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 Executive Summary 

The Albanian-Swedish Juvenile Justice Programme (JJP) was launched in 2017 with 

the overall objective to enhance the capacity of Albanian law enforcement and justice 

sector institutions to meet international human rights standards in juvenile justice. 

Funded by Sida through the Embassy of Sweden in Albania, the programme was 

implemented by four Swedish agencies – the Swedish Police Authority, the Swedish 

Prosecution Authority, the Swedish National Court Administration, and the Swedish 

Prison and Probation Service – in cooperation with Albanian partners. Following two 

extensions, the programme is coming to an end in June 2022. 

This final programme evaluation was conducted both for accountability and learning 

purposes, and seeks to determine the overall results achieved, identify lessons learnt 

from what has worked well and less well, and, consequently, inform the design and 

adaption of similar initiatives. 

In line with the ToR, the evaluation was utilisation-focused implying that programme 

stakeholders were engaged throughout the process. A theory-based approach with 

elements of Contribution Analysis was adopted to explore how capacity development 

has taken place, conclude on causality and results, and identify lessons learnt. Data 

collection was carried out through a mix of methods and tools, including a desk review, 

key informant interviews and focus group discussions. The main limitation was the 

lack of reliable data at the impact level. 

Conclusions  

Relevance 

The evaluation shows that the programme has generally been relevant to the country 

context and ongoing developments. Initial strategic choices about the focus and scope 

of the JJP were anchored in analysis and consultations, and responded well to Albanian 

priorities and some of the key challenges identified during the design. While the drawn-

out design phase and processing of Sida’s contribution affected the relevance of some 

components, the programme has over time been adjusted and re-aligned with the legal 

framework and the national reform agenda on juvenile justice. The participatory and 

flexible approach to planning and implementation has ensured responsiveness and 

contextually-adapted deliverables, although maintaining a focus on long-term results 

has been a challenge. 

Overall, the integrated justice sector approach has offered a good entry-point for 

addressing key coordination and cooperation needs among Albanian agencies, 

especially in areas where the “product” is handed over from one agency to another.  

At the same time, the integrated approach of the programme has been mainly limited 

to law enforcement, judicial and penitentiary institutions. It has not encompassed 

defence lawyers, and thereby not addressed important access to justice issues, let alone 

social protection structures, which are key to rehabilitation and reintegration.  
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Coherence 

The programme was aligned with the National Justice for Children Strategy with the 

exception of the lack of focus on prevention. Other development actors were  

pro-actively engaged during programme design, and coordination was identified as a 

priority. However, while potential overlaps have been identified and largely addressed, 

at least during the first two years of the programme, few complementarities have been 

achieved beyond the police component. There has been limited dialogue with other 

development actors in more recent years, which has increased the risk of duplication 

and reduced opportunities for coordination and joint messaging.  

Efficiency 

Although the overall timing of the programme has been opportune, continuous delays 

in implementation has resulted in a very low rate of budget execution. The delays 

appear to be mainly due to the slow start-up and external factors, including staff 

turnover and the COVID-19 pandemic. Overambitious planning and ineffective risk 

management have compounded the situation. Communication and coordination 

difficulties between the Swedish agencies, combined with the lack of strategic 

leadership by the Steering Committee, appears has also affected programme efficiency 

and, by extension, overall programme performance. 

Perhaps as a result of the coordination difficulties among the Swedish agencies, 

programme management and administration costs have absorbed an inordinate share of 

available financial resources. The costs for travel and accommodation have also been 

relatively high but can be more easily explained and largely justified by the added-

value brought by the presence of Swedish experts. In general, cost-efficiency could 

have been given more attention in the planning and implementation of the programme. 

Effectiveness 

The programme M&E system has not been properly set up to capture the programme’s 

contribution to outcomes. Nevertheless, evidence suggests that significant 

organisational and individual change has taken place during the implementation period, 

and that the programme’s contribution to this change has equally been significant.  

The programme’s contribution to organisational change includes new standards, 

guidelines, tools and learning platforms, as well as construction and equipment 

(interview rooms). With regard to individual change, the programme has contributed 

to an increased understanding of the basic concepts of the Code, and how to apply them 

in practice, as well as a change in mindsets of those trained.  

The change with regard to the legal framework and inter-agency coordination has been 

relatively less significant, although the programme has facilitated possible future 

changes in the Code and eased communication between Albanian agencies.  

Impact 

Impact indicators show a reduction in the number of juveniles detained by the police. 

In other areas, data is either incomplete or does not reveal any positive trends. Although 

interviews indicate that the number of diversion and alternative measures has increased 

in the pilot regions of the programme, this is not reflected in the data. Nevertheless,  

it is clear that change at this level depends on many factors beyond the control of the 

programme, such as the lack of institutions necessary to effectively implement 

alternative measures. It should also be recognised that it may be too early to gauge 
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programme impact since some effects may not yet be discernible. This includes 

potential unintended results, such as spill-over effects of training and the use of 

interview rooms for other vulnerable groups. 

Sustainability 

The programme was designed with due consideration given to sustainability and many 

of the deliverables are likely to be of continued benefit to the Albanian agencies. This 

includes standards, manuals, curriculum and tools that have been formally adopted and 

thereby become mandatory. However, sustainability measures have not been applied 

in a consistent manner across components and several measures were only taken 

towards the end of the programme, which means that there may not have been enough 

time for consolidation, such as of the networks for prosecutors and judges and the peer 

learning forum for prison and probation staff.  

Cross-cutting aspects 

The gender perspective was considered in programme design but was mainly absent 

during implementation. Similarly, the programme has not actively contributed to a 

reduction of corruption, although the assumption is that the programme approach and 

some of the deliverables will increase transparency. In the absence of communication 

planning and tools, programme visibility has been low. 

Lessons learnt and recommendations 

The evaluation identified a number of lessons learnt and provides general 

recommendations that have a bearing beyond the programme and Albania (see Section 

6.1). In addition, the following specific recommendations are given to the Embassy: 

1. A programme conclusion workshop should be organised to present and reflect on the 

programme’s main results, the challenges faced, and outstanding needs and 

opportunities. Key actors working on juvenile justice in Albania should be invited to 

this workshop. 

2. Programme deliverables, including standards, manuals, curriculum and various 

tools, should be compiled and shared with other development actors to avoid future 

overlaps and enable other initiatives to capitalise on the results of the JJP. 

3. Lessons learnt identified by this evaluation should be considered in the design of 

future, similar initiatives in Albania and elsewhere. This may necessitate the 

sharing of this report with “Myndighetsnavet”, a relatively new unit set up at Sida 

with the specific mandate to promote the involvement of Swedish authorities in 

development cooperation, including by enhancing opportunities for cooperation 

among authorities. 

4. In the event that the Embassy plans to continue supporting capacity development for 

juvenile justice in Albania, it is suggested that the focus should be on the local level 

and on promoting a multi-sectoral response that is not limited to criminal justice 

institutions. This would be consistent with the Code and create more opportunities for 

coordination with other development actors, thereby increasing impact.  

5. Continued capacity development on juvenile justice among law enforcement, 

judiciary, and penitentiary institutions in Albania should be directly linked to the next 

national juvenile justice strategy, including its action plan and indicator framework. 
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 1 Introduction 

1.1  BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE 

The Albanian-Swedish Juvenile Justice Programme (JJP) was launched in 2017 with 

the overall objective to enhance the capacity of Albanian law enforcement and justice 

sector institutions to meet international human rights standards in juvenile justice. 

Funded by Sida, the JJP was implemented by four Swedish authorities – the Swedish 

Police (SP), the Swedish Prosecution Authority (SPA), the Swedish National Court 

Administration (SNCA), and the Swedish Prison and Probation Service (SPPS) – in 

cooperation with Albanian partners. Following two extensions, the programme is 

coming to an end in June 2022. 

This final programme evaluation was mandated by the programme document and 

agreement between Sida and SP, the Lead Agency. It was conducted both for 

accountability and learning purposes, and serves three main purposes 

• To determine the overall results achieved by the programme; 

• To Identify lessons learnt from what has worked well and less well during 

implementation, and; 

• To inform the design and adaption of similar initiatives. 

The primary intended users of the evaluation are the Embassy of Sweden in Albania, 

Sida and the Swedish implementing agencies. 

1.2  EVALUATION OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE 
The main objectives of the evaluation were to assess the results (outcomes) of the 

programme and the strong and weak points of the multi-agency set-up at both the 

Swedish and Albanian side. In line with the Terms of Reference (ToR), particular 

attention was paid to the following issues: 

• Internal coordination between all participating agencies; 

• Coordination with other international assistance programmes of relevance for 

juvenile justice; 

• Cost-efficiency in implementation; 

• Programme decision-making structures; 

• Risk mitigation strategies; 

• Application of anti-corruption and transparency principles; 

• Communication with the general public; 

• Learning capacities and the follow-up to previous evaluations. 
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The evaluation had a comprehensive scope. It covered the entire implementation period 

of the JJP, from mid-2017 to May 2022, and all programme activities at the national 

level and the two pilot regions of Tirana and Durrës. 

1.3  EVALUATION CRITERIA AND QUESTIONS 
The evaluation was guided by the OECD/DAC criteria of relevance, coherence, 

effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability and the evaluation questions 

presented in the ToR. During the inception phase, it was agreed with the Embassy that 

priority should be given to the criteria of relevance, coherence, effectiveness and 

efficiency. 

Table 1 presents the evaluation questions (by criteria) as defined in the ToR. For each main 

question, sub-questions and indicators were developed. The sub-questions and indicators, 

along with methods and sources, can be found in the Evaluation Matrix (Annex 2). 

Table 1 - Evaluation criteria and evaluation questions  

 

Relevance 

• To what extent has the intervention objectives and design 

responded to beneficiaries’, global, country, and partner/ 

institution needs, policies, and priorities, and have they 

continued to do so if/when circumstances have changed?  

• Did the systemic approach of an inter-agency cooperation 

produce a relevant programme and did this set up contribute to 

the relevance of the programme.  

• To what extent have lessons learned from what works well and 

less well been used to improve and adjust intervention 

implementation? 

Coherence 

• How compatible has the intervention been with other 

interventions in the country, sector or organisation where it is 

being implemented?  

• To what extent has the intervention coordinated effectively on 

the ground and created synergies in their work with other 

ongoing or new programmes/actors like UNICEF? 

Effectiveness 

• To what extent has the intervention achieved, or is expected to 

achieve, its objectives, and its results, including any differential 

results across groups?  

• Have the M&E system delivered robust and useful information 

that could be used to assess progress towards outcomes and 

contribute to learning? 

Efficiency 

• To what extent has the intervention delivered, or is likely to 

deliver, results in an economic and timely way?  

• Did the systemic approach gave an added value and contributed 

to a more efficient program with a higher impact? 

Impact 

• To what extent has the project or programme generated, or is 

expected to generate, significant positive or negative, intended 

or unintended, high-level effects in the Juvenile Justice area, 



1  I N T R O D U C T I O N  

 

3 

 

and also extend the positive changes achieved in the judiciary 

into other areas, beyond Juvenile cases? 

Sustainability 
• To what extent will the net benefits of the intervention 

continue, or are likely to continue?  

1.4  STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT 

Following the executive summary and this introduction (Chapter 1), the report 

describes the evaluation object (Chapter 2) and the evaluation methodology (Chapter 

3). Chapter 4 is the main part of the report. This chapter presents data, analysis and 

findings related to each evaluation criteria, with a focus on the main evaluation 

questions and sub-questions.1 Findings are highlighted in bold font, normally in the 

beginning of a paragraph. The report ends with a concluding chapter (Chapter 5 and a 

set of lessons learnt and recommendations (Chapter 6). Evaluation tools and sources 

can be found in the annexes.  

  

 
1 The questions are not necessarily addressed in the same order as they appear in the ToR and 

Evaluation Matrix.  
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 2 Evaluation Object 

2.1  COUNTRY CONTEXT 
Since 2014, Albania has been implementing wide-ranging reforms to build an 

independent, accountable, and efficient justice system. The reforms are an integral part, 

and core element, of the EU accession process and involve both legal, organisational 

and procedural changes. One of the key activities of the reform process is the  

re-evaluation of all judges and prosecutors (the vetting process), intended to reduce 

corruption in the judiciary. According to the EU Commission Albania 2021 Report, 

good progress has been made in implementing judicial reforms. 2 

The creation of a juvenile justice system is part of the judicial reforms. Traditionally, 

the justice system in Albania has had a punitive approach to juveniles in conflict with 

the law and largely failed to consider the need for child friendly processes. Specific 

concerns have been raised in relation to the time in police custody and pre-trial 

detention, lack of adapted facilities, access to legal aid, sentencing, availability of 

psychologists, the professional competency of justice system professionals involved in 

cases with juveniles, etc. Shortcomings in these areas are compounded by the absence 

of mechanisms for cooperation and coordination across law enforcement institutions, 

the judiciary, and social services, including in terms of rehabilitation and reintegration 

of juveniles. 3 

Statistics provided by different Albanian justice institutions is sometimes 

contradictory, which makes it difficult to identify trends and changes. According to 

Ministry of Justice (MoJ) crime statistics, 32,736 crimes were reported in 2020. Of the 

13,408 suspects, 3,308 where minors (below 18 years), i.e. 10 percent. The most 

commonly reported crime involving juveniles is petty theft, but serious criminal 

offences, involving assault, murder, and drug trafficking, appear to be on the rise.4 

While girls make up a very small share of suspects, there are important gender 

dimensions in juvenile justice. Cases involving girls are reported to be mainly handled 

outside formal institutions and girls are less likely to approach the justice system to 

claim their rights. 5 

 
2 EU Commission (2021): Albania 2021 Report. Commission Staff Working Document.  
3 As summarised from MoJ and UNICEF: National Justice for Children Strategy and Action Plan 2018-

2021; UNICEF (2021): Situation Analysis of Children and Adolescents in Albania, and; ARCT (2019): 
Children in judiciary system: Monitoring of children’s legal protection system and equitable access to 
justice in civil, administrative and criminal proceedings. 

4 As summarised from Baseline Study: Juvenile Justice System in Albania; ARCT (2019): Children in 
judiciary system: Monitoring of children’s legal protection system and equitable access to justice in 
civil, administrative and criminal proceedings, and; National Justice for Children Strategy and Action 
Plan 2018-2021. 

5 As summarised from UNICEF (2021): Situation Analysis of Children and Adolescents in Albania, and; 
ARCT (2019): Children in judiciary system: Monitoring of children’s legal protection system and 
equitable access to justice in civil, administrative and criminal proceedings; MoJ and UNICEF: 
National Justice for Children Strategy and Action Plan 2018-2021. 
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A first step in the reforms of the juvenile justice system was the promulgation of a 

dedicated Juvenile Justice Code (hereinafter referred to as the Code) in 2017. The Code, 

which entered into force on 1 January 2018, is aligned with the UN Convention on the 

Rights of the Child (CRC) and other international standards. It implies a significant 

transformation of virtually all aspects of the juvenile justice system, including through 

the introduction of diversion measures, a shift in sentencing policy, changed 

procedures, and new dedicated structures for juveniles across all institutions in the 

criminal justice system.6 The Code was followed by the adoption of Albania’s first 

dedicated National Justice for Children Strategy 2018-2021 and Action Plan.  

2.2  OVERVIEW OF THE PROGRAMME  
Background to the programme 
The history of the JJP dates back to 2015 when a feasibility study was conducted by a 

team of Swedish experts to assess the preconditions for developing an integrated justice 

sector programme in Albania. Based on interviews with stakeholders, the feasibility 

study recommended that the focus of the programme should be on juvenile justice. 

Following a two-year programme design phase, the JJP was launched in mid-2017.  

Programme objectives, approach and scope 
The JJP was initially designed as a three-year programme but has been extended twice, 

resulting in an implementation period of five years. The objectives of the programme, 

as captured in Table 2, have remained largely the same. 

Table 2 - Programme objectives  

 

Overall objective Enhanced compliance with international human rights 

standards in juvenile justice 

Programme objective Enhanced capacity of Albanian law enforcement 

institutions to meet international human rights standards 

Intermediate objectives 1. Enhanced conditions for an improved legal 

framework on juvenile justice 

2. Improved conditions for a strengthened 

organisational structure on juvenile justice 

3. Enhanced professionalism of staff in law enforcement 

institutions (and judicial institutions) to handle juvenile 

cases 

4. Improved mechanism for productive coordination 

between relevant stakeholders on juvenile justice 

In line with the integrated justice sector approach, the JJP was set-up as a multi-agency 

programme. It was managed and implemented jointly by four Swedish agencies – the 

Swedish Police (SP), Swedish Prosecution Authority (SPA), the Swedish National 

Courts Administration (SNCA) and the Swedish Prison and Probation Service (SPPS) 

– in cooperation with Albanian partners. The main partners were the Albanian State 

 
6 Baseline Study: Juvenile Justice System in Albania, and; Terre des hommes (2020): Restorative 

Justice in Cases involving Child Victims in Albania. 
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Police, the General Prosecutor Office, District Courts of Tirana and Durrës, the General 

Directorate of Prisons, and the General Directorate of Probation Service.  

Activities included trainings, workshops, coaching, the development of manuals, 

guidelines and various tools, legal analysis, and the setting-up of interview rooms/units 

in police precincts. The direct beneficiaries of the JJP were the practitioners/staff of the 

Albanian partner agencies. The programme has been implemented both at the national 

level and in the pilot regions of Tirana and Durrës.  

Programme management set-up 
SP was the Lead Agency on the Swedish side (holding the contract with the Embassy) 

and the Ministry of Justice (MoJ) on the Albanian side. A Programme Coordination 

Office was established in the MoJ, staffed by a Swedish Programme Coordinator and 

Albanian Assistant. Each of the Swedish and Albanian agencies also had a Project 

Leader. A Programme Steering Committee was constituted and convened on  

a six-monthly basis. 

Budget 
The initial programme budget amounted to SEK 28.5 million. Based on a request for 

additional funding, it was increased by SEK 6.3 million in 2021, to a total of SEK 34.8 

million. The funds have been channelled through the Swedish Lead Agency (SP) to the 

three other Swedish agencies.  
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 3 Methodology 

3.1  OVERALL EVALUATION APPROACH AND 
METHODS 

The evaluation approach and methods are guided by the ToR and are elaborated on in 

the Inception Report, which was approved by the Embassy on 12 April 2022. 7  

The Evaluation Team (ET) has engaged closely with the Embassy and the Swedish and 

Albanian agencies throughout the evaluation process. During the inception phase,  

start-up meetings were held with the Embassy as well as with Swedish Project Leaders, 

to explore expectations and ways of making the evaluation as useful as possible.  

