti, Western Sahara, India and Pakistan, Kosovo, Lebanon, and Cyprus.

UNDP Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) provides a strategic interface and

resource on peacebuilding issues, notably through its support to UNDP country offices. It was

established in 2001 with one key aim being to bridge the relief-recovery gap.  A central bureau of

UNDP, BCPR operates at the intersection of the UN’s work in humanitarian and emergency relief,

post-conflict peace-building, and development.  One of its chief responsibilities is to build

partnerships between UNDP's global development network and the various entities of the UN

system involved in humanitarian, conflict prevention and peace-keeping. BCPR seeks to ensure
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that development and recovery planning are integrated into the very early stages of international

crisis response.

Since its establishment, BCPR has supported programmes in some 70 countries affected by

crisis.  Through its service line structure, UNDP in general and BCPR in particular have

accumulated a wealth of experience in a number of CPR-related areas including disaster risk and

response, demobilization and re-integration of former combatants (DDR), the reduction of small

arms, mine action, post-conflict recovery and peace-building. From the perspective of the bureau,

‘peacebuilding cannot be understood as the sum of these components, but rather an integrated

strategy requiring careful sequencing and targeting of activities on the basis of a shared vision of

peacebuilding objectives and the underlying causes of the conflict.’ Key elements of UNDP’s

perspective include a long-term approach that focuses on all stages of peacebuilding, promotion

of national ownership, and participation, as well as an emphasis on strengthening national

capacities. More than 100 headquarters staff provide policy, technical, and operational support to

a range of activities linked to post-conflict peacebuilding. BCPR maintains a Conflict Prevention

and Recovery roster on the broader UNDP WIDE roster, with six sub-categories corresponding to

BCPR service lines.

BCPR also manages the Crisis Prevention and Recovery Thematic Trust Fund which managed
USD 170 million in 2004, and USD 248 million in 2005, for peacebuilding-related activities. UNDP
total allocation to peacebuilding at the project level was estimated at USD 658 million in 2004 and
USD 1,024 million in 2005, corresponding to an average of 13-15 percent of UNDP’s total budget.
An estimated 47 percent of UNDP’s peacebuilding contribution went to the sectors in the
governance and participation cluster, while 29 percent went to the socio-economic well-being
cluster, 20 percent went to the security and public order, and the remaining 4 percent went to
justice and reconciliation. UNDP is currently engaged in peacebuilding efforts in 36 countries, all
of which are at different stages in the post-conflict peacebuilding continuum, with about 71
percent of all resources allocated to support peacebuilding in 2004-2005 going to six major
countries (Afghanistan, Iraq, DRC, Sudan, Liberia, and Haiti), or approximately 63 percent
devoted to countries with current DPKO mandates.  In September 2005, the World Bank and
UNDP held a joint workshop on state-building in post-conflict states; in follow-up it is currently
developing a joint project with the Bank on ‘statebuilding’ as well as additional ,research and
analysis in this area and on post-conflict economic recovery.  UNDP also has an elaborate
system of ‘communities of practice’, and ongoing generation of knowledge through ‘back to office’
report, as well as guidance notes, handbooks, and practice notes distributed to country offices
and available on UNDP website.

UNEP has a Post-Conflict Branch, which is the focal point for mobilizing and coordinating UNEP
expertise and implement activities in post-conflict contexts, notably through assessing
environmental needs and in building governance structures that contribute to the sustainable
management of natural resources as the foundation for development and lasting peace.

Effective in 2006, a new Transition Unit has been established within the Programme Division of
UNICEF. The unit will oversee and coordinate the roll-out of a new Medium and Longer Term
Post-Crisis Transition Strategy (2006-9), which will be presented to UNICEF’s Executive Board in
June 2006. The document outlines UNICEF’s strategic direction and approach in post-conflict and
post-natural disaster situations, capitalising on UNICEF’s long-term presence in countries and its
relationships with governments. Its implementation with respect to post-conflict countries will not
involve radical changes, but rather the systematic combination of existing capacities around the
peace-building objective and the familiarization of staff with the changing modalities of the UN
system and the various guidance and training tools being developed in support of peace-building.
Although no separate funding stream is being developed for post-crisis transition purposes, a
small investment will be made out of existing funding for the management of the roll-out.
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Elements of the strategy include improvements in monitoring, best practices and staffing for post-
crisis situations. UNICEF seeks to strengthen standing staff capacity to participate fully in Post-
Crisis Needs Assessments, Early Recovery and/or UNDAC Assessment missions. Capacity will
also be strengthened through training and the issuance of new guidance for country
programming, particularly by incorporating existing guidance materials and training modules
developed by the UNDG Working Group on Transition. With regards to monitoring, UNICEF will
create systems for monitoring and evaluating operations in post-crisis transitions, including
through benchmarks and indicators, and will integrate post-crisis transition reporting into
UNICEF’s annual reports. UNICEF will also initiate a systematic review of past experiences and
lessons learned in post-crisis transition situations, recognizing that further investments are
required in the identification and documentation of lessons learned and good practices. The aim
is a permanent and continuously updated resource package for the planning, implementation,
and monitoring of UNICEF’s interventions in post-crisis countries

In addition to its dedicated capacity in infrastructure, elections, and mine action, a significant

number of UNOPS-managed operations are multi-sectoral and integrated in nature. UNOPS has

formulated, implemented, and evaluated area based peacebuilding programmes in direct or

implicit support to peace agreements or peace processes, many of which were brokered or

monitored by the UN. One of the basic tenets of UNOPS’ approach is a participatory process in

which it facilitates the identification of local priorities by national institutions represented at the

local level by mayors and other local elected officials, civil society organizations, private sector

representatives, and other community based organizations. UNOPS has produced a social

stability operational guide (Rehabilitation and Social Sustainability, 2000) with the active

participation of a number of international organizations including WHO, OHCHR, ILO, the World

Bank, UNESCO, and other specialized institutions, including BICC and United Towns

Organization. These guidelines have been conceived as an instrument to facilitate the tasks of

project personnel and local actors working in countries recovering from conflicts and natural

disasters.

Through an exceptional IDA financial allocation, the World Bank supports countries recovering
from conflict.  It has employed this allocation for total commitments amounting to USD 3 billion by
the end of fiscal year 2005, and has aided recovery in Afghanistan, Angola, Burundi, DRC,
Republic of Congo, Eritrea, Guinea Bissau, Sierra Leone, Timor-Leste and Kosovo, with special
grants from surplus going to West Bank and Gaza, Kosovo, Liberia, and Timor Leste. In addition,
rapid small-scale grants for countries in early stages of post-conflict reconstruction are provided
through the Post Conflict and Low Income Countries Under Stress (LICUS) Trust Funds. The
Bank co-leads with UNDG[O] the PCNA/TRM exercises, assists in mobilizing resources for
reconstruction, and supports government to strengthen state institutions and public sector
governance. In close collaboration with the IMF, the Bank also plays a key role in rebuilding
capacity on economic policy and fiscal and public expenditure management systems.
Reconstruction programmes that the Bank finances in post-conflict countries have evolved over
recent years, from a primary objective of infrastructure reconstruction to an increased emphasis
on human and institutional capital, social cohesion, and state-building. Bank projects and
supporting technical capacities in fragile and conflict-affected states cover a wide range of areas
and sectors including public finances, economic governance and natural resource revenue
management, infrastructure rehabilitation, private sector recovery, health, education, agricultural
recovery, HIV/AIDS, demobilization and reintegration of ex-combatants, community driven
development, and safety nets for vulnerable groups. At headquarters, it has two dedicated units
working on such issues: the Conflict Prevention and Reconstruction Unit and Low Income
Countries Under Stress (LICUS) / Fragile States initiative (which includes a dedicated LICUS
Trust Fund of USD 25 million).
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III. UN Capacity by Sector

‘Security System Reform’

1 – 3. Security System Governance, Law Enforcement
Agencies, Defence Institutions

Overall Situation
Sustainable security lies at the heart of peacebuilding. A secure environment is fundamental to
people’s personal safety, their well-being, their livelihoods and the protection of their fundamental
rights. It is also a core government responsibility and a prerequisite for good governance and
stability. Failure to reform the security sector may perpetuate the cycle of violence and impunity in
countries emerging from conflict. A minimal level of security is also a sine qua non for sustainable
peace and development.

According to the OECD/DAC, security system reform (SSR) seeks to increase the ability of
governments ‘to meet the range of security needs within their societies in a manner consistent
with democratic norms and sound principles of governance and the rule of law’. It is a key
component of the broader ‘human security’ agenda and extends beyond the more narrower focus
on state security, defence, intelligence, and policing to encompass all the actors working on
security-related issues (armed forces, the police and gendarmerie, intelligence services, judicial
and penal institutions, civil authorities responsible for control and oversight such as parliament,
the executive, the defence and interior ministries): security sector reform as such can be defined
as the reform of state institutions and authorities that have a responsibility to protect the state and
the communities within it

2
. This process is highly political as it involves the transformation of the

institutions that are entitled to use force on behalf of the state and covers three interrelated
challenges: development of an institutional framework for the provision of security that includes all
relevant actors, strengthening the governance of the security institutions through the
establishment of functioning management and oversight bodies, and supporting the development
of professional security forces accountable to civil authorities.

3

At the conceptual and policy level, there has been a growing appreciation of the importance of
SSR although the definition of SSR as well as the typology used for this concept varies, including
such approaches as ‘security sector transition’ ‘security sector transformation’, and ‘justice and
security sector reform’.

4
 In 2003, UNDP/BCPR  put forward a programmatic approach that

focused on the justice and security sectors in crisis and post-conflict countries as a
comprehensive and integrated whole.

5
 In the course of the last two years, OEDC/DAC has

focused on aligning multilateral and bilateral approaches to SSR. It has developed policy and
good practice, and is currently working (in consultation with UN agencies) on an implementation
framework to operationalize those guidelines for use in assessment, strategy planning,
programme design, and implementation.

6
 In addition, OECD DAC agreed in 2005 that technical

cooperation and civilian support for some items of relevance to SSR programming may be
counted as official development assistance (ODA), such as the management of security
expenditure, enhancing civil society’s role, supporting legislation and improving democratic

                                                  
2
 DFID, Understanding and Supporting Security Sector Reform, (2002:7).

3
 OECD, Security System Reform and Governance (DAC Guidelines and Reference Series, 2005).

4
 Stéphane Jean, Security-Sector Reform and Development: An African Perspective (Security Dialogue,

June 2005, p.249)
5
 Security Sector Reform and Transitional Justice. A Crisis Post-Conflict Programmatic Approach (UNDP,

March 2003).
6
 Security System Reform and Governance (OECD,2005); Draft Implementation Framework for SSR

Handbook Project (DAC/CPDC Secretariat, 21 March 2006).
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governance and civilian control of the security system (military assistance as such is not
considered as ODA).

7
 In 2005, DPKO/Best Practices commissioned an external study on SSR

in peace operations.
8

Through the deployment of troops and law enforcement officials to peace operations, the UN has
a long history of involvement in the maintenance of security and public safety, and it maintains
substantial sectoral knowledge and capacity on the ground dedicated to the provision of
peacekeeping. More than 62,800 troops, 2,700 military observers, and 7,297 police officers are
currently deployed in seventeen peace operations around the world. In other countries, the UN
has also become increasingly engaged in security-related projects, alongside bilateral
development agencies, private sector companies, and NGOs as international attention and
resources devoted to SSR have grown exponentially over the past decade.

Yet with the exception, to some extent, of the work undertaken by DPKO Police Division in the
specific area of law enforcement activities, the overall UN capacity in SSR understood as support
both to governance and to the development of national capacity in core security operational tasks
remains limited, when not practically non-existent, as in the case of specialized defence reform
capacity. What capacity exists is dispersed and poorly coordinated.

The Secretariat has yet to hold a policy discussion on the concept of SSR. So far, activities in
support of law enforcement agencies, the legal and judicial system, and correctional services
tend to be covered under the broader ‘rule of law’ umbrella.

