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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The 2023–2024 Synthesis Review of UN Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) Evaluations analyzes evidence from 
79 project evaluations, three portfolio evaluations (Chad, El Salvador, The Gambia), the 2020 Gender 
and Youth Promotion Initiatives (GYPI) cohort evaluation, and one impact evaluation in East Darfur, 
Sudan. This review consolidates the findings of these evaluations, is broadly structured according to 
OECD/DAC evaluation criteria, and focuses on specific areas prioritized by PBSO. It also includes an 
analysis of 2023-2024 findings against the most important findings and recommendations from the past 
three synthesis reviews (2021-2022, 2020, 2017-2019), and taking into account related insights from 
other PBF meta reviews, such as the 2023 Mid-term Review of PBF’s 2020-2024 strategy (now extended 
to the end of 2026), or thematic reviews from recent years such as the reviews on human rights and 
peacebuilding, climate security and peacebuilding, or local peacebuilding.  
 
The 2023–2024 synthesis review of PBF evaluations provides compelling evidence that PBF-funded 
interventions continue to deliver meaningful, often transformative peacebuilding outcomes, even in 
complex and volatile environments. The Fund’s comparative advantage—its flexibility, risk tolerance, 
catalytic potential, and proximity to local actors—remains critical within the UN peacebuilding 
architecture.1  At the same time, the evaluative evidence highlights the need to consolidate progress by 
strengthening strategic coherence and impact, deepening local ownership, enhancing design, 
monitoring, evaluation, and learning (DMEL) systems, improving the utility of project evaluations, and 
ensuring sustainability.  
 
The main findings include the following:  
 
Peacebuilding Relevance & Theories of Change: Evaluations highlight that many projects were 
considered relevant to the overall peace and conflict context, while interpretations of ‘relevance’ vary 
significantly across evaluations. A more consistent application of relevance to conflict dynamics, 
supported by conflict analysis, would enable a clearer understanding of the relevance of PBF-funded 
initiatives to conflict prevention and peacebuilding. The three portfolio evaluations are based on 
consolidated data across the various projects within the PBF portfolio, but struggled to reach conclusions 
about impact at the PBF portfolio level in the absence of a portfolio-level theory of change or results 
framework; two of them retroactively reconstructed them as part of the evaluations. Project evaluations 
document that strong projects use theories of change; however, their availability is inconsistent. Some 
evaluations applied creative, complexity-aware approaches, such as outcome harvesting.2, to distill the 
types of changes projects contributed to, particularly in the absence of theories of change.  
 
The Effectiveness: Results and Impacts section documents highlights from PBF-funded projects in 
various countries in the following areas:  

i. Community-Based Reintegration and Security Sector Reform; 
ii. National and local conflict prevention strategies and structures; 

iii. Support for reducing and transforming local conflicts in cross-border regions;  
iv. Mental health and psychosocial support in peacebuilding;  
v. Use of technology, including to counter hate speech, in peacebuilding; 

 

1 Following a General Assembly (A/RES/78/257) decision in December 2023, the UN Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) now 
receives a portion of its funding from assessed contributions. 
2 Outcome Harvesting collects (“harvests”) evidence of what has changed (“outcomes”) and, working backwards, 
determines whether and how an intervention has contributed to these changes. It is an evaluation approach that 
is particularly suitable for peacebuilding programming and initiatives in highly complex environments. This 
approach has been adopted by various peacebuilding organizations. For more information, please see 
https://www.betterevaluation.org/methods-approaches/approaches/outcome-harvesting 
 

https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_final_report.pdf
https://docs.un.org/en/a/res/78/257
https://www.betterevaluation.org/methods-approaches/approaches/outcome-harvesting
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vi. Peacebuilding in volatile situations, and filling strategic gaps; 
vii. Socio-economic rights and opportunities as a foundation for peacebuilding. 

 
Concerning national ownership, engagement of local partners, and inclusion, the evaluations find that, 
across the board, PBF-funded initiatives demonstrate an ambition to ensure government and civil 
society ownership of peacebuilding programs and results. However, the implementation of this ambition 
remains mixed in practice. Regarding government ownership, many evaluations attest to strong 
partnerships between PBF-funded projects and national or local governments. In contrast, few 
evaluations provide a precise assessment of consistent, strong government ownership of PBF-funded 
projects. There are more frequent and clearer examples of ownership of PBF projects at the local level, 
particularly among civil society organizations, than at the national government level. At the same time, 
the evaluations issue various recommendations of how PBF-funded projects can empower local civil 
society actors further and engage more meaningfully - for example, through more consistent 
involvement in project design and strategic steering of projects, leveraging the full potential of civil 
society partnerships, and building on local conflict resolution mechanisms. Inclusion varies across 
different groups, and the evaluations provide a rich overview of conditions for success for greater 
inclusion, for example, conducting analysis that takes into account the specificities of various 
demographic groups; concrete and participatory engagement methods conducive to inclusion; language 
equity; focusing on strengthening inclusive policies by the host government; transgenerational 
approaches; or emphasizing a more transformative approach to ‘empowering’ beyond ‘participation’.  

The evaluations highlight that catalytic effects can be achieved when criteria and indicators are clearly 
articulated for both financial and non-financial outcomes. The assessment of sustainability across the 
evaluations overwhelmingly demonstrates the interdependence between sustainability and ownership, 
agency, and the capacities of local (governmental and non-governmental) actors. The evaluations also 
reconfirm that transition and exit strategies must be planned inclusively, in partnership with local 
partners, early during project design and inception.  

To ensure collaboration, synergies, and coherence, the evaluations highlight a range of relevant project 
examples and principles that are conducive: an ongoing process of joint learning; the development of 
communities of practice; creative project implementation mechanisms that foster programmatic 
synergies; and strategic coordination mechanisms at the portfolio level. Paramount to achieving this is 
the availability of relevant staff with expertise in peacebuilding, multi-stakeholder facilitation, and 
DMEL, as well as the resources and capacities within PBF Secretariats, PBF fund recipients, Resident 
Coordinator (RC) Offices, and PBF headquarters (HQ). 

The number of PBF-funded projects implementing adaptive management practices is increasing. Strong 
DMEL systems are the foundation of adaptive peacebuilding, and there is a direct link between 
adaptive and conflict-sensitive programming. The evaluations highlight several criteria that enable 
adaptive peacebuilding, such as continuous knowledge management and reflective practice, close 
feedback mechanisms with local partners, and adaptive budgeting. The PBF localization pilots conducted 
in 2025 confirm the utility of inception phases for nurturing adaptive learning cultures.  

A high-level comparison of 2023/2024 synthesis review findings against previous synthesis reviews’ 
findings and recommendations includes the following key points: Progress has been made in the areas 
of portfolio-level coherence (mainly through the voluntary Strategic Results Frameworks, SRFs); the 
facilitation of learning and a PBF global community of practice; adaptive peacebuilding; advancing PBF’s 
approaches to increase the quality of engagement with local partners; conflict sensitivity; and 
experimenting with new and adapting existing DMEL approaches. Work in progress and requiring 
sustained focus and leadership include the following areas: deepening the efforts to distill results and 
impacts at the PBF portfolio level; prioritizing strong project design, including ensuring the availability 
of relevant capacities and staff to support quality programming; and enhancing the utility of project 
evaluations.  
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The report concludes with five recommendations based on the findings of the 2023/2024 synthesis 
review and the above analysis against past synthesis reviews’ findings. The recommendations provide a 
roadmap to further maximize the PBF's contributions to conflict prevention and sustainable peace in the 
years ahead. 
 
1. Prioritize quality peacebuilding programming based on strong design 
The many weak or intermediate evaluations reviewed for this synthesis indicate that too many PBF-
funded projects are based on insufficient project design and suboptimal approaches to DMEL 
frameworks, thereby limiting the ability to draw more widely relevant conclusions about peacebuilding 
effectiveness. In combination with other repeated findings that PBF could be more selective and rigorous 
in funding decisions, the synthesis review recommends further prioritizing the project and program 
design and inception phases. The ‘localization’ pilots PBF conducted recently also reconfirm the utility 
of deliberate inception phases, which strengthen project designs analytically and enhance their 
legitimacy. It reconfirmed that co-created theories of change not only enhance relevance and 
effectiveness but also foster ownership, thereby making subsequent implementation more sustainable.3   
The current funding limitations in the peacebuilding sector can be an opportunity to fund fewer projects 
while incentivizing higher quality.  

2. Maintain adequate capacities at the country and HQ levels  
There is overwhelming evidence in this synthesis review and past synthesis reviews, the evaluation of 
the PBF DMEL project, and the PBF Strategy Mid-Term Review that strong capacities among the 
recipients of PBF funds (UN agencies, civil society organizations), among PBF Secretariats, and at PBF HQ 
are essential for relevant and impactful PBF programming. More limited global peacebuilding funding 
should not compromise the allocation of an adequate portion of PBF funding to sufficient staffing and 
the expertise required to implement and support peacebuilding projects. Less will be more – the 
recommendation is to fund fewer projects if funding realities dictate, but ensure they are adequately 
and strategically supported to deliver meaningful results. It is also critical to ensure a continuous 
feedback loop among global, regional, and thematic learning, particularly given the increasing number 
of programmatic lessons at the country level and the global reviews produced at HQ. PBF’s Program 
Support Team (PST) roster of consultants should be used strategically to address specific gaps or to 
temporarily fulfill certain functions in support of PBF-funded projects.  
 