This was followed by an on-line Theory of Change (ToC) workshop. At the end of the 

data collection phase, Project Leaders and the Embassy were invited to a debriefing, 

which served to validate and discuss the ET’s observations and emerging findings.  

This Draft Evaluation Report will also be shared for review and comments. 

A theory-based approached was adopted to explore how capacity development has 

taken place, conclude on causality and results, and identify lessons learnt. As a first 

step this involved elaborating a ToC. The ToC was prepared based on the initial desk 

review and then further developed at the ToC workshop mentioned above. The final 

ToC is presented in Annex 3. The ToC was tested against the data collected by the ET 

with the help of a simplified version of the Contribution Analysis approach. 8  

The gender perspective has been incorporated in the evaluation matrix and, 

consequently, in different tools for data collection. The ET has also encouraged a 

gender-balanced composition of key informants and focus groups discussions.  

The integration of the gender perspective was assessed with the help of minimum 

standards for gender mainstreaming. 9 

3.2 METHODS AND TOOLS FOR DATA COLLECTION 
Data collection was carried out through the following mix of methods and tools: 

• Desk review of documents collected from the Embassy, the Swedish and Albanian 

agencies, other actors, and open sources; 

• Interviews with key informants, including representatives of Swedish and Albanian 

agencies, other organisations, and the Embassy, and; 

• Focus group discussions with participants in various programme activities. 

 
7 FCG. Evaluation of the Albania-Swedish Juvenile Justice Programme. Final Inception Report. 11 April 

2022. 
8 For further information on Contribution Analysis see, for instance, https://www.intrac.org/wpcms/wp 

content/uploads/2017/01/Contribution-analysis.pdf 
9 See, for instance, The Gender Practitioners Collaborative (2017): Minimum Standards for 

Mainstreaming Gender Equality.  
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Desk review 

The desk review included documents and data pertaining to the overall programme 

context (e.g. national strategies and plans, related reports, relevant laws, studies, 

information on similar initiatives, etc.), the management and implementation of the 

programme (e.g. feasibility and baseline studies, work plans, narrative and financial 

reports, monitoring reports, etc.), and programme deliverables (e.g. curricula, manuals, 

templates and other tools, etc.). A full list of documents can be found in Annex 5. 

Key informant interviews 

Key informants for interviews were identified in consultation with the Swedish and 

Albanian agencies, as well as through the ET’s own inquiry. The key informants 

included Swedish and Albanian Project Leaders, experts and trainers, Steering 

Committee members, other senior officials, NGO representatives, and the Embassy 

programme manager. In total, 35 individuals (29 women and six men) were 

interviewed, mostly through face-to-face meetings in Albania. All the interviews were 

semi-structured and based on interview guides tailored to different categories of key 

informants. The notes from the interviews were entered in the same format to allow for 

easy aggregation and comparison. A full list of the key informants is attached as Annex 6. 

Focus group discussions 

Two focus groups discussions (FGDs) were organised with Albanian stakeholders, one 

with three judges and one prosecutor in the pilot region of Durrës and the other with 

social workers (seven people) of the Kavaja Institute for Minors. Inspired by 

Fitzpatrick’s model for individual capacity development10, the FGDs focused on four 

areas of inquiry (i.e. what participants think about programme activities; what they 

have learnt during the activities; how they apply these learnings, and; what difference 

this makes). 

3.3  DATA ANALYSIS PROCESS 

In most cases, the mixed methods approach allowed for corroborating findings from 

two or more sources. A first set of observations and emerging findings was presented 

for interrogation at a debriefing. Subsequently, in line with the Contribution Analysis 

approach, the data was subject to a more systematic analysis to establish to what extent 

the following conditions were met: 

• The ToC developed as part of the evaluation is generally sound and the assumptions 

plausible; 

• The JJP was implemented as designed/intended/planned; 

• There is adequate evidence showing that change occurred at each level of the ToC; 

• The relative contribution of external factors or other interventions can be dismissed 

or demonstrated. 

Findings arrived at through this process were aggregated into conclusions with a focus 

on the evaluation criteria and questions, based on which lessons learnt and 

recommendations were formulated. 

 
10 NCG (2014): Methodological Approaches to Evaluate Support to Capacity Development. Synthesis 

Report. 
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3.4  ETHICS AND PARTICIPATION 
The evaluation was conducted in line with the OECD/DAC Quality Standards for 

Development Evaluation. Accordingly, the ET adhered to the principles of impartiality, 

independence and credibility. The rights of confidentiality and anonymity were 

explained to all interviewees.  

As elaborated on above, the evaluation was utilisation-focused and promoted the 

participation of the intended users in all steps of the process. A standardised matrix 

captured the comments on the Draft Evaluation Report, the ET’s response to these 

comments, and the changes made and reflected in the Final Evaluation Report. 

3.5  LIMITATIONS 
Statistics on juvenile justice in Albania are generally unreliable since agencies collect 

and compile data in different ways and mostly by hand. Consequently, the data often 

do not match. In combination with some other weaknesses in the programme’s M&E 

system, this implied that the evidence for some of the outcome claims was anecdotal. 

This limitation was built into the evaluation methodology with “strength of evidence” 

being considered as part of the Contribution Analysis.  

Due to high levels of staff rotation on both the Albanian and Swedish side, there was, 

at times, a lack of institutional memory, which affected the quality of some of the 

interviews. The ET addressed this challenge by expanding the list of key informants to 

former project staff and experts, and by collecting a rich body of documents as a basis 

for the desk review. 
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 4 Findings 

4.1  RELEVANCE 

The relevance section explores to what extent the JJP, as designed, was relevant to the 

country context, ongoing reforms and the needs and priorities of the Albanian agencies, 

and whether it has remained responsive to any changes in this regard. It also addresses 

the relevance of the integrated justice sector approach how lessons learnt have informed 

programme adjustments and implementation. 

4.1.1 Relevance of programme focus and scope to country context and reforms 

As earlier noted, the JJP originated in an ambition on the part of the involved Swedish 

agencies to explore an integrated justice sector approach in development cooperation. 

Discussions were initiated with Sida on a suitable partner country and the choice 

eventually fell on Albania. In 2015 a feasibility study was conducted in Albanian to 

assess the preconditions for a development cooperation programme based on this 

approach, and to determine its thematic focus. 

Initial strategic choices about programme focus and scope were sensibly anchored 

in analysis and consultations, and responded well to Albanian priorities. At the 

time of the feasibility study, judicial reform was high on the agenda of the Albanian 

government. The EU Commission Progress Report for 2015 expressed concerns of 

significant shortcomings regarding the independence and accountability of judges and 

prosecutors, enforcement of decisions, inter-institutional cooperation, and the 

administration of justice. The report also highlighted that corruption within the justice 

system is widespread.11 Soon after the completion of the feasibility study, Albania 

adopted a new five-year (2015-2020) judicial reform strategy, outlining legislative, 

institutional and procedural measures to meet European standards and best practices.  

The feasibility study included meetings with a wide range of Albanian institutions as 

well as development partners and NGOs. Based on these consultations and a desk 

study, the feasibility study concluded that juvenile justice was a relevant thematic focus 

(having also considered gender-based violence as a theme). It was observed that this was 

an area of reform that had been targeted by several projects in the past, but that considerable 

needs remained. The feasibility study also took note of Albania’s plans to develop a 

dedicated national strategy on juvenile justice. Hence, it concluded that juvenile justice 

was a political priority, and international assistance would therefore be timely.  

Following the feasibility study, an LFA workshop was held with key stakeholders in 

Albania to flesh out the details of the programme. Some of the needs and challenges 

identified in this workshop were eventually not addressed. This included challenges 

related to legal awareness among juveniles, legal aid, social services, IT systems, etc., 

 
11 EU Commission (2015): Albania 2015 Report.  Commission Staff Working Document. 
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which although important for juvenile justice did not fall within the mandate of the 

involved Swedish agencies.  

The drawn-out design phase and finalisation of the Programme Document 

affected the timeliness and relevance of some parts of JJP, as first designed.  

The JJP was designed over a period of more than one year with a draft of the 

Programme Document being completed in July 2016. Sida’s processing and the 

finalisation of the Programme Document also required considerable time, and the 

inception phase of JJP could only start in July 2017. By this time, some significant 

developments had taken place in the programme context, in particular through the 

adoption (in 2017) of the Juvenile Justice Code (the Code) and a new Child Rights and 

Protection Law. The Code provided a legal basis for transforming the juvenile justice 

system in line with the CRC and related international standards, and, has highlighted 

by the programme Baseline Study, there was a significant need to adjust the focus and 

scope of the JJP to the provisions of the Code. 

4.1.2 Responsiveness to changing context and needs 

Since inception, the programme has been properly adjusted to the change brought 

about by the new legal framework and Albania’s first strategy for juvenile justice. 

The report from the inception phase, annual work plans, and other data collected by the 

ET suggest that several changes were made to the programme based on the Code. Most 

significantly, the emphasis was shifted from supporting the development of a legal 

framework on juvenile justice, to the implementation of the Code. This involved 

making provisions for supporting the drafting of by-laws and ensure that the training 

to be organised was directly relevant to the new context. The programme results 

framework and the annual work plans were then adapted to ensure alignment with the 

new National Justice for Children Strategy (2018-2021). Which was launched in  

mid-2018. While it is not entirely clear to the ET what changes were made in this 

regard, a review of the Strategy shows that the JJP has addressed four of its five 

strategic objectives (see Section 4.2.1). 

The participatory and flexible approach to planning and implementation has 

ensured responsiveness and contextually-adapted deliverables, although 

maintaining a focus on long-term results has been a challenge. Albanian 

stakeholders perceive that the JJP has been responsive to their needs. This is attributed 

to the participatory design phase and the equally participatory process of developing 

annual work plans. Many of the deliverables, such as manuals, templates, and curricula, 

have been drafted by working groups constituted of both Swedish and Albanian 

experts, which, according to interviews, has ensured that Swedish experience has been 

properly adapted to the specifics in Albania. The downside of the high level of 

responsiveness and flexibility is that the programme has become overly activity and 

output-oriented. This was already pointe out in the 2019 evaluation, which 

recommended that a medium-term work plan should be developed, providing a link 

between the annual work plans and the results framework. This recommendation was 

discussed among the Swedish Project leaders but eventually rejected since, at the time, 

only one and half years of the programme implementation period remained (the 

programme was later extended). 
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4.1.3 Relevance of the integrated justice sector approach 

The JJP sprung out of an ambition to explore, within the realm of development 

cooperation, an integrated justice sector approach inspired by Swedish and global 

experience. The basic notion is that, since the causes and consequences of crime are 

multi-dimensional, preventing crime, ensuring justice and supporting desistance 

require a holistic approach, including strong coordination between criminal justice 

agencies (and beyond). Experience shows that minor failures in one part of the system 

can undermine the overall outcome, in this case juvenile justice. The JJP was 

consequently set up to simultaneously support reforms across Albanian law 

enforcement and judicial institutions.  

The integrated justice sector approach provided a good entry-point for addressing 

key coordination and cooperation challenges facing Albanian agencies in the 

implementation of the new legal framework. As noted in the 2017 baseline report, 

the system of inter-agency coordination in Albania is heavily bureaucratic and  

top-down in nature with activities (such as legal drafting, procedural development and 

trainings) often being conceptualised in silos. Other reports and documents studied by 

the ET similarly single out the lack of cooperation between justice sector actors and 

between these actors and social and education services as a major obstacle to an 

effective juvenile justice system. As further elaborated on in Chapter 4.4,  

the programme has had a specific component dedicated to coordination and 

cooperation but also brought Albanian agencies together in different activities across 

component. The latter has included a multi-agency effort to develop a unified standard 

for individual assessment reports, which is deemed to create a more effective link 

between the prosecution and courts on the one side, and the probation service on the other.  

Some Albanian stakeholders that potentially could play an important role in an 

integrated approach, such as lawyers and child protection units, have not been 

engaged, or only engaged to a limited extent, by the programme. The activities 

dedicated to promote coordination and cooperation has focused on the police, 

prosecution, pilot courts, and prison and probation services. Despite the fact that legal 

representation is a key obstacle to access to justice for both juvenile victims and 

offenders, defence lawyers have not been trained. In addition, while staff of child 

protection units (CPUs) were invited to some of the joint activities, the focus has been 

on their relationship with probation services. The CPUs, along with other social 

services and education, health and employment institutions, are all part of the local 

coordination structure on child protection (“inter-sectoral technical groups”), which 

also address juvenile justice.12 As provided for in the initial Programme Document, the 

JJP could have procured expertise in the fields that were beyond the competencies of 

the Swedish agencies, and contributed to operationalising/strengthening these local 

 
12 According to the Child Protection Law (Article 52), the municipalities have the mandate to coordinate 

child protection measures throughs “inter-sectoral technical groups”, composed of representatives from 
the police, social services, judiciary, health and education sectors, and local NGOs (Source: Law No. 
18/2017 “On the Rights and Protection of the Child”. Published in English by the Ministry of Youth and 
Well-being, the National Agency for the protection of the rights of the child and UNICEF). 
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structures, rather than creating a parallel platform delimited to the main programme 

partners. This was never done, however. 

4.2  COHERENCE 

The section on coherence examines the extent to which JJP aligns with the overall 

reform agenda and has been coordinated with other similar initiatives. It also compares 

the approach of JJP to that of other key donors and organisations. 

4.2.1 Consistency with the national reform agenda 

The programme was aligned with the National Justice for Children Strategy with 

the exception of the lack of focus on prevention. As elaborated on above, the focus 

and scope of the JJP has been adjusted in line with the requirements of the Code and 

the specific needs of the Albanian partner agencies. In addition, the National Justice 

for Children Strategy 2018-2021 was considered, with changes made in the programme 

results framework and work plans. A comparative review suggests that the JJP 

contributed to the implementation of four of the five strategic objectives of the National 

Justice for Children Strategy 2018-2021: 

• Strategic Objective 1: Guarantee children’s access to justice – JJP contributed to 

the reconstruction of premises adapted to the needs of children through the support 

to police interview units/rooms for juveniles; 

• Strategic Objective 2: Ensure fair trial for children – JJP organised a number of 

specialised trainings for prosecutors and judges handling justice for children’s cases 

and, to some extent, also provided inputs to new and amended laws, including  

by-laws; 

• Strategic Objective 4: Re-socialisation, reintegration and rehabilitation of children 

in conflict with the law – the JJP promoted diversion measures and alternative 

sentencing, as well as methods and skills for the rehabilitation of juveniles in 

detention and juvenile probation; 

• Strategic Objective 5: Strengthening collaboration between the authorities of the 

justice for children system – cooperation between justice sector actors has been an 

integral part of the JJP and also supported through a dedicated programme 

component. 

The remaining objective – Strategic Objective 3: Prevent re-involvement of children in 

delinquency – has essentially not been addressed by the JJP. As already noted, the JJP 

has mainly been confined to the criminal justice sector, and not worked with social 

services, educational institutions, employment agencies, etc., which have a key role in 

prevention through reintegration.13 

4.2.2 Coordination and synergies 

The programme pro-actively engaged with development actors during the design 

phase, and coordination was identified as a priority. During the programme 

formulation process a mapping was done of other development initiatives to explore 
 

13 It should be noted that the JJP has addressed prevention from the perspective of rehabilitation in prison 
and probation settings, through creation and application of CBT-rehabilitation techniques. 
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opportunities for coordination and synergies. Judging by the interviews and desk 

review conducted by the ET, the mapping was comprehensive in scope, including all 

the key actors and initiatives at the time. The main conclusion of the mapping was that 

the JJP should be carefully coordinated and implemented in close cooperation with 

these key actors and initiatives. The 2017 baseline study included a similar mapping 

and also emphasised that coordination with other partners should be a priority, 

especially in view of the lack of an existing, government-led coordination mechanisms. 

Interviews confirm that other development actors were actively engaged during the JJP 

design phase, which raised expectations on further dialogue and coordination.  

The JJP has supported national donor coordination on juvenile justice, enabling 

stakeholders to identify and address overlaps. However, few complementarities 

have been achieved between the JJP and other initiatives, especially beyond the 

police component. In 2018, supported by the JJP, MoJ initiated a mapping of all 

initiatives in the juvenile justice area and started organising coordination meetings.  

The MoJ also requested stakeholders to report against the National Justice for Children 

Strategy 2018-2021. As a result of the coordination meetings, a number of potential 

overlaps involving JJP training activities were identified. These potential overlaps were 

followed-up in bilateral discussions. In some cases, the overlaps were addressed by 

agreeing to focus on different training topics or organising joint trainings. In other 

cases, potential overlaps were avoided by the other actors simply having to cancel their 

plans and activities, which caused frustration and frictions. 

The most obvious synergy was achieved with UNICEF, through joint training and also 

within the support to the establishment of interview units/rooms. UNICEF also had 

plans to support the Albanian police in establishing such interview rooms, and used the 

technical standards developed by the JJP. It is also noted that the procurement of 

equipment for interview rooms was done in collaboration with the Sida-funded 

Community Policing Programme in Albania. In general, the coordination with other 

actors appears to have worked better in the police component than in other components. 

Interviews suggest that this could partly be explained by the fact that the JJP 

Programme Coordinator was also the Project Leader for the police component  

(see Section 4.3.4). Other Project Leaders have found it difficult to coordinate with 

other actors from a distance, due to lack of insight. 

There has been limited regular dialogue with other development actors in more 

recent years, which has diminished opportunities for coordination and joint 

messaging. At the same time, other actors have come to focus more on child 

protection and interventions at the local level. When the MoJ stopped organising the 

coordination meetings in 2019, JJP’s dialogue with other development actors also 

became more infrequent. As a result, as indicated by interviews, there is general lack 

of awareness among development actors about what JJP has done and accomplished in 

recent years. The lack of information sharing was also noted as a significant concern in 

the 2019 evaluation, which argued that it represented “not only a missed opportunity 

to receive potential feedback on the content but also risks that each actor will have 

different messaging on the appropriate approach or priorities”.14  Nevertheless, the 

 
14 DCAF/ISSAT (2019): Evaluation of the Albanian-Swedish Juvenile Justice Programme “Enhanced 

capacity of Albanian law enforcement agencies and courts to meet human rights standards in juvenile 
justice – a comprehensive justice chain approach”. 
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scope for coordination has also become more limited as other development actors have 

increasingly come to focus on the local level (beyond Tirana and Durrës), and has 

expanded the scope of their activities beyond juvenile justice. For instance, this is the 

case with Save the Children, Terre des hommes and World Vision, and, to some extent, 

also UNICEF (a couple of meetings between JJP and UNICEF took place in 2021). 