 9
 Only minimal steps have thus been

taken in-house to define what the UN role should be when engaging in SSR (although such steps
are just being initiated between DPKO and UNDP), especially in terms of developing a
comprehensive and coherent set of standards and strategies geared toward the building, reform,
and sustainability of national security institutions; ensuring that SSR priorities are addressed in
peace negotiations processes and included in peace agreements as well as in mandates of
peace operations; securing host governments’ cooperation;  promoting integrated planning;
facilitating greater linkages with the related areas of DDR, and small arms and light weapons;
conceptualizing the military/police interface; delineating the roles between various UN personnel
(military, police, civilians) and among the few UN entities involved in this field, and establishing
relevant coordination mechanisms; identifying areas for collaboration between UN entities;
ensuring that short-term engagement feeds into a medium to long term vision; finally, agreeing on
the institutional functions of the UN system as a whole so as to ensure consistency and
coordination with external stakeholders and partners, notably major donors and member states
whose role is essential both because of the politically-sensitive nature of SSR activities and their
prohibitive cost.

DfID and the UK’s (DfID sponsored) Security Sector Defence Advisory Team are leading actors in
this area, followed by the EU/EC, USAID, AusAid and the German Cooperation (GTZ). Other
actors include the National Democratic Institute (NDI), Saferworld, International Alert, the Geneva
Center for Democratic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF), the Bonn International Center for
Conversion (BICC), International Alert, Rand, and Kings’ College London, as well as private
sector organizations such as Dyncorps and Armorgroup. SSR networks also exist, such as the
UK-based Global Facilitation Network for Security Sector Reform and OECD/DAC Network on
Conflict, Peace and Development Co-operation (CPDC).

Seven UN entities (DPA, DPKO, OHCHR, UNAIDS, UNDP, UNLIREC, UNODC) indicated
capacity in the broad area of SSR which for the purpose of this inventory covers security system
governance, law enforcement agencies, and defence institutions. Capacities in related DDR and
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 Edward Rees, Security Sector Reform (SSR) and Peace Operations: “Improvisation and Confusion” from

the Field.  (DPKO/Best Practices, March 2006).
9
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justice areas are captured under sectors 4 (DDR), 6 (Transitional Justice), 7 (Judicial and Legal
Reform), and 8 (Corrections).

Below is first an overview of the capacities of the UN entities which offer some general, cross-
cutting capacity in the broad area of security. They may be involved in critical aspects of SSR
activities in the field or have specific niche capacity related to their respective area of expertise.
However, these issues are peripheral to other work rather than part of their core activities, or they
only have a limited geographical focus, as in the case of UNLIREC.

Dedicated expertise—however limited it might be—for core SSR functions under security system
governance, law enforcement agencies, and defence institutions will then be captured separately
under sectors 1 (Security System Governance), 2 (Law Enforcement Agencies) and 3 (Defence
Institutions). These are to be found with DPKO, UNDP, and UNODC.

DPA

Within their general functions relating to conflict prevention, the strengthening of the rule of

law, and the building of democratic institutions, specific tasks relating to security sector

reform and law enforcement institutions have been included in the mandates of a number of

DPA-led field operations (UNOWA, Central African Republic, Guinea-Bissau, Tajikistan,

Somalia). This entails supporting national efforts to reform the security sector and

restructuring the defence and policing services, including through monitoring the military and

security situation on the ground, undertaking studies, organizing forums and seminars,

assisting in the development of strategies for SSR, and  helping to mobilize international political

support and resources.  It also includes orchestrating coordination within the UN system around

specific projects—often in close cooperation with the country team (e.g., in Latin America, DPA

gave substantive direction throughout 2004/2005 to a project funded by the UN

Foundation/UNFIP and administered by UNDP.  DPA coordinated four different initiatives being

carried out within the UN system together with ECLAC, UNDP/Honduras, UNDP/Argentina, and

UNLiREC/Peru). In addition, DPA-led missions support governments’ efforts to provide training

and technical assistance to a wide range of security services, including through education

programmes promoting a culture of peace and respect for civilian institutions. However, DPA

capacity in the field is modest (generally a single or a few police/military advisers are deployed

per mission). At headquarters, DPA has no internal dedicated capacity to SSR, although desk

officers work on SSR from time to time.  They perform research and analysis, provide policy

advice, and assist in planning, monitoring, and evaluation.

OHCHR
As part of its normative, technical assistance, capacity-building, and training in human rights and
international standards, OHCHR provides expert advice on the development of regulations,
standard operating procedures, codes of conduct and other guidelines, as well as training  to
national law enforcement agencies. It has developed Human Rights and Law Enforcement, a
package for human rights training of police. It is composed of a Manual, a Trainer's Guide, and a
Pocket Book of summarized relevant human rights standards and support programmes aimed at
integrating human rights into the work of national police agencies.  Several customized versions
of these materials have been produced in countries where OHCHR and/or DPKO have
implemented projects in this field. OHCHR also works with peacekeeping military forces and
police to provide advice and training in the field of human rights, in keeping with the
Memorandum of Understanding between OHCHR and DPKO, relevant Security Council
resolutions, and the High Commisioner’s mandate.  With regard to CIVPOL components, OHCHR
is currently updating its training package and assisting DPKO in integrating human rights into
generic modules.  With regard to military peacekeepers, OHCHR is implementing a programme
to strengthen the capacity of the UN, its Member States, and UN peace missions to provide
human rights training to military personnel deployed to peace operations, and to promote the
integration of human rights aspects into policy, methodological, and operational directives guiding
the operation of military components. Within its Methodology, Education, and Training Team,
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OHCHR has two staff working on the development of the organization’s overall methodological
tools, which include the guidelines and training materials for military and police components of
peace operations, and for national law enforcement agencies.

UN-LiREC
The United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament, and Development in Latin America
and the Caribbean (UN-LiREC) has the institutional capacity to develop and offer training courses
(including a training of trainer capacity) on firearms, weapons destruction, and stockpile
management for various audiences such as parliamentarians, NGOs, and law enforcement
officials (firearms legislation; legal firearms trade and its illicit trafficking, etc.). Over the course of
the the past five years, 28 countries were represented at the courses aimed at the law
enforcement community, resulting in the training of 209 law enforcement officials. Available
training packages include Firearms in Latin America and the Caribbean: Between Diagnosis and
Action; Firearms Legislation Training Course for Parliamentarians and Their Advisors; Training
the Trainers Investigative Techniques Course. Two further Training the Trainers courses on
intelligence and international cooperation are currently being developed. In addition to its two
professional staff members in Lima, between 6 and 15 trainers are available in Peru, neighboring
Latin American countries, the US and Europe, These trainers can be easily deployed. UN-LiREC
has also developed six specific internet-based databases and a standardized methodology for the
law enforcement community to deal with firearms, military expenditures, weapons management,
and weapons destruction. To date, however, it has not participated in any peacebuilding initiative
as it did not receive a request for such participation from either the Secretariat or Member States.

The capacity of UNAIDS  as it relates to the training of law enforcement officials and
peacekeepers is discussed under sector 17 (Protection).
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1. Security System Governance

• Two main entities: DPKO, UNDP with dedicated but limited overall institutional capacity

•  No clear conceptualization as to UN role in security system governance and how it relates more
broadly to law enforcement, defence, DDR, justice, and governance

• Such capacity that may exist in the field is not coordinated, focused, or harnessed by headquarters
• No dedicated policy, standards, lessons learned, or training capacity
• Capacity even more limited in areas of civil society and legislative oversight

Security System Governance refers to the establishment of security management and civilian
oversight mechanisms (the executive, ministries of defence, interior and foreign affairs; national
security policy, coordination and advisory bodies; the legislative; the financial and civilian
oversight bodies), as distinct from the development of core operational security functions
performed by security actors. Indeed, it has been recognized that ‘SSR objectives are
increasingly more about processes, policies, institutions, legislation, and political will than they
are about the training and equipment of young men and women to act as police officers, judges
or soldiers. Furthermore, the sustainable funding and oversight of these activities by a
responsible government and its partners are key functions that cannot be ignored.’

10

Despite increasing understanding and conceptualization of these issues as noted in the above
introduction to security system reform—and a flourishing of related academic and policy studies,
the UN has to date only had very limited institutional capacity to assist in the building,
development and reform of the governance aspects of the security sector, such as national
security policies and the strengthening of executive, legislative, and civil society oversights,
including the executive management and oversight of law enforcement agencies and defence
forces -see sectors 2 (Law Enforcement Agencies) and 3 (Defence Institutions). Such knowledge
and capacity that may exist in the field has generally not been coordinated and focused at the
country level, let alone harnessed at headquarters where, across the UN system, dedicated
capacity remains thin and collaboration among UN entities rare and haphazard. The UN lacks
policy, standards, lessons learned, and training capacity in this sector. Moreover its overall
capacity is even more skeletal in the areas of civil society and legislative oversight.

Five UN entities indicated capacity in this sector (DPA, DPKO, UNAIDS, UNDP, UNLIREC). The
capacity of DPA and UNLIREC has been discussed in the introduction as part of their more
general engagement in the security sector; that of UNAIDS in sector 17 (Protection). Only DPKO
and UNDP have dedicated capacity in security sector governance, although in both cases, such
capacity remains limited, not only in terms of strategy but also in terms of dedicated resources.

1. DPKO: General Sectoral Knowledge and Capacity in the Field

The Security Council has not yet adopted the terminology that has developed in other fora that
are more focused on SSR.  But while peacekeeping operations do not generally have a mandate
with regard to security sector governance specifically, this area has been one of increasing GA
concern (the C-34 report of 2005 makes reference to SSR), some missions such as in the DRC
have an explicit Security Council mandate, and most missions have an ‘assumed responsibility’
for improving security sector reform as part of furthering the general rule of law (Timor Leste,
Kosovo, Sierra Leone, Sudan, Afghanistan, Liberia, Burundi).
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 Edward Rees, Security Sector Reform (SSR) and Peace Operations: “Improvisation and Confusion” from
the Field  (DPKO/Best Practices, March 2006).
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Peacekeeping missions have been engaged in assisting in the governance aspects of SSR.
Often through the contracting of external actors, assessments of the security sector have been
conducted, such as King’s College London Independent Study on Security Force Options for East
Timor (2000) funded by DFID to assist UNTAET; UK-funded Internal Security Sector Reviews
(ISSR) in Kosovo (2005) and Sierra Leone. Some institutions have also been set up at the
mission level to assist in the governance aspects of SSR, notably in the setting up of interior or
defence ministries (e.g. the Office of the National Security Adviser in East Timor; the Advisory
Unit for Security attached to the Office of the SRSG in Kosovo; and the Joint Security Sector
Commission with the EU in the DRC). There is also a SSR coordination effort in the DRC, in
addition to a range of institutional capacity-building measures in Afghanistan.

Missions—often in collaboration with the UNDP country office—may also play a role in
coordination, drawing upon outside expertise and providing technical advice and support to
national governments, bi-laterals, and other actors engaged in that sector. However, on the
whole, intervention at the mission level has been limited, ad hoc, context driven, and without a
focus on the longer term issues of sustainability. No specific line is allocated to security sector
governance in the budget of peace operations (funding usually occurs through trust funds such as
in Afghanistan and East Timor, through bilateral donors, or through UNDP). In addition, DPKO
capacity for implementing projects in the field is weak. At headquarters, there is no dedicated
capacity, although a few individuals, notably in the Peacekeeping Best Practices Section and the
Police and Military Divisions, work on some aspects of security system governance as an adjunct
to other issues. In the field, there is a wealth of human resources capacity in the security sector
(as well as in the related rule of law and DDR divisions), and there is a large amount of
information collected in such missions as Kosovo, Afghanistan, the DRC and Liberia.

However, with the exception of Kosovo, Timor-Leste, and Burundi where a few dedicated posts
have been established, few mission staff deal specifically with security management and civilian
oversight mechanisms in a comprehensive way, or how UN involvement in security system
governance relates to the broader SSR, DDR, rule of law, and governance areas. Indeed, it
remains unclear whether the police, the military, political affairs, or civil affairs officers would be
best placed to perform such type of activities.