3. Continue the focus on empowering local partners and go deeper and further 
PBF is committed to following up on the findings from the 2022 Local Peacebuilding Thematic Review 
and past synthesis reviews, which indicate that PBF’s impact and sustainability can be enhanced by more 
fully reflecting local dynamics and priorities and by engaging local actors more effectively and 
meaningfully. The findings from this synthesis review clearly demonstrate that empowering local actors, 
primarily civil society actors, is the key to project sustainability and catalytic results. This is critical for 
demonstrating results and impact, and it is also prudent in times of limited funding. Building on lessons 
and recommendations from the localization pilots, PBF should draw practical conclusions about what it 
can do, in concrete terms, to further advance this agenda.  
  
4. Make project evaluations more useful across the board 
Many project evaluations still fall short, either being technically weak or focusing on documenting 
outputs without broader peacebuilding insights or lessons, thereby reducing their usefulness for uptake 
and learning. To make project evaluations more suitable, the following are recommended:  
 
- Ensure strong evaluation design (TOR) to make sure they don’t only quantify outputs and activities, 
but bring out lessons, and higher-level peacebuilding insights, embedding project results within the 

 

3 PeaceNexus/PBF Report on the Pilot Initiative of Localization Phases in Kyrgyzstan and Madagascar, August 2025  
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wider peace and conflict dynamics and institutional contexts. PBF should explore practical avenues to 
do this, for example, through closer involvement of PBF’s program officers, DMEL team, and additional 
support from PBF’s Program Support Team. PBF could leverage the UNEG (UN Evaluation Group) 
Peacebuilding Working Group, of which PBF is a Co-Chair. The latter is also based on the finding that 
project evaluations seem to be consistently stronger when lead agencies bring in their HQ evaluation 
capacity, regional offices, and peace and conflict advisers to help shape programs and evaluations.  
 
- Incentivize and reward strong evaluations: It is recommended to reintroduce some level of consistent 
quality assessment of evaluations (along the lines of what PBF did in 2022 through the independent 
evaluation quality assessments/EQA) and then provide feedback on the findings to the UN agencies. The 
findings from such evaluation-quality assessments could be incorporated as one criterion in the Project 
Appraisal Committee's criteria to inform the approval decision. They should also include information on 
how projects are integrating lessons from past evaluations. Quality assessments should evaluate not 
only the technical strength of an evaluation but also the relevance of its findings from a peacebuilding 
lessons-and-insights perspective.  
 
- Be clear about the purpose and key learning questions of evaluations early on: The project design 
and inception phases should be used to discuss and document what the purpose of the evaluation will 
be, what the key learning questions for the evaluation are (which can always be adapted later on), and 
how the evaluation will be used for learning and uptake after it is produced.   
 
- Establish regional pools of ‘vetted’ evaluators (with peacebuilding and DMEL skills): Follow through 
on the recommendation from the 2021/2022 synthesis review to establish regional pools of competent 
evaluators to address the ongoing challenge of weak evaluations and ensure consistency in both 
peacebuilding and DMEL skills of evaluators. Involvement of the UNEG could be leveraged for this 
purpose. Regional evaluators could also be paired in teams with people working internationally and/or 
with members of the PST roster.  

 
5. Continue to prioritize processes that enable planning for and monitoring of PBF portfolio-level 
impacts 
The portfolio evaluations demonstrate that it is not possible to draw conclusions about the impact of 
PBF-funded initiatives at the portfolio level without an overall theory of change and a strategic 
framework. This is a purpose that the voluntary Strategic Results Frameworks fulfill, as reiterated by 
the Mid-term Review of PBF’s Strategy (2023) and by some portfolio evaluations (e.g., El Salvador), which 
recommend establishing an SRF. In addition to SRFs, the evaluations demonstrate the value of applying 
complexity-aware evaluation methodologies designed to assess higher-level changes in complex, multi-
layered portfolios in volatile environments, such as outcome harvesting or most significant change 
approaches. It is recommended that PBF encourage experimentation with such approaches; some of 
the strong evaluations reviewed have already done so. These are relatively low-cost methodologies that 
yield relevant, high-level results and impacts, and account for the fact that PBF-funded projects 
contribute to broader change processes in countries alongside other efforts, rather than seeking 
attribution. They require strong, capable facilitation by experts who combine expertise in peacebuilding, 
complexity-aware DMEL approaches, and multi-stakeholder facilitation. The Program Support Team 
roster can be further leveraged for this purpose.  
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I. Background 
 
The United Nations Secretary-General’s Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) was established in 2006, through 
General Assembly Resolution A/60/180 and Security Council Resolution S/RES/1645. The PBF is a 
country-focused global pooled fund that provides timely, risk-tolerant, and flexible funding to 
peacebuilding initiatives before, during, and after conflicts. The Peacebuilding Support Office (PBSO) is 
responsible for the overall management of the PBF under the authority of the Secretary-General. The 
Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office (MPTFO) is PBF’s fiduciary agent.  
  
In 2020, the PBF launched a Strategic Plan covering 2020-2024, which was extended through the end of 
2026. Through the current Plan, PBF continues to prioritize projects that align with the Priority Areas as 
outlined in its Terms of Reference:   

1. Support for the implementation of peace agreements and political dialogue.  
2. Support for strengthening national capacities to promote coexistence and the peaceful 

resolution of conflict.  
3. Support efforts to revitalize the economy and generate immediate peace dividends for the 

population at large.  
4. Establishment or re-establishment of essential administrative services and related human and 

technical capacities.   
  

In addition to these Priority Areas, the 2020-2024 Strategic Plan extends the three “Priority Windows,” 
identified in the previous Strategic Plan 2017-2019, to further leverage the PBF’s unique added value:  

1. Cross-border and regional investments to help tackle transnational drivers of conflict   
2. Facilitating transitions between different UN configurations  
3. Youth and women’s empowerment to foster inclusion and gender equality  

  
During the Strategy extension period, another priority has been identified to support countries in 
developing or implementing national prevention and peacebuilding strategies. 
 
At the end of the 2017-2019 Strategic Plan, PBF began commissioning independent Synthesis Reviews 
of evaluative exercises conducted at both country portfolio and project levels. The resulting 2017-2019 
Synthesis Review,  2020 Synthesis Review, and 2021-2022 Synthesis Review analyzed PBF’s performance 
and results through project and portfolio evaluations and assessed higher-level peacebuilding results 
across PBF country portfolios.  
  
In its Strategic Plan 2020-2024, the Fund committed to conducting Synthesis Reviews annually. 
Subsequently, the 2020 Synthesis Review recommended conducting reviews every two years to ensure 
sufficient evaluative data. This document is the fourth synthesis review of PBF evaluations since 2017-
2019.  
 
Broader relevant developments at PBF during the 2023/2024 timeframe 
During the period under review for this synthesis review, PBF continued to invest in further developing 
its approaches to design, monitoring, evaluation, and learning (DMEL) across PBF-funded initiatives, 
including developing new guidance and knowledge products and sharing knowledge with the PBF 
community of practice.4 PBSO also kick-started its new ‘Peacebuilding Impact Hub’ during this period, 
focusing on generating and communicating evidence of peacebuilding impacts.5 
 

 

4 The review of PBF/IRF-99 from late 2023 provides a more detailed assessment of the evolution of PBF’s country 
support for design, monitoring, evaluation, and learning function.  
5 For more information on the Peacebuilding Impact Hub, see here.  

https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_final_report.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_final_report.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_final_report.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_final_report.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_final_report.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_final_report.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_final_report.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_final_report.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_pbf_2021-2022.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_pbf_2021-2022.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_pbf_2021-2022.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_pbf_2021-2022.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/irf-99_final_evaluation.pdf
http://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/impact_hub_2025-09-25.pdf
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In addition to the evaluations referenced in section II below, the following DMEL products and processes 
were completed in the 2023-2024 period:  

• Revised PBF Guidelines and Terms of Reference; 

• Two thematic reviews on Human Rights and Peacebuilding (2024) and Climate Security and 
Peacebuilding (2023); 

• New guidance on catalytic effects in PBF-funded interventions; 

• PBF Project Performance Tracking Guidance 

• Training related to the development of theories of change and measuring project results, 
delivered by PBSO staff; 

• Aggregation of project results for 2023 and 2024;  

• An updated evaluation policy in 2025 ; 

• An in-person community of practice meeting in December 2024 in Kenya, involving 48 PBF 
Secretariat staff and Peace and Development Advisers from 29 countries; 

• Updated tip Sheets on Climate Security and on Countering Hate Speech; 

• Localization pilots, including small grants facilities (Liptako-Gourma, Lake Chad Basin, Sudan), 
inception phase pilots (Madagascar, Kyrgyzstan), and GPI 2.0 (CAR, DRC, Guatemala, Haiti, Niger, 
Gambia, Colombia). 

 
The above documents were reviewed in a light-touch manner for this synthesis review, primarily to 
provide overall context.  
 

II. Scope 
The 2023-2024 Synthesis Review examined the evaluative exercises completed in 2023 and 2024, 
namely: 

- 79 project evaluations (55 completed in 2023, and 24 completed in 2024, see Annex I)  
- 3 portfolio evaluations (Chad, El Salvador, The Gambia)  
- 1 cohort evaluation of GYPI projects approved in 2020  
- 1 impact evaluation of East Darfur, Sudan program  

  
The 2023-2024 Synthesis Review analyzes prominent patterns across these evaluations, examines 
factors conducive to achieving higher-level peacebuilding results as evidenced in the evaluations, and 
identifies recurring lessons across priority areas and within design, monitoring, evaluation, and learning 
(DMEL) practices. The review also reflects on progress made toward recommendations from previous 
synthesis reviews across the different chapters. 
 