4.3  EFFICIENCY 

The efficiency section assesses the extent to which results (outputs) have been 

delivered in a timely and economic manner, and the factors that, more generally, have 

influenced programme efficiency. 

4.3.1 Programme delivery 

While the timing of the programme was opportune, there have been continuous 

delays in the implementation, resulting in very low budget execution. 

As elaborated on earlier, the programme was timely in the sense that it coincided with 

the coming into force of the Juvenile Justice Code and the implementation of the first-

ever dedicated, national strategy on juvenile justice. At the same time, there have been 

recurrent delays in programme implementation ever since the launch of the programme 

in 2017. Many activities have taken longer time than expected and/or have been 

delayed/postponed. The financial delivery rate of the programme has consequently 

been low. A comparison of budget versus actual spending shows a variance of 38 

percent in 2018, 56 percent in 2019 and 39 percent in 2020.15  

The delays appear to be mainly due to external factors, including staff turnover 

and the COVID-19 pandemic. However, overambitious planning and budgeting 

may have compounded the situation. The delays in programme implementation 

appear to be due to several factors. Albanian Project Leaders have been replaced 

several times for different reasons, and the hand-over has reportedly not been  

well-organised. In addition, there have been several changes at the senior management 

level. The high turn-over has been partly caused by the vetting of judges and 

prosecutors. When the programme was designed, it was estimated that the vetting 

process would result in a “loss” of up to one-third of prosecutors and judges, but, in 

reality, the share has been much higher. There have also been changes on the Swedish 

side, including the replacement of Programme Coordinator.  

The COVID-19 pandemic had a significant effect on programme implementation.  

For almost a year the JJP faced significant challenges in implementing agreed activities. 

The Programme Coordinator had to leave Albania and no Swedish experts were able 

to (physically) participate in programme activities. Remote working arrangements were 

eventually introduced although planned study visits were cancelled (because of travel 

restrictions) and some other activities cancelled in favour of more urgent needs to 

ensure programme sustainability (see Chapter 4.6). The 2019 earthquake, which 

seriously damaged the buildings of the Albanian police and prosecution, also affected 

programme delivery. 

 
15 Figures for 2021 have not been made available to the ET. 
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With regard to internal factors, overambitious planning and budgeting have also 

contributed to the low budget execution. Interviews indicate that Swedish Project 

Leaders deliberately over-budgeted and included more activities in the work plans than 

could be realistically carried out in order to ensure flexibility and make it possible to 

adjust the programme to new circumstances. This practice stopped in 2020 when the 

COVID-19 pandemic hit. 

4.3.2 Distribution of programme costs 

Since programme budgets and financial reports are only structured by type of cost, and 

not by outcome/output, it is difficult to gauge if programme costs have been reasonably 

distributed considering the results achieved. Another challenge in this regard is that the 

contribution from Albanian agencies16 is provided in-kind and not monetised. 

Table 3 provides an overview of actual costs during the period 2018-2020, drawn from 

the annual financial reports submitted to Sida.  

 

Table 3 - Distribution of  programme costs 2018-2020 

 

Type of costs 2018 2019 2020 Total Share 

Salaries and fees 

Project Coordinator 927,901 1,398,587 1,064,466 3,390,954 17% 

Project Leaders (SPA, 

SNCA, SPPS) 

780,767 1,732,227 1,871,647 4,384,641 22% 

Experts (all components) 418,033 1,820,182 918,106 3,156,321 16% 

Back office, other short-

term staff 

560,088 1,320,485 277,656 2,158,229 11% 

Consultancy 

assignments 

464,476 399,731 999,45417 1,863,661 9% 

Sub-total salaries and fees 3,151,265 6,671,212 5,131,329 14,953,806 75% 

Reimbursables 

Travel, accommodation18, 

per diem 

722,872 1,379,886 547,324 2,650,082 13% 

Workshop costs 159,278 536,192 N/A 695,470 4% 

Interpretation/translation 66,923 352,032 N/A 418,955 2% 

Equipment and 

consumables 

39,785 751,372 102,059 893,216 5% 

Other 23,927 29,396 1,159 54,482 >1% 

Sub-total reimbursables 1,012,785 3,049,878 650,578 4,712,205 25% 

Total annual costs 4,164,050 9,721,090 5,798,997 19,666,011 100% 

 
16 According to the Programme Document, it covers costs related to Albanian Project Leaders, experts 

and participants in (in-country) programme activities, as well as the office for the Programme 
Coordination Office (in the Ministry of Justice) and premises for training activities, seminars and 
workshops.  

17 In the financial report for 2020 consultancy assignments have been re-categorised as reimbursables 
and labelled “purchased services”. 

18 Including Programme Coordinator’s housing in Albania. 
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Programme management and administration appears to have made up an 

inordinate share of programme costs, which to some extent can be justified by 

Project Leaders having dual roles as experts. As reflected in the table, three-fourths 

of the programme costs incurred during the period 2018-2020 are related to salaries 

and fees paid out by the Swedish agencies. The cost for programme management 

(including the cost of Project Coordinator and Project Leaders) equals almost 40 

percent of programme costs, and increased significantly in 2020. If costs for  

back-office staff are added, the costs incurred for project management increases to 

more than 50 percent of total programme costs. Since the ET did not have access to 

detailed breakdown the composition of these costs is not clear but it is noted that both 

SPA and SCNA had two Project Leaders each, which was not anticipated from the 

beginning. According to SPA and SNCA, the Project Leaders also act as experts, 

although the expert input is not separately accounted for in the financial reports. 

The costs for travel and accommodation have also been relatively high but can be 

more easily explained and largely justified by the added-value brought by the in-

country presence of Swedish experts. Generally, however, more attention could 

have been given to promoting cost-efficiency and cost-effectiveness. With regard to 

reimbursable costs, there have been significant expenditures on travel, accommodation 

and per diem. This can be explained by the regular visits by Swedish Project Leaders 

and experts (apart from during the COVID-19 pandemic), but the costs also include the 

housing of the Programme Coordinator. Equipment and consumables was another 

major expenditure item, mainly because of the investment in interview units. It is noted 

that the SP designed an interview room model that was significantly cheaper than the 

one used in Sweden, but without compromising on key functionalities.  

The Swedish experts are highly valued for their technical inputs, pedagogical skills, 

and responsiveness to the needs of Albanian agencies. The workshops and trainings are 

found to have been interactive and practice-oriented, distinctly different from the 

training previously offered by Albanian training institutions. At the same time, the ET 

has been informed that there may have been an overrepresentation of Swedish experts 

and Project Leaders in some activities, which has contributed to the high travel-related 

expenditures. The ET also notes that, considering the experience following the 

COVID-19 pandemic, it is plausible that more activities could have been conducted 

on-line, thereby saving costs. The experience conveyed by several interviewees is that 

the remote modality affected the quality of training but generally worked well for 

meetings and coaching activities. 

4.3.3 Risk management 

Risk management has not been given sufficient attention. While relevant risks 

appear to have been identified, mitigating strategies have generally not been 

clearly defined or consistently implemented in practice. Risk management is an 

integral part of programme/project management and can help to mitigate factors 

causing delays and unwanted cost increases. The Programme Document includes a 

basic risk matrix that was updated in April 2018 and then again in 2020, when the 

Programme Document was revised. While the risks are relatively clearly defined, many 

of the risk mitigation strategies are generic (e.g. some simply calling for dialogue with 

different stakeholders), although the strategies have become more specific over time. 
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Nevertheless, risk mitigation strategies are not reported on, and, hence, it is not clear if 

they have been implemented and how effective they have been.  

Evidence suggest that the programme has tried to mitigate the impact of the vetting 

process. This included expanding the target group for trainings beyond the pilot regions 

and also organising trainings for candidates attending the School of Magistrates (who 

had been subject to preliminary vetting). In several other cases, planned risk mitigation 

strategies were not implemented and/or not implemented in a timely manner. For 

instance, the risk matrix calls for frequent dialogue with other development actors to 

avoid overlaps and duplication, while such dialogue has in fact become increasingly 

infrequent. Another example is the risk related to unclear roles and lines of 

accountability in the programme. While MoUs were signed with the Albanian agencies 

in 2018, roles and responsibilities on the Swedish side were only clarified in 2020 when 

common principles for cooperation were agreed upon.  

4.3.4 Internal programme communication and coordination 

Shortcomings in communication and coordination, combined with the lack of 

strategic leadership, stand out as the most important internal factor influencing 

programme efficiency, and indeed overall programme performance. The challenge 

of the multi-agency set-up and the need to further defines roles and responsibilities was 

highlighted in the initial Programme Document, including in the risk matrix, and has 

been referenced to in annual reports ever due to continuous tensions between the Lead 

Agency (PA) and the other Swedish agencies. Eventually, as noted above, key 

principles for cooperation were agreed upon in 2020. However, many of these 

principles were not upheld and/or interpreted differently. In particular, this was the case 

with the principles relating to communication with the Embassy and other development 

actors in Albania and principles regarding decisions on costs and staffing. 

Disagreements many times required the intervention of senior managers in respective 

agencies. In early 2022, the Lead Agency decided to stop hosting the weekly 

coordination meetings with the other Swedish agencies and instead only have meetings 

as required for the planning and implementation of joint activities.  

It appears that part of the problem can be attributed to the programme management 

structure with the Programme Coordinator having dual roles. The Programme 

Coordinator is also the Project Leader for the Swedish Police. Some interviewees 

suggested that it would have been better to separate these roles to ensure adequate time 

for coordination and communication, and avoid any potential biases in priorities and 

decision-making. There have been discussions about the possibility of having a second 

Swedish Project Leader based in Albania, but this option was discarded for cost 

reasons. Another possibility, which was also voiced in interviews, could have been to 

recruit an external Programme Coordinator not representing a particular agency. This 

would probably also have resulted in increased costs but eventually turned out to be a 

more cost-effective solution. In this context, it is noted that, partly due to the internal 

communication and coordination difficulties, the SPPS, in consultation with SPA and 

SNCA, eventually decided to deploy a long-term expert to Albania.19  

 
19 The decision was taken in 2020 but the deployment was delayed to 2021 due to the COVID-19 

pandemic. 
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While the programme Steering Committee was convened on a regular basis, its 

added-value appears to have been limited. In general, the Steering Committee does 

not appear to have played the strategic and oversight role envisaged in the Programme 

Document. As indicated by meeting minutes and interviews, the Steering Committee 

meetings were to a large extent devoted the presentation of activity reports and work 

plans and allowed little time for critically reflecting on the progress made towards 

overall programme outcomes and challenges, including external and internal risks. To 

some extent, this could be explained by difficulties in ensuring adequate representation 

of decision-makers from the Albanian agencies, but interviews suggest that there were 

different opinions among the Swedish agencies about how the meetings should be 

prepared and to what extent issues of strategic content could be discussed and 

addressed. 

4.4  EFFECTIVENESS 
The effectiveness section focuses on the achievement of outcomes. The assessment is 

based on the Theory of Change (ToC) developed during the inception phase of the 

evaluation and guided by simplified Contribution Analysis. This has involved 

identifying significant changes and the programme’s contribution to such changes, also 

considering “strength of evidence”. In line with the ToR, the section also addresses the 

programme’s M&E system.  

4.4.1 Organisational change/capacity development 

Evidence suggests that significant organisation change has taken place and that 

the programme’s contribution to this change has also been significant. This 

includes the development of standards, guidelines and tools as well as new 

structures, construction and equipment. In line with the Code, the Albanian agencies 

have assigned staff to be specialised in handling cases involving juveniles, and 

established specialised structures/sections for this purpose. The Albanian police has 

established modern interview rooms, to be used for juveniles, and all juveniles serving 

a prison sentence (or at the pre-trial stage) have been relocated to the Kavaja Institute 

for Minors. In the MoJ, a Crime Prevention Centre for Minors and Youngsters has been 

established, responsible for developing prevention programmes and the monitoring of 

minors after the end of the sentence. The most significant contributions of the JJP in 

this area include: 

• Interview rooms for juveniles and related standards: The police component of 

the JJP has focused on ensuring that interviews with juveniles are conducted in line 

with international standards. A working group created by the programme has 

developed Standard Operating Procedures (SoPs), including technical 

specifications on equipment (e.g. cameras, microphones, software) for modern 

interview/rooms units. The programme supported the setting-up of interview units 

in four sites (Tirana, Durrës, Shkodra, Vlora). In total, 15 interview units have been 

established by the Albanian police based on the specifications developed by the 

JJP, one in each of the 12 counties of the country plus three in Tirana. Interviews 

indicate that the interview units will be used not only for minors but also for other 

subjects such as victims of domestic violence. 
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• Manual of Criminal Juvenile Justice Investigations: The manual was developed 

by a JJP working group and comprises checklists pertaining to key stages of 

investigations involving juveniles, to be used by crime investigators and other 

police personnel. It includes an Albanian protocol for child forensic interviews, 

based on the international NICHD (National Institute of Child Health and Human 

Development) Protocol. The Manual has been adopted and distributed within the 

Albanian police. 

• Checklist on juvenile justice for prosecutors: To ensure uniform and consistent 

application of the Code, a checklist for prosecutors has been developed by another 

JJP working group. The checklist has been approved by the General Prosecutor and 

is mandatory for all cases involving juveniles.  

• A “development centre” for juvenile justice and a prosecutors’ network: With 

programme support, a “development centre” has been established in the General 

Prosecutor Office in Tirana. Inspired by the Prosecution Development Centre in 

Sweden, the development centre is intended to serve as an internal think tank by 

gathering and disseminating lessons and good practice. In conjunction with the 

development centre a network of prosecutors specialising in juvenile justice cases 

has also been established. According to interviews, the network consists of 45 

prosecutors. Both the development centre and the network have been formalised by 

decision of the Prosecutor General. 

• Standardised methodology and new tools for rehabilitation of juveniles: A JJP 

working group has developed guidelines and tools to help prison and probation staff 

comply with the provisions of the Code. This includes a Manual on Individual 

Assessment Report (consulted with prosecutors and judges), a Manual on Risk and 

Need Assessment (YRNAS), a Manual on Individual Treatment Plan (ITP),  

a Manual on CBT-based rehabilitation techniques applicable in prison and 

probation setting, and guidelines for sustainable implementation of YRNAS and 

ITP. The documents have been approved through ministry-level orders and 

Director General directives, distributed to prison and probation staff, and are used 

for training.  

Efforts have also been made within the JJP to establish a juvenile justice network 

among judges and a peer learning forum for prison and probation staff. By the time of 

the evaluation these structures had not yet been formalised or operationalised, and 

hence were considered less significant. 

4.4.2 Individual change/capacity development 

Significant change also appears to have taken place at the level of individual 

capacity development, and the programme’s contribution to this change is equally 

deemed to have been high, although evidence is mostly anecdotal. The programme 

has helped to ensure the understanding and application of basic concepts in the 

Code, and arguably contributed to a change in mindset of those trained. The JJP 

has worked with the School of Magistrates and the Academy of Security to develop 

curriculum on juvenile justice, and organised both joint and agency-specific training 

on different juvenile justice aspects). The training has primarily targeted practitioners 

in Tirana and Durrës, but has gradually been expanded to include those in other regions 
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as well. All probation officers working with juveniles have been trained by the 

programme. For other agencies, training statistics is inconsistent. It is not clear, for 

instance, how many of the judges and prosecutors assigned to juvenile justice cases 

have participated in training.  

Basic training on the Code has been complemented by more specialised training on 

topics such as diversion, alternative sentencing, precautionary/security measures, risk 

and needs assessment, sentence planning, motivational interviewing, forensic interview 

techniques, etc. Interviewees and focus group participants commonly agree that the 

trainings have led to an increased understanding of key concepts introduced by the 

Code. Together with other capacity development support, professional skills how to 

apply these concepts have also been improved. There is also a frequently voiced 

perception that a mindset change has occurred (among those trained), which has 

contributed to a less punitive approach and recognition of the principles of best interest 

of the child. While this is also observed by external stakeholders, it is not evident in the 

data on impact indicators (see Chapter 4.5.). Judges and prosecutors underline that there 

is a need for more training, especially beyond the pilot regions, and express concern 

about the lack of training for defence lawyers. The fact that the programme has not 

targeted defence lawyers is seen as a significant weakness (see also Section 4.1.3). 

4.4.3 Legal change/capacity development 

The change with regard to the legal framework has been relatively less significant. 

At the same time, there is potential that the programme’s work will contribute to 

future changes in the legal framework. As noted earlier, the Code had already been 

drafted (with the support of UNICEF) and adopted20 at the time when the JJP was 

launched, and the programme therefore had to be re-oriented with a focus on the 

implementation of the Code. The programme’s contribution to legal change is reflected 

in the following outputs in particular: 

• Comments on secondary legislation for the implementation of the Juvenile 

Justice Code and other laws and regulations: The consultation process around 

the secondary legislation was supported by UNICEF and comments were collected 

from different stakeholders. JJP experts commented on a total of nine-by laws in 

2018. Subsequently, JJP experts were also asked to review and comment on the 

Prison Police Law, Probation Law, the Law on Rights and Treatment of Inmates 

and Pre-Trial Detainees, the General Regulations of Prisons, the Regulations on the 

Organisation and Functioning of the Probation Service, and the Internal 

Regulations of Kavaja Institute. Interviews indicate that JJP’s comments were 

appreciated and raised important issues.21  

• A joint assessment of gaps and uncertainties in the Code: Programme trainings 

have revealed that practitioners face several challenges in the implementation of 

the Code. This includes both practical challenges, e.g. lack of resources and 

institutions, and legal challenges, such as unclarities in interpretation and 

harmonisation with other legislation. The joint assessment was initiated to compile 

and analyse these legal challenges and recommend solutions. Several studies were 

 
20 The Code was adopted in March 2017. 
21 No systematic comparison of comments and adopted laws and regulations has been made by JJP (and 

would be beyond the scope of this evaluation). 
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conducted and a comprehensive report was recently submitted to the MoJ.  

The expectation is that the report will inform possibly future amendments to the Code.  

The programme has also produced case law compilations to promote a unified practice 

in the implementation of the Code. 

4.4.4 Changes in inter-agency coordination and cooperation 

In the absence of sustainable mechanisms, the change with regard to inter-agency 

coordination and cooperation is also deemed to be relatively less significant.  

The programme has contributed to a common understanding of different 

agencies’ role in the implementation of the Code, which has eased communication. 

As earlier noted, one of the five strategic objectives of the National Justice for Children 

Strategy 2018-2021 was to strengthen collaboration between the institutions of the 

justice for children system. The focus of the Strategy was on the establishment of an 

inter-institutional report mechanism and the development of a community of 

practitioners at the local level. However, progress in this area has been slow. External 

stakeholders remark that Albania still belongs to a culture where institutions work in 

silos and need other actors, such as JJP, to bring them together.  