2. UNDP: Engagement, Resource Mobilization, and Projects in the Field

In 2003, BCPR created a service line on Justice and Security Sector Reform (JSSR). At the same
time, it broadly defined its framework, strategy, and programmatic approach to JSSR, identified
the community of actors and institutions, stressed the role of civilian oversight of these
institutions, and emphasized a select group of conceptual themes including nationally-owned
concepts of accountability, due process, efficiency, access, representation, and human rights.

11

At headquarters, UNDP/BCPR has two dedicated security sector specialists, in addition to one
expert at the regional level based in Panama—indeed many of the program’s projects in SSR are
to be found in Latin America. These experts can be deployed for short-term missions, and UNDP
also has the ability to hire consultants rapidly. The role of the JSSR unit is to respond to country
office requests for technical advice, needs assessments (Burundi, Colombia, Sierra Leone,
Sudan/Darfur, Kosovo), specific sector-wide programme development and implementation. Such
requests can be as significant and detailed as initiating, drafting, and funding project documents
(such as currently in South Sudan), or as minimal as reviewing submitted plans for overall advice,
enhancement or evaluation. UNDP also has the ability to mobilize resources and manage
financial resources committed by donors, as in the case of the ISSR in Kosovo, the Law and
Order Trust Fund in Afghanistan, and more recently in Guinea Bissau, often on behalf of other

                                                  
11

 Security Sector Reform and Transitional Justice. A Crisis Post-Conflict Programmatic Approach (UNDP,
March 2003). See also Nicole Ball, Enhancing Security Sector Governance: A Conceptual Framework for
UNDP (October 2002).
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UN entities. Moreover, UNDP BDP is one of the rare UN entities which focuses on parliamentary
development and has some headquarters capacity in this area, although there is no systematic
focus on legislative oversight in the context of SSR -see sector 12 (Public Administration and
Government Strengthening).

Nonetheless, UNDP’s involvement remains donor-driven and project-based, owing in part to its
highly decentralized structure. The programme lacks a clear conceptual framework for
engagement in SSR, as well as standards, guidelines, and lessons learned. In the field, UNDP’s
capacities in operational planning and programme development vary according to country office
and staffing.
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2. Law Enforcement Agencies

• Main entity: DPKO; Other main: UNODC (drug trafficking, money laundering, crime), UNDP

•  Substantial headquarters and field human resources and operational capacity, wealth of
experience (DPKO)

•  Limited expertise in supporting the policy aspects of the reform of law enforcement agencies
(‘RRR’- ‘reform, restructuring, and rebuilding’); focus so far on deploying UN police officers and
‘advising, mentoring, and training’ national agencies rather than on the police institution as a whole

• Resources to support reform of national law enforcement agencies are all voluntary contributions
• Lack of UN-wide coherent and agreed-upon approach and strategy; Lack of designated focal point

• Coordination with other UN entities which offer some niche capacity (OHCHR, UNDP, UN-LIREC,
UNODC) at headquarters and in the field remains ad hoc and limited

• Rosters of experts, tools, material, and training exist for specific niche expertise (DPKO, OHCHR,
UNODC), but no dedicated standards, training, or lessons learned specifically for ‘RRR’

•  But new initiatives being launched by DPKO Police Division: Doctrine Development Groups,
International Police Advisory Council, Standing Police Capacity, Rule of Law Index

The overall reform of national law enforcement agencies is a crucial transformative process of
policing and public and security systems so that they may “provide effective and humane
protection against crime, violence and civic strife,”

12
 in accordance with international criminal

justice standards. The capacity and integrity of these institutions and their personnel should be
addressed in this process. Over the last decade, this activity has become central to the mandate,
as well as the exit strategy, of a majority of peace operations.

Six UN entities indicated capacity in this sector (DPA, DPKO, UNAIDS, UNDP, UNLIREC,
UNODC). The capacity of DPA and UNLIREC has been discussed in the introduction as part of
their more general engagement in the security sector; that of UNAIDS in sector 17 (Protection).

DPKO Police Division is by far the main UN entity in this field, being the only entity involved in
executive law enforcement functions (currently in Kosovo and recently in Timor Leste) or in
providing direct security support to national law enforcement agencies. It has also increasingly
focused its efforts on the reform, restructuring and rebuilding (‘RRR’) of national law enforcement
agencies as part of the capacity-building mandates of most peace operations. Finally, DPKO’s
integration of HIV/AIDS programs into broader law enforcement development initiatives, in
collaboration with UN funds and agencies, is also noteworthy.

However, across the UN system, no commonly agreed tools and standards exist in relation to
capacity-building of national law enforcement agencies. The UN lacks a coherent, coordinated,
and agreed-upon approach and strategy. As in security sector governance, collaboration between
UN entities, notably DPKO, UNDP and UNODC which are the three main actors in law
enforcement, is ad-hoc. UNDP focuses on administration management and community policing,
with specific policing reform projects to be found in countries such as Sudan/Darfur and Kosovo.
UNDP also supports the training of law enforcement officials in human rights (Liberia, Somalia
and Sierra Leone) –see also sector 1 (Security System Governance). Finally, UNODC offers
some specific niche expertise in the area of drugs, corruption, illicit drug trafficking, and
cross–border organized crime—see below.
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 Otwin Marenin, Restoring Policing Systems in Conflict Torn Nations: Process, Problems, Prospects
(DCAF, June 2005, p.1).
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1. DPKO: Sectoral Knowledge, Institutional, Human, and Operational Capacity

DPKO currently has 7,297 UN police officers deployed in 17 peace operations (13 DPKO-led and
4 DPA-led). Traditionally, the mandate of the police components of peace operations was limited
to monitoring, observing, and reporting. Over the last decade, however, the police components of
peace operations have been called upon to perform three broad types of activities depending on
the missions’ mandate: first, in operations such as Haiti, Côte d’Ivoire, the DRC and Liberia,
formed police units support national law enforcement agencies in the execution of their functions
through performing police-related security tasks, including the protection of UN personnel and
facilities. Second, in operations such as Kosovo and East Timor, UN police officers have exerted
the full array of executive functions (i.e. with a direct responsibility for the maintenance of public
order with executive powers inter alia for arrest, detention, and searches). Finally, police
components have increasingly been engaged in advising, mentoring, and training national law
enforcement agencies with a view to develop, reform, and strengthen their capacities, as has
been the case in Haiti, Sierra Leone, Kosovo, East Timor, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Liberia, Côte
d’Ivoire, the DRC, the Central African Republic, Burundi, and Sudan. These activities, which are
essential both for security and the rule of law, also include direct assistance, often through trust
funds, for the refurbishment of facilities and the procurement of vehicles, communication
equipment, and other law enforcement material. While missions have often been staffed with
generalist police officers, specialized law enforcement personnel are now also being recruited.
There is a basic roster for formed police units although no roster for individual police officers.
There are several training packages in each mission, including induction training, tailored in
accordance with the specific mandates of the police components, as well as trainers and a
training of trainer capacity.

At headquarters, the core activities of the Police Division are twofold: first, strategic planning with
a focus on such themes as UN Police-Military co-operation, community-based police reform,
integration of police, and linkages between police development and economic development. The
Division has also intensified its co-operation with other relevant UN and external actors, whether
regional organizations, think-tanks, or NGOs, notably ICTJ. Second, the Division is supporting the
police components of peace operations in all aspects of their work. This includes technical field
assessments, surveys and mission evaluations, the preparation of mandate implementation
plans, including as part of the IMPP, and mission-specific concept of operations and other policy
documents, such as guidelines, directives and other issuances.  It is directly involved in the
recruitment and administrative support for all UN police officers deployed in peace operations.
Moreover, the Division maintains direct contacts with Member States on strategic policy and
development issues pertaining to law enforcement matters as well as with police contributing
countries in relation to developments in peace operations.

All 18 professional staff of the Police Division (out of 21 budgeted professional posts for 2005-
2006) are specialized in law enforcement or criminal justice matters, 11 of whom work on mission
management and support. The Division also provides substantive advice to other UN entities,
including assistance in the recruitment of police officers for specific missions, and is part of the
Rule of Law Focal Points Network. In close cooperation with DPKO CLJAU and OHCHR, and in
consultation with UNODC and UNDP, the Police Division is currently developing a Rule of Law
Index aimed at assessing methodologically the rule of law in a given country with a focus on law
enforcement agencies, the legal, judicial, and correctional systems. While the Rule of Law Index
is testimony to the attempt to enhance UN headquarters coordination, only DPKO and OHCHR
have signed an MOU (related to the training of mission personnel in human rights). In the field,
coordination occurs but it remains limited and ad hoc, with the exception of countries such as the
DRC and Sudan where UNDP administers the trust funds that finance activities in support of
national law enforcement agencies.
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While DPKO has substantial headquarters capacity to support the deployment of UN police
officers, it has much more limited expertise in supporting the policy aspects of the reform of law
enforcement agencies.

13
 The Police Division has been involved in the reform and strengthening

of national policing services and there is a wealth of experience, and operational capacity both at
headquarters and in the field, but the focus—and the funding allocated through the peacekeeping
budget—has been on personnel, executive police and the setting up of a police service/police
academies (‘advising, mentoring, and training national law enforcement agencies’) rather than on
the police institution as a whole, including its administration and management, its policies,
procedures, and systems—although the UN has on occasion been involved in such aspects as
for instance with the DPKO/UNDP Kosovo Police Service Institutional Capacity-Building project.
Police components in the field have been called upon to assist in the reform, restructuring, and
rebuilding (‘RRR’) of national law enforcement agencies, but it is indicative that with the exception
of the very limited funding made available through quick-impact projects, all financial resources to
support projects aimed at national law enforcement agencies are voluntary contributions. No
dedicated standards exist in the reform of law enforcement agencies and the UN system as a
whole lacks a coherent, coordinated and agreed-upon approach and strategy as well as lessons
learned.

As a result, new initiatives are being launched by the Police Division. These include the creation
of Doctrine Development Groups (DDGs) that bring together internal and external partners to
discuss and agree upon the doctrinal basis required to support successful UN Police operations
today, such as the use of Formed Police Units (FPUs).  The first meeting of the International
Police Advisory Council (IPAC) will also be convened in summer 2006. It will include a selected
group of police experts who will meet twice a year to assess larger strategic issues affecting the
overall effectiveness and efficiency of UN Police and will generate new critical and comparative
insight and advice on the way forward. An initial operating capability of the Standing Police
Capacity (SPC) will also be launched in early 2007. The SPC will have two core functions,
namely to start up police components in new UN peace operations and, when not required for this
function, to provide advisory and enhancement services to existing operations. The SPC will
provide the UN with a dedicated standing rapid-response mechanism of specialized expertise.
The initial operating capability of the SPC will include 25 specialists who will initially be based in
New York, where they will reside for short spells between field assignments.  It is envisioned that
the SPC will grow in size and be relocated outside of North America following its first year of
operations.