The 2023-2024 synthesis review in the context of previous synthesis reviews6: 

• The 2017-2019 synthesis review of evaluative exercises was completed in 2020 and benefited from 
a solid evidence base of 8 portfolio evaluations and higher-level insights from 2 lessons learned 
reviews and three evaluability assessments, next to project evaluations. This was the first type of 
review of this kind that had been conducted in several years7. It focused on recurring findings in the 
evaluations of how PBF initiatives contribute to key areas of the relevant OECD/DAC evaluation 
criteria (relevance, effectiveness, coherence, etc.), on PBF’s niche in peacebuilding funding, and on 
recommendations to PBF and particularly PBF’s design, monitoring, evaluation, and learning 

 

6 For reference, 2017-2019 Synthesis Review’s sample included 8 portfolio evaluations, 46 project evaluations, 2 
lessons learned reviews, and 3 evaluability assessments. 2020 Synthesis Review’s sample included 1 portfolio 
evaluation, 3 evaluability assessments, 1 Strategic Review, 1 Thematic Review, 1 evaluative exercise, and 24 
project evaluations. 2021-2022 Synthesis Review’s sample included 117 project-level evaluations and 3 portfolio 
evaluations.  
7 Prior to the 2017-2019 synthesis review, a similar meta-level review of PBF evaluations had been conducted by 
Mariska van Beijnum/Clingendael Institute in 2013. See report here. Many of the 2017-2019 synthesis review 
findings align with the findings from the 2013 review.  

https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/content/application-guidelines
tps://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/revised_tor_final_a-79-54154.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/revised_tor_final_a-79-54154.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/content/human_rights_and_peacebuilding_TR
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/content/thematic-review-climate-security-and-peacebuilding
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/content/thematic-review-climate-security-and-peacebuilding
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_catalytic_effect_guidelines_final_03-20-24.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_project_performance_tracking_guidance_2024.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_evaluation_policy_english_2025-10-20.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_tip_sheet_on_climate_security_environmental_peacebuilding_april_2025.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_tip_sheet_on_climate_security_environmental_peacebuilding_april_2025.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_tip_sheet_on_hate_speech_final_rev_16_aug_2024.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/evaluation_pbf_chad_2017_-_23_-_final_fr.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/informe_final_evaluacion_portafolio_pbf_el_salvador_21112023_entrega_final.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/informe_final_evaluacion_portafolio_pbf_el_salvador_21112023_entrega_final.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_portfolio_evaluation_2023_-_final_report_integrated_31jan2024.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_portfolio_evaluation_2023_-_final_report_integrated_31jan2024.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_portfolio_evaluation_2023_-_final_report_integrated_31jan2024.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/final_report_1st_cohort_evaluation.docx
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/final_report_1st_cohort_evaluation.docx
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/final_report_1st_cohort_evaluation.docx
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/final_report_1st_cohort_evaluation.docx
https://www.3ieimpact.org/sites/default/files/2024-03/IE139-PBF-PeaceFIELD-Darfur-report.pdf
https://www.3ieimpact.org/sites/default/files/2024-03/IE139-PBF-PeaceFIELD-Darfur-report.pdf
https://www.3ieimpact.org/sites/default/files/2024-03/IE139-PBF-PeaceFIELD-Darfur-report.pdf
https://www.3ieimpact.org/sites/default/files/2024-03/IE139-PBF-PeaceFIELD-Darfur-report.pdf
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2016-02/Challenges%20and%20opportunities%20to%20peacebuilding.pdf
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function. It received significant attention from PBSO/PBF and PBF Advisory Group members and led 
to concrete management decisions, including the development of the SRFs (Strategic Results 
Frameworks).  

• The 2020 synthesis review (finalized in 2021) was based on a smaller evidence base; it essentially 
confirmed the 2017-2019 findings, and specifically contributed insights into how PBF managed to 
remain relevant and stay on top of adaptive DMEL practices during COVID-19.  

• The 2021-2022 PBF synthesis review of evaluations (completed in 2023) focused on both successful 
and emerging programmatic approaches across PBF’s focus areas and priority windows, next to 
highlighting insights in relation to process issues of specific relevance to PBF (i.e., catalytic effects, 
national ownership, coherence), and to design, monitoring, evaluation, and learning.  

 
 

III. Methodology 
 
Approach to Analysis  
The review primarily consists of a desk review of the evaluations outlined in section II (see Annex I for a 
complete overview). The review also includes a light-touch review of the documents listed in section I 
to provide overall context. In select cases, the review also consulted additional documents, including 
project documentation, to fill gaps and better understand a particular evaluation. The review also 
included select interviews with PBSO staff in New York, representatives of the evaluation firms that led 
the portfolio evaluations, and impact evaluation research partners. 
 
Focus of the 2023/2024 synthesis review of evaluations 
Based on PBSO guidance, specific focus areas have been identified to guide the structure and analysis 
of the 2023-2024 synthesis review. Ultimately, the synthesis review is informed by the available evidence 
in the documentation. The OECD DAC evaluation criteria loosely structure this synthesis review8, but do 
not strictly guide the findings. Emphasis is being put on specific issues within the OECD DAC evaluation 
criteria, as discussed with PBSO during the inception phase. Additional areas relevant to PBF (i.e., 
catalytic effects and national ownership) are also highlighted.  
 
Qualitative analysis approach:  
The synthesis review applies a qualitative analysis approach to distill and analyze patterns that emerge 
across the evaluations reviewed, in line with the focus areas agreed with PBSO. These patterns include:  

• Statements and findings that occur more than once or twice in relation to the focus areas; 

• A qualitative analysis of those statements and their meaning in relation to the focus areas;  

• Conflicting accounts of events or processes and an analysis of their relevance; and  

• Gaps emerging from the document review (regarding overall availability of evidence).  
 
Single issues or insights that might emerge as particularly relevant for one project or country portfolio 
are only reflected in this synthesis review if they have (or might have in the future) broader relevance 
for other PBF initiatives.  
 
Overview of the nature of the reviewed evaluations and limitations  
The quality of the evaluations of PBF-funded programs largely varies which, for example, contributes to 
different interpretations of what constitutes relevant and effective peacebuilding. These variations are 

 

8 https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/development-co-operation-evaluation-and-
effectiveness/evaluation-criteria.html as well as the specific OECD DAC guidelines for evaluating peacebuilding 
activities in settings of conflict and fragility https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2012/11/evaluating-
peacebuilding-activities-in-settings-of-conflict-and-fragility_g1g206ff.html 

https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/development-co-operation-evaluation-and-effectiveness/evaluation-criteria.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/development-co-operation-evaluation-and-effectiveness/evaluation-criteria.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2012/11/evaluating-peacebuilding-activities-in-settings-of-conflict-and-fragility_g1g206ff.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2012/11/evaluating-peacebuilding-activities-in-settings-of-conflict-and-fragility_g1g206ff.html
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reflected in this synthesis review report as much as they are helpful for the overall purposes of the 
review.   
 
It should be noted that several of the projects evaluated under the 2023-2024 period were implemented 
during the COVID-19 pandemic, and outline related challenges, some of which are reflected in this 
synthesis review. 
 
Portfolio evaluations: 
 
The three portfolio evaluations, as well as the GYPI cohort evaluation, generally provide more readily 
accessible, direct insights into higher-level peacebuilding outcomes and changes than project 
evaluations. Careful data triangulation has been applied to account for these differences and, where 
possible, provide a holistic view across the different types of evaluations.  
 
Project evaluations:  

The 79 project evaluations present a mixed picture. While this synthesis review does not provide a 
technical assessment of the quality of the reviewed evaluations, project evaluations were assessed for 
their utility and suitability for the synthesis review.  

Following this logic, the body of analysis was assessed as follows:  

Three evaluations provided different types of insights from the other evaluations referenced as part of 
this review, namely: 

▪ The evaluation of PBF/IRF-99 is a review of PBF’s ‘Country support for Design, Monitoring, and 
Evaluation’ function; findings from this review inform the contextualization of some of the 
conclusions of this synthesis review.  

▪ The evaluation of PBF/COL/A-4 is an evaluation of a blended finance model in Colombia to 
attract private sector funding. The evaluation provides insights into the blended finance model 
as a financing mechanism.  

▪ The evaluation of PBF/IRF-302 focuses on evaluating the UN-International Financial Institutions 
Partnership Facility, and concentrates on managerial questions of the Facility.  

Out of the 76 remaining project evaluations:  
✓ 26 evaluations were considered of high relevance for this synthesis review. This means that 

these evaluations are strong and provide significant evidence and insights into the peacebuilding 
changes achieved for the purposes of this synthesis review, including higher-level results and 
broader lessons.  

✓ 34 evaluations were considered of intermediate relevance for this synthesis review. This means 
that the evaluations provided some relevant insights and evidence for the purposes of this 
synthesis review. While many of the evaluations in this category are technically sound from an 
evaluation perspective, the majority do not offer broader lessons or higher-level insights from a 
peacebuilding perspective. They focus, in most cases, on documenting project activities and 
outputs, without providing insights into the individual or socio-political peacebuilding changes 
to which PBF-funded initiatives contributed, or into broader lessons derived from project 
implementation. 

✓ 16 evaluations were considered of no relevance for this synthesis review. This means that either 
the evaluation was poorly conducted, focused on projects with limited results and effectiveness, 
often relying on limited DMEL systems, or both.  

The findings in this synthesis review were based mainly on the evaluations considered of high relevance, 
and to a more limited degree, of intermediate relevance.  