Within JJP, coordination and cooperation have been promoted in a separate component. 

Several cross-agency workshops have been organised, both on a general level and with 

a focus on specific concepts. These activities have, according to interviews, increased 

the understanding of different actors’ roles, and the challenges they face in the 

implementation of the Code. In particular, it is perceived that the joint activities have 

contributed to a greater recognition of the role of the probation service among 

prosecutors and judges. Probation officers claim that it has become easier to 

communicate with prosecutors, including through the improved template for individual 

assessment reports developed with the support of the JJP. The programme also 

promoted closer collaboration between the prison and probation services through the 

development of unified tools and procedures for the handling of cases.  

Efforts have been made to engage child protection units (CPUs) in various workshops 

and trainings. There was an intention to develop a MoU between the probation service 

and the CPU/Municipality of Tirana, but this was never realised. Interviews with CPU 

staff reveal that cooperation with the probation service has improved, although on an 

informal level, but that the lack of cooperation with educational institutions and 

employment services remains a major obstacle to the reintegration of juveniles.  

The fact that some of the institutions provided for by the Code have not yet been 

established is an additional challenge. This includes the “Institution of Educating and 

Rehabilitating Children”, conceived as a mechanism where all the rehabilitation and 

re-integration programmes of minors with “limited freedom” orders approved by the 

court will be provided.22  

4.4.5 Main factors affecting results achievement 

The achievement and non-achievement of results have been affected by a mix of 

external and internal factors. Political commitment, the approach to 

programming, delays in implementation, and the lack of government investment 

 
22 Terre des hommes (2020): Restorative Justice in Cases involving Child Victims in Albania. 
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in key institutions have been some of the most important ones. The timing of the 

programme was opportune since it coincided with judicial reforms and especially the 

coming into force of the Code. Over time, however, the political commitment to 

juvenile justice reform appears to have weakened, as reflected in re-organisations 

within the MoJ and the delay in putting into place a new national strategy.  

The programme approach is generally considered to have been conducive to change. 

As elaborated on in Chapter 4.1, the JJP was designed and implemented in a 

participatory manner promoting national ownership and responsiveness to emerging 

developments. The integrated justice sector approach has made it possible to work 

across agencies and address capacity development constraints in a holistic and 

systematic manner. Another success factor has been the focus on practitioners and their 

real needs. In this regard, the training approach and the pedagogical skills of the 

Swedish experts have been key. At the same time, weaknesses in programme 

management (including with regard to communication and coordination, risk and 

results management) are deemed to have had a negative impact on results (see Chapter 

4.3 and Section 4.4.6). 

Delays in programme delivery have also had a detrimental effect. The delays have 

mainly been due external factors, including the COVID-19 pandemic and the vetting 

process (see Section 4.3.1 for further details). According to interviews, the vetting has 

resulted in some courts loosing up to 70 percent of their staff, which has made it 

difficult to organise activities. Programme reports also claim that the vetting process 

has created resistance to change among remaining staff. In response to the vetting, the 

JJP has expanded the target group for the training to also include candidates (who are 

subject to a preliminary vetting before being admitted to the School of Magistrates).  

Finally, the lack of sufficient investment in the institutions provided for by the Code 

(such as the above-mentioned “Institution of Educating and Rehabilitating Children”), 

social services and other institutions beyond the justice sector has been a serious 

constraint, holding back the enforcement of the standards and concepts prescribed by 

the Code (such as alternative sentences). There are also remaining shortcomings with 

regard to the legal framework and mechanisms for coordination, as described above. 

4.4.6 The programme M&E system 

Statistics on juvenile justice in Albania are generally unreliable since agencies collect 

and compile data in different ways and mostly by hand. Consequently, the data 

provided by different agencies often do not match. Recognising the need for 

improvements in this area, UNICEF has been supporting the MoJ in setting up an 

integrated on-line data system on criminal justice for children. However, this system 

has not yet been fully operationalised. 

The M&E system has a number of weaknesses and did not consistently deliver 

robust and useful information for programme adjustments and learning. The 

programme M&E system consisted of a results framework and a monitoring plan, 

which was also used for reporting. There was a provision in the Programme Document 

to recruit an Albanian Monitoring Expert, but during the inception phase it was decided 

not to pursue this recruitment, partly because it was (allegedly) difficult to find local 

expertise on this subject matter. The monitoring plan was instead developed by the 
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Albanian and Swedish Project Leaders. However, it is noted that the monitoring plan 

was only fully operationalised in 2020. While the results framework was last updated 

in 2018, the monitoring plan was subject to several revisions. As a result, there is 

discrepancy between the indicators in the results framework and the monitoring plan.  

Other shortcomings in the programme M&E system include: 

• Immediate outcomes and outputs are not defined, resulting in a missing link 

between activities and the intermediate outcomes23; 

• Despite the focus of the programme on qualitative aspects, the outcome indicators 

are mainly quantitative and not geared towards measuring behavioural change; 

• Some outcome indicator data is not collected or only collected for certain years; 

• There is no consistent comparison of data from the pilot regions and Albania as a 

whole; 

• Many sources/means of verification are vaguely defined (e.g. “documentation of 

changes”, “internal assessments”, etc.) 

Many of the recommendations of the 2019 mid-term evaluation seem to have been 

rejected or not adequately followed-up on. Some of the weaknesses in the M&E 

system were spotted already in the 2019 mid-term evaluation, which recommended that 

outcome indicators should be redefined to capture change in a) behaviour and practice, 

b) the extent to which coordination is institutionalised, and c) gender differentials.  

It also recommended that the programme should move away from activity-focused 

narrative reporting towards more critical analysis of outcomes, and establish an overall 

learning mechanism. These recommendations are still valid but none of them appear to 

have been addressed. 

While the Swedish agencies came together to comment on a first draft of the evaluation 

report, no management response was issued based on the final report. Interviews 

indicate that there were differing views on the extent to which recommendations should 

be addressed, which was reflective of the communication and collaboration difficulties 

that have plagued the programme ever since the beginning. Some of the 

recommendations are discussed in the 2019 annual report but many remain 

unaddressed. 

4.5  IMPACT 

The impact criterion seeks to identify effects that are longer term or broader in scope 

that those captured under the effectiveness criterion. It should be noted that it is 

generally too early to determine whether change at this level will be enduring or not.  

The programme has been geared towards a set of impact-level indicators. These 

indicators generally come across as relevant for measuring the progress made towards 

the overall objective “progress towards alignment with international human rights 

standards on juvenile justice”, although they do not fully capture the programme’s work 

with prisons and the probation service. Several of the indicators have been revised and 

 
23 The JJP results framework only includes intermediate outcomes (no immediate outcomes or outputs). 

Similarly, the work plans are categorised by activity and not result (output). 
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replaced by others during the course of the programme. As indicated in interviews, the 

changes were mainly made due to difficulties in collecting certain types of data.  

Table 4 summarises the data on impact indicators presented in the most recent 

monitoring report (January-June 2021).  

Table 4 Data on impact indicators 2017 -2021 

 

Impact indicators 2017 2018 2019 2020 202124 

Number of juveniles 

detained by the police  

Tirana: 132 

Durres: 28 

Tirana: 35  

Durres: 15  

Tirana: 19  

Durres: 12  

Tirana: 18 

Durres: 16  

NA  

Number of juveniles 

in pre-trial detention 

(nationally) 

30 21 63 33 34 

Average time spent in 

pre-trial detention25 

177 114 258 136 195 

Share of criminal 

investigations related 

to juvenile cases 

exceeding three 

months26 

NA NA NA Tirana: 

12% 

Durres: 

54%  

Tirana: 4%  

Durres: 

13%  

The handling time of 

juvenile cases in 

Court (average) 

NA NA NA Tirana: 

136 d 

Durres: 

NA 

Tirana:  

98 d 

Durres: 

124 d  

Number of juveniles 

sentenced to prison 

(court records)  

Tirana: 6 

Durres: 15 

Tirana: 49 

Durres: 5 

Tirana: 7 

Durres: 0 

Tirana: 9 

Durres: 

11 

Tirana: 20 

Durres: 12 

Number of juveniles 

given alternative 

sanctions (court records) 

Tirana: 121  

Durres: 29  

Tirana: 62 

Durres: 30 

Tirana: 81  

Durres: NA 

Tirana: 52  

Durres: 22 

Tirana: 73 

Durres: 16 

Number of juveniles 

and rate when 

diversion is applied 

by prosecutors 

Tirana: 

0/0% 

Durres: 

0/0% 

Tirana: 

78/71% 

Durres: 

NA  

Tirana: 

60 

Durres: 9  

Tirana: 

57/44% 

Durres: 

22/67%  

Tirana: 

83/57% 

Durres: 

17/53%  

Number and rate of 

cases when diversion 

is applied by courts 

Tirana: 

0/0% 

Durres: 

0/0% 

Tirana: 

78/71% 

Durres: 

NA 

Tirana: 

10/NA 

Durres: 

NA 

Tirana: 

0/0% 

Durres: 

NA 

Tirana: 

NA 

Durres: 

2/NA 

Impact data is incomplete and the only clearly discernible positive trend is the 

reduction in the number of juveniles detained by the police. What can be observed 

from the data is that: 

 
24 Data for the first six months of the year. 
25 Three months is the maximum allowed by the Juvenile Justice Code. 
26 Ibid. 
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• The number of juveniles detained by the police (in pilot regions) decreased 

significantly from 2017 to 2018 and subsequently seems to have remained at a fairly 

low level, at least until the end of 2020 (data for 2021 is not available); 

• There is no clear trend in the number of juveniles in pre-trial detention, and the 

legal requirement that juveniles should not be held in pre-trail detention for more 

than three months has not been respected (nationally); 

• The legal requirement that the handling time of juvenile cases by courts should not 

exceed six months seems to be respected in the pilot regions (although data is 

incomplete for most years); 

• According to court statistics, the number of juveniles sentenced to prison (in pilot 

regions) has remained low but appears to be increasing. However, prison records 

suggest a steady decrease since 201827; 

• The number of juveniles given alternative sanctions has fluctuated without a clear 

trend; 

• Since the measure of diversion was introduced by the Code, it has been applied by 

prosecutors in the pilot regions to a fairly large share of juvenile cases, although 

there is no clear trend. The data on diversion applied by courts is too incomplete to 

make any observations.  

There are many factors that are beyond the control of the programme, and which 

influence the impact indicators. Interviews suggest that the COVID-19 pandemic has 

affected the length of criminal investigations and the handling time of cases in court 

more generally. Another factor, also discussed previously, is the continued lack of 

institutions, such as the “Institution of Educating and Rehabilitating Children”, which 

holds back the application of diversion measures and the number and variety of 

alternative sanctions given by courts. However, some interviewees suggested that the 

lack of institutions is used an excuse for applying “easy” measures, i.e. verbal and 

written warnings, to save time and effort. As argued by social workers, municipalities 

can indeed offer mediation and counselling as diversion measures, or community work, 

for instance, as an alternative punishment.  

Still, scarce human and financial resources has consequences for programme impact. 

Interviewees highlight that there is a lack of both monetary and non-monetary 

incentives for practitioners (e.g. probation officers), which has resulted in resignations, 

including of those trained by the programme, and difficulties in filling vacancies. The 

Albanian agencies also have limited funds of their own to offer child-friendly spaces, 

as required by the Code. Beyond the justice sector, social services remain under-funded 

and under-developed. In general, while a lot has been done, there appears to be a 

continued need for capacity development and funding to ensure alignment with 

international human rights standards on juvenile justice, especially at the local level.  

 
27 One hypothesis is that the discrepancy between court and prisons statistics is due to the heavy back 

log at courts, which results in long pre-trial detentions. This leads to more prison sentences instead of 
alternative sentences since sentences given are equal with the time juveniles have spent in pre-trial. 
Consequently, the juveniles are released after receiving their prison sentences. These cases are never 
registered as prison sentences in the prison statistics. They are instead registered as releases from pre-
trial since the files are closed after the trial.  
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There are some potential unintended effects of the programme that are not yet 

visible, such as spill-over effects of training and interview rooms that may benefit 

other vulnerable groups as well. The evaluation did not reveal any significant, 

unintended effects of the programme, such as benefits generated for judicial reform at 

large. This could partly be explained by the fact that the JJP has had a relatively narrow 

thematic focus (on juvenile justice) and has been oriented towards capacity 

development of specialised practitioners rather than senior managers and decision-

makers. Nevertheless, it is plausible that improved professional skills will have a 

positive effect on other areas as well as since the trainees deal with all types of cases, 

not only the ones concerning juveniles. Moreover, as earlier noted, the four interview 

units established with JJP support will not only be used for interviews with juveniles, 

but also for other vulnerable groups, such as victims of gender-based violence. 

4.6  SUSTAINABILITY 
This section focuses on the programme approach to sustainability, the extent to which 

results are likely to be sustained, and what lessons can be drawn for future interventions 

in this regard.  

The programme was designed with due consideration to sustainability and many 

of the deliverables are likely to be of continued benefit to the Albanian agencies. 

When the JJP was designed, and as reflected in the Programme Document, it was 

expected that sustainability would be achieved by:  

• Ensuring strong Albanian ownership;  

• Capitalising on already ongoing judicial reforms;  

• Pursuing an integrated approach that would deal with “problems from all sides”; 

• Adopting a long-term approach to changing attitudes;  

• Invest in curriculum development, Training of Trainers (ToT), mentoring, 

networking, etc., to sustain the effects of the training.  

Evidence suggest that significant emphasis has indeed been placed on Albanian 

ownership. This is reflected in the participatory approach to programme design and 

planning but also in the requirement that the Albanian agencies should cover a number 

of local costs.28  

Considering that the programme was initially only planned to be implemented for three 

years, the ambition to ensure a long-term approach to changing attitudes comes across 

as somewhat unrealistic. Eventually, the programme was extended to five years, which 

is deemed to have been critical for the achievement of the results identified in Chapter 

4.4. Many of the deliverables are likely to be of continued use and benefit to the 

Albanian agencies after the end of the programme. This includes the interview 

rooms/units for juvenile as well as the standards, manuals, checklists, templates and 

structures (including the development centre and the prosecutors’ network) that have 

 
28 e.g. the salary costs of Albanian Project Leaders and experts, the travel cost for all Albanian 

participants in workshops and training, and the cost of the training venues (if any).  
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been formally adopted, and thereby internalised. Yet, five years is not necessarily 

sufficient to ensure systemic, attitudinal and, thereby, lasting change. 

The programme has invested in curriculum development, ToT, mentoring, and 

networks to sustain the benefits of training activities, but not in a consistent 

manner and uncertainties remain as to whether the training will continue.  

As remarked in several sections of this report, the vetting process has led to the 

dismissal of a large number of judges and prosecutors, including those trained by the 

programme. A similar vetting process has started among the police. In this situation, 

investments in curriculum development, ToT, mentoring, networking, etc., has become 

even more important. In practice, however, most of the curriculum development, and 

the only ToT, have taken place within the police component. Two curricula have been 

developed within this component (for basic juvenile justice training and forensic 

interview technique training, respectively), both of which have been adopted by the 

Academy of Security and embedded with other training. It can be argued that 

curriculum development and ToT would not have been equally relevant in the prison 

and probation components since none of these agencies have a functional training 

academy. At the same time, as originally envisaged in the Programme Document, the 

programme could well have established a pool of trainers. Nevertheless, experience 

from other projects show that there is no guarantee that the training materials will be 

used or that the people who are trained as trainers will be engaged in the future.  

Both the prosecution and court components have sought to establish internal networks, 

and in the prison and probation component, a peer learning forum has recently been 

launched. The network of prosecutors is linked to the “development centre” in the 

General Prosecutor Office (see Section 4.4.1). The expectation is that both the 

“development centre” and network will continue to operate after the end of the 

programme, even when staff rotate, since they have been formalised by decision of the 

Prosecutor General. With regard to the peer learning forum, interview indicate that it 

has been agreed with the concerned Albanian agencies to continue organising meetings 

on a monthly basis. 

Arguably the least sustainable aspect of the programme is the coordination and 

cooperation between the Albanian agencies. While programme activities geared 

towards coordination and cooperation between Albanian agencies have led to a 

common understanding and eased communication, no formalised platform has been 

established, and the common perception is that additional donor support would be 

required to ensure a continuation of such activities. As suggested earlier, a more 

sustainable approach would have been to engage with the local coordination structure 

mandated by law, i.e. the inter-sectoral technical groups, which also address juvenile 

justice. 

The programme did not have a clear exit plan and several sustainability measures 

were taken very late. The networking concept and the peer learning forum was 

introduced only towards the very end of the programme, partly due to the disruption 

caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. This is also the case with the training for senior 

managers in the Albanian agencies. As also recognised by interviewees, these activities 

should all have been initiated earlier to ensure sufficient follow-up and consolidation. 

In view of the different approaches across components, there is cause for suggesting 
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that, in line with good practice, a clear sustainability/exit plan should have been 

developed. 

4.7  OTHER ASPECTS 

This section addresses the integration of the gender perspective in the programme, the 

programme’s contribution to reducing corruption and increasing transparency, and the 

programme’s visibility in Albania. 

4.7.1 Gender equality 

The gender perspective was considered in programme design but was mainly 

absent during implementation. Gender equality and gender mainstreaming is dealt 

with at length in the Programme Document. A commitment is made to mainstream a 

gender perspective in all programme areas and across components. To this end, a long 

list of suggested activities is provided, including the review of draft laws from a gender 

perspective, methodological work on gender equality, the collection of gender 

disaggregated data, and considering the different needs of boys and girls when 

developing risks and needs assessment tools as well as treatment methods. It is stated 

that the gender perspective should be included in the training curricula and training 

activities, in inter-agency discussions regarding structural gaps, and in the dialogue 

with communities and social services. Additional details are provided in the revised 

Programme Document from 2020.  

The ET has reviewed the most significant deliverables of the programme (see Chapter 

4.4) and a random sample of checklists and templates, none of which include a gender 

perspective other than short references to anti-discrimination principles. The only 

additional gender analysis (apart from the one presented in the Programme Document) 

can be found in the 2017 Baseline Study, which simply comments on the very limited 

number of cases involving girls. With regard to training, a two-day workshop on gender 

equality for 20 police investigators and managers was organised. Plans were made for 

similar workshops in other components but did not materialise. Neither the results 

matrix nor the monitoring plan includes gender-sensitive indicators, and while 

interviews suggest that gender of training participants is recorded, no such data is 

included in the consolidated monitoring reports. 