2. UNODC: Technical and Policy Advice; Training; Standards as pertains to illicit
drug trafficking and cross–border organized crime

UNODC is the custodian of the UN Standards and Norms on Crime Prevention and Criminal
Justice -see sector 6 (Transitional Justice). Through its Vienna headquarters and its 21 field
offices, it provides technical and policy advice to Member States, working with their respective
national law enforcement agencies through mentor programmes and assisting them to develop
the competency to act effectively against illicit drug trafficking and cross–border organized crime,
including money laundering and corruption, and in coordination with neighbouring states and
trading partners. It carries out needs assessments for the express purpose of programme and
project development, and is currently developing a set of assessment tools covering the key
areas of oversight and integrity of the police, station level service delivery and community
policing, crime investigation, including matters related to criminal evidence, and crime
intelligence. This will be the first UN guide for conducting criminal justice assessments. UNODC
usually supervises and manages law enforcement projects directly but works closely with
international partners such as Interpol and the World Customs Organisation, engaging them as
executing agencies for a number of law enforcement initiatives.
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 See for instance, The Prime System: Measuring the Success of Post-Conflict Police Reform (various
authors under the direction of Gordon Peake, Princeton University, January 2006) which evaluates the
performance of police reform in Kosovo, Sierra Leone and Timor Leste.
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UNODC also provides training material and training for law enforcement authorities, including
interactive computer-based training systems (CD ROM training programme for front-line law
enforcement officers with responsibilities for border control, anti-money laundering, anti-human
trafficking. CBT centres have been established in more than 26 countries around the world,
delivering training in more than 13 languages). Some 50,000 law enforcement officers world-wide
have been trained through the programme. It is also in the process of developing guides,
handbooks and tools in a variety of areas including police oversight and law enforcement
responses to women victims of violence. (Handbook on Police Oversight and Integrity currently
being completed; Guide to Countering Kidnap now available; Training Guide for Law Enforcement
Officers on Effective Responses to Women Victims of Violence). Finally, UNODC has developed
trainer training material for law enforcement covering such topics as intelligence, undercover
operations, crime scene management, controlled delivery, counter-kidnap response, and an anti
human trafficking tool kit.  It is also in the process of developing such capacity for law
enforcement in the anti-money laundering field.

With regard to post-conflict environments specifically, UNODC does not have much operational
capacity, although personnel from headquarters and regional field offices have undertaken law
enforcement technical needs assessments, situation assessments, and technical assistance in
countries and regions such as Iraq, Southern Caucuses, and Afghanistan. The Anti-organized
Crime Law Enforcement Unit based within the Anti-trafficking Section includes 8 professionals,
and there is one law enforcement expert working in the Anti-money Laundering Unit.  These staff
are specialists, but they do not work specifically on peacebuilding. Nonetheless, at any given time
four to five may be deployed on short-term missions (one to two weeks), usually subject to
external funding. UNODC also has 12 law enforcement advisors across its 21 field office
locations, as well as a number of project staff and consultants. In addition, the Anti-money
Laundering Unit maintains several mentors in the field; at present three of these are law
enforcement experts (Tanzania, Kenya, Egypt, all with regional responsibilities). Staff in the field
may also be deployed for short-term assignments. The Anti-organized Crime Law Enforcement
Unit maintains a roster of law enforcement experts (currently 75 persons included), and the Anti-
money Laundering Unit maintains a similar roster. UNODC is part of the Rule of Law Focal Points
Network.
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3. Defence Reform

•  Specialized defence reform capacity is almost non-existent although UN has on occasion been

mandated by the SC to perform tasks in relation to the restructuring and training of military
capability

• In particular, no standing capacity to offer advice to national authorities on governance issues and
to coordinate and facilitate reform in this area with the support provided by external actors (member
states,  donors, private firms) to perform core operational tasks

Defence reform, which is part of the wider security system reform agenda ‘comprises those
elements of the security system that have a primary mandate to ensure the safety of the state
and its citizens against acts of externally originating violence and coercion.’ It entails the
transformation of the defence sector so that it is managed and operated in a manner that is
consistent with democratic and good governance norms. Assistance in this area can be divided
into support to defence governance and support to the development of capability in core
operational military functions.

 14

Six UN entities indicated capacity in this sector (DPA, DPKO, OHCHR, UNAIDS, UNDP,
UNLIREC). The capacity of DPA and UNLIREC has been discussed in the introduction as part of
their more general engagement in the security sector; that of UNAIDS in sector 17 (Protection).

While political and financial considerations preclude the UN from being involved in the defence
reform in capacity to perform core operational tasks (and thus the issue is also one of mandate),
the UN also currently lacks the capacity to offer advice to national authorities on governance
issues as well as to coordinate and facilitate reform in this area with the support provided by
external actors (member states, private firms) to core operational tasks. Specifically, the UN lacks
standing capacity to advise on national security reviews, policy, and strategic plans; to support
the establishment of oversight, public expenditure management and accountability mechanisms;
to establish principles, guidelines, and codes of conduct.

The challenge faced in many situations where UN peacekeepers are deployed is not so much
security sector reform as formation from a very low base. This is a long term activity that extends
beyond the life of most UN peacekeeping missions.  At headquarters, DPKO Military Division
focuses on the deployment of troops to peacekeeping operations in coordination with troop
contributing countries.  It also provides advice to the Under-Secretary-General, DPKO, and field
missions on military matters. With its current resources it does not have the capacity to support
the development of programmes to restructure and strengthen national defence capacities.
Nonetheless, there are a few operations where it has been involved in the institution-building and
reform of national defence capabilities, principally through the provision of advice and training
(e.g. DRC, Liberia, and Timor Leste where 15 military advisers and 20 police advisers inter alia
assist the Government and Border Patrol Unit of the Timorese national police in coordinating
contacts with the Indonesian military, with the objective of enabling the Border Patrol Unit to
assume full responsibility for such coordination as soon as possible). Moreover, some degree of
capacity for situation analysis exist in the field, in so far as force commanders, their staff, military
battalions, and military observers collect a wide range of information for the purpose of fulfilling
their mandates. This could be available, were they tasked to assess the institutional needs of
national defence institutions.

The same general monitoring capacity exists in the DPA-led missions where a single or a few
military advisers are deployed (Israel/occupied Palestinian territories, Somalia, Central African

                                                  
14

 Anthony Craig, The Role of the UN in Defence Reform, DPKO, April 2005.
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Republic).  While these staff may be able to provide advice to senior UN staff regarding the
situation of the security sector in their area of responsibility, they have almost no capacity to
provide substantive advice to an actual programme of reform (or formation).  In addition, there is
no capacity to link any effort in the defence arena to wider security system reform.

As for UNDP, it has provided institutional and technical support to some civilian aspects of
defence reform, notably to enhance democratic dialogue, civilian and parliamentary oversight
mechanisms, as well as the transparency, auditing, and management of military expenditures
(Bosnia, Argentina, Chile, Peru, Honduras, Guinea Bissau, Serbia), but such assistance has been
limited and ad hoc.
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4. Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration of
Ex-combatants (DDR)

• Main UN entities: DPKO, UNDP, UNICEF; a total of 15 entities part of Interagency Working Group
•  Fairly good delineation of responsibilities with UN entities offering niche expertise but no

designated UN focal point; World Bank also an increasingly important player
• Relatively well resourced sector; however timeliness and sustainability remain a concern
• Some limited standing capacity in entities involved, but no integrated headquarters capacity

• Pool of in-house experts –at the working and managerial level- is scanty; no dedicated roster
•  Improved coordination at headquarters, Integrated DDR Standards covering strategic and

operational issues, UN system web-based DDR Resource Centre to be launched
•  Joint planning of operations and integrated programmes currently being piloted in two countries,

but overall coordination in the field remains haphazard due to atomization of capacities and
fragmentation of programmes

• Recently strengthened training efforts at headquarters and at the country level, in partnership with
regional organizations

• Lack of UN-wide communication strategy

The demobilization and reintegraton of ex-combatants has been identified by the High-level Panel
on Threats, Challenges and Change as the single most important factor determining the success
of peace operations, a prerequisite for other critical goals of peacebuilding to have some chance
of success. Since the early 1990s, the UN has provided support for the disarmament,
demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) of ex-combatants in many of the countries where a
peacekeeping mission has been established—currently DDR components exist in Burundi, Cote
d’Ivoire, DRC, Haiti, Liberia, Sudan and Afghanistan as well as in many other places around the
world such as the Central African Republic, Niger, Somalia, Tajikistan, and the Republic of
Congo.

DDR programmes focus inter alia on the reestablishment of a relatively stable and secure
environment through the removal and initial establishment of national capacities (legislative,
stockpile management capacities, etc) to manage small arms and light weapons in a country and
its environs. Through demobilization and reinsertion activities, the UN also seeks to facilitate the
return of ex-combatants into their communities and start laying the foundations to promote the
sustainable reintegration of ex-combatants and others associated with armed groups.

Nine UN entities indicated capacity in this sector (DPA, DPKO, FAO, UNDP, UNFPA, UNICEF,
UNIFEM, UNHCR, UNOPs), but the Interagency Working Group on DDR (IAWG) chaired by
DPKO includes 15 UN entities, some of whom have been very active in particular in the
development of specific modules for the Integrated DDR Standards (IDDRS). In recent years, the
World Bank has also become an increasingly important player in this field, particularly through its
funding support to DDR in the Great Lakes Region of Africa.

1. DPKO and UNDP

The bulk of the human and financial resources, capacity in policy development, needs
assessment, operational planning and support, programme design, and implementation on the
ground as well as strategic advice and technical support to national authorities for planning,
design, and implementation of DDR programmes lie with DPKO and UNDP. These two entities
have standing headquarters capacity. DPKO Best Practice Unit has three dedicated professionals
(1 permanent, 1 JPO, and one temporary) with participation as necessary of relevant desk
officers in the Office of Operations. UNDP BCPR Small Arms and Demobilization Unit (SADU)-
eleven professionals, including four professionals on DDR specifically. These staff are easily
deployable but only for short-term missions. DDR staff members in peacekeeping missions (DDR
components can be as large as about 50 in the DRC and Haiti to fewer than 10 in Cote d’Ivoire,
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Liberia, or Burundi) as well as UNDP’s 13 DDR focal points in the field (supported by teams of
various size depending on the nature of programmes) also represent a resource that can be
tapped on occasion to perform assessment missions and contribute to planning and programme
development for new and ongoing DDR programmes (for instance in January 2003 DPKO DDR
staff members from Sierra Leone were employed to perform a review of the Liberia DDR
programme and participated in the assessment phase of the Burundi mission).

Peacekeeping missions are only resourced from assessed funding to implement the
disarmament and demobilization aspects of the DDR programmes. This has included in the
recent cases of Haiti and Sudan reinsertion activities for up to one year. They possess significant
capacities to do so as well as to assist in weapons and ammunition management and, to a more
limited extent, in the processing of disarmed ex-combatants. DPKO has also made efforts to
integrate HIV/AIDS programmes into its DDR initiatives, in collaboration with other UN funds and
agencies, as reflected in its participation in the inter-agency technical assistance missions on HIV
and DDR to Sudan and Cote d’Ivoire in 2006.  When possible, DDR programmes—whether
DPKO or UNDP—are implemented through national execution although where national capacity
is weak, greater implementation role is assumed by the UN or NGOs (DRC, Afghanistan). A
mission may also bring political clout, deterrence through its substantial military component, and
important logistics capacities. DD aspects of DPKO programmes are relatively well-funded (in the
region of USD 50 million annually), but the early, guaranteed, and sustained funding for DDR
programmes at the planning and reintegration stages, before the approval of the assessed
budget, remains a major challenge for programming, as is the lack of synchronization of the
funding and implementation of programmes for other returnees. Moreover, DPKO does not have
a sufficient number of technical experts deployed in the field—the department does not have a
dedicated roster for this sector although UN galaxy system candidates are technically cleared by
the policy advisor. Moreover, DPKO does not have the mandate nor the capacity to implement
reintegration programmes.

UNDP has a greater number of experts than DPKO (UNDP internal BCPR integrated roster of
consultant has short-listed 50 candidates for SADU; currently being vetted) but its focus is on
reintegration within the broader objective of supporting sustainable DDR of ex-combatants
through weapons control and community-based violence reduction, recovery processes, as well
as reintegration into social and economic life (see UNDP Practice Note on DDR of Ex-
Combatants, 2005). In non-peacekeeping contexts such as in the Republic of Congo, UNDP
takes on a larger share of the programmatic, coordination, and operational functions in DDR,
working within the context of the country team DDR Task Force. UNDP is also quicker and more
flexible than DPKO in terms of fund-raising for this sector, especially in the early post-conflict
period, as seen, for instance, with the rapid response mechanism in the DRC and UNDP BCPR
Thematic Trust Fund in Liberia and Afghanistan (USD 39 million was channeled through UNDP
for DDR Liberia in 2004; over USD 132 million for Afghanistan between 2003-2005).