Additional observations on the reviewed project evaluations:  
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✓ The relevant sample base for this synthesis review, especially those rated as having high 
relevance for this synthesis review, are those evaluations that demonstrate a clear peacebuilding 
evaluation orientation – they combine strong and appropriate evaluation approaches with an 
understanding of the particularities of designing, monitoring, and evaluating peacebuilding 
interventions; 

✓ Few evaluations explicitly distil deeper levels of change, such as attitude and behavior change. 
These deeper levels of change involve project outcomes beyond documenting project activities 
and outputs. They refer to contributions to longer-term or transformative changes, both at the 
individual level (e.g., changes in behaviours, attitudes, skills, and individual relationships) and at 
the socio-political level (e.g., public opinion, social norms, institutional changes, or new policies 
or laws).  

✓ There is a notable difference between evaluations done by evaluators that have evaluated other 
PBF or peacebuilding projects across various regions and country contexts and that aim at 
embedding the findings in a wider understanding of peacebuilding relevance and effectiveness, 
and broader issues of concern for PBSO, versus evaluations that apply a more technical 
perspective that look at project results more from a standpoint of quantifying activities and 
outputs. While the former typically yields higher-level insights and lessons, it is unclear how the 
latter can be used by projects to inform and improve programming in the future.   

✓ It stands out that the project evaluations led by some UN agencies show greater consistency in 
quality across the board. For example, FAO appears to involve its central or regional offices and 
available institutional evaluation and peacebuilding expertise in providing guidance and 
oversight of project evaluations, as evidenced by the quality of these evaluations. This was 
already observed in the 2021-2022 synthesis review. Some implementing INGOs that apply 
strong peacebuilding DMEL in their general peacebuilding practice also stand out for 
commissioning rigorous evaluations (e.g., Saferworld's South Sudan evaluation).  

 

IV. Analysis of 2023-2024 evaluations   
 
1. Peacebuilding Relevance and Theories of Change 

 
Overview 

Relevance: Evaluations highlight that many projects were considered relevant to the overall peace 
and conflict context. Interpretations of relevance vary significantly across evaluations and include a 
broad range of issues (e.g., ‘relevant to the context’, ‘relevant to government policies’, etc.). A more 
consistent application of relevance to conflict dynamics, which requires access to conflict analysis, 
would allow for a clearer understanding of the relevance of PBF-funded initiatives from a 
peacebuilding perspective.  
Theories of Change: The three portfolio evaluations struggled to reach conclusions about impact at 
the PBF portfolio level in the absence of a portfolio-level theory of change or results framework. Two 
of them retroactively reconstructed theories of change as part of the evaluation, thereby developing 
helpful overall pathways for change as a foundation for understanding peacebuilding impact at the 
portfolio level. Project evaluations document that strong projects use theories of change; however, 
their availability is inconsistent. Some evaluations applied creative, complexity-aware approaches, 
such as outcome harvesting, to distill the types of changes projects contributed to, particularly in the 
absence of theories of change.  

 
Relevance 
Several evaluations found the projects highly relevant to conflict prevention and peacebuilding. For 
example, the portfolio evaluation in The Gambia states that “The PBF was found to be highly relevant in 
The Gambia. The PBF provided well-timed critical funding, given the country’s post-dictatorship context 
and challenges. The PBF strategic areas and interventions were aligned with national needs and priorities 

https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_pbf_2021-2022.pdf
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as articulated in the Conflict and Development Analysis, the national Development Plan, and the National 
Youth Policy” (The Gambia portfolio evaluation, p.7). 
 
The evaluation of a project on strengthening local and state-level peace architectures for peacebuilding 
and prevention in Katsina and Kaduna States of North West Nigeria (PBF/IRF- 480) noted that the project 
“[…] directly tackled the structural causes of conflict by emphasizing the strengthening of early warning 
systems, psychosocial support mechanisms, and livelihood initiatives. The project’s goals were not only 
consistent with the outcomes of the situational analysis but also provided a practical response to the 
gaps in local peace and conflict management” (p. 28).  
 

Relevance in peacebuilding is defined as follows by the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria, Evaluating 
Peacebuilding Activities in Settings of Conflict and Fragility, 2012: 
“The relevance criterion is used to assess the extent to which the objectives and activities of the 
intervention(s) respond to the needs of beneficiaries and the peacebuilding process – i.e., whether 
they address the key driving factors of conflict revealed through a conflict analysis. Relevance links the 
outcomes of the conflict analysis to the intervention’s objectives, although the intervention's relevance 
may evolve as circumstances change. […] Assessing an intervention in relation to the conflict is key to 
evaluating its relevance. […] A conflict analysis is needed to identify the expected connections between 
the programme outcomes and peacebuilding goals and the relevance to key driving factors of conflict 
and fragility” (p. 65).  

 
Across the board, relevance is defined in different ways. The following provides a summary of the 
breadth of how relevance is understood across the reviewed project evaluations:  

• Relevant to the general country context; 

• Relevant to the government and national government priorities and national strategies; 

• Relevant as in fulfilling the needs and expectations of project partners/ ‘beneficiaries’, 
and/or the needs of the broader population in a given country context (see more 
detailed examples below); 

• Relevant considering international policy commitments, UN policies, such as the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the Women, Peace, and Security agenda (WPS), 
or the Youth Peace and Security (YPS) agenda; 

• Relevance from a peacebuilding perspective, i.e., addressing conflict drivers and 
contributing to peace factors and capacities in the country. The evaluations provide 
strong evidence that specific projects were highly relevant from this perspective, as 
evidenced by the conflict analysis conducted. They also demonstrate that not all 
projects have a strong conflict analysis as a programming foundation for understanding 
and assessing relevance from a conflict prevention and peacebuilding perspective, or it 
is not documented in the evaluations how exactly programs use the findings from 
conflict analysis to make programming and strategy choices, and how that impacts 
peacebuilding relevance.  

 
Regarding findings in the evaluations of how ‘relevance to project partners and beneficiaries’ was defined and 
determined by the evaluated projects, the following examples are available: 
 

• Alignment with local peacebuilding priorities of communities or a focus on community engagement 
represent important aspects for peacebuilding relevance from a partner and beneficiary perspective. 
This was documented by the evaluation of various projects in Sudan (PBF ID: PBF/SDN/A-3, A-2, A-3, A-
4, A-5, A-1). The evaluation of a peace architecture project in North West Nigeria (PBF/IRF – 480) also 
documents that consultative and participatory approaches by PBF funded projects are key not only 
during project design, but also to ensure relevance of a project throughout implementation, 
particularly in quickly changing contexts: “Continuous engagement with traditional leaders, 
government officials, and community-based organizations ensured that the interventions remained 

https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2012/11/evaluating-peacebuilding-activities-in-settings-of-conflict-and-fragility_g1g206ff.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2012/11/evaluating-peacebuilding-activities-in-settings-of-conflict-and-fragility_g1g206ff.html
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responsive to emerging challenges and evolving local needs, thereby sustaining the project’s relevance 
from inception through execution” (p. 28).  

• Analyzing and documenting partner and beneficiary needs to validate the relevance of the project 
approach (i.e., through surveys and ongoing analysis): 

o The evaluation of a youth action program for reduced violence and enhanced social cohesion 
in Wau, South Sudan (PBF/IRF-318) documents that the “[…] high relevance of the youth gang 
problem in Wau is confirmed by survey respondents. […] almost 30% have experiences of gang 
membership in their household, which confirms that youth gangs are a relevant aspect of 
everyday experiences in the neighbourhoods the Youth at Risk project was targeting. The 
length of self-reported gang memberships ranges from one month to five years, with the 
majority of cases ranging between half a year and one year (total average about eight 
months)” (p. 7-8). 

o The evaluation of a project focused on countering hate speech in Sri Lanka (PBF/IRF-427) 
documents the following: “Half of respondents in the UN’s 2019 Perception Survey on 
Peacebuilding, moreover, attested to having personally witnessed incitement to religious-
based violence and nearly all communal groups registered widespread distrust of political 
institutions, with most asserting that political parties represented the greatest barrier to 
sustaining peace in the country. Periodic analyses by the Resident Coordinator’s Office since 
2018 reveal persistent concerns that hate speech circulating on social media reflected 
widespread mistrust and resentment within society while also amplifying and encouraging 
such division. Given this broad view of on- and offline hate speech and its contribution to social 
tension, the evaluation team assesses that the project’s approach was largely relevant to 
contextual factors and actors of conflict” (p. 26).  

• Addressing jointly identified capacity-building needs of national and local partners is critical for 
relevance:   

o The evaluation of a political stabilization and confidence-building project in Guinea-Bissau 
(PBF/GNB/H-2) documents the following: “The relevance of trust measures to enhance long-
term stabilisation in Guinea-Bissau was considered extremely relevant by political party 
representatives, CSOs and local communities, and the project orientation followed these needs 
by providing capacity-building support to project stakeholders” (p. 6). 

o The evaluation of a project focused on early warning and the prevention of hate speech in the 
Kenyan electoral process (PBF/IRF-453) references the following: “Prior to the project, there 
was an observable gap in the use of technological and innovative tools to collect and respond 
to early warning information. Through the project, situation reports on online tactics and 
trends, community perception surveys in hotspot counties, online fact checking, and social 
media peace messaging and counter narratives were conducted by the project on behalf of 
the national and subnational stakeholders. […] Through the grants provided to the CSOs, the 
project was able to amplify prevention and peace campaigns at the grassroots in selected 
counties. […] Additionally, the project adopted a targeted approach by focusing on areas or 
communities most impacted by tensions and disputes. It addressed the specific needs and 
priorities of these communities, taking into account their cultural, social, and political 
contexts” (p. 24). 