4.7.2 Anti-corruption 

The programme has not actively contributed to a reduction of corruption in the 

judiciary, although the assumption is that the programme approach and some of 

the deliverables will increase transparency. The vetting process, whereby many 

judges and prosecutors have been found to have unjustified assets, gives an indication 

of the extent of corruption or lack of transparency in the judiciary. With regard to 

juvenile justice, there are reports of bribes given to divert juveniles from pre-trial 

detention, reduce the duration of sentences, and make case files “disappear”. 29 

Generally, the problem of corruption in Albania seems to be getting worse, at least in 

 
29 Baseline Study: Juvenile Justice System in Albania. 2017. 
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comparison with other countries, as reflected by Transparency International’s 

Corruption Perception Index (CPI).30 

Like gender, anti-corruption is addressed in the Programme Document. It is argued that 

the integrated justice chain approach promotes transparency and discourage corruption 

within the institutions. The guidelines and tools to be developed were also expected to 

reduce discretion in decision-making. Nevertheless, during the implementation of the 

programme, anti-corruption has not been given any particular attention. While the 

annual activity reports identify a need for discussing what can be done more concretely 

to address corruption, and whether specific training should be organised, this has not 

been followed-up on. One interviewee suggested that the programme could have 

considered linking up with the integrity plans that the Albanian agencies are required 

to develop and implement. 

4.7.3 Programme visibility 

In the absence of communication planning and tools, programme visibility has 

been low. The Programme Document envisaged that the JJP would contribute to 

awareness raising and increased public understanding of the work of Albanian 

agencies, thereby increasing public trust in the criminal justice system. This would 

include the development of an internal- and external communication plan. In practice, 

no such plan was developed and there is a noteworthy absence of programme 

communication channels and tools, such as a website, social media account, pamphlet, 

etc. In addition, programme deliverables have not been consistently shared with other 

development actors, which has increased the risk of duplication and reduced 

opportunities for coordination. 

 

 

 
30 https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2021/index/alb  

https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2021/index/alb
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 5 Conclusions 

This concluding section of the report attempts to answer the evaluation questions posed 

in the ToR, while also highlighting other issues that should be considered in the event 

that the Embassy considers to continue supporting the juvenile justice agenda in 

Albania.  

Relevance 

The evaluation shows that the programme has generally been relevant to the country 

context and ongoing developments. Initial strategic choices about the focus and scope 

of the JJP were anchored in analysis and consultations, and responded well to Albanian 

priorities and some of the key challenges identified during the design. While the drawn-

out design phase and processing of Sida’s contribution affected the relevance of some 

components, the programme has over time been adjusted and re-aligned with the legal 

framework and the national reform agenda on juvenile justice. The participatory and 

flexible approach to planning and implementation has ensured responsiveness and 

contextually-adapted deliverables, although maintaining a focus on long-term results 

has been a challenge. 

Overall, the integrated justice sector approach has offered a good entry-point for 

addressing key coordination and cooperation needs among Albanian agencies, 

especially in areas where the “product” is handed over from one agency to another.  

At the same time, the integrated approach of the programme has been mainly limited 

to law enforcement, judicial and penitentiary institutions. It has not encompassed 

defence lawyers, and thereby not addressed important access to justice issues, let alone 

social protection structures, which are key to rehabilitation and reintegration.  

Coherence 

The programme was aligned with the National Justice for Children Strategy with the 

exception of the lack of focus on prevention. Other development actors were pro-

actively engaged during programme design, and coordination was identified as a 

priority. However, while potential overlaps have been identified and largely addressed, 

at least during the first two years of the programme, few complementarities have been 

achieved beyond the police component. There has been limited dialogue with other 

development actors in more recent years, which has increased the risk of duplication 

and reduced opportunities for coordination and joint messaging.  

Efficiency 

Although the overall timing of the programme has been opportune, continuous delays 

in implementation has resulted in a very low rate of budget execution. The delays 

appear to be mainly due to the slow start-up and external factors, including staff 

turnover and the COVID-19 pandemic. Overambitious planning and ineffective risk 

management have compounded the situation. Communication and coordination 

difficulties between the Swedish agencies, combined with the lack of strategic 
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leadership by the Steering Committee, appears has also affected programme efficiency 

and, by extension, overall programme performance. 

Perhaps as a result of the coordination difficulties among the Swedish agencies, 

programme management and administration costs have absorbed an inordinate share of 

available financial resources. The costs for travel and accommodation have also been 

relatively high but can be more easily explained and largely justified by the added-

value brought by the presence of Swedish experts. In general, cost-efficiency could 

have been given more attention in the planning and implementation of the programme. 

Effectiveness 

The programme M&E system has not been properly set up to capture the programme’s 

contribution to outcomes. Nevertheless, evidence suggests that significant 

organisational and individual change has taken place during the implementation period, 

and that the programme’s contribution to this change has equally been significant. The 

programme’s contribution to organisational change includes new standards, guidelines, 

tools and learning platforms, as well as construction and equipment (interview rooms). 

With regard to individual change, the programme has contributed to an increased 

understanding of the basic concepts of the Code, and how to apply them in practice, as 

well as a change in mindsets of those trained.  

The change with regard to the legal framework and inter-agency coordination has been 

relatively less significant, although the programme has facilitated possible future 

changes in the Code and eased communication between Albanian agencies. 

Impact 

Impact indicators show a reduction in the number of juveniles detained by the police. 

In other areas, data is either incomplete or does not reveal any positive trends. Although 

interviews indicate that the number of diversion and alternative measures has increased 

in the pilot regions of the programme, this is not reflected in the data. Nevertheless, it 

is clear that change at this level depends on many factors beyond the control of the 

programme, such as the lack of institutions necessary to effectively implement 

alternative measures. It should also be recognised that it may be too early to gauge 

programme impact since some effects may not yet be discernible. This includes 

potential unintended results, such as spill-over effects of training and the use of 

interview rooms for other vulnerable groups. 

Sustainability 

The programme was designed with due consideration given to sustainability and many 

of the deliverables are likely to be of continued benefit to the Albanian agencies. This 

includes standards, manuals, curriculum and tools that have been formally adopted and 

thereby become mandatory. However, sustainability measures have not been applied 

in a consistent manner across components and several measures were only taken 

towards the end of the programme, which means that there may not have been enough 

time for consolidation, such as of the networks for prosecutors and judges and the peer 

learning forum for prison and probation staff.  
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Cross-cutting aspects 

The gender perspective was considered in programme design but was mainly absent 

during implementation. Similarly, the programme has not actively contributed to a 

reduction of corruption, although the assumption is that the programme approach and 

some of the deliverables will increase transparency. In the absence of communication 

planning and tools, programme visibility has been low.
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 6 Lessons Learnt and Recommendations 

6.1  LESSONS LEARNT AND GENERAL 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The programme has generated a number of lessons learnt and general recommendations 

that have a bearing beyond the programme and Albania. The lessons have been 

identified based on the evidence gather during the evaluation, with due consideration 

given to good practice and lessons from evaluations of capacity development 

programmes. 

The multi-agency set-up 

1. A multi-agency, integrated justice chain approach can provide significant  

added-value, in particular in areas that require cross-sectoral interventions, such as 

juvenile justice. However, it is a complex undertaking that is more  

resource-intensive and time-consuming than one-agency, stand-alone projects. This 

has to be factored into programme design and planning.  

2. Swedish law enforcement and judicial agencies are independent entities with 

distinctly different mandates and work cultures, which need to be considered when 

setting-up decision-making structures in multi-agency programmes. Roles and 

responsibilities have to be agreed on in detail from the outset.  

The integrated approach 

3. The concept of an integrated approach is complex and inclusive of many elements. 

Careful consideration has to be given to what an integrated approach means, and 

ensure a common understanding. The approach is relevant for those areas where 

agencies interact and where the “product” is handed over from one agency to 

another.  

4. A holistic perspective is necessary considering underlying challenges and the roles 

of a wide spectrum of stakeholders. Strategic choices about programme scope, 

partners and beneficiaries should be made considering both what it takes to affect 

change and the programme resources at hand. 

Capacity development 

5. National ownership is critical. It requires a participatory approach to programme 

design and planning, and sensitivity to the local context. Counterpart agencies 

should contribute with some of the programme financing to demonstrate real 

support and commitment. 

6. Programmes aiming at affecting behaviour and attitudes and bring about systemic 

change require a long-term planning horizon. Rather than extending timelines a 

five-year funding agreement should be signed from the start.  
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7. Capacity development activities should be targeted to both practitioners and 

leadership/senior management to ensure that a conducive environment is created 

for the application of new skills and that any obstructive elements are addressed. 

Programme management structure 

8. The management structure consisting of a Programme Coordinator and Project 

Leads for various components appear suitable for multi-agency programmes. 

However, the Programme Coordinator should not be the same person as the Project 

Lead for a specific agency/component. 

9. Programme coordination in a multi-agency set-up and integrated justice chain 

approach is demanding. Depending on the capacity and skills of the Programme 

Coordinator, it may be necessary to employ dedicated local expertise, e.g. on 

coordination, monitoring, communication and IT, gender mainstreaming, etc.  

10. A Steering Committee does not work well if the members do not have relevant 

decision-making authority. Consideration could be given to replace the Steering 

Committee mechanism with a dialogue/learning platform to which also other 

development partners and organisations could be invited. 

Communication 

11. A communication protocol may be necessary to establish rules and guidelines for 

communication between Swedish agencies as well as with Sida and national 

stakeholders, including government and other development actors. 

12. While the Lead Agency is the main contact point for Sida, the dialogue has to be 

inclusive, allowing for the inputs of different agencies. At a minimum all agencies 

should have the opportunity to contribute to the preparation of meetings, and 

receive written records of what has been discussed and agreed. 

13. To ensure transparency and visibility, a programme should at a minimum have a 

social media account and website where deliverable can be uploaded and news 

posted. A simple communication strategy is also recommended. The participation 

of the Embassy/Sida in public events may provide additional visibility that a 

programme should capitalise on.  

Coordination 

14. A multi-agency programme applying an integrated approach is strategically 

positioned to advocate for government coordination. Such advocacy could be 

pursued with other major donors and actors, including the Embassy, to ensure 

additional leverage.  

15. The identification of potential synergies requires pro-active and regular contacts 

and relationship-building with other development actors. The Lead Agency should 

help other Swedish agencies to establish such contacts and facilitate coordination. 

Cost-efficiency 

16. Common principles for the use of programme resources should be agreed.  

This could include a list of eligible costs and guidelines on how to plan participation 

in activities in a cost-conscious manner, e.g. deciding on when face-to-face 

participation is necessary and when on-line engagement is sufficient. 
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17. Programme management/administration and programme implementation/activity 

costs should be balanced and preferably separated in budgets and financial reports, 

to enable proper cost-efficiency and cost-effectiveness analysis.  

Results-based management 

18. Flexibility and responsiveness can sometimes be at odds with the ambition to 

ensure long-term results. A multi-year, outcome- and output-focused plan and 

budget could give direction to the development of annual activity plans. 

19. Annual reports can provide a useful basis for discussion on strategic direction, 

challenges, and solutions to any constraints. To this end, they should contain a 

critical analysis of the programme’s contribution to change/outcomes, and focus 

less on activities.  

Monitoring, evaluation and learning 

20. The development of MEL systems and tools should be a priority during programme 

design. The entire results chain, from immediate outcomes (or outputs) to impact 

should be defined and complemented by baseline data, indicators and clear means 

of verification.  

21. Measuring behavioural change and coordination require a certain type of qualitative 

indicators and data collection tools (e.g. surveys).  

22. Given the uniqueness of the programme set-up and approach, a more concerted 

effort to capture lessons learnt to inform future programme adjustment and the 

design of other, similar programmes, is warranted. 

23. The usefulness of evaluations partly depends on how they are received and to what 

extent they are actually followed-up on. A written management response and action 

plan for implementing agreed recommendations may be helpful to this end. 

Cross-cutting issues 

24. Commitments to gender mainstreaming are easily ignored/forgotten during 

programme implementation. Including gender-sensitive indicators in results 

frameworks and monitoring plans, and to assign a gender focal point, can ensure 

more consistent attention to this issue. 

25. The integrated approach offers a unique entry point to address issues related to 

transparency and corruption. Entry-points for such support should be clearly 

defined. 

Sustainability  

26. Sustainability measures should be identified from the outset and guided by an exit 

plan with clear commitments and time lines.  

27. Support to coordination and cooperation must be geared towards 

institutionalisation of platforms to be sustainable. To the extent possible, existing 

coordination mechanisms and structures, should be strengthened.  

28. Sustainability requires national ownership and can be promoted by ensuring that 

deliverables are formally adopted by national partners and integrated into regular 

activities. 
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29. Whenever feasible, training components should include close engagement with 

existing training institutes, the development of curriculum and/or training of 

trainers (ToT). A government budgetary commitment could add further reassurance 

that the training continues after the end of the programme. 

6.2  SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 
EMBASSY 

1. A programme conclusion workshop should be organised to present and reflect on 

the programme’s main results, the challenges faced, and outstanding needs and 

opportunities. Key actors working on juvenile justice in Albania should be invited 

to this workshop 

2. Programme deliverables, including standards, manuals, curriculum and various 

tools, should be compiled and shared with other development actors to avoid future 

overlaps and enable other initiatives to capitalise on the results of the JJP. 

3. Lessons learnt identified by this evaluation should be considered in the design of 

future, similar initiatives in Albania and elsewhere. This may necessitate the 

sharing of this report with “Myndighetsnavet”, a relatively new unit set up at Sida 

with the specific mandate to promote the involvement of Swedish authorities in 

development cooperation, including by enhancing opportunities for cooperation 

among authorities. 

4. In the event that the Embassy plans to continue supporting capacity development 

for juvenile justice in Albania, it is suggested that the focus should be on the local 

level and on promoting a multi-sectoral response that is not limited to criminal 

justice institutions. This would be consistent with the Code and create more 

opportunities for coordination with other development actors, thereby increasing 

impact.  

5. Continued capacity development on juvenile justice among law enforcement, 

judiciary, and penitentiary institutions in Albania should be directly linked to the 

next national juvenile justice strategy, including its action plan and indicator 

framework. 
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 Annex 1 – Terms of Reference 

Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of Juvenile Justice Programme in 
Albania “Enhanced capacity of Albanian law enforcement agencies and 
courts to meet HR standards in juvenile justice-a comprehensive 
justice chain approach”, July 2017-June 2022. 

Date: 15 February 2022 

1. General information 

1.1 Introduction 

In the framework of the implementation of the Swedish Strategy for Reform Cooperation with 
Eastern Europe, Western Balkans and Turkey, 2014-2022 (extended up to October 2021), the 
Embassy of Sweden in Albania/Sida has financed a proposal from 4 Swedish law enforcement 
agencies (Police, Prosecution, Courts, Prison & Probation) to jointly cooperate with their 
Albanian counterparts to strengthen the whole justice chain for juveniles in conflict with the 
law. The intervention has been implemented under the leadership of the Swedish Police 
Authority, during a total period of 5 years (3 +2 years extension), to be completed in June 2022. 
The intervention aimed to support the implementation of the new Albanian Code on Juvenile 
Justice, in order to reach the applicable international standards, and to improve the work of all 
involved Albanian agencies, with a special focus in strengthening inter-agency cooperation and 
organizational capacities of each agency. The intervention has been a contribution to the 
Strategy Result: “More efficient judicial systems that to a greater extent guarantee the right to 
a fair trial in accordance with European standards”. The intervention has been implemented 
under the general sectoral policy leadership of the Albanian Ministry of Justice. The Juvenile 
Justice area receives also contributions from other international partners like UNICEF, Save the 
Children, Terre des Hommes, and benefits from more general support provided to justice 
sector from other donors.  

1.2 Evaluation object: Intervention to be evaluated 

The evaluation object is the intervention “Enhanced capacity of Albanian law enforcement 
agencies and courts to meet HR standards in juvenile justice-a comprehensive justice chain 
approach” Programme (July 2017-June 2022).  

The Programme’s overarching objective is: Enhanced capacity of Albanian law enforcement 
agencies and Courts to meet international human rights standards in Juvenile Justice. By 
meeting these standards, Albania would at the same time make progress towards fulfilling the 
criteria of the European Union acquis. Another long-term objective is to contribute to 
increased public trust in the criminal justice system. The target group are juveniles of the age 
group 14-18. 

The Programme covers the following cooperation areas: 

 1) Legislative review/implementation  
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 2) Tools and organizational structures  

 3) Enhanced staff capacity: Training and guidelines 

 4) Inter-agency cooperation and coordination 

Enhanced capacity has focused towards:  

• Shorten the duration of criminal investigations and court proceedings related to 
juvenile cases, 

• Increased quality of the case file when transmitted to another agency (investigation 
/indictment/judgement/ individual report etc.),  

• Lower number of juveniles in pre-trial detention, 

• Reduced time in detention,  

• Lower number of juveniles convicted to a prison sentence, 

• Increased number of judgments against juveniles with probation as sentence  

• Improvements in the enforcement of juvenile sentencing  

• Improved personal treatment of juveniles by law enforcement agencies and the 
judiciary, 

• Increased awareness of the special needs of juveniles as vulnerable individuals  

• Increased efficiency in case handling of juveniles and reduced backlog of cases. 

• Implement high-quality decisions on diversion. 

 
Four intermediate objectives and outcomes have been set out with the respective Theory of 
Change: 

1)Enhanced conditions for an improved legal framework on juvenile justice. Depending on the 
pace and results of the ongoing reform, this activity will be shaped either to assist in the 
continued work regarding legal reform, or to assist in the implementation of new legislation 
through drafting of bylaws and internal agency preparations for properly applying the new 
regulations. 

2) Improved conditions for a strengthened organizational structure on juvenile justice. The role 
of specialists at central and regional level is to be strengthened to enable further development 
of the methodological work on juvenile justice and for disseminating knowledge to the local 
level. One way of doing this is to establish development centres at the central level to set up 
and lead working groups with other organisations and agencies, to enhance joint efforts on 
juvenile justice. The centres should also have a monitoring role, and activities targeting the 
development centres should be closely linked to activities aimed at developing monitoring 
mechanisms. The development centres must be closely linked to the Police Academy, training 
centres and the School of Magistrates to ensure that the issue of juvenile justice is integrated 
into the training curricula. In parallel, specialised structures at the local level must be 
established to ensure that investigations are conducted according to international human 
rights standards. These structures together would enhance institutionalisation of a system of 
specialisation in juvenile justice and thereby ensure sustainability of the approach. 

3) Enhanced professionalism of staff in law enforcement institutions in handling juvenile cases. 