In addition, UNDP was the only entity to identify—and submit a stand alone questionnaire—for
Small Arms and Light Weapons (SALW) control and reduction measures as a separate
mandate and endeavor. UNDP has standing headquarters capacity within UNDP BCPR SADU,
as well as 24 SALW regional/country focal points working with support teams. BCPR
demonstrates substantial capacity overall (training and capacity development, weapons
management and destruction, assessments and technical support in programmes such as
weapons for development and armed violence reduction). UNICEF also has capacity in SALW
but this was submitted as part of its activities in Mine Action (see sector 5).
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2. UNICEF and other UN entities

UNICEF is also a significant player in this sector through its overall expertise is on child soldiers
which it tackles from a protection angle. It too has standing capacity at headquarters (Child
Protection Section in New York: 1 professional staff at headquarters on DDR and issues related
to separated children, 1 senior protection officer within each of UNICEF’s 7 regional centers
supported by a team of variable size). As UNICEF’s approach to DDR is multi-sectoral and
promotes community-wide integration, the fund could not provide exact figures on how many
people work on DDR worldwide, but it is engaged in this sector in over 20 countries and has
standby roster arrangements for emergencies with a number of international NGOs specialized in
Child Protection (with DDR being one of the specific categories identified). UNICEF has capacity
for needs assessment, but develops and implements projects mostly through national or
international NGOs or national governments, with child protection officers in-country, ensuring
overall supervision. The fund has developed dedicated training capacity (e-learning PATH, CD
Rom) with specific modules and materials, lessons learned as well as normative, legal, and
programmatic tools related to child soldiers.

The remaining UN entities participate in a supportive way, through specific niche capacity for
policy development, advocacy, operational planning, and programming, as well as training in their
respective areas of expertise. Although they have no dedicated capacity at headquarters for DDR
specifically and project implementation in the field occur principally through NGOs, UNFPA, and
UNIFEM seem to have been most involved in those issues through their respective dedicated
headquarters-based units working on conflict and post-conflict issues (UNFPA Humanitarian
Response Unit; UNIFEM Governance, Peace and Security Unit). UNFPA works with key partners
in assuring that the health and protection needs of male and female combatants, women
associated with armed forces as well as families and dependants of demobilizing soldiers have
access to health care, particularly reproductive health care, as well as to means and information
on the prevention of HIV/AIDS. UNFPA has also been focusing on preventing and treating sexual
and gender based violence in demobilization camps and generally in the DDR process, and offers
specific standards, guidelines, and training in this area. Under its peace and security strategy,
UNIFEM focuses on ensuring that DDR programming is gender sensitive; it collaborates with
other UN entities in conducting needs assessments and provide them with relevant tools
specifically related to gender and DDR such as best practices, checklists, and registration forms.
In addition, UNOPS also provides overall policy, planning, financial, and technical project support
services, as well as implementation capacity in this sector.

Finally, other entities participate in the IAWG on DDR and may be involved in critical aspects of
DDR-related activities in the field, but lack actual capacity and expertise specifically dedicated to
this sector. DPA missions provide important overall political guidance, research and analysis,
policy development in addition to the facilitation of talks and negotiations relating to this sector
between different political factions. They may also be engaged in organizing seminars, mobilizing
donor resources and coordinating initiatives in support of the country team. However, the staff
involved are mostly generalists who spend only a very limited amount of their time on DDR and
SALW (West Africa, Guinea-Bissau, Tajikistan, CAR). FAO assists in the reintegration of ex-
combatants through the provision of agricultural inputs and training. UNHCR has neither the
mandate nor the human/financial resources but is interested in the cross-border dimension of
DDR programmes within the context of UNHCR mandate of ensuring refugee protection and
security, as well as sustainable reintegration of returning populations.

3. Overview of capacity in DDR

In March 2005, the Executive Committee on Peace and Security established the IAWG on DDR
chaired by DPKO. There was consensus among the entities surveyed that this interagency
initiative has been inclusive and instrumental in improving coordination (notably at headquarters
level) and bringing system-wide policy coherence and standardization to DDR interventions
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through the Integrated DDR Standards (IDDRS), a comprehensive set of policies, guidelines, and
procedures covering the strategic and operational issues of DDR (planning, development, and
integration). These are expected to be launched in November 2006, together with a UN system
web-based DDR Resource Centre. The IDDRS have been formulated through the joint
participation of all UN entities, bringing together their respective niche expertise (eg UNICEF was
responsible for the policy module related to child soldiers; WHO for the one related to health
issues; UNFPA/UNAIDS for the module related to DDR and HIV/AIDS along with mainstreaming
HIV/AIDs, health, and gender concerns throughout the entire IDDRS etc). The IAWG also worked
to improve relationships between the UN and other main DDR stakeholders (World Bank, EU,
and member states).

At the operational level, joint planning of DDR operations and integrated DDR programmes are
currently being piloted in Sudan and Haiti (DDR subgroup of the Sudan Integrated Task Force;
UNDP-DPKO team to support planning in Haiti; DDR joint units in both countries that combine
DPKO and UNDP staff, resources and expertise into a single entity, and to a lesser extent
UNICEF, and coordinate with the range of other UN entities involved to ensure that cross-cutting
issues like HIV/AIDS, children, and gender are mainstreamed throughout the planning process).
But these are recent initiatives. Challenges remain in aligning entities’ legal and administrative
systems to ensure a sound basis for integrated management and staffing in the field.  Lessons
learned will need to inform future initiatives, and the design/structure of new integrated missions.
Up until now, capacity on the ground has been fragmented and coordination has happened in a
haphazard way (country team coordination and the RC/HC system; SRSG/DSRSG when peace
missions), and with varying degrees of effectiveness. Given the niche expertise of the entities
involved in DDR programmes, the issue is less one of duplication than of atomization of
capacities and fragmentation of programmes, due to the sheer number of international actors
involved. Moreover, headquarters support for the implementation of DDR programmes in the field
has been uneven, owing to overstretched capacity (for instance, DPKO DDR policy advisor has
only supported operations in Haiti and Sudan; for the remaining missions, support has been
provided only by desk officers in the Office of Operations who are not DDR experts).

While strategic coordination has improved notably at headquarters level, future challenges are
substantial: first, there is a need to ensure that the IDDRS are adequately disseminated at
regional and country levels, that relevant UN entities realign programmatic and operational
capacities to facilitate the roll-out of those standards to country-level offices and staff so as to
improve in-country coordination, resulting in those standards being refined in light of the actual
experience in the field. Second, and related, a system to continually institutionalize best practices
is yet to be launched, although a DDR field manual and a policy brief for senior managers are
currently being developed and DDR practitioners will be able to feed best practices into the on-
line UN DDR Resource Centre (to be launched in November). Third, it is critical that these
standards be integrated into an overall post-conflict transition strategy, both at the UN-wide
strategic level and at the country-specific level so as to ensure greater coherence and
sustainability.

Finally, critical gaps remain. There still remains no clear focal point for this sector although DPKO
and UNDP are increasingly playing this role collectively and the IAWG is working to strengthen its
secretariat to play this role more decisively. As it stands, UN DDR experts’ involvement during
negotiations of peace agreements and pre-planning phase is rare although this is a key
recommendation in the IDDRS and agencies are increasingly deploying experts to fulfill this role.
The pool of in-house DDR experts remains scanty, both at the managerial and working levels (the
staff deployed in the field, notably in large-scale peace operations, often does not have the
requisite level of technical specialization). Those who exist are not necessarily retained within the
system. There is no comprehensive dedicated roster.

15
 In 2003, DPKO began conducting a few
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 UNDP developed an external Small Arms Reduction Expert Roster which focuses on small arms control
but consultants can address DDR issues. External rosters include CANADEM, Transition International,
Danish Refugee Council.
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joint training programmes for UN DDR specialists together with external partners, and a
comprehensive DDR training package, based on the IDDRS, is being formulated, however joint,
systematic and formal DDR training is still lacking. Even more so, there is no training of trainer
capacity notably to build an in-house cadre of qualified experts. Similarly, there is no common UN
global communication strategy dedicated to DDR. Lastly, UNDP seems to be one of the only
entities that have the requisite capacity to monitor in-country developments in this sector in a
systematic way, not to mention the capacity to evaluate the quality, appropriateness, and impact
of DDR programmes which seems to remain largely lacking throughout the entire UN system.
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5. Mine Action

•  Main UN entities: DPKO/UNMAS (designated UN focal point), UNDP (socio-economic

consequences and national capacity development), UNICEF (mine risk education), UNOPS
(implementing partner)

• Agreed-upon set of goals; well-coordinated community of actors
• UNMAS drawing upon specific niche expertise of main UN partners (interagency process) as well

as capacity and funds of external actors (main area of potential overlap internal to DPKO between
UNMAS and military demining units); UNDP taking the lead when transition from a UN managed to
a UN supported programme with national government assuming responsibilities

• Substantial headquarters core staff capacity; a few regional advisers; a great number of staff on the
ground

• Roster (UNOPS/ 500 consultants)
• Strong capacity for assessments, planning and implementation (UNMAS, UNDP, UNOPS)
• Extensive network of practitioners and partners: donors, states, universities, NGOs, private firms
•  Established policy, standards and guidelines; dedicated website and information management

system, joint media, and outreach strategy; various training packages although no formal ToT
capacity

• Embryonic lessons learned through James Madison University but currently limited capacity
• Relatively well-funded sector, including a rapid response mechanism, but funding may be inflexible

and tied to projects; victims’ assistance under-funded and, more generally, identified as gap area

Clearing landmines and explosive remnants of war (ERW) often serves as a first entry point for
the UN and contributes to peace processes and confidence building by bringing warring parties
together around a common programme or even providing opportunities for DDR projects and the
reintegration of former combatants through engaging them in mine action activities—mine
clearance, surveys, and marking. Mine action is sometimes integrated into coordinated
peacebuilding efforts and the specific implementation of a peace agreement when explicitly
requested in the Security Council mandate of a peacekeeping operation. Beyond removing the
threat of mines and the immediate personal safety issue for the local population and UN
personnel, mine action is also critical to the restoration of productive livelihoods and socio-
economic recovery which is otherwise hampered by movement restrictions. Countries where the
UN has been deeply involved include Angola, Burundi, the Balkans, DRC, Iraq, Southern Sudan,
South Lebanon, Jordan and Afghanistan.

The vision of the United Nations is a ‘world free of the threat of landmines and ERW, where
individuals and communities live in a safe environment conducive to development and where the
needs of mine and ERW victims are met and they are fully integrated into their societies‘.

16
 To

this end, UN assistance rests on five pillars: landmine and ERW clearance, mine risk education,
victim assistance, stockpile destruction, and advocacy.

Five UN entities indicated capacity in this sector (DPKO/UNMAS, UNDP, UNICEF, UNHCR,
UNOPS), but the Inter-Agency Coordination Group on Mine Action (IACG-MA) chaired by
DPKO/UNMAS includes 13 UN entities, in addition to the World Bank participating as an
observer. In particular, although it did not formally indicate capacity in this area, WFP can deploy
some mine action capacity in support of its operations when required.

UNDP, UNICEF, and UNOPS are the primary entities with standing mine action capacity both at
headquarters and in the field, in addition to UNMAS. Through its extensive field presence,
UNHCR supports the monitoring of developments in country, mine action programmes and MRE
projects that are linked to refugee return and reintegration as a key factor for the safe and

                                                  
16

 Mine Action and Effective Coordination – the UN Inter-Agency Policy (June 2005).
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sustainable return of those populations (e.g Angola, Burundi, Cambodia, Mozambique, South
Sudan). It takes part in the IACG-MA, in inter-agency missions as needed, liaises with
UNMAS/DPKO, and works closely with entities in the field. In 2005, it developed a Mine Action
Operational Framework. However, UNHCR does not have dedicated financial or human
resources for mine action, although one staff at headquarters may work on such issues part-time
and three staff are currently part of the Mine Action Advisory Team in South Sudan.