• Amplifying the voices of underrepresented communities as a critical relevance criteria depending on 
context: The evaluation of a project focused on conflict prevention and social cohesion in BARMM 
(Bangsamoro Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao) in the Philippines (PBF/IRF-374) found the 
following: “The JP´s [Joint Program’s] objectives and design were responsive to the peacebuilding needs 
of the BARMM both at an institutional and grass-roots level with a special focus on the communities 
which were more excluded from the normalization process. It was able to voice the concerns of the 
local organizations (Civil Society Organizations -CSOs, women-led cooperatives, youth groups, non-
Moro Indigenous Peoples) to the national government in relation to the continuation of the peace 
process after the national elections. The JP was also aligned with the UN´s Partnership framework for 
the country” (p. 6-7).  

 
Some evaluations demonstrate that PBF-funded projects are based on contextual analysis, but not 
necessarily conflict analysis, which makes statements on ‘relevance for peacebuilding’ difficult. This is, 
for example, evidenced in the El Salvador and Chad portfolio evaluations. The GYPI 2020 cohort 
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evaluation mirrors this finding: “[T]he Conflict Analyses and Theories of Change did not consistently 
address conflict and peace factors to the quality and depth as would be expected based on UN PBF 
guidance documents, nor were target groups always directly involved in proposal design, particularly 
when project locations were not determined at the project design stage. This exclusion, and rapidly 
evolving contexts, negatively impacted the relevance of projects in a few cases” (p. i). 
 
How relevance was defined within PBF-funded projects also depends on the country context. For 
example, in contexts with ongoing civil war or violence, such as Sudan, available evaluations indicate a 
focus on aligning programming with immediate local needs and priorities, which may not necessarily be 
linked to efforts to influence broader socio-political conflict and peace drivers. “Balancing immediate 
humanitarian needs with long-term peacebuilding strategies proved challenging. There were concerns 
that the programme's development interventions did not always align with foundational peacebuilding 
rationale.” […] UN agencies and implementing partners recognized the need for transitional justice and 
social reconstruction; however, they were faced with a request from Darfur program participants 
expressing a preference for more immediate humanitarian support, such as cash payments, water 
access, and food distribution. This highlights the particular challenges of PBF investments in highly 
volatile contexts directly affected by war and violence.” (Evaluation of various projects in Sudan, 
PBF/SDN/A-3, A-2, A-4, A-5, A-1, p. 7) 
 
Theories of change 
The standard evaluation templates for PBF project and portfolio evaluations (available here) include 
dedicated lines of inquiry regarding theories of change: 

• How relevant was the proposed (or inferred) theory of change to the PBF portfolio and expected 
outcomes?  

• Did the project’s theory of change clearly articulate assumptions about why the project approach 
is expected to produce the desired change? Was the theory of change grounded in evidence? 

 
Theories of change at the PBF portfolio level  
The three portfolio evaluations under review for this synthesis review demonstrate the difficulty of 
assessing results and impact at the PBF portfolio level in the absence of a portfolio-level theory of change 
or strategic framework for the PBF-funded portfolio.  
 
Based on recommendations of the 2017-2019 Synthesis Reviews, some PBF recipient countries have 
implemented and experimented with Strategic Results Frameworks (SRFs) since 2021. The PBF Mid-
Term Review of the PBF Strategy 2020-2024 assessed that “[…] SRFs constitute the most important 
innovation under the current strategy to increase portfolio coherence at the country level. Key 
stakeholders have supported this introduction based on the widespread realization that a projectized 
approach to peacebuilding will only yield limited results and SRFs are one – if not the only way – of 
strengthening a programmatic approach” (MTR, p. 4).9 As of November 2025, 12 countries have 
established SRFs at the portfolio level, with a 3- to 5-year time horizon.10 Strategic planning and 
monitoring for higher-level peacebuilding results at the portfolio level remains diverse and uneven 
across PBF portfolios. SRFs are voluntary; some countries, per PBF guidance, opt to align their portfolios 

 

9 Before that, PBF had worked with Peacebuilding Priority Plans (PPPs). The practice of doing Peacebuilding Priority 
Plans was abandoned in 2018 (as part of the revision of the PBF Guidelines), as they took too long to develop and 
get approved by Joint Steering Committees and PBSO. Before the establishment of the SRFs in 2021, the PBF 
experimented with so-called IRF packages to address shortcomings in portfolio coherence.  
10 Guatemala (SRF 2020-2025); Honduras (SRF 2022-2025); Kyrgyzstan (SRF 2021-2026); South Sudan (SRF 2021-
2026); Liberia (SRF 2022-2027); Bosnia (SRF 2023-2027); Madagascar (SRF 2023-2027); DRC- Tanganyika province 
(SRF 2022-2024); Niger (SRF 2022-2026); Sudan (SRF 2019-2024); Central African Republic (SRF 2025-2028); The 
Gambia (SRF 2024-2028). 

https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/peacebuilding-fund-documents
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/20230201_mtr_report_final_1.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/20230201_mtr_report_final_1.pdf
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with the peace pillar of the UN Sustainable Development Cooperation Framework (UNSDF) instead (this 
review did not analyze the effectiveness of that practice). 
 
The three portfolio evaluations included for this synthesis review took the following approach to 
assessing portfolio level theories of change: 

• While The Gambia portfolio evaluation talks about coherence and the vital role that the PBF 
Secretariat has played in increasing coherence at the PBF portfolio level, the evaluation reports 
only on the results of the various projects, but cannot build on an aggregate framework that 
would enable it to draw conclusions for impact at the portfolio level. The Gambia developed an 
SRF in 2024 to monitor portfolio-level impact in the future. The Gambia is also the pilot country 
for a peacebuilding ‘deep dive/spotlight’ to distill the impacts of PBF-funded work, as part of a 
new initiative by PBSO’s Impact Hub (this was a work in progress at the time of writing this 
synthesis review).  

• The El Salvador portfolio evaluation noted the absence of a strategic results framework and the 
lack of available indicators and data to analyze and document the results at the impact level as 
a limitation. It took a creative approach and experimented with outcome harvesting to 
overcome the lack of a strategic framework at the portfolio level. It also created a retrospective 
strategic results framework to aggregate results. As part of the evaluation, the evaluation team 
established a ‘portfolio intervention logic’, a high-level theory of change for the portfolio. 

• The Chad portfolio evaluation did something similar; a portfolio-level theory of change was 
retroactively developed as part of the evaluation based on document review and interviews, as 
it did not exist. 
 

Project-level theories of change 
The picture of project-level theories of change varies. Some evaluations document the existence and 
validity of actual or assumed/inferred theories of change, which are usually in place if a project has an 
established DMEL system.  On the flip side, many projects do not appear to have explicitly articulated 
theories of change, which often reflects broader limitations in their DMEL systems. Because not all 
evaluations address theories of change, it is difficult to quantify the number of projects that develop 
and use them. Indeed, the more relevant evaluations (as defined in section III) analyze existing project-
level theories of change and/or reconstruct them from project documentation and interviews.  
 
Most theories of change, when documented and/or reconstructed in evaluations, follow the “If 
[activities implemented] …. Then [expected change] …Because [assumption of why this change will 
happen if we do ‘if’]” model of articulation, with varying degrees of depth and nuance in the articulated 
changes and assumptions. Some evaluations document that while overall theories of change proved to 
be valid during the evaluations, articulating better the underlying assumptions and hypotheses about 
how change would happen in practice would have made the projects stronger (e.g., see evaluation of 
“Young and female peacebuilders project in Northern Cauca”, Colombia, PBF/IRF-401).  

Some of the stronger evaluations provide detailed analyses of the theories of change and of whether 
and how the expected changes and assumptions played out during implementation (e.g., PBF/IRF-374, 
Philippines; or PBF/LBR/B-4, Liberia).  

There are cases in which evaluators have developed creative approaches. For example, the evaluation 
of the “Political Stabilization and Reform through Confidence Building and Inclusive Dialogue” project in 
Guinea-Bissau (PBF/GNB/H-2), the evaluator identified seven types of changes the project targeted to 
achieve based on the theory of change of the project: change in knowledge, skills, attitudes, behavior, 
processes, relationships, and attain structural level changes. Each of these categories was specified with 
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dedicated criteria as indicators for the evaluation.11. This approach provided an essential foundation for 
designing survey and interview questions to collect endline data and, ultimately, supported the 
evaluation findings. This approach was also possible because the project developed clear peacebuilding 
theories of change as part of the program design, detailing expected changes and assumptions about 
how the project would contribute to those changes in each of the sub-areas. During project 
implementation, the project also adapted one of its assumptions about change due to a change in 
context: “Assumptions of changes at previous institutional structures/administrative units have been 
removed/modified, which no longer existed in December 2021-July 2022, such as the Reform Unit within 
the Prime Minister`s Office and the National Conference.” (Evaluation of PBF/GNB/H-2, p. 25). This 
represents an important step towards ongoing reflective peacebuilding practice and adaptation.  

Other project evaluations also experimented with more open, flexible, and complexity-aware evaluation 
approaches. For example, the evaluation of a conflict prevention, social cohesion, and community 
resilience project in the Bangsamoro Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao/Philippines (PBF/IRF-
374) conducted outcome-harvesting workshops as part of the evaluation to better understand higher-
level changes and ‘success pathways’12 (as the evaluation called them) that the project contributed to. 
The same evaluation also retroactively articulated the assumptions that underpinned the project's 
theory of change, then assessed, one by one, which of those assumptions proved true. The evaluation 
of a project focused on challenging harmful, land-based patriarchal gender norms to improve mental 
health, peace, and security among women and girls in the Wunlit Triangle in South Sudan also included 
outcome-harvesting workshops (PBF/IRF-469).  