A cadre of National Instructors/Trainers in juvenile justice will be trained through a Train the 
Trainers activity in order to deliver training to police officers, prosecutors, judges, and prison 
and probation staff, supported by experts from the Swedish agencies, starting at local level, in 
pilot regions. The National Instructors/Trainers should be linked both to the training schools 
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and the proposed development centres for the police and prosecution. Curricula in juvenile 
justice for basic and advanced training of police, prosecutors, judges, prison and probation 
staff will also be developed, together with training materials in juvenile justice for basic and 
advanced training.  

4) Improved mechanisms for productive coordination between relevant actors on juvenile 
justice. 

The Programme will focus on those areas where institutions interact and where the “judicial 
product” is handed over from one agency to another by tackling the existing shortcomings 
within the agencies. Trainings for all agencies should also have a focus on improving 
procedures for interagency cooperation and whenever possible be conducted jointly between 
agencies.   

While the programme has a national coverage, Tirana and Durrës have been selected as 
relevant pilot regions based on the high number of juvenile cases. The Programme was 
implemented during the period affected by the vetting of judges and prosecutors in the 
framework of the ongoing Justice reform, with many of them leaving their positions. Also due 
to COVID-19, the Programme had to adjust and rely often on distant communication mode. 
Due to these circumstances, the Programme was extended with two years, totalling five years 
for the whole implementation. A resident expert from Swedish Prison & Probation service has 
been recently added to the Programme Office in Albania, headed by the posted Police 
Coordinator. Throughout all the implementation period the Programme Coordination office, 
has been hosted at the premises of Albanian Ministry of Justice in order to facilitate 
communication and coordination with the Ministry. The Programme has collaborated with the 
Swedish funded programme on Community Policing (2nd phase) for the procurement of 
necessary equipment for interviewing of persons involved in juvenile cases. 

The programme has presented the ambition to introduce a novelty like the applied integrated 
approach of involving all agencies of the justice chain. The expertise of all Swedish agencies 
involved was to be combined and coordinated in order for the justice chain to be treated as an 
entity, in a holistic way. Thus, the Swedish and Albanian agencies have agreed to work jointly 
through a systemic approach to identify activities through which the integrated approach of 
the justice chain is considered, so that the result of a problematic area in one part of the justice 
chain may be detected by another part of the chain, and vice versa. In this respect and being 
designed as a multiple agency cooperation, the programme represents a real novelty for the 
Swedish Authorities and their cooperation with Sida. This will be an important aspect for this 
evaluation.  

During its implementation the Programme has benefited in two occasions from the input 
provided from ISSAT (International Security Sector Advisory Team) regarding: 1) the 
development of a programme baseline for intervention results’ indicators and 2) for a Mid-
term review. The Programme is currently focusing on completion of the remaining activities 
and the phasing out. In addition, the intervention has been also a target of the EBA evaluation 
of Sida cooperation with Swedish authorities (Swedish Capacity building in the Western Balkans 
| EBA). 

Cooperation partners include:  

Swedish side: Swedish Police as the Lead Agency for the intervention (coordinating reporting, 
dialogue with the Embassy/Sida, Albanian Ministry of Justice and other international and local 
stakeholders), Swedish Prosecution, Court Administration, Prison & Probation; 
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Albanian side: Ministry of Justice, Albanian State Police, Prosecution, Courts, Prison, Probation. 

The intervention has received a total funding of 34 800 000 SEK.  

For further information, the intervention proposal is attached as Annex D.  

The intervention logic or theory of change of the intervention may be further elaborated by 
the evaluator in the inception report, if deemed necessary.  

1.3 Evaluation rationale 

This is an end of intervention evaluation, to help the Embassy/Sida and its involved cooperation 
partners, to assess the overall results of the on-going intervention, and to learn from what 
works well and less well. The evaluation will be used to inform decisions on how similar 
projects’ preparation and implementation (multiple authorities, systemic joint interventions) 
can be adjusted and improved in the future. 

2. The assignment 

2.1 Evaluation purpose: Intended use and intended users 

The purpose or intended use of the evaluation is to assess the viability and level of success of 
the innovative approach of working together in a multiple agency setup from both the Swedish 
and Albanian side, looking particularly for strong and weak points, based on what has 
materialised on the ground. Among issues of interest are: internal coordination between all 
participating agencies, effectiveness of Programme decision-making structures, risk mitigation 
and response strategies, communication with the wider public in the beneficiary country, 
inclusion of anti-corruption and transparency principles in the Programme activities and quality 
of coordination with other international assistance programmes in the areas relevant to 
Juvenile Justice. Issues of efficiency will be looked at in order to assess the cost-benefits of the 
approach endorsed by the programme. Since the Programme was based on an innovative 
approach of interagency cooperation, the evaluation should look into the learning and 
reflection ability of the involved agencies, especially in connection to the mid -term review 
carried out by ISSAT and the EBA evaluation of Sida cooperation with Swedish authorities 
(Swedish Capacity building in the Western Balkans | EBA). 

The findings and recommendations of the evaluation will be used by the Embassy and Sida for 
the preparation, assessment and follow up of similar interventions, built on a systemic, 
multiple agency approach. 

The primary intended users of the evaluation are: The Embassy of Sweden in Albania and Sida 
EUROLATIN Department. The Swedish authorities involved in the Programme, might also 
benefit from its results.   

The evaluation is to be designed, conducted and reported to meet the needs of the intended 
users and tenderers shall elaborate in the tender how this will be ensured during the evaluation 
process. During the inception phase, the evaluator and the users will agree on who will be 
responsible for keeping the various stakeholders informed about the evaluation. 

2.2 Evaluation scope 

The evaluation will cover the whole implementation period but the geographical scope is 
limited to pilot regions of Tirana and Durrës. If needed, the scope of the evaluation may be 
further elaborated by the evaluator in the inception report. 

https://eba.se/seminars/swedish-capacity-building-in-the-western-balkans/
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2.3 Evaluation objective: Criteria and questions  

1. The objective of this evaluation is to evaluate the intervention “Enhanced capacity of 
Albanian law enforcement agencies and courts to meet HR standards in juvenile justice-a 
comprehensive justice chain approach” Programme (July 2017-June 2022) and assess the 
results of the implementation approach chosen for the achievement of the intended 
intermediate outcomes. The Evaluation should generate lessons and recommendations 
from the systemic approach applied, in order to support well-functioning future similar 
type interventions. 

The evaluation questions are:  

Relevance: Is the intervention doing the right thing? 

• To what extent has the intervention objectives and design responded to benficiaries’, 
global, country, and partner/institution needs, policies, and priorities, and have they 
continued to do so if/when circumstances have changed? Did the systemic approach 
of an inter-agency cooperation produce a relevant programme and did this set up 
contribute to the relevance of the programme.  

• To what extent have lessons learned from what works well and less well been used to 
improve and adjust intervention implementation? 

Coherence: How well does the intervention fit? 

• How compatible has the intervention been with other interventions in the country, 
sector or organisation where it is being implemented?  

•  To what extent has the intervention coordinated effectively on the ground and 
created synergies in their work with other ongoing or new programmes/actors like 
UNICEF?  

Effectiveness: Is the intervention achieving its objectives? 

• To what extent has the intervention achieved, or is expected to achieve, its objectives, 
and its results, including any differential results across groups?  

• Have the M&E system delivered robust and useful information that could be used to 
assess progress towards outcomes and contribute to learning? 

Efficiency: How well are resources being used?  

• To what extent has the intervention delivered, or is likely to deliver, results in an 
economic and timely way? Did the systemic approach gave an added value and 
contributed to a more efficient program with a higher impact? 

Impact: What difference does the intervention make? 

• To what extent has the project or programme generated, or is expected to generate, 
significant positive or negative, intended or unintended, high-level effects in the 
Juvenile Justice area, and also extend the positive changes achieved in the judiciary 
into other areas, beyond Juvenile cases? 

Sustainability: Will the benefits last?  
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• To what extent will the net benefits of the intervention continue, or are likely to 
continue?   

Other questions: 

• What is the contribution of the Programme in relation to reduction of corruption and 
increase of transparency and accountability in the Judiciary system, through the work 
of the agencies involved? 

• What is the level of Programme visibility in Albania, and how has the Programme 
communicated its results to the Albanian public at large? 

Questions are expected to be developed in the tender by the tenderer and further refined 
during the inception phase of the evaluation. 

2.4 Evaluation approach and methods 

It is expected that the evaluator describes and justifies an appropriate evaluation 
approach/methodology and methods for data collection in the tender. The evaluation design, 
methodology and methods for data collection and analysis are expected to be fully developed 
and presented in the inception report. Given the situation with Covid-19, innovative and 
flexible approaches/methodologies and methods for remote data collection should be 
suggested when appropriate and the risk of doing harm managed. 

The evaluator is to suggest an approach/methodology that provides credible answers 
(evidence) to the evaluation questions. Limitations to the chosen approach/methodology and 
methods shall be made explicit by the evaluator and the consequences of these limitations 
discussed in the tender. The evaluator shall to the extent possible, present mitigation measures 
to address them. A clear distinction is to be made between evaluation approach/methodology 
and methods. 

A gender-responsive approach/methodology, methods, tools and data analysis techniques 
should be used31.   

Sida’s approach to evaluation is utilization-focused, which means the evaluator should facilitate 
the entire evaluation process with careful consideration of how everything that is done will 
affect the use of the evaluation. It is therefore expected that the evaluators, in their tender, 
present i) how intended users are to participate in and contribute to the evaluation process 
and ii) methodology and methods for data collection that create space for reflection, discussion 
and learning between the intended users of the evaluation. 

In cases where sensitive or confidential issues are to be addressed in the evaluation, evaluators 
should ensure an evaluation design that do not put informants and stakeholders at risk during 
the data collection phase or the dissemination phase. 

2.5 Organisation of evaluation management  

This evaluation is commissioned by the Embassy of Sweden in Albania. The intended user(s) 
is/are the Embassy of Sweden and Sida EUROLATIN Department.  The Swedish Police Agency, 
representing the other Swedish authorities in the intervention, has contributed to the ToR and 
will be provided with an opportunity to comment on the inception report as well as the final 

 
31 See for example UNEG United Nations Evaluation Group (2014) Integrating Human Rights and 

Gender Equality in Evaluations http://uneval.org/document/detail/1616  

http://uneval.org/document/detail/1616
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report, but will not be involved in the management of the evaluation. Hence the commissioner 
will evaluate tenders, approve the inception report and the final report of the evaluation. The 
start-up meeting and the debriefing/validation workshop will be held with the commissioner 
only.  

2.6 Evaluation quality 

All Sida's evaluations shall conform to OECD/DAC’s Quality Standards for Development 
Evaluation32. The evaluators shall use the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation33 
and the OECD/DAC Better Criteria for Better Evaluation34. The evaluators shall specify how 
quality assurance will be handled by them during the evaluation process. 

2.7 Time schedule and deliverables 

It is expected that a time and work plan is presented in the tender and further detailed in the 
inception report. Given the situation with Covid-19, the time and work plan must allow 
flexibility in implementation. The evaluation shall be carried out from 10 March 2022 to 31 
May 2022. The timing of any field visits, surveys and interviews need to be settled by the 
evaluator in dialogue with the main stakeholders during the inception phase.  

The table below lists key deliverables for the evaluation process. Alternative deadlines for 
deliverables may be suggested by the consultant and negotiated during the inception phase. 

Deliverables Participants Deadlines 

1. Start-up meeting/s 
(virtual) 

Embassy representatives: 
1) Head of Development 

Cooperation 
2) Programme Officer 

responsible  

10 March 2022 

2. Draft inception report  Tentative 02 April 2022 

3. Inception meeting /Virtual 
or hybrid 

Embassy representatives Tentative 06 April 2022 

4. Data collection, analysis, 
report writing and quality 
assurance 

Evaluators April 2022 

5. Debriefing/validation 
workshop (meeting) 

Embassy representatives  30 April 2022  

6. Draft evaluation report  16 May 2022 

7. Comments from intended 
users to evaluators 

 Tentative 23 May 2022 

8. Final evaluation report  31 May 2022 

 
The inception report will form the basis for the continued evaluation process and shall be 
approved by Sida before the evaluation proceeds to implementation. The inception report 
should be written in English and cover evaluability issues and interpretations of evaluation 
questions, present the evaluation approach/methodology including how a utilization-focused 
and gender-responsive approach will be ensured, methods for data collection and analysis as 

 
32 OECD/DAC (2010) Quality Standards for Development Evaluation. 
33 Sida OECD/DAC (2014) Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management.  
34 OECD/DAC (2019) Better Criteria for Better Evaluation: Revised Evaluation Criteria Definitions and 

Principles for Use. 
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well as the full evaluation design, including an evaluation matrix and a stakeholder 
mapping/analysis. A clear distinction between the evaluation approach/methodology and 
methods for data collection shall be made. All limitations to the methodology and methods 
shall be made explicit and the consequences of these limitations discussed.  

A specific time and work plan, including number of hours/working days for each team member, 
for the remainder of the evaluation should be presented. The time plan shall allow space for 
reflection and learning between the intended users of the evaluation.  

The final report shall be written in English, and be professionally proof read. The final report 
should have clear structure and follow the layout format of Sida’s template for decentralised 
evaluations (see Annex C). The executive summary should be maximum 3 pages.  

The report shall clearly and in detail describe the evaluation approach/methodology and 
methods for data collection and analysis and make a clear distinction between the two.  
The report shall describe how the utilization-focused approach has been implemented i.e. how 
intended users have participated in and contributed to the evaluation process and how 
methodology and methods for data collection have created space for reflection, discussion and 
learning between the intended users. Furthermore, the gender-responsive approach shall be 
described and reflected in the findings, conclusions and recommendations along with other 
identified and relevant crosscutting issues. Limitations to the methodology and methods and 
the consequences of these limitations for findings and conclusions shall be described.  

Evaluation findings shall flow logically from the data, showing a clear line of evidence to 
support the conclusions. Conclusions should be substantiated by findings and analysis. 
Evaluation questions shall be clearly stated and answered in the executive summary and in the 
conclusions. Recommendations and lessons learned should flow logically from conclusions and 
be specific, directed to relevant intended users and categorised as a short-term, medium-term 
and long-term.  

The report should be no more than 30 pages excluding annexes. If the methods section is 
extensive, it could be placed in an annex to the report. Annexes shall always include the Terms 
of Reference, the Inception Report, the stakeholder mapping/analysis and the Evaluation 
Matrix. Lists of key informants/interviewees shall only include personal data if deemed relevant 
(i.e. when it is contributing to the credibility of the evaluation) based on a case-based 
assessment by the evaluator and the commissioning unit/embassy. The inclusion of personal 
data in the report must always be based on a written consent. 

The evaluator shall adhere to the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation35.  

The evaluator shall, upon approval by Sida/Embassy of the final report, insert the report into 
Sida’s template for decentralised evaluations (see Annex C) and submit it to Nordic Morning 
(in pdf-format) for publication and release in the Sida publication database. The order is placed 
by sending the approved report to Nordic Morning (sida@atta45.se), with a copy to the 
responsible Sida Programme Officer as well as Sida’s Evaluation Unit (evaluation@sida.se). 
Write “Sida decentralised evaluations” in the email subject field. The following information 
must always be included in the order to Nordic Morning: 

1. The name of the consulting company. 

2. The full evaluation title. 

 
35 Sida OECD/DAC (2014) Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management. 

mailto:sida@atta45.se
mailto:evaluation@sida.se
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3. The invoice reference “ZZ980601”. 

4. Type of allocation: "sakanslag". 

5. Type of order: "digital publicering/publikationsdatabas. 

2.8 Evaluation team qualification   

In addition to the qualifications already stated in the framework agreement for evaluation 
services, the evaluation team shall include the following competencies: expert knowledge in 
Rule of Law and Judiciary.  

It is desirable that the evaluation team includes the following competencies: expert knowledge 
in capacity-building and inter-institutional cooperation. Previous experience or knowledge 
about the Albanian justice sector would be an advantage. 

A CV for each team member shall be included in the call-off response. It should contain a full 
description of relevant qualifications and professional work experience. 

It is important that the competencies of the individual team members are complimentary. It is 
highly recommended that local evaluation consultants are included in the team, as they often 
have contextual knowledge that is of great value to the evaluation. In addition, and in a 
situation with Covid-19, the inclusion of local evaluators may also enhance the understanding 
of feasible ways to conduct the evaluation 

The evaluators must be independent from the evaluation object and evaluated activities, and 
have no stake in the outcome of the evaluation.   

Please note that in the tender, the tenderers must propose a team leader that takes part in 
the evaluation by at least 30% of the total evaluation team time including core team members, 
specialists and all support functions, but excluding time for the quality assurance expert. 

2.9 Financial and human resources 

The maximum budget amount available for the evaluation is 600 000 SEK.  

Invoicing and payment shall be managed according to the following:  After approval of the final 
report. 

The contact person at Sida/Swedish Embassy is Linda Gjermani (linda.gjermani@gov.se). The 
contact person should be consulted if any problems arise during the evaluation process. 

Relevant Sida documentation will be provided by the responsible Programme Officer at the 
Embassy of Sweden and the Swedish police (jan-ake.kjellberg@polisen.se). 

The evaluator will be required to arrange the logistics like for example booking interviews, 
preparing visits etc., including any necessary security arrangements. 

3.  Annexes 

Annex A: List of key documentation 

Annex B: Data sheet on the evaluation object 

1) Project document including Budget and RAF 
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2) Proposal for extension of the Programme 

3) Mid-term review report of the Programme (carried out by ISSAT) 

4) (Swedish Capacity building in the Western Balkans | EBA). 

5) Progress reports of the programme  

Information on the evaluation object (i.e. intervention) 

Title of the evaluation object 

Enhanced capacity of Albanian law enforcement 
agencies and courts to meet HR standards in 
juvenile justice-a comprehensive justice chain 
approach” Programme (July 2017-June 2022)  

ID no. in PLANIt 55130009 

Dox no./Archive case no. UM2017/23391/TIRA 

Activity period (if applicable) July 2017 - June 2022 

Agreed budget (if applicable) 34 800 000 SEK 

Main sector Democracy 

Name and type of implementing 
organisation 

Public Sector Institutions  

Aid type Project type 

Swedish strategy Strategy for Reform Cooperation with Eastern 
Europe, the Western Balkans and Turkey 2014-2020 

 

Information on the evaluation assignment 

Commissioning unit/Swedish Embassy Embassy of Sweden in Tirana, Albania 

Contact person at unit/Swedish Embassy Linda Gjermani 

Timing of evaluation (mid-term, end-
of-programme, ex-post, or other) 

Near End of programme 

ID no. in PLANIt (if other than above). 14343 

 

Annex C: Decentralised evaluation report template  

  

https://eba.se/seminars/swedish-capacity-building-in-the-western-balkans/
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 Annex 2 – Evaluation Matrix 

Evaluation criteria and KEQs 

from ToR 
Sub-questions Indicators Methods Sources 

Relevance: Is the intervention doing 

the right thing? 