1. UN-wide Capacity

In 1997, the United Nations Mine Action Service (UNMAS) was created as a service and then
elevated to a division of DPKO to serve as the UN focal point in that sector. It is responsible for
coordinating all aspects of mine action within the UN system, as articulated most recently in the
UN mine action policy framework Mine Action and Effective Coordination—the UN Inter-Agency
Policy (June 2005). Within the framework of the IACG-MA, UNMAS provides advice and
guidance to other UN entities involved, offers mine-action assistance and mainstreaming in the
context of humanitarian emergencies and peacekeeping operations, ensures compliance with
International Mine Action Standards (IMAS) when involved, and leads the development of inter-
agency communications strategy and public outreach materials (e.g. Eliminating the Threat of
Landmines and Explosive Remnants of War: the United Nations Advocacy Strategy 2004-2005).

UNMAS chairs and provides the secretariat for the IACG-MA (which meets monthly at the
working level, twice a year at the principals’ level, and takes decision by consensus), the Steering
Committee on Mine Action (SCMA) and organizes—together with UNDP, UNICEF, and UNOPS-
an annual Programme Director’s and Technical Advisor’s meeting in Geneva, which is the largest
gathering of management level staff within mine action. It coordinates the preparation of the
Secretary-General’s reports on assistance in mine action and represents the Secretariat during
GA deliberations. It also coordinates the IACG-MA members’ input to the Standing Committees of
the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Treaty (APMBT) and meetings of the Convention on Certain
Conventional Weapons (CCW). Furthermore, it maintains a watching brief of developments in
country, coordinates threat-monitoring, and supervises the development and monitoring of all UN
mine action policy and strategy documents.

In addition to coordinating various  aspects of mine action within the UN system as well as
coordinating the UN response to requests for assistance, UNMAS, together with its key UN
partners, also participates in UN mine action initiatives with non UN partners through a great
number of mechanisms, involving donors and Member States (the donor Mine Action Support
Group, which meets quarterly; the Resource Mobilisation Contact Group which meets in the
margins of the APMBT Standing Committee meetings; the Forum of Mine Affected Countries
supported by UNDP) or NGOs (Universalization Contact Group; Steering Committee on Mine
Action which bring together once a year the members of the IACG-MA with the ICRC, Geneva
International Centre for Humanitarian Demining (GICHD), the International Campaign to Ban
Landmines (ICBL), and other NGOs such as the Danish Demining Group, Danish Church Aid, the
HALO Trust, the Mines Advisory Group, Norwegian People’s Aid, Handicap International,
INTERSOS, AfghanTechnical Consultants, and the Mine Clearance Planning Agency). Research,
training and planning assistance is also provided by the Mine Action Information Center located at
James Madison University (US) and the Centre on Resilience at Cranfield University (UK).
Finally, there are several commercial companies involved in this sector, such as ArmorGroup,
BACTEC, MECHEM Consultants, MineTech International, and Ronco which are usually
contracted for UN programmes through UNOPS.

Upon request for assistance by governments, the Security Council or the senior UN official in-
country, and after agreement by the IACG-MA, UNMAS coordinates the deployment of inter-
agency multi-sectoral assessment missions (including relevant entities, in particular UNDP Mine
Action Team, UNICEF and UNOPS, and where possible in close coordination with DPKO
planning mission process such as recently in Burundi and Liberia). The Assessment Mission
Report is shared with, and agreed by, the affected country before publishing. The procedure is
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different in countries where urgent immediate action is required. In such cases, the IACG-MA
directs UNMAS together with UNOPS and other partners to set in motion the Rapid Response
Plan (RRP) to facilitate the rapid deployment of appropriate mine action capacities (e.g. Iraq in
2003, Guinea-Bissau 2006). In practice, and when in a non-emergency or peacekeeping context,
UNDP or UNICEF may also carry out needs assessments on the ground for the explicit purpose
of project development.

In peacekeeping settings, operational planning and programme development first take place at
headquarters through the creation of a Mine Action Planning Group within the IACG-MA and
including relevant NGOs, and with UNDP, UNICEF and UNOPS contributing most extensively. In
the field, UNMAS is the lead entity under a ‘UN-managed’ mine action programme implemented
through UNOPS by international/national NGOs, peacekeeping (military engineers) deminers
and commercial companies until national capacity is created to take over. Once the programme is
initiated, the Information Management System for Mine Action (IMSMA) is deployed to assist with
the handling of all relevant information at the field level (e.g. Kosovo, Eritrea, and Yemen). The
transition to UNDP—or UNICEF—as lead entity to support national capacity development takes
place when the conditions are such that national authorities can assume responsibility for the
management of the program, with continued support from the UN. Evaluation of field programmes
(whether UNMAS or UNDP) is usually conducted through the contracting of an external
evaluation team (e.g. Kosovo, Eritrea and Ethiopia, Iraq). UNOPS maintains a roster of 500
experts, UNMAS holds about 15-10 CVs of suitable candidates for evaluators, conference
facilitators, etc, and UNDP is currently developing a roster.

The demining community produced a set of International Mine Action Standards (IMAS) in 1996
(www.mineactionstandards.org). These standards, which have been regularly updated, cover a
variety of subjects and have been developed in partnership with the GICHD are maintained by
UNMAS, reviewed once a year by the IMAS Review Board, and further developed by the Steering
Committee, which includes many UN entities. In addition to the UN Inter-Agency Policy, there
also exist a few other policy and strategic documents that guide UN mine action (UN Mine Action
5 year strategy, 2006-2010), Gender Guidelines for Mine Action Programmes, UNICEF IMAS
Best Practices Guidebooks for MRE). The James Madison University also maintains a Lessons
Learned database on behalf of the UN and which UNDP/BCPR and UNMAS are currently
working on further developing to strengthen in-house capacity in this area. There is also a
dedicated UNMAS website www.mineaction.org which includes all UN mine action related
policies, strategies, UN documents, and treaties.

Furthermore, the UN has developed a few training courses: UN Mine Action computer based
training package available to all on the internet; UNDP Mine Action Management Training
Programme which targets senior and middle level national mine action managers/staff to improve
their management and planning capacity, in partnership with James Madison University in the US
and Cranfield University in the UK (so far, more then 500 national managers from different
countries have been trained, including government and NGOs officials);  UN training for mine
action technical advisors in partnership with Cranfield and DFID (currently being piloted); UNICEF
yearly Field Epidemiology for Mine Action Course (with the Center for Disease Control and
Prevention) that promotes a public health approach to mine action; UNOPS Mine Action
Operations Manual (CD-ROM); a formal training course with handbook for landmine and ERW
safety for UN staff operating in contaminated areas (The Landmines Safety Training Handbook,
2005, jointly developed for the UN by UNICEF and UNMAS) has been implemented in over 20
countries, and a self-teach CD-ROM is currently under development. There is no formal train-the-
trainer instruction, but all technical advisors and UN staff in the field are expected to train their
local counterparts in on-the-job training. Both UNMAS and UNDP also have partnership
arrangements with a number of institutions and NGOs that can provide trainers on short notice.

Mine action is a relatively well funded activity, including a Rapid Response mechanism which can
lead to the disbursement of funds within weeks (as part of UNMAS Voluntary Trust Fund, for total
current amount is approximately USD 1.3 million). Funding also comes through UNDP local trust
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funds, or through the UNDP CPR-TTF. However, funding in this sector is often inflexible, being
tied to specific projects and generally within a limited annual timeframe, hampering more
effective, multi-annual planning and programme management. Some high-profile countries are
easier to fund than others (e.g. Afghanistan versus the DRC), and mine clearance activities
represent the largest portion of the funds raised to the detriment of other mine action activities,
like victim assistance and mine risk education. Funding for victim assistance is particularly difficult
to attract, and in general this is an area where the UN has not been very active.

2. DPKO/UNMAS: The UN designated Focal Point

At headquarters, UNMAS has 18 professionals. They can be deployed to the field for limited
periods of time, usually in emergency circumstances. In addition to the broader coordination
mandate and one staff working specifically on public information, UNMAS staff work on policy
development, assessment, and monitoring of the landmine and ERW threat through technical
assessment missions; operational planning; programme initiation, support, and transfer of
management responsibilities to national authorities; mine risk education, victim assistance
initiatives, technical advice on stockpile destruction and ERW removal; information management
(including a stockpile destruction database on e-mine website); quality management and mine
action technology coordination; advocacy and treaty implementation; quality assurance of
landmine impact surveys; and resource mobilization. In this context, UNMAS administers the
Voluntary Trust Fund for Assistance in Mine Action, and together with UNDP, supports donor
coordination mechanisms in the field, coordinates the development and updating of the annual
Portfolio of Mine Action Projects and mine action inputs to the CAP and manages the donor
investments database on the “e-mine” website. Peacekeeping assessed budget contributions
comprised 20 percent of UNMAS income in 2004, while support account provided 1percent or
USD 649,350 (5 posts at headquarters). During the 2004-05 financial period, the Voluntary Trust
Fund received contributions in the amount of USD 92 million for a total allotment of about USD 46
million and allocation of about USD 42 million.

In the field, UNMAS staff contracted through UNOPS amount to about one hundred international
professional staff and 272 national staff providing support for almost 10,000 mine action
personnel in the various UN managed mine action programmes. These staff is employed for
operations in the country in which they are deployed, but can be deployed for specific tasks
elsewhere for a short-term assignment in agreement with the UN Mission or national authority

they serve. They provide advice to the country team and national authorities as required.

3. UNDP: Technical Advice and Capacity Development

 UNDP supports more then 28 countries in mine action across the world, mostly countries
recovering from or currently in conflicts, such as Afghanistan, Cambodia, Lebanon, Iraq, Sudan,
Bosnia, Angola, and Mozambique. Through its country offices and the Mine Action Team based
at BCPR/headquarters and in three regional offices, it focuses on (a) addressing the socio-
economic consequences of landmines through development or special mine action interventions
to save lives and to provide an environment where communities can resume a normal life and (b)
assisting national and local authorities to strengthen their national capacities by establishing
appropriate legislative, institutional, and operational framework to manage and undertake all
aspects of mine action, including responding to the needs and requirements of the mine affected
communities. UNDP provides advisory, management, program, and technical support to national
authorities and mine action institutions both at policy and operational levels; resource mobilization
both at the country level (cost-sharing arrangements or specific mine action trust funds such as in
Cambodia and Bosnia) and through UNDP Thematic Trust Fund for Crises Prevention and
Recovery. On an annual basis, UNDP mobilize about USD 70 million for mine action, roughly 5
percent of which is from UNDP core resources and the rest from extra budgetary resources, not
including parallel funding provided by the host/mine-affected countries, which might represent a

42



Peacebuilding Capacity Inventory. September 2006

significant amount of funding in some cases. These figures encompass all of UNDP mine action
programmes, not solely in post-conflict.

UNDP/BCPR’s Mine Action team is composed of four professional staff at headquarters and two
regional advisors (Asia Pacific, Africa, and another planned for MENA). They can be deployed
rapidly for short-term missions and work with a number of consultants as needed. Their main
function is to provide technical and policy advice and backstopping to UNDP country offices,
including through conducting regular field assessment missions. In addition to these personnel,
UNDP employs about 60 full time mine action advisors throughout the 28 countries in which
UNDP is involved. In addition to liaising with UNMAS and other key UN and external stakeholders
(including donors, NGOs, private sector organizations), UNDP Mine Action Team supports a
number of global projects, such as the Mine Action Management Training Program, the Mine
Action Exchange Programme (promoting cooperation among mine affected countries within the
framework of South-South Cooperation), and provides secretarial support to the Forum of Mine
Affected States (FOMAC). It also promotes the universalisation of the Mine Ban Convention and
other international legal instruments such as the CCW, as well as the development and
application of standardized mine action information management systems.