Some evaluations find that the theory/ies of change the project initially identified were too ambitious 
and unrealistic, given the country context and the scope and duration of the available PBF funding. For 
example, the evaluation of an arms control project in Haiti (PBF/HTI/B-1) finds that project counterparts 
considered the identified theory of change too ambitious for the PBF project's two-and-a-half-year 
timeframe, particularly given a perceived lack of an adequate monitoring mechanism. There were also 
questions about whether the country's socio-political context and other contextual factors were 
sufficiently considered, such as the required commitment by national authorities and civil society for the 
type of project at stake, corruption, and the weakness of the justice system in tracking down and 
punishing arms, ammunition, and drug traffickers. In this case, a weak or unrealistic theory of change 
was also linked to project objectives that were deemed unclear and not articulated sufficiently during 
project design.  

2. Effectiveness: Results and Impacts – Highlights from the evaluations  
This section distills key highlights from the reviewed evaluations that demonstrate results in PBF-funded 
projects across priority areas and windows, including the following categories: 

a. Community-Based Reintegration and Security Sector Reform 
b. National and local conflict prevention structures and strategies 
c. Support for reducing and transforming local conflicts in cross-border regions 
d. Mental health and psychosocial support in peacebuilding 
e. Use of technology, including to counter hate speech, in peacebuilding 
f. Peacebuilding in volatile situations, and filling strategic gaps 
g. Socio-economic rights and opportunities as a foundation for peacebuilding  

 

11 This approach was based on Michael Quinn-Patton: Outcome Examples. Utilization-Focused Evaluation; Sage 
Publication, 3rd edition, 1997. 
12 The evaluation documented ‘success pathways’ around the following areas of engagement: Solid training 
partners and content provided by implementing agencies; Continuation of (previous efforts); Sense of opportunity 
and good relationship with government partners; Strengthening existing government institutions; Capacity 
building/training as key for making people promoters of change in their lives and the community; Capacity to 
adapt discourse and work closely in partnership with the government (Evaluation of PBF/IRF-374, p. 58, 59).  
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This selection does not represent an exclusive list – there will be other project results in the reviewed 
evaluations that are not described here.  
 
The evidence base supporting these effectiveness findings across the evaluation examples below 
comprises primarily qualitative data, key informant interviews, focus group results, and document 
reviews. Most evaluations rely heavily on secondary data and documents provided by the projects, and 
only a few use quantitative data (e.g., baseline or endline data) as the foundation for their analysis. 
Where available, those data points are included below.   
 
a. Community-Based Reintegration and Security Sector Reform  

Overview 
The 2021/2022 synthesis review identified community-based reintegration as a highly relevant area 
for PBF, particularly as a niche for contributions to Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration 
(DDR) efforts. Community-based reintegration is a peacebuilding approach that complements 
shorter-term formal DDR processes with longer-term, community-oriented processes, consistent with 
the updated UN integrated DDR standards. PBF can play a particular niche role in supporting 
community-based reintegration alongside other DDR efforts, and the 2023-2024 evaluations provide 
relevant examples in this regard. Likewise, the evaluations document relevant PBF contributions to 
specific aspects of longer-term SSR (Security Sector Reform) initiatives, specifically related to 
strengthening institutions and building constructive relationships and trust within and across the 
security sector.  

 

Community-Based Reintegration  

The evaluations reviewed provide interesting insights from a community-based reintegration project in 
Somalia (the PBF/SOM/C-1 evaluation). The “Bridging the ‘Youth Gap’ – Strengthening Community-
Based Reintegration Mechanisms – A IOM/UNICEF Partnership for Community Youth & Youth Formerly 
Associated with Al-Shabaab (AS)” project was a community-led joint reintegration and youth 
development project for youth formerly associated with AS (YFAWAS) and marginalized community 
youth in Baidoa (Southwest), Kismayo (Jubaland), and Jowhar and Beletweyne (Hirshabelle).  

Based on key information from interviews, focus group discussions, and document reviews, the 
evaluation assesses the project as highly successful in its combination of skills development, 
psychosocial support, and community grants. The evaluations find that this approach has instilled a 
sense of belief and empowerment in the youth, fostering personal agency and the belief that they can 
contribute meaningfully to their communities without relying on external agencies or organizations.  

“Findings of this evaluation indicate that the intervention has been highly effective in achieving its 
objectives. The project’s community initiatives led to successful reintegration of children and YFAWAS 
[youth formerly associated with Al-Shabaab], fostering a sense of ownership and helping them develop 
into integral members embraced by the community. These initiatives included skill development in 
various areas, literacy programs, and infrastructure improvement projects, all of which have significantly 
contributed to the empowerment and successful reintegration of beneficiaries. […] The impact on 
peacebuilding stands out as a significant positive outcome. The project has created lasting changes, 
particularly in skills development, community acceptance, and infrastructure development, laying the 
foundation for sustained positive impacts” (p. 27).  

Security Sector Reform (SSR) 

SSR is a complex topic that requires long-term, sustained support and ownership from many actors. 
Some evaluations provide relevant insights into how PBF-funded initiatives have made important 

https://www.unddr.org/operational-guide-iddrs/
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contributions to longer-term SSR processes, specifically by strengthening institutions and building 
relationships within the security sector.  

The Gambia portfolio evaluation assessed the PBF’s contributions to several key security-sector reform 
efforts, which were identified as essential 
to preventing human rights abuses and to 
trust-building between institutions and 
communities. The evaluation particularly 
notes PBF support for the establishment of 
the Office of National Security, the drafting 
of the National Security Policy (approved 
by the President), and the capacity building 
of local police to respond to community 
needs as part of a new community policing 
approach. 

The evaluation of a gender mainstreaming 
project in the security sector in South Sudan (PBF/SSD/B-1) reports progress in gender mainstreaming 
through the development of knowledge products, training, advocacy, and awareness-raising. It found 
enhanced interactions among civilians and organized forces. “The dialogues, awareness creation, and 
sensitization enhanced interactions among civilians and organized forces and enhanced joint work and 
platforms for gender mainstreaming in SSRs [Security Sector Reforms] of SSIs [Security Sector 
Institutions] in South Sudan. The project enhanced joint interactions between security-sector actors 
(especially the organized forces) and civilians through dialogue and learning sessions, thereby improving 
relationships between the organized forces and civilians. […] The participants related that the dialogue 
“opened their eyes”, and now, they understand that they are “actors for peace, not enemies”.  (p. 4) The 
evaluation cites evidence from focus group discussions in which community leaders indicated that “[…] 
before the project the actors were living in darkness not knowing their rights and also the possibility of 
working with organized forces on community security and peacebuilding. Moreover, now, they said ‘if 
any army personnel harm civilians, the community leaders report to the Police Emergency Call Center 
and thereby they are brought to justice and be accountable for their actions’”. (p. 4) 

 
b. National and local conflict prevention structures and strategies 

Overview 
The review identified select examples of how PBF-funded initiatives contributed to national and local 
conflict prevention and peacebuilding structures and strategies.13 Local and national conflict 
prevention and peacebuilding structures funded by PBF contributed to the reduction of inter-group 
tensions in North West Nigeria, provided important niche and ‘booster’ funding to an existing Early 
Warning and Response Mechanism during a critical time of electoral violence prevention in Kenya, 
and contributed to the consolidation of community-focused local peace committees in Somalia, 
including with a focus on empowering women as leaders and changemakers.  

 
 
 
 
 

 

13 These insights are particularly relevant for PBF in light of The Pact for the Future (2024), which demonstrates a 
universal agreement on the urgent need to address the root causes of violence, further building on the UN 
Secretary General’s (SG’s) 2023 call for the development of national prevention strategies in his New Agenda for 
Peace. 

“Project documents indicated increased trust in the security 

sector is apparent in the country. The Rule of Law Project 

(PBF/GMB/A-3) Progress Report notably indicates “the 

perception of the police has been more favorable due to limited 

cases of human right abuse and arbitrary arrest compared to the 

previous regime. The population now has more trust for and 

works closely with the police following the implementation of the 

community policing philosophy”  (The Gambia portfolio 

evaluation, p. 35). 

https://www.un.org/en/summit-of-the-future/pact-for-the-future
https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/our-common-agenda-policy-brief-new-agenda-for-peace-en.pdf
https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/our-common-agenda-policy-brief-new-agenda-for-peace-en.pdf
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PBF support to national and local peace architectures – Nigeria 
The evaluation of a project focused on ‘strengthening local and state level peace architectures for 
peacebuilding and prevention in Katsina and Kaduna States of North West Nigeria’ (PBF/IRF-480) found 
that the project was highly effective in strengthening the national peace architecture, based on focus 
group discussions, key informant interviews, and 
a survey among project participants and 
beneficiaries. It finds that more than 40 peace 
structures were either created or strengthened—
including Local Government Peace Committees 
and Community Response Networks —which 
significantly enhanced local capacity for conflict 
prevention and resolution. According to the 
evaluation, these structures contributed to a 
noticeable reduction in inter-group tensions, 
particularly between farmers and herders. In 
several intervention communities, regular 
inclusive peace dialogues institutionalized 
through these platforms led to improved 
cooperation and social cohesion, as documented by the evaluation. For example, in Kachia and Faskari, 
the evaluation documents that community leaders reported that disputes are now resolved locally, 
reducing dependence on law enforcement and promoting a sense of community ownership (p. 6). 
 