• To what extent has the 

intervention objectives and design 

responded to beneficiaries’, global, 

country, and partner/institution 

needs, policies, and priorities, and 

have they continued to do so 

if/when circumstances have 

changed?  

• Did the systemic approach of an 

inter-agency cooperation produce 

a relevant programme and did this 

set up contribute to the relevance 

of the programme.  

• To what extent have lessons 

learned from what works well and 

less well been used to improve and 

adjust intervention 

implementation? 

 

• Has the JJP addressed major challenges 

and opportunities in the field of juvenile 

justice in Albania? 

• Has the JJP targeted and engaged the 

most important stakeholders in the field 

of juvenile justice? 

• Has the JJP addressed the priority needs 

of the involved justice institutions? Have 

relevant strategic choices been made? 

• Has the capacity development approach 

been consistent with the expected 

outcomes of the JJP? 

• How appropriate are institutional 

arrangements, relations and roles in the 

JJP (considering the multi-agency 

approach)? 

• Has gender equality been sufficiently 

considered in the design and 

operationalisation of the JJP? 

• Has the JJP been responsive to contextual 

changes and lessons learnt? To what 

extent have the recommendations of the 

2019 evaluation been acted upon? 

• Extent to which the JJP has 

supported the implementation 

of relevant national strategies 

and laws 

• Existence of a stakeholder 

analysis informing the 

selection of JJP partners and 

involvement with other actors 

• Extent to which institutional, 

organisational and individual 

capacity development needs 

have been assessed and 

monitored 

• Existence of a clear Theory of 

Change and results framework 

linking activities and results in 

a convincing manner 

• Extent to which a gender 

analysis has been conducted 

and informed the JJP results 

framework and work plans 

• Existence of a well-informed 

and regularly updated context 

and risk analysis feeding into 

JJP design and adjustments 

Data collection 

methods: 

• Desk review 

• Key informant 

interviews 

• FGDs 

 

Data analysis 

methods: 

Qualitative 

judgement 

• Relevant national 

strategies, laws and 

related monitoring reports 

• Selected independent 

analyses of juvenile justice 

• Information on other 

relevant initiatives and 

actors working on 

juvenile justice (e.g. 

UNICEF, Save the 

Children, Terre des 

hommes, World Vision, 

the Netherlands Helsinki 

Committee, the Albanian 

People’s Advocate, the 

State Agency for 

Protection of Children) 

• Programme document 

• Annual reports 

• Baseline study 

• Risk matrix 

• Programme agreements, 

ToRs and job descriptions 

• Results framework 

• Work plans 
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• Share of agreed evaluation 

recommendations implemented 

• Perceptions of stakeholders 

• Mid-term review report 

• Interview records 

• FGD records 

Coherence: How well does the 

intervention fit? 

• How compatible has the 

intervention been with other 

interventions in the country, sector 

or organisation where it is being 

implemented?  

• To what extent has the 

intervention coordinated 

effectively on the ground and 

created synergies in their work 

with other ongoing or new 

programmes/actors like UNICEF?  

• Have the JJP objectives, approach and 

messages been consistent with those of 

other similar initiatives? 

• How relevant and useful has the dialogue 

between JJP and other actors/initiatives 

been? What are the lessons learnt? 

• What complementarities with other 

relevant initiatives and actors working on 

juvenile justice have been identified and 

achieved?  

• Have JJP activities been 

harmonised/contributed to other 

interventions carried out by the involved 

justice institutions? 

• Has the JJP been properly set-up and 

resourced for internal and external 

coordination? 

• Extent to which the JJP has 

added value while avoiding 

duplication of effort 

• Extent to which JJP 

stakeholders have participated 

in and capitalised on existing 

coordination mechanisms 

• Perceptions of stakeholders 

Data collection 

methods: 

• Desk review 

• Key informant 

interviews 

 

Data analysis 

methods: 

• Qualitative 

judgement 

• Programme document 

• Annual reports 

• Baseline study 

• Results framework 

• Relevant national 

strategies and justice 

institution reports 

• Information on other 

relevant initiatives and 

actors (see above) 

• Programme agreements, 

ToRs and job descriptions 

• Work plans 

• Mid-term review report 

• Interview records 

Efficiency: How well are resources 

being used? 

• To what extent has the 

intervention delivered, or is likely 

to deliver, results in an economic 

and timely way?  

• Did the systemic approach gave an 

added value and contributed to a 

more efficient program with a 

higher impact? 

 

• Have activities and outputs been 

delivered as anticipated in work plans and 

budgets? What are the reasons for any 

delays or additional costs? 

• Is the distribution of programme costs 

reasonable considering the results? Could 

the outputs have been delivered with 

fewer resources without reducing their 

quality and quantity? 

• Have programme risks been efficiently 

mitigated and/or managed in cases when 

they have materialised? 

• How has the coordination between the 

different agencies worked in practice? 

• Rate of programme/budget 

delivery 

• Results vs. costs of different 

programme components and 

activities 

• Extent of risk mitigation 

actions implemented 

• Examples of synergies between 

different components and 

activities 

• Perceptions of stakeholders 

Data collection 

methods: 

• Desk review 

• Key informant 

interviews 

 

Data analysis 

methods: 

• Qualitative 

judgement 

• Programme budgets  

• Financial reports 

• Work plans 

• Annual reports 

• Information on other 

relevant initiatives and 

actors (see above) 

• Minutes from Programme 

Steering Committee 

meetings 

• Mid-term review report 

• Interview records 
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Have programme decision-making 

structures been efficient? 

• What has been the overall added-value of 

the multi-agency approach?  

Effectiveness: Is the intervention 

achieving its objectives? 

• To what extent has the 

intervention achieved, or is 

expected to achieve, its objectives, 

and its results, including any 

differential results across groups?  

• Have the M&E system delivered 

robust and useful information that 

could be used to assess progress 

towards outcomes and contribute 

to learning? 

 

• What changes has the JJP contributed to 

in terms of: 

o The legal framework for juvenile 

justice 

o Organisational structures, procedures 

and systems 

o Professional skills of justice 

institution officials and staff 

o Coordination and cooperation among 

justice institutions and with other 

stakeholders 

• What factors have influenced the 

achievement of and non-achievement of 

outcomes? Have assumptions held true 

and any risks materialised? 

• What has been the relative contribution of 

other actors to the programme outcomes?  

• Has the JJP M&E system been properly 

set-up and operationalised to capture 

relevant outcome-level results and inform 

programme planning? Has the M&E system 

been used by/useful for Albanian agencies? 

• Extent and significance of 

changes made in the legal 

framework on juvenile justice 

based on JJP comments 

• Extent of new/adjusted 

organisational structures, 

procedures and systems 

established based on JJP 

proposals 

• Extent of behavioural change 

perceived by participants in JJP 

activities (e.g. training seminars) 

• Level of contribution of the 

programme (considering other 

contributing actors and factors) 

• Extent to which reported 

results are verifiable and 

reliable 

• Extent to which M&E data is 

used to inform programming 

and the work plans of Albanian 

agencies 

Data collection 

methods: 

• Desk review 

• Key informant 

interviews 

• FGDs 

 

Data analysis 

methods: 

• Simplified 

contribution 

analysis 

• Qualitative 

judgement 

• Annual reports 

• Mid-term review report 

• Internal monitoring 

plans/reports 

• Baseline study 

• Justice institution 

monitoring reports and 

independent analysis 

• Laws and sub-laws 

commented on by the 

programme  

• Reviews and evaluations 

of other relevant 

initiatives (see above) 

• M&E framework and 

related data collection 

tools 

• Interview records 

• FGD records 

Impact: What difference does the 

intervention make? 

• To what extent has the project or 

programme generated, or is 

expected to generate, significant 

positive or negative, intended or 

unintended, high-level effects in 

the Juvenile Justice area, and also 

extend the positive changes 

• What changes, if any, has the JJP 

contributed to in terms of the situation of 

juveniles in conflict with the law? 

• What changes, if any, has the JJP 

contributed to in terms of the 

performance of the involved justice sector 

institutions? 

• Has the JJP contributed to any gender 

equality outcomes? 

• Verifiable (positive) changes in 

juvenile justice-related 

statistics 

• Examples of performance 

improvements 

• Examples of gender 

inequalities addressed (e.g. in 

the legal framework, in 

Data collection 

methods: 

• Desk review 

• Key informant 

interviews 

 

Data analysis 

methods: 

• Relevant justice institution 

reports/statistics and 

independent analysis 

• Information on other 

relevant initiatives and 

actors (see above) 

• Baseline study 

• Mid-term review report 
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achieved in the judiciary into other 

areas, beyond Juvenile cases? 
• What unintended effects, if any, has the 

JJP contributed to?  

practices involving juvenile 

offenders, etc) 

• Examples of unintended effects 

 

• Simplified 

contribution 

analysis 

• Qualitative 

judgement 

• Internal monitoring 

plans/reports 

• Annual reports 

• Interview records 

Sustainability: Will the benefits last? 

• To what extent will the net 

benefits of the intervention 

continue, or are likely to continue?   

 

• What has been the JJP’s approach to 

promoting sustainability and to what 

extent has it been implemented in practice? 

• What activities and results are most likely 

to be sustained in the long-term and what 

are less likely and why? 

• What lessons learnt can be identified with 

regard to the JJP’s ability to promote 

sustainability? 

• Existence of a plausible 

programme exit strategy 

• Extent to which the JJP has 

contributed to changes in 

policies, laws and 

organisational structures 

• Extent to which individual staff 

capacity has been retained 

• Extent to which JJP outputs/ 

deliverables have been internalised 

by the involved justice institutions 

• Extent to which activities will 

continue with funding from the 

government budget 

• Perceptions of stakeholders 

Data collection 

methods: 

• Desk review 

• Key informant 

interviews 

 

Data analysis 

methods: 

• Qualitative 

judgement 

• Programme documents 

• Mid-term review report 

• Annual reports 

• Internal monitoring 

plans/reports 

• Relevant justice 

institution reports and 

independent analysis 

• Government budgets 

• Reviews and evaluations 

of other relevant 

initiatives (see above) 

• Interview records 

Other questions: 

• What is the contribution of the 

Programme in relation to reduction 

of corruption and increase of 

transparency and accountability in 

the Judiciary system, through the 

work of the agencies involved? 

• What is the level of Programme 

visibility in Albania, and how has 

the Programme communicated its 

results to the Albanian public at 

large? 

• Has the JJP been designed in a way that 

prevents and counteracts corruption?  

• Have programme training/capacity 

building activities and deliverables (e.g. 

manuals, reports, templates) addressed 

corruption/transparency? 

• In what ways has the JJP contributed to 

improved increased transparency, 

oversight and accountability? 

• How well have programme results been 

communicated? What communication 

channels and tools have the JJP made use of, 

and what have been the target audiences? 

• Are relevant justice sector actors aware of 

the JJP and its achievements? 

• Extent to which the JJP has 

addressed key corruption 

drivers in the justice sector 

• Extent to which processes and 

procedures supported by the 

JJP have become more 

transparent  

• Outreach of communication 

activities among the general 

public in Albania 

• Perception of stakeholders 

Data collection 

methods: 

• Desk review 

• Key informant 

interviews 

 

Data analysis 

methods: 

• Qualitative 

judgement 

• Programme document 

• Mid-term review report 

• Internal monitoring 

plans/reports 

• Annual reports 

• Interview records 
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 Annex 3 – Theory of Change 
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 Annex 4 – Data Collection Tools 

Interview guide for senior Albanian judicial officers  

Name and title of interviewee  

Gender   

Organisation  

Data and time of interview  

 

Introduction 

Explain the purpose of the evaluation and the interview 

Explain how any information collected from the interview will be reported 

Ask the interviewee to confirm that he/she is willing to participate in the evaluation 

Ask the interviewee to present him/herself 

Ask the interviewee about his/her 

engagement with the JJP 

 

 

Questions 

Evaluation criteria/question Notes on response 

Relevance 

1. What are the major needs and challenges 

with regard to juvenile justice in Albania?  

Have there been any change in these needs 

and challenges during the past five years?  

 

2. To your knowledge, how has the JJP 

addressed these challenges and contributed 

to ongoing reforms?  

 

3. To what extent has the JJP addressed the 

capacity development needs and priorities 

of your own organisation?  

 

4. How appropriate has the multi-agency 

and integrated justice sector approach been? 

Follow-up question: 

• What have been the key strengths and 

challenges of this approach? 

 

Coherence 

5. What dialogue, if any, have you had 

with the JJP? What was the purpose of this 

dialogue and how effective was it? 

 

6. To your knowledge, what other capacity 

building initiatives of relevance for juvenile 

justice are your organisation involved in? 

Follow-up question: 

• What is the relationship between these 

initiatives and the JJP? 

 

Effectiveness 

7. What changes has been made to the 

legal/institutional framework for juvenile 

justice in recent years? In what ways, if 

any, has the JJP contributed to such 

legal/institutional reform?  
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8. What organisational changes has the 

programme contributed to? 

Follow-up question: 

• What changes, if any, have been made 

to policies, procedures and systems? 

 

9. To what extent has a more integrated 

justice sector approach to juvenile justice 

emerged in recent years? 

Follow-up questions: 

• What changes, if any, in the 

coordination and cooperation between 

juvenile justice institutions have you 

observed?  

• What mechanism, if any, has been put 

in place to promote such coordination 

and cooperation? 

• What are the challenges related to a 

more integrated justice sector 

approach to juvenile justice in 

Albania? 

 

Sustainability 

10. What are the major challenges 

involved with ensuring the sustainability of 

the results achieved by the JJP?  

Follow-up questions: 

• What results are the most sustainable 

and why? Which results are less 

sustainable and why? 

• What can be done to further ensure 

the sustainability of the results 

achieved by the programme? 

 

Lessons learnt and recommendations 

11. Do you have any final 

recommendations to Sida/the 

Swedish/Albanian agencies? 

 

 

Interview guide for Swedish and Albanian Project Leaders and experts 

Name and title of interviewee  

Gender   

Organisation  

Data and time of interview  

 

Introduction 

Explain the purpose of the interview 

Explain how any information collected from the interview will be reported 

Ask the interviewee to confirm that he/she is willing to participate in the evaluation 

Ask the interviewee to present him/herself and explain his/her areas of responsibility  

 

Questions 

Evaluation criteria/question Notes on response 

Relevance 

1. Do you feel that the JJP has addressed 

relevant priorities and needs of your 

organisation (or counterpart organisation)? 

If not, what are the gaps? 
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2. How appropriate are the institutional 

arrangements, relations and roles in the JJP? 

Follow-up question: 

• What has been the key strengths and 

challenges of the multi-agency 

approach? 

 

3. To what extent has the gender perspective 

been considered in the design and 

implementation of the JJP? Please give 

examples 

 

Coherence 

4. What dialogue, if any, have you had with 

other similar initiatives and/or actors 

working in the same field? What has this 

dialogue resulted in? 

 

5. To your knowledge, what other capacity 

building initiatives of relevance for juvenile 

justice has your organisation (or 

counterpart organisation) been involved in? 

Follow-up questions: 

• What is the relationship between these 

initiatives and the JJP?  

• Have there been any overlaps or 

synergies? What has been done, if 

anything, to ensure coordination? 

What have been the challenges in this 

regard? 

 

Efficiency 

6. Have activities and outputs been 

delivered as anticipated in work plans and 

budgets?  

Follow-up questions: 

• What are the reasons for any delays, 

deviations and additional costs? 

• Have risks been efficiently mitigated? 

What risks have materialised and what 

has been the response from the JJP? 

 

7. Could the outputs have been delivered 

with fewer resources without reducing their 

quality and quantity? 

 

8. How has the coordination between the 

different agencies on the Swedish and 

Albanian side worked in practice?  

 

9. What has been the overall added-value of 

the multi-agency and integrated justice 

sector approach? 

 

Effectiveness 

10. What legal/institutional changes has the 

JJP contributed to?  

 

11. What organisational changes has the 

JJP contributed to? 

Follow-up question: 

• What changes, if any, have been made 

to policies, procedures and systems? 
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12. What changes in the professional 

skills/performance of officials/staff has the 

JJP contributed to? How can you tell? 

 

13. What changes in the coordination and 

cooperation between justice institutions and 

with other stakeholders has the JJP 

contributed to?  

 

14. What external and internal factors have 

influenced the achievement of outcomes? 

 

15. How has the programme M&E system 

been used?  

 

Impact 

16. Has the JJP contributed to any gender 

equality outcomes?  

 

17. What unintended effects, if any, has the 

programme contributed to? 

 

Sustainability 

18. What has been done to promote 

sustainability? How successful have these 

efforts been?  

Follow-up questions: 

• What results are the most sustainable 

and why? Which have been less 

sustainable and why? 

• What can be done to further ensure the 

sustainability of the results achieved by 

the JJP? 

 

Other questions 

19. To what extent have JJP trainings and 

other support addressed the issue of 

transparency/corruption? 

Follow-up questions: 

• Has the JJP in any way contributed to 

reducing the scope for corruption in 

the justice sector? 

 

Lessons learnt and recommendations 

20. What are the key lessons learnt from 

what works well and less well in the 

programme in your view? 

 

21. Do you have any final 

recommendations to Sida and/or the 

Swedish/Albanian authorities? 

 

 
Interview guide for Project Steering Committee members 

Name and title of interviewee  

Gender   

Organisation  

Data and time of interview  

 

Introduction 

Explain the purpose of the evaluation and the interview 

Explain how any information collected from the interview will be reported 

Ask the interviewee to confirm that he/she is willing to participate in the evaluation 

Ask the interviewee to present him/herself 
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Questions 

Evaluation criteria/question Notes on response 

Relevance 

1. Do you feel that the JJP has addressed 

the most significant needs and challenges 

with regard to juvenile justice in Albania?  

If not, what are the gaps?  

 

2. How appropriate are the institutional 

arrangements, relations and roles in the 

JJP? 

Follow-up question: 

• What has been the key strengths and 

challenges of the multi-agency and 

integrated justice sector approach? 

 

Coherence 

3. Are you aware of any other capacity 

building initiatives of relevance for 

juvenile justice in Albania? 

Follow-up question: 

• Have there been any overlaps or 

synergies with these initiatives and the 

JJP? What has been done, if anything, 

to ensure coordination? 