4. UNICEF: Mine Risk Education (MRE)

UNICEF is the entity with most expertise in MRE, acts as a focal point for MRE within the IACG-
MA both at headquarters and country-level, and co-convenes the international Mine Risk
Education Working Group with the International Campaign to Ban Landmines. In addition to
advocacy, MRE and small arms projects and the development and promotion of international
standards and their adoption in this domain, UNICEF focuses on providing assistance to
survivors of mine accidents and the development of legal instruments in relation to the protection
and promotion of the rights of women and children affected by armed conflict.  It is lead entity in
Nepal, North Caucasus/Chechnya, and Colombia, countries and regions where the only mine
action undertaken is data gathering (on casualties), advocacy and MRE.

With its international and national implementing partners, UNICEF undertakes MRE needs
assessments (and participates in inter-agency small arms assessment missions), develops
landmine injury surveys and surveillance systems, monitors and evaluates MRE and small arms
programmes, monitors the humanitarian impact of landmines and ERW, develops and
implements public information campaigns, education, training and community liaison projects,
supports survivor assistance projects integrated in public health and social services programmes,
and also works with national governments to integrate MRE and small arms light weapons into
school curricula and emergency education programmes.

At headquarters, the UNICEF Landmines and Small Arms Team (LASAT) is composed of 5
professionals, two of whom have specific expertise in mine action. They can be deployed within
24-48 hours in case of emergency and for short-term missions. They provide strategic and
technical advice (from headquarters or by undertaking field missions) including to other UN
partners and national authorities, desk support to UNICEF country offices, resource mobilization,
assist in monitoring and evaluation of projects, developing standards and advocacy tools, and
support policy development. UNICEF supports MRE programmes in some 31 mine affected
countries, including Afghanistan, Angola, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Burundi, Cambodia, Chad, the
DRC, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Guinea-Bissau, Iraq, Sudan and Syria. In each of these countries and in 6
regional offices, there is a UNICEF MRE focal point, about 15 of whom have specific mine action
experience (the remaining officers have either child protection, emergency, or communication
expertise which is applied to the support of MRE activities). The majority of them are easily
deployable in mine affected areas in the country where they operate, and some of them can be
deployed to other countries if there is an immediate need. LASAT manages a roster of about 20
MRE consultants, which are deployable within 72 hours depending on their availability. Once a
year, LASAT organizes a mine action workshop with all UNICEF MRE focal points.
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Within the framework of UN interagency coordination, UNICEF supports the development and
promotes the dissemination and adoption of national and international MRE policy, tools and
techniques, guidelines, and standards. In addition to participating to the products produced by the
IACG-MA, UNICEF has also developed UNICEF Mine Action Strategy (2003). UNICEF is working
with GICHD to develop and implement a regional training in implementing MRE in accordance
with IMAS best practice guidebooks. It is also working on developing templates and guidance for
injury surveillance, ready to use emergency risk education kit with generic guidance, material and
tools on mine/UXO, ERW, and small arms, and is also working on establishing a review board for
MRE standards. All the funds dedicated to MRE activities are extra-budgetary. In 2006, the funds
requested for headquarters and field activities total USD 26 million (USD 22 million for field
programmes; USD 4 million for headquarters support). As far as SALW is concerned, UNICEF is
also part of the Coordinating Action on Small Arms (CASA) mechanism chaired by DDA, with
UNDP playing a lead role in that sector—see sector 4 (DDR) for UNDP capacity.

5. UNOPS: Mine Action Project Management (recruitment, equipment, logistical, and
procurement services)

UNOPS is the principal UN service provider in the field of mine action, including mine action in
support of infrastructure work such as mine clearance for road rehabilitation. In New York,
UNOPS Mine Action Unit (MAU), composed of six professionals, is responsible for providing
technical expertise as well as implementing, managing and monitoring Mine action
programmes/projects.  UNOPS project management services most typically cover turn-key
management of the entire project, such as for UNMAS/DPKO, including the procurement of
specialized equipment, tenders and contracts for services, the recruitment of local and
international personnel, and specialized legal advice. MAU staff can be deployed for short-term
assessment or fact finding missions (including within the context of RRP) and can provide training
to project personnel. The MAU maintains a roster of experts (approximately 500 consultants
listed, including trainers), suppliers, firms, and NGOs specialized in Mine Action activities. It can
deploy staff to the field within two weeks and has negotiated long-term agreements with
manufacturers for the provision of specific mine action equipment and logistics. It also provides a
central repository of information on performance outputs.

UNOPS has the capacity to recruit international mine action experts and national staff, establish
coordination centers and contract firms and NGOs to provide a range of demining services,
including landmine impact surveys, emergency surveys, mine risk education, integrated
manual/mine detection dog capacities, explosive ordnance disposal, mechanical systems, victim
assistance programmes, and external programme evaluations. In early 2006, UNOPS had 94
international specialists, 31 national specialists, and 295 national generalists engaged for both
UNMAS and UNDP and deployed in 11 countries (Afghanistan, Burundi, Chad, Cyprus, DRC,
Eritrea, Lebanon, Sudan, Ethiopia, Somalia, and Uganda), and excluding personnel engaged by
UNOPS contractors in mine action. MAU staff and project staff in the field provide advice to the
UN and national authorities. In addition to the Mine Action Operations Manual provided to project
staff during the start up phase, the MAU also arranges annually a training workshop for
programme managers and chief technical advisors.

As an illustration, UNOPS was engaged by UNDP with EU funding to provide demining services
to clear landmines and UXO in the buffer zone in Cyprus (2005-2006, for a budget of USD 4.7
million). Similarly, it provides demining support to a great number of peacekeeping operations
with budget varying according to the mission (e.g UNMEE for USD 6.5 million; UNMIS for USD 15
million; UNIFIL for USD 650,000; MONUC for USD 3.3 million and ONUB for USD 1 million). In
2005, UNOPS implemented services in Mine Action for a total of USD 78 million (including
roughly USD 26 million on behalf of UNDP, USD 26.5 million from peacekeeping assessed
budget on behalf of UNMAS, USD 21.5 million from the Voluntary Trust Fund for Mine Action on
behalf of UNMAS, USD 3 million on behalf of UNDG/ITF and USD 500,000 from two
governments).
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Justice and the ‘Rule of Law’

Sectors 6 - 8: Transitional Justice,
Judicial and Legal Reform and Corrections

Overall Situation
The UN involvement in the ‘rule of law’

17
 has attracted significant attention over the last five

years. This is so both because it has been increasingly recognized that the restoration and reform
of the rule of law and the strengthening of national capacity in that sector is of crucial importance
to the consolidation of peace and security, but also because it is an area where many parts of the
UN system are engaged, where some capacities exist, but where such experience, expertise, and
resources remain highly fragmented, dispersed, and poorly coordinated. Rule of law related
components currently exist in most peacekeeping operations such as in Afghanistan, Liberia,
Cote d’Ivoire, Burundi, the DRC, Haiti, and Sudan. In other peacebuilding environments, many
UN entities are engaged in a wide range of activities and projects covering a great number of
issues related to that sector.

Eleven UN entities (DPA, DPKO, OHCHR, OLA, UNDP, UNESCO, UNICEF, UNIFEM, UNFPA,
UNODC, UNOPs) indicated capacity in the broad area of justice and the ‘rule of law’ which, for
the purpose of this inventory, covers transitional justice, judicial and legal reform, and corrections.
Capacities in the related areas of security system reform, law enforcement, and human rights are
discussed under sectors 1, 2, and 9.

The focus on this sector as a locus of UN endeavors in post-conflict contexts is further
demonstrated by the recent burgeoning of specifically dedicated units at headquarters, including
OHCHR Rule of Law and Democracy Unit, DPKO Criminal Law and Judicial Advisory Unit
(CLJAU) within its Best Practices Section, and UNDP/BCPR Justice and Security Sector Reform
Unit. The last five years have also witnessed a number of initiatives at the inter-agency level to
take stock of existing UN rule of law related capacities, suggest how to best mobilize and apply
them, and highlight key issues and lessons learned:

 In 2002, the Executive Committee on Peace and Security and its interagency Rule of Law
Task Force compiled a comprehensive catalogue, including of expertise and resources,
guidelines, manuals, and standard operating procedures. It identified gaps and made a
number of specific recommendations to sustain an integrated and comprehensive
approach, draw upon resources within the system and from external partners, and
improve coordination at various levels (strategy and policy, operational planning,
recruitment and rapid deployment of experts, pulling of resources through the
establishment of a ‘Rule of Law Trust Fund’, partnerships with external entities, and the
development of standards and guidelines).

18

 As a follow-up, a headquarters-based Rule of Law Focal Point Network was established
in 2002, comprising 11 UN entities and convened by DPKO/CLJAU.

                                                  
17

 In the 2004 Secretary-General Report on the rule of law and transitional justice in conflict and post-conflict
societies, the rule of law ‘refers to a principle of governance in which all persons, institutions and entities,
public and private, including the State itself, are accountable to laws that are publicly promulgated, equally
enforced and independently adjudicated, and which are consistent with international human rights norms
and standards. It requires, as well, measures to ensure adherence to the principles of supremacy of law,
equality before the law, accountability to the law, fairness in the application of the law, separation of powers,

participation in decision-making, legal certainty, avoidance of arbitrariness and procedural and legal
transparency’. (S/2004/616/3 August 2004)
18

 ECPS Task Force for Development of Comprehensive Rule of Law Strategies for Peace Operations, Final
Report, 15 August 2002.
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 In 2004, the Secretary-General published a report examining UN experiences in the
promotion of justice and the rule of law in the wake of conflict, articulating key concepts,
norms and standards, reviewing UN past activities and identifying crucial roles for the
organization. The report also highlighted a number of gaps and reemphasized the need
for greater coordination.

19

 In 2005, a draft report of the Secretary-General sets forth the results of that review by the
ECPS Task Force.

20
 It reiterated most of the recommendations made in 2004 but also

suggested—in line with the Secretary-General’s expressed intention in In Larger
Freedom—the establishment of a dedicated Rule of Law Assistance Unit within the
proposed PBSO to improve UN-wide coherence, consistency and coordination, at the
policy and operational levels and throughout the conflict, peacemaking, peacekeeping,
and post-conflict peacebuilding phases. The report was never released.

Despite such focus and attempts to enhance UN-wide arrangements for supporting the rule of law
capacity, UN engagement, approach, and coordination at both headquarters and mission levels
remain to date informal and ad-hoc. It is also poorly harmonized with that of other key external
partners whether bilateral donors, intergovernmental organizations, or NGOs which represent
substantial expertise and resources that the UN can draw upon.

As detailed below, the UN has gained considerable practical experience over the years as the
result of its involvement in the field, especially in the area of transitional justice. Some specific
niches of expertise also exist within the system. The Rule of Law Focal Point Network has served
as a useful information sharing mechanism, including through meetings and a community of
practice that links electronically rule of law practitioners in peacekeeping operations with
counterparts in the headquarters of different UN entities. Coordination does take place around the
implementation of specific initiatives in-country (joint OHCHR/DPKO training of judicial/legal units
in Liberia), around certain countries (currently the rule of law planning group for Sudan under the
IMTF), or around specific projects.

Specifically, many joint initiatives are underway in terms of the development of policy, norms,
tools, directives, and guidelines. They are in most cases the fruit of collaborative work between
different UN entities, and often benefit from the support of specialized external organizations
(DPKO/OHCHR’s Rule of Law Index with the participation of UNDP and UNODC; OHCHR toolkit
for transitional justice, in cooperation with UNDP, DPKO and ICTJ; UNODC assessment tools for
criminal justice reform, in cooperation with DPKO and OHCHR; ICTJ/DPKO policy work on
vetting). Although coordination occurs, the picture remains one of confusion, especially since
many of these projects are currently and simultaneously being developed.

In fact, considering how relatively high profile the rule of law area is, the modesty of UN human
resources capacity is striking, especially at headquarters, and in particular in the areas of judicial
and legal reform and corrections: within the UN system as a whole, only a handful of dedicated
staff work on rule of law issues in conflict and post-conflict contexts. The Rule of Law Focal Point
Network did not act as a catalyst for drawing together existing expertise and resources (partly
because such resources are limited, so there was little to draw upon) and helping build upon the
comparative strengths in the UN system.