PBF projects can give existing national structures a specific, temporary ‘boost’ – Kenya 
The evaluation of a project on ‘Enhancing Early Warning & Prevention to Counter Hate Speech and 
Incitement Ahead of the 2022 Elections in Kenya’ (PBF/IRF-453) found that the project revitalized the 
National Conflict Early Warning and Response System based at the National Steering Committee on 
Peacebuilding and Conflict Management (NSC) situation room, which had been inactive for some time. 

The evaluation finds that the project successfully capitalized on an established national peacebuilding 
infrastructure involving governmental and non-governmental entities. It also finds that it responded to 
the demand for civil society organizations to engage in conflict prevention, resolution, reconciliation, 
and development, and that it effectively complemented the work of various entities, including other UN 
actors and initiatives by UNESCO, the Women's Mediation Network, and OHCHR.  
 
PBF support to local peace committees - Somalia 
The evaluation of a project on women’s and youth rights and social cohesion in Somalia (Southwest State 
and Banadir, PBF/SOM/B-4) found that the local peace committees supported by PBF were largely 
effective in supporting conflict management in their respective communities. According to the 
evaluation, the committees helped reduce violent conflicts, particularly those related to land disputes 
and other drivers of community disputes. They helped to build trust and collaboration among diverse 
community members. The evaluation notes that support for community peace structures has also 
shifted community perceptions of their effectiveness in promoting peace and good governance. 
However, the evaluation also notes governance, security, communication, and sustainability challenges 
associated with those peace committees. “The Majority (63.3%) of the committees mainly faced access 
challenges due to a high level of insecurities, slightly less than half (47.9%) were faced with 

“The project’s impact extends beyond individual and 

community-level changes to the institutionalization of 

peacebuilding practices. By revising strategic 

frameworks for local peace commissions and embedding 

early warning systems within the daily operations of 

state agencies, the project has ensured that its 

methodologies are integrated into the formal 

governance structures. Regular coordination meetings, 

joint risk assessments, and shared reporting systems 

have strengthened the institutional capacity for conflict 

prevention and resolution” (Evaluation of PBF/IRF-480, 

Nigeria, p. 25). 

“The project's efforts in capacity building and mentoring, along with its revitalization of key platforms and 

institutions, greatly enhanced national institutional capacity and fostered the sustainability of peacebuilding 

efforts and benefits. Key actors and stakeholders […] benefited from the project's capacity-building and 

mentoring. The NSC Secretariat and the UWIANO Platform played crucial roles, although their influence at the 

sub-national and grassroots levels had declined in recent years” (Evaluation of PBF/IRF-453, Kenya, p. 11). 

https://www.nscpeace.go.ke/108/about.php


Synthesis Review of PBF 2023-2024 Evaluations, February 2026 

 

 

21 

communication gaps with the administration, while 45.3% mentioned challenges associated with clarity 
on roles and responsibilities” (Evaluation of PBF/SOM – B4, p. 6).  
 
Also in Somalia, the evaluation of a Women, Peace and Protection program (PBF/SOM-A8) documents 
positive results of dedicated peace infrastructures that enabled women’s participation: “By creating the 
peace infrastructures for women’s participation, such as 17 women’s networks, 6 Parliamentary 
Women’s Caucuses, the Somali Chapter of the African Women Leaders Network and Civil Society 
Reference, the Joint Programme laid the foundation for localization of the NAP [National Action Plan] 
UNSCR 1325 and implementation of local action plan (LAPs 1325) through top-down and bottom-up 
approaches” (p. 6).  The evaluation found the substantive ambition of the PBF-funded project to be 
innovative in the sense of ‘localizing’ the WPS agenda and piloting bottom-up approaches to 
peacebuilding to change societal perceptions of the role of women in peacebuilding and reconciliation. 
At the same time, the evaluation documents that the role and participation of women in reconciliation 
processes remained limited, despite documented positive shifts in perceptions of women's involvement 
in peacebuilding. These are longer-term societal change processes that require sustained engagement 
and focus. 
 
c. Support for reducing and transforming local conflicts in cross-border regions 

Overview 
Cross-border peacebuilding remains a critical niche and an added value of PBF funding. In many 
countries, particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa, local conflict dynamics over natural resources often span 
borders and require a cross-border approach. PBF contributions in this area are particularly relevant 
and timely, as the implications of climate change usually reinforce cross-border conflict dynamics and 
pose significant challenges for communities.  

 
Several evaluations provide evidence that PBF-funded interventions have helped reduce and transform 
local conflicts, especially around natural resources, within farmer and herder communities 
(transhumance patterns) in border and cross-border areas, and in areas affected by climate change.14 

For example, the evaluation of a project focused on cross-border peace and sustainable livelihoods of 
cattle herders and crop farmers in Sierra Leone and Guinea (PBF/IRF-425) assesses that “[…] a key project 
impact was the considerable progress in decreasing natural resource disputes. At baseline, 41 percent of 
households had experienced some form of dispute or conflict between farmers and herders in the year 
preceding the survey. Only 8.6 percent said the same at the endline. Qualitative research also suggests 
significant decreases in conflict between farmers and herders were reported by project participants in all 
communities in both countries.” According to the evaluation, the most frequently cited reason for the 
reduction in conflict was the greater knowledge gained through the project about the transhumance 
calendar and the importance of adhering to and enforcing it (Evaluation of PBF/IRF-425, p. ii, iii).  

 

14 The 2023 Thematic Review on Climate Security and Peacebuilding commissioned by the PBF provides further 
insights into the inter-relationships between climate change and peacebuilding: ”The Liptako Gourma case study 
illustrates how environmental pressures on regional transhumance patterns, in combination with active 
transnational armed groups and trafficking and weak or absent governance, have fueled violence and contributed 
to dire conditions. While these dynamics also created stark challenges for project implementation, the PBF 
investments in climate security offered some promise in terms of being able to address root causes and to shift the 
narrative from overly militarized approaches. They also introduced a more regionalized lens to peacebuilding, and 
a much-needed focus on peacebuilding approaches that address the needs of vulnerable populations” (Executive 
Summary, p. 1). 
 

https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/content/thematic-review-climate-security-and-peacebuilding
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The evaluation of a cross-border cooperation project in The Gambia and Senegal (PBF/IRF – 430, 431) 
also reveals a positive trend in reducing conflict over natural resources among border communities and 
notes progress in improving border infrastructure and capacities as key factors contributing to this 
success.  

 
d. Mental health and psychosocial support in peacebuilding 

Overview 
Mental health and psychosocial support (MHPSS) is a growing area of attention in the peacebuilding 
sector. The 2021-2022 synthesis review highlighted MHPSS initiatives as an emerging priority for PBF. 
PBF has recognized the importance of MHPSS as an entry point for peacebuilding, linking mental 
health and psychosocial support services to community stability, shifts in social norms, institutional 
strengthening, and trust and confidence-building. Broadly speaking, the PBF has primarily supported 
MHPSS efforts through programming focused on improving social cohesion; expanding access to 
justice for survivors and protecting victims; supporting the community reintegration of former 
combatants; preventing violent extremism; and empowering youth and women to act as agents of 
peace locally and nationally. From 2017 to 2024, the PBF invested over $61 million across 47 projects 
in 21 countries to support MHPSS-related peacebuilding activities.15 2023-2024 evaluations provide 
relevant insights into how PBF-supported initiatives have contributed to greater awareness about the 
importance of MHPSS in peacebuilding, provided capacity building and training, counselling, and also 
highlight the need for specialized expertise and skills when deciding to engage in this area of 
peacebuilding work to ensure the relevance of funded projects and ensure a conflict-sensitive 
approach.  

 
The evaluations reviewed for this 2023-2024 synthesis yield several noteworthy findings regarding 
MHPSS. The evaluation of a project focused on ‘strengthening local and state level peace architectures 
for peacebuilding and prevention in Katsina and Kaduna States of North West Nigeria’ (PBF/IRF-480) 
highlights, among its most significant outcomes, improvements in community resilience. “The project 
invested heavily in capacity building for local peace actors, training lay counsellors, mediators, and youth 
groups with practical skills for conflict resolution and dispute management. These efforts have enhanced 
local institutions' ability to independently manage conflicts and adapt to new threats. Over time, 
communities have shifted away from retaliation-driven mindsets, embracing dialogue and reconciliation 
instead. The provision of community-wide trauma-healing and psychosocial support has played a pivotal 
role in this transformation, helping individuals process their experiences and fostering a culture of 
healing that underpins long-term resilience” (p. 25). The evaluation documents that more than 55% of 
beneficiaries reported positive changes in their coping capacity and recovery trajectories (p. 67). 

 

15 ”PBF Investments in Advancing Mental Health and Psychosocial Support (MHPSS) in Peacebuilding”: 
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_mhpss_2p_2025-09-
22.pdf  

“The construction and equipping of new border posts, installation of the MIDAS [Migration Information and 

Data Analysis System] system, and training of border officials have enhanced operational capabilities. This 

modernization, coupled with community engagement initiatives, has the potential to significantly reduce 

tensions and build trust between border authorities and local communities. Although still in early stages, the 

project's focus on providing alternative green livelihoods for border communities, especially targeting women 

and youth, has the potential to transform local economies. By reducing dependence on illegal or unsustainable 

practices, this initiative could significantly contribute to both economic stability and conflict reduction” 

(Evaluation of PBF/IRF – 430, 431, p. 31). 

https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_mhpss_2p_2025-09-22.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_mhpss_2p_2025-09-22.pdf
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At the same time, it is essential to note that MHPSS is a very sensitive area that requires highly 
specialized knowledge and experience to avoid unintended harm.  