 

Efficiency 

4. Could the outputs have been delivered 

with fewer resources without reducing 

their quality and quantity? 

 

5. How has the coordination between the 

different agencies on the Swedish and 

Albanian side worked in practice? 

 

6. What has been the overall added-value 

of the multi-agency and integrated justice 

sector approach? 

 

Effectiveness 

7. What legal/institutional changes has the 

JJP contributed to?  

 

8. What organisational changes has the JJP 

contributed to? 

 

9. What changes in the coordination and 

cooperation between justice institutions 

and with other stakeholders has the JJP 

contributed to?  

 

10. What external and internal factors have 

influenced the achievement of outcomes? 

 

11. How useful has the JJP M&E system 

been for the deliberations of the steering 

committee?  

 

Sustainability 

12. What has been done to promote 

sustainability? How successful have these 

efforts been? Please give examples 

 

Other questions 

13. To what extent has the JJP contributed 

to reducing the scope for corruption? 
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Lessons learnt and recommendations 

14. What are the key lessons learnt from 

what works well and less well in the 

programme in your view? 

 

15. Do you have any final 

recommendations to Sida and/or the 

Swedish/Albanian agencies? 

 

 

Interview guide for donors, multilateral organisations and NGOs 

Name and title of interviewee  

Gender   

Organisation  

Data and time of interview  

 

Introduction 

Explain the purpose of the evaluation and the interview 

Explain how any information collected from the interview will be reported 

Ask the interviewee to confirm that he/she is willing to participate in the evaluation 

Ask the interviewee to present him/herself 

How familiar are you with the JJP? From 

where did you get information about JJP? 

 

Please briefly describe your organisation’s 

support/initiatives related to juvenile 

justice reform 

 

 

Questions 

Evaluation criteria/question Notes on response 

Relevance 

1. How appropriate is the multi-agency and 

integrated justice sector approach pursued 

by the JJP? What do you see as the key 

strengths and weaknesses of this approach?  

 

Coherence 

2. What dialogue, if any, have you had 

with JJP representatives? How useful has 

this dialogue been? 

 

3. To your knowledge, what are the 

complementarities, if any, between the 

initiatives of your organisation and the JJP?  

Follow-up questions: 

• Have there been any overlaps or 

synergies? What has been done, if 

anything, to ensure coordination? 

What have been the challenges in this 

regard? 

 

Effectiveness 

4. What changes has been made to  

a) the legal/institutional framework, and b) 

organisational structures/procedures related 

to juvenile justice in recent years? 

 

5. What initiatives and actors have 

contributed to these changes? 

 

6. Have you seen any changes in the 

coordination and cooperation among 

justice institutions and with other 
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stakeholders? If so, what has prompted 

these changes?  

Impact 

7. Has the situation of juveniles in conflict 

with the law changed in any way in recent 

years? If so, how and why? 

 

8. Have you seen any change in the 

performance of juvenile justice 

institutions? 

 

Sustainability 

9. What are the major challenges involved 

with ensuring the sustainability of the 

results in juvenile justice reform?  

Follow-up questions: 

• What has been the approach of your 

organisation? What are the lessons 

learnt? 

 

Lessons learnt and recommendations 

10. What are the key lessons learnt from 

what works well and less well from your 

own initiatives? 

 

11. Do you have any recommendations to 

Sida and/or the Swedish/Albanian 

agencies? 

 

 

Guide for Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) with participants in programme activities 

Participants’ names, titles, gender, and 

organisation 

 

Data and time of FGD  

 

Introduction 

Explain the purpose of the evaluation and the FGD 

Explain how any information collected from the FGD will be reported 

Ask the participants to confirm that they are willing to participate in the evaluation 

Ask the participants to present themselves and briefly state what activities they have been involved 

in 

Ask the participants how familiar they area with the JJP focus and scope, and from where they have 

obtained that information 

 

Questions 

Evaluation criteria/question Notes on response 

Relevance 

1. What do you think about the activities 

you have been involved with? Have they 

addressed your needs and priorities? If not, 

why? What could be improved?  

 

Coherence 

2. Have you benefitted from any other 

juvenile justice initiatives/projects? If so, 

what has been the added-value of the JJP? 

 

Effectiveness 

3. What have you learnt as a result of your 

participation in JJP activities? Have you 

been able to apply these learnings in 

practice? If so, please give examples. If 

not, why? 
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4. Has anything changed in your 

cooperation with officials and staff from 

other judicial agencies in recent years? If 

so, how come? 

 

Impact 

5. If you feel that your professional 

skills/performance has improved, what 

difference does this make for your 

organisation? 

 

Sustainability 

6. To what extent have officials/staff 

participating in JJP activities been retained 

by your organisation?  

 

Lessons learnt and recommendations 

7. From your own experience, what are the 

key lessons learnt from what works well 

and less well in the JJP? 

 

8. Do you have any recommendations to 

Sida and/or the Swedish/Albanian 

agencies? 
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 Annex 5 – Documents Consulted 

Programme context 

ARCT (2019):  Children with[in] Judiciary system: Monitoring of child’ legal 

protection system and equitable access to justice in civil, administrative and 

criminal proceedings. 

Council of Ministers decision no. 541, dated 19.9.2018 “On the approval of the 

national justice for children strategy and action plan 2018 - 2021” (in Albanian). 

Council of Ministers decision no. 659, dated 3.11.2021 “On the approval of the 

national agenda on the rights of the child 2021 - 2026”. Unofficial translation in 

English.  

CRCA/Expat Albania (2021): Final Strategy and Monitoring Report – Revised. 

EBA (2020): Institution building in practice: An evaluation of Swedish central 

authorities’ reform cooperation in the Western Balkans. 

EU Commission (2015): Albania 2015 Report.  Commission Staff Working Document. 

EU Commission (2021): Albania 2021 Report.  Commission Staff Working Document. 

Law No. 18/2017 “On the Rights and Protection of the Child”. Published in English 

by the Ministry of Youth and Well-being, the National Agency for the protection 

of the rights of the child and UNICEF. 

Law No. 37/2017 “Code of Criminal Justice for Children”. Unofficial translation 

provided by UNICEF Albania. 

Ministry of Justice and UNICEF: National Justice for Children Strategy and Action 

Plan 2018 - 2021. Published in English.  

Ministry of Justice. Annual Statistics 2020. In Albanian. 

Ministry of Justice: Monitoring Report January-December 2019. National Justice for 

Children Strategy. In English.  

Ministry of Justice: Monitoring Report January-December 2020. National Justice for 

Children Strategy. In Albanian.  

Ministry of Justice: Monitoring Report January-June 2021. National Justice for 

Children Strategy. In Albanian.  

National Agenda on the Rights of the Child 2021-2026. Unofficial translated copy. 

NCG (2014): Methodological Approaches to Evaluate Support to Capacity 

Development. Synthesis Report.  

Prosecutor General Annual report 2020. In Albanian. 

Save the Children (2019): Civic Engagement for a Functional Judiciary System and 

Access to Justice in Albania. Achievements, Findings, and Recommendations from 

Civil Society Organizations on the Justice System in Albania. 

Sida (2015): Support to Capacity Development – Identifying Good Practice in Swedish 

Development Cooperation. Sida Evaluation 2015:2.  

Statistics pre-trial detention. January 2022. In Albanian. 

Statistics prisons. January 2022. In Albanian. 
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Strategy on Justice System Reform. Republic of Albania Assembly. 24 July 2015. 

Terre des hommes (2020): Restorative Justice in Cases involving Child Victims in 

Albania. 

UNICEF (2021): Situation Analysis of Children and Adolescents in Albania. 

Programme management 

A programme on juvenile justice. An Albanian-Swedish Cooperation. Report on the 

results of the programme management workshop. Tirana. December 5-6 2017. 

Activity reports. Various. 

Amendment to agreement between Sida and SPA. 2021. 

Annual and bi-annual reports 2018-2021. JJP. 

Annual work plans for 2018-2022. JJP. 

Baseline Study: Juvenile Justice System in Albania. 2017. 

Budget 2018, 2020, and 2021. JJP. 

Comments on the report Evaluation of the Albanian-Swedish Juvenile Justice 

Programme. JJP. 

DCAF/ISSAT (2019): Evaluation of the Albanian-Swedish Juvenile Justice 

Programme “Enhanced capacity of Albanian law enforcement agencies and courts 

to meet human rights standards in juvenile justice – a comprehensive justice chain 

approach”. 

Enhanced capacity of Albanian law enforcement agencies and courts to meet human 

rights standards in juvenile justice – a comprehensive justice chain approach. 

Programme document. 

Feasibility study report on a justice sector reform programme in Albania. 2015. 

Financial reports 2018-2020. JJP. 

Inception Phase Report 1 July-31 December 2017. JJP. 

Minutes of Programme Steering Committee meetings 2018-2022. 

Monitoring plans/reports 2020 and 2021. JJP. 

MoU between the Albanian State Police and the Swedish Police Authority. 2018. 

MoU between the District Court of Durrës and the Swedish National Courts 

Administration.  

Performance Indicator Tracking Sheet. JJP. 

Principer för samarbetet inom Albanienprogrammet. 12 May 2020. 

Programme monitoring plan 2018-2020. JJP. 

Programme Results Framework/LFA Matrix, revised April 2018. JJP. 

Request for additional funding of the Juvenile Justice Cooperation Programme 

between Albania and Sweden. JJP. 

Risks and risk mitigation matrix, revised April 2018. JJP. 

Programme deliverables 

Albanian State Police: Manual. Investigation of Criminal Offences involving Juveniles. 

Checklist and instructions for crime investigators and other police personnel. 

Albanian State Police Standards for Child Friendly Interview Units: Guidance and 

technical requirements for the establishment of child friendly interview units. 

Application of diversion from criminal prosecution. Memorandum. Swedish 

Prosecution Authority. 2021. 
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Assessment of the establishment of the routine and quality of IARs in the juvenile justice 

system. ToR. 

Assessment report on non-implementation of the alternative measure of diversion from 

criminal prosecution. Template. 

Assessment sheet YRNAS. Template. 

Case Law Compilations on Juvenile Justice. The application of the Code of Criminal 

Justice for Children in the Courts of Tirana and Durres during 2018 and 2019. 

Check list for the Prosecutor in charge of handling/investigating cases against 

juveniles in conflict with the law. Development Center on Juvenile Justice. Gender 

Prosecutor’s Office. 

Check list for the prosecutor investigating cases involving juvenile victims. 

Development Center on Juvenile Justice. Gender Prosecutor’s Office. 

Comments on by-laws to the Juvenile Justice Criminal Code (by the Swedish Prison 

and Probation Services). 

Comments on General Regulation of Prisons (by the Swedish Prison and Probation 

Services). 

Comments on the National Justice for Children Strategy (2017-2020). JJP. 

Curriculum on Juvenile Crime Investigation. 

Decision on the approval of the General Regulation of Institutions for the Execution of 

Criminal Decisions, with comments by the Swedish Prison and Probation 

Services. 

Decision to prepare the individual assessment report concerning the juvenile in conflict 

with the law. Template. 

Draft Law on Organisation and Functioning of Probation Service, with comments from 

the Swedish Prison and Probation Services. 

Draft Law on Prison Police, with comments from the Swedish Prison and Probation 

Services. 

Draft Law on Rights and Treatment of Prisoners and Pre-Trial Detainees, with 

comments from the Swedish Prison and Probation Services. 

Evaluation of the implementation of the Individual Assessment Report (IAR) routine. 

ToR. 

Examples questions – Youth Risk and Needs Assessment Scale (YRNAS). Template. 

Individual treatment plan manual. 

Individual treatment plan. Template. 

Internal regulations of the Institution of Execution of Criminal Sentences in Kavaja, 

with comments from the Swedish Prison and Probation Services. 

Interviewing juvenile in conflict with the law. Legal provisions and other relevant 

international standards on interviewing/cross-examination. Swedish Prosecution 

Authority. 

Interviewing juveniles in conflict with the law. A memorandum on the examination of 

six interviews in the pre-trial phase. Swedish Prosecution Authority. 

Guidelines for doing a risk and needs assessment with YRNAS and doing an individual 

treatment plan. 

Individual assessment report manual – Juvenile cases. A manual for probation workers 

in Albania. 
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Juvenile Justice Prosecutors’ Network. Statement Document.  

Juvenile Justice Training 22-23 January 2018: “Reception and Oral and Written 

Communication in Juvenile Justice Cases”. Summary of participants’ answers on 

the final evaluation forms. 

Letter of Rights. Information to juveniles who are victims of an offence. 

Manual. The Youth Risk and Needs Assessment Scale (YRNAS). 

Order No. 114 dated 09.07.2019 On the establishment of the “Development Center” 

(Office) on juvenile justice. General Prosecutor’s Office.  

Order of execution of the criminal sentence of suspension of the prison sentence. 

Template. 

Order of execution of the criminal sentence to imprisonment. Template. 

Preliminary review of draft by-laws to the Code of Criminal Justice for Children. 2018. 

JJP. 

Regulation on the Organization and Functioning of the Probation Service and on 

Defining Standards and Procedures for the Supervision of the Execution of 

Alternative Sentences, with comments from the Swedish Prison and Probation 

Services. 

Report on fulfilment of the alternative measure of diversion from criminal prosecution. 

Template. 

Summary of conclusions from trainings 2018-2021 regarding legal uncertainties 

and/or gaps discovered by practitioners when applying the CCJC. Swedish 

National Court Administration 2021. 

Syllabus. Child Forensic Interview Techniques. Specialised training course on forensic 

interview techniques applicable to juveniles based on the NICHD protocol. 

The practical implementation of placing a child under supervision and placing a child 

to a specialsed service. Analyzing gaps and challenges. JJP. 

The standards of Juvenile Justice Interview Unit and usage of the facilities. Standard 

Operating Procedures. Albanian State Police. 

User guide in applied CBT and MI in the Albanian Prison and Probation Services. The 

Swedish Prison and Probation Services. December 2019. 
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 Annex 6 – Individuals consulted 

# Name36 M/F Position/project Organisation 

1 Ahsani, Sarang M JJP Project Leader SPPS 

2 Alimadhi, Silvana F JJP Project Leader, Head of 

Juvenile and Domestic 

Violence Sector 

Albanian State Police 

3 Alla, Silvi  F Social Worker Kavaja Institute for Minors 

4 Bala, Eriselda F Former Prosecutor  Tirana Prosecution Office 

5 Becking, Ludvig M Former JJP Project Leader  SNCA 

6 Billfalk Åkerlund, 

Linda 

F JJP Steering Committee 

Member 

SPA 

7 Blom, Fredrika F JJP Project Leader SNCA 

8 Bygjymi, Ritavana F Social Worker  Kavaja Institute for Minors 

9 Cera, Paulin F JJP Project Leader, Chief 

Judge, Durrës 

Durrës District Court  

10 Curi, Petraq M Juvenile Section Judge, Durrës Durrës District Court 

11 Doçi, Blerta F JJP Project Leader, Head of 

Social Service 

General Directorate of 

Prisons 

12 Fosshaug, Aase F Expert SPPS 

13 Garxenaj, Besjana F Juvenile Section Judge, Durrës Durrës District Court 

14 Gillå, Martin M JJP Steering Committee 

Member, Head of 

International Section,  

SPPS 

15 Gjermani, Linda F Programme Officer Embassy of Sweden, Tirana 

16 Goxha, Olta F JJP Project Leader, Judge, Tirana Tirana District Court  

17 Grami, Marsida F Albanian Programme 

Coordinator, Head of Sector, 

Directorate of Justice 

Programs and Projects  

Ministry of Justice 

 18 Högström, Jonas F JJP Steering Committee 

Member, Head of Unit 

SNCA 

19 Hysi, Blerina  F Child Protection Officer Municipality No.6, Tirana  

20 Izeti, Albana  F Programme Officer  Terre des hommes  

21 Kajana, Diana  F Child protection Technical 

Adviser 

World Vision  

22 Koçollari, Migena F Probation Officer  General Department of 

Probation Service 

 
36 Including key informants interviewed and participants in FGDs. 
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# Name36 M/F Position/project Organisation 

23 Kombi, Elina  F Former Prosecutor  Tirana Prosecution Office  

24 Kjellberg, Jan-Åke M JJP Programme Coordinator 

and Project Leader 

SP 

25 Lesaj, Erina  F Probation Officer Probation Services Lezha 

Region  

26 Ngjeci, Edlira F Programme Implementation 

Manager 

Save the Children 

27 Muçaj, Besmira  F Psychologist  Albanian State Police  

28 Ny, Marianne F JJP Project Leader, 

Prosecutor (retired) 

SPA 

29 Petrelius Ndisi, 

Linalotta 

F JJP Project Leader, 

Prosecutor 

SPA 

30 Petrini, Isabel F JJP Expert - 

31 Progonati, Alfred M JJP Project Leader, 

Prosecutor 

General Prosecutor Office 

32 Ramsten, Hilda F JJP Expert SP 

33 Runesson, Amelie F JJP Expert SPPS 

34 Rustemaj, Redona  F Child Protection Officer Municipality no.4, Tirana  

35 Shkurti, Emira F Child Protection Specialist UNICEF 

36 Tafa, Edmond  M Social Worker Kavaja Institute for Minors 

37 Turja, Ilir M Prosecutor, Minors Section  Durrës District Court 

38 Vocaj, Tonin M  Head of Criminal Police 

Department  

Albanian State Police  

39 Xhangolli, Almir M Project Leader, Inspector General Department of 

Probation Service 

40 Xhakupi, Leonard  M  Social Worker Kavaja Institute for Minors  

41 Zaimi, Marieta  F Prosecutor, Head of Minors 

Section  

Tirana Prosecution Office  

42-

45 

Names not obtained F+2M Social Workers Kavaja Institute for Minors 
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Evaluation of the Albanian-Swedish Juvenile Justice 
Programme 2017–2022
The Albanian-Swedish Juvenile Justice Programme had the overall objective to enhance the capacity of Albanian law enforcement 
and justice sector institutions to meet international human rights standards in juvenile justice. The Sida funded programme was 
implemented by four Swedish agencies – the Swedish Police Authority, the Swedish Prosecution Authority, the Swedish National 
Court Administration, and the Swedish Prison and Probation Service – in cooperation with their Albanian counterparts. This final 
programme evaluation was conducted both for accountability and learning purposes, and seeks to determine the overall results 
achieved, identify lessons learnt from what has worked well and less well, and, consequently, inform the design and adaption of 
similar initiatives. Conclusions present the difficulties with regards to achievement of coherence, efficiency and effectiveness in a 
multiple-agency cooperation. Lessons learnt identified by this evaluation should be considered in the design of future, similar 
initiatives in Albania and elsewhere.