Part of the problem is that the notion of the ‘rule of law’ itself, while helpful as an umbrella for
conceptualizing the importance of a wide range of different institutional and legislative processes,
needed to ensure a well functioning polity, has proven less valuable in terms of building actual in-
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 The rule of law and transitional justice in conflict and post-conflict societies, Report of the Secretary-
General (S/2004/616/3 August 2004)
20

  Enhancing United Nations System Arrangements for supporting the rule of law and transitional justice in
conflict and post-conflict societies, Report of the Secretary-General, Draft, 20 April 2005.
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house capacity because it is so broad and all-encompassing. As detailed below, a breakdown by
sector suggests that the issue may not be so much one of overlaps as one of competition,
atomization of capacities and a lack of clear lead, delineation of responsibilities, and strategic
direction.

Serious gaps across all three sectors surveyed in this area include a clear set of priorities
combining distinct technical activities with what is ultimately a profoundly political endeavour and
process, a dedicated lead across the three sectors or for each sector, sufficient full-time staff at
headquarters, coherent policy and guidance material across the UN system, integrated planning
and common programming in the field, a UN-wide roster of experts (judges, prosecutors, etc
especially at the senior level), systematic lessons learned and best practices, UN-wide staff
training, and dedicated financial resources.

Below is first an overview of the capacities of the UN entities which offer some general, cross-
cutting capacity in the broad area of the ‘rule of law’. They may be involved in critical aspects of
rule of law activities in the field, have specific niche capacity for resource mobilization, policy
development, advocacy, operational planning and programming, as well as training in their
respective area of expertise. However, they are mostly engaged in these issues in a related,
supportive way rather than as part of their core activities.

Dedicated expertise for core rule of law functions under transitional justice, judicial and legal
reform, and corrections will then be discussed separately under sectors 6 (Transitional Justice), 7
(Judicial and Legal Reform) and 8 (Corrections). These are to be found with DPKO, OHCHR,
OLA, and UNODC.

DPA
As part of its general functions relating to mediation, the prevention of armed conflicts, and the
support of post-conflict peace processes, DPA missions assist in the dialogue among different
parties (government, political parties, civil society at large) for national reconciliation as well as
support partners (e.g. local counterparts, UN entities) in the implementation of targeted
programmes aimed at strengthening the rule of law, building democratic institutions, and
promoting respect for human rights (National Reconciliation Commission Project and Judicial and
Legal Reform project in Somalia, Tajikistan, Iraq, Timor Leste, Commission for the Investigation
of Illegal Groups and Clandestine Security Organizations in Guatemala). DPA has also been
engaged in mobilizing donor resources and coordinating initiatives within the context of the
country team, as well as organizing training to local judicial or legislative counterparts (Guinea-
Bissau, Tajikistan). Through EAD, DPA has special expertise in legislative reform issues relating
to electoral processes. DPA has provided overall political guidance and policy advice on issues
related to transitional justice and judicial and legal reform, including within the context of the
negotiations and implementation of a peace agreement and negotiations. In some instances, this
has contributed to the establishment of special courts (Cambodia, Sierra Leone, Lebanon). In this
context, the UN Peacemaker database project (to be launched by DPA in 2006), which is a
compendium of all peace agreements and an operational tool for mediators, identifies transitional
justice/amnesty and rule of law/administration of justice as two specific categories.  However,
whether at headquarters or in the field, and with the exception of the role played by EAD in
elections related legislation, the DPA’s staff involved in the area of rule of law is mostly political
officers and who only devote part of their time to these issues. DPA plans to establish a focal
point for democracy issues within its policy planning unit.

UNDP has been supporting processes to build institutions that can implement and sustain
transitional justice processes and mechanisms, and that can also strengthen judicial and legal
systems. It has also focused on the issue of access to justice (see for instance UNDP’s Access to
Justice Practice Note, 2004). UNDP also plays a key role in terms of resource mobilization and
the rapid recruitment and deployment of staff and consultants to the field, on behalf of other UN
entities. It has one Access to Justice adviser based in headquarters (BDP) and two regional
advisers in Bangkok and in Panama.  Recently, a Governance, Conflict and Peacebuilding
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adviser post was created in the UNDP Oslo Governance Center to provide additional policy
support in this area. However, UNDPs involvement in this area has mainly been donor-driven and
project-based and within the context of its broader democratic or security sector governance
work. Finally, UNDP devotes relatively little resources specifically to it (indeed, only 4 percent of
total financial UNDP allocation to peacebuilding goes to the sectors under the cluster ‘justice and
reconciliation’).

Specifically, in the area of transitional justice, BDP’s justice and human rights and BCPR’s justice
and security sector reform practice areas have both been involved. Often in collaboration with
DPKO and OHCHR, UNDP has provided technical assistance, programme management and
support, capacity development support, financial support (including by acting as a channel for
donor funding, and committing some funds from its Crisis Prevention Thematic Trust Fund (CPR-
TTF)) and implementation support to truth commission bodies (Liberia, Peru, Sierra Leone, Timor
Leste) and other transitional justice processes in such countries as El Salvador, Guatemala, and
Ethiopia. It has commissioned needs assessments (Serbia and Montenegro, Bosnia
Herzegovina) and also been involved in community-based reconciliation processes and psycho-
social attention to victims of violent conflict. Nonetheless, UNDP has some, although limited,
capacity at headquarters, with one programme analyst working for fifty percent of his time on
transitional justice issues, and four senior advisers on justice and security sector reform
dedicating part of their time to transitional justice issues. The focus is largely on country office
support, programme planning and development, and monitoring and evaluation. In the field,
UNDP has only recently begun to have dedicated focal points, particularly in the Balkans region.
However, a number of staff and consultants have been more or less heavily involved in
programming in this sector given the many projects UNDP has been running over the years. In
judicial and legal reform, UNDP has been running a number of projects at the country-level
(Afghanistan, Sudan, Somalia) but again without substantial backstopping from either
headquarters or the regional hubs. Finally, in corrections, UNDP has supported a few penitentiary
reform programmes, including rehabilitation and infrastructure development, institutional reform,
and prison management (Haiti; South Sudan being initiated), but its overall dedicated capacity in
this sector is limited.

UNESCO plays a specific role as an intermediary between civil society and the government in
negotiating the framework of media laws and regulations in line with international standards (See
also Public Information and Media Development).

UNFPA works with governments, parliamentarians, and civil society to generate support for legal
and judicial reforms that incorporate and implement key concepts of gender mainstreaming and
women’s equal protection, representation and participation in national processes through
networking, advocacy, judicial reviews, financial and implementation support, and technical
assistance. However, UNFPA does not have legal expertise as such; rather the technical experts
who are deployed to implement projects in the field are specialists in human rights or gender who
work with national legal experts to ensure gender mainstreaming. Its Humanitarian Response
Unit is in the process of developing a roster for emergency deployment that will include
judicial/legal experts.

UNICEF has overall capacity and expertise on juvenile justice which it tackles from a protection
angle. Its work focuses on reducing recourse to deprivation of liberty, through the promotion of
non-custodial sanctions, restorative justice, and diversion. It supports the reform of legal and
corrections systems by encouraging local actors to revise and implement legislation that is in
conformity with international standards. UNICEF also builds the capacity of actors within the
juvenile justice system so as to specialize in a child rights-based approach to their work. UNICEF
has conducted surveys and assessments at the country level on children in detention and on
legal reform, criminal justice systems, and customary or traditional practices for child justice
issues. It supports research and policy development in conjunction with its partners, provides
technical assistance and policy advice to governments, as well as financial and project
implementation support, capacity development and training. It has developed a number of
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guidance and training tools such as a course manual for law enforcement officers working with
juvenile offenders, a general training guide for juvenile justice administration, the international
criminal justice and children analysis. Despite UNICEF’s active engagement in this sector, its
dedicated capacity is limited. At headquarters, there is one senior staff whose responsibilities
include juvenile justice (with current proposals for an increase in capacity for rule of law and
justice for children). In the regional and country offices, child protection officers take on multiple
tasks including activities falling within the area of juvenile justice. Although some of them are legal
experts, most have generalist or social science expertise.

UNIFEM has increased its dedicated research and policy development over the past couple of
years in the area of gender justice in post-conflict situations, including through conferences and
the publication of their proceedings issued as the SC and/or GA reports (‘Peace Needs Women
and Women Need Justice’, 2004; ‘Building Partnerships for Promoting Gender Justice in Post-
Conflict Situations’, 2005). The fund has also been supporting the implementation of programmes
in this sector in such countries as Liberia, Afghanistan and Sudan and has taken part in DPKO-
led planning groups for new peace operations, in UNDG-led assessment missions, and on one
occasion (Haiti) in DPKO-led needs assessment missions for new operations.

UNOPS has provided overall policy, planning, financial and technical project support services, as
well as implementation capacity in the area of the justice and legal transition, from infrastructure
building through the complete management of a truth commission (under the request of DPA,
UNOPS mounted in 1997 a USD 12 million operation in Guatemala, designing the program,
establishing its structure, hiring its staff, carrying out the research and producing its final report).
UNOPS has the capacity to deploy staff and consultants extremely rapidly and has considerable
logistical capacities in its field operational center based in Dubai.
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6. Transitional Justice

•  Main UN entities: OLA (international criminal justice), OHCHR (overall normative/policy

development; vetting; truth commissions, impunity, and prosecutions), DPKO (vetting and
prosecutions)

•  Fairly strong headquarters and field capacity for truth commissions and impunity, including
standards, guidance material, and tools (OHCHR), but no roster

•  To a large extent complementary expertise and capacity but no sector-specific coordination
mechanism or integrated strategy, including how it relates to other activities in larger justice and
‘rule of law’ area

• Lack of in-house lessons learned (but dedicated external capacity like ICTJ)
• Major gap in forensics where the UN system hardly has any capacity

Transitional justice is key to the promotion of justice and the restoration of the rule of law in post-
conflict environments. In the Secretary-General’s 2004 Report on the rule of law and transitional
justice in conflict and post-conflict societies, the notion of transitional justice was defined as
covering ‘the full range of processes and mechanisms associated with a society’s attempts to
come to terms with the legacy of large-scale past abuses, in order to ensure accountability, serve
justice and achieve reconciliation. These may include both judicial and non-judicial mechanisms,
with differing levels of international involvement (or none at all) and individual prosecutions,
reparations, truth-seeking, institutional reform, vetting and dismissals, or a combination thereof.’

21

It is now established that transitional justice extends well beyond courts and tribunals and may
also comprise reconciliation initiatives, such as victims memorial work. The UN has worked on
transitional issues in contexts where a peace operation has been deployed such as in East Timor
and Sierra Leone as well as in other countries where grave abuses had been committed, such as
in Argentina or in Peru.

Transitional Justice is the area within the broader justice and rule of law sector where UN overall
capacity is perhaps most substantial in terms of in-house expertise, conceptualization, norms,
and practice in the field.

Seven UN entities indicated capacity in this sector (DPA, DPKO, OHCHR, OLA, UNDP,
UNIFEM, UNOPs). The capacity of DPA, UNDP, UNIFEM, and UNOPS has been discussed in
the general introduction as part of their more general engagement in the rule of law sector.
UNESCO has accumulated experiences and expertise in linking activities focused on cultural
heritage within broader processes of reconciliation, intercultural dialogue and exchange in post-
conflict (e.g. Bosnia, Kosovo, and Cambodia). Three UN entities have dedicated institutional
capacity in transitional justice. To a large extent, they have specific pockets of expertise and a
fairly clear understanding of their respective involvement.

1. OLA:  International Criminal Justice

OLA works in the areas of policy development and operational activities in transitional justice
through the establishment and support of international and internationally assisted criminal
tribunal; assistance to other international judicial accountability mechanisms; the establishment of
commissions of inquiry and expert groups; and the development of policy approaches.  In
addition, OLA provides legal advice on a regular basis to headquarters departments and field
missions on mediation and peace-making efforts, including on transitional justice and rule of law.
Six professionals out of a total of nine in Office of the Legal Council at headquarters are currently
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