The evaluation of a project in South Sudan/Wunlit Triangle on ‘Challenging harmful and patriarchal 
gender norms for better mental health and peace and security amongst women and girls and 
communities.’ (PBF/IRF- 469) found that integrating MHPSS into peacebuilding programming was unique 
in that context, but that the limited mental health expertise of the implementing partners meant the 
project did not fully realize its potential in this area. The evaluation recommends sustained engagement 
with highly qualified mental health professionals and a focus on capacity building for implementing 
partners to ensure the meaningful integration of MHPSS into peacebuilding programs.  
 
e. Use of technology, including to counter hate speech, in peacebuilding  

Overview 
A dedicated focus on the application of technology in peacebuilding is relevant from various 
perspectives. Some of the evaluations reviewed for this synthesis review document how PBF-funded 
projects have used technology for innovative project implementation. Other projects used technology 
to support early warning (e.g., in Kenya) and to prevent hate speech, disinformation, and online 
incitement, also in the context of elections. PBF-funded projects have the potential to support a 
systems approach to combating hate speech, as documented in the evaluation of a PBF-funded 
project in Sri Lanka, by leveraging multiple entry points and levels of work.  
 
Media and technology-related activities, including the use of artificial intelligence, play a vital role in 
preventing and countering hate speech. In recent years, PBF has been increasingly receiving requests 
to support efforts on preventing and countering hate speech, as documented in the dedicated PBF tip 
sheet on programming for countering hate speech. The 2024 Thematic Review on Human Rights and 
Peacebuilding also documents the importance of preventing and countering hate speech as part of 
peacebuilding efforts.16 The Thematic Review further highlights that “there is a need for greater 
attention to human rights standards and safeguards in the development and use of technological tools 
that monitor or block speech" (p. 60).  

 
The 2023-2024 evaluations document the importance of using technology to implement innovative 
project approaches. For example, the evaluation of a project focused on ‘strengthening local and state-
level peace architectures for peacebuilding and prevention in Katsina and Kaduna States of Northwest 
Nigeria (PBF/IRF-480)’ documents: “Innovation also played a vital role in enhancing trust and impact. 
The deployment of tools such as the Transhumance Tracking Tool and mobile-based early warning 
systems enabled communities to proactively manage conflict risks and strengthened their confidence in 
the process” (p. 8). 

The evaluation of a project on ‘Enhancing Early Warning & Prevention to Counter Hate Speech and 
Incitement Ahead of the 2022 Elections in Kenya’ (PBF/IRF-453) finds that the project was highly relevant 
as it recognized the risks posed by hate speech, online incitement and mis/disinformation during 

 

16 The 2024 Thematic Review on Human Rights and Peacebuilding documents the importance of preventing and 
countering hate speech as part of peacebuilding efforts: “Recent studies and evidence suggest that hate speech, 
disinformation, and misinformation have helped foment violence in election and transition periods, have 
exacerbated ethnic and religious discord, and have been used as a tool for minority persecution and GBV. The results 
suggest that efforts to detect and counter hate speech have already contributed to early warning and preventive 
action in electoral contexts. There also appeared to be scope for such programming to contribute to conflict 
prevention, greater rights empowerment, and improved social cohesion in other peacebuilding contexts. However, 
the findings suggest that such programming could be even more impactful if greater attention were paid to the 
root causes driving hate speech and disinformation (often rights deprivations), and a more long-term, rights-
focused perspective was adopted” (Executive Summary, page 4). 

https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_tip_sheet_on_hate_speech_final_rev_16_aug_2024.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/content/human_rights_and_peacebuilding_TR
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elections and filled a critical gap to strengthen capacity of existing mechanisms to conduct online media 
monitoring. “The use of Artificial Intelligence tools to listen to the various social media platforms that 
Kenyans use led to the identification of over 800 cases of online toxic content that were eventually 
brought down by various agencies including global tech companies and 60 cases were investigated for 
prosecution. With the project's support, the UWIANO platform was revitalized, and the response 
framework was operationalized. This framework facilitated continuous receipt of early warning 
information from communities, the UWIANO 108 SMS platform, sub-national situation rooms in 
Mombasa, Kisumu, and Isiolo, and the periodic community perception surveys that were conducted in 
seven hotspot counties. Reports were verified, collated, and disseminated to UWIANO members, 
mediation teams, and peace and security actors to inform their response. Consequently, dialogue, 
mediation sessions, youth outreach forums, Rapid Response Funds activation, intensified security 
patrols, and peace messaging were conducted to address emerging issues. The project effectively 
managed over 90% of reported incidents, resulting in a decrease in conflicts” (p. 10).  

The evaluation of a project on ‘countering hate speech through education and advocacy for improving 
social cohesion in Sri Lanka’ (PBF/IRF-427) notes the project’s success by taking a systems approach to 
addressing hate speech. 

 
f. Peacebuilding in volatile situations, and filling strategic gaps 

Overview 
Most peacebuilding occurs in transitional contexts, and PBF has been particularly well-positioned to 
support critically relevant initiatives in complex political transitions where other peacebuilding 
funding is unavailable, such as in The Gambia following the post-dictatorship transition. This section 
also demonstrates how PBF initiatives are strategically used to prioritize peacebuilding sectors, areas, 
and approaches that are not necessarily ‘mainstream’ and that are not targeted or funded by others.  

 
PBF-funded initiatives make important contributions to specific peacebuilding areas, even in contexts 
that are not conducive to peacebuilding, in complex transitions, and in contexts with high levels of 
political instability or ongoing violence and/or war.  

For example, different evaluations of PBF-funded initiatives in 
Sudan revealed that PBF-supported projects reduced the 
number of local land conflicts, increased perceptions of the 
effectiveness of peace committees, increased school 
attendance, and improved perceptions of sanitation and 
administrative services. Its findings suggest that peacebuilding 
interventions, such as those implemented by the PBF in Darfur, 
can reduce local conflict levels, even in contexts of national and 
subnational political instability. An evaluation of various 

“The project’s approach demonstrated considerable success in leveraging a systems approach to address hate 

speech, particularly through initiatives embedded within existing structures like the Ministry of Education's 

curriculum reforms and the Ministry of Mass Media's professionalization efforts. These measures ensured that 

project impacts extended beyond individual learning, fostering broader institutional and societal transformations. 

One of the standout achievements was UNDP's work in generating critical data on hate speech, coupled with 

support to a Community of Practice that brought key partners together to share information and align advocacy 

efforts, the project significantly shaped 7 national strategies and policies. The development and promotion of a 

voluntary Code of Practice for social media companies, the first of its kind in the Asia-Pacific region, represents a 

notable success. Additionally, professionalization programs for traditional media, especially among provincial 

journalists, conducted in partnership with the Ministry of Mass Media, aimed to elevate media standards and 

reduce incendiary reporting” (Evaluation of PBF/IRF-427, Sri Lanka, p. 7). 

”It is evident that peacebuilding efforts in 

Sudan were not sufficient to stop the war, 

but that national outcomes should not 

obscure what this PBF-funded project 

accomplished within its target area in 

East Darfur” (East Darfur Impact 

Evaluation p. 29). 
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projects in Darfur states that the PBF projects contributed significantly to local and regional 
peacebuilding through community reconciliation, capacity building, and effective conflict resolution, 
despite the challenges they faced due to the volatile security situation and logistical constraints 
(Evaluation of PBF ID: PBF/SDN/A-3, A-2, A-3, A-4, A-5, A-1, p. 7).  

The Gambia portfolio evaluation found that the PBF provided well-timed and critical funding in the 
country’s post-dictatorship context and challenges, particularly in transitional justice and human rights. 
The complexity of the situation posed particular challenges to achieving tangible progress in sensitive 
areas such as governance, justice, and human rights, and the PBF's contribution was significant during 
this critical time. 

“Going against the grain.” Some evaluations highly rate the PBF’s flexibility and risk tolerance in pursuing 
approaches that other peacebuilding organizations or donors do not prioritize. For example, PBF funded 
a youth gang project in South Sudan that focused on violence prevention in neglected areas, which were 
identified as a key priority in community consultations. “In doing so, the fund has shown its willingness 
to go against the grain of mainstream programming and to support projects that would not necessarily 
appear as top priorities or low-hanging fruits, in the given context” (Evaluation of PBF ID: PBF/IRF-318, 
p. 8/9). At the same time, it noted that strategic alignment with other efforts – beyond the lifecycle of 
the PBF funding - is key and needs to be strengthened to ensure that changes achieved at the individual 
level are linked to sustainable institutional changes.  

 
g. Socio-economic rights and opportunities as a key foundation for peacebuilding  

Overview 
The 2023-2024 evaluations provide several examples of how investing in socio-economic 
opportunities, equality, and empowerment has yielded important peace dividends. Such activities 
either accompany other peacebuilding efforts or serve as entry points for further peacebuilding 
engagement and longer-term contributions to sustainable peace.  
The 2024 Thematic Review on Human Rights and Peacebuilding documents evidence that paying 
attention to socioeconomic needs and vulnerabilities, and advancing economic, social, and cultural 
rights17 can act as a linchpin for advancing civil and political rights. Many peace agreements prioritize 
economic and social issues; addressing socioeconomic rights can be a prerequisite to pursuing other 
human rights and peace objectives, such as encouraging greater political participation.  

 
For example, the Chad portfolio evaluation assesses that the inclusion of activities aimed at supporting 
socio-economic opportunities in the design of several projects, although sometimes implemented 

 

17 The 2024 Thematic Review on Human Rights and Peacebuilding defines economic, social, and cultural 
rights (ESCR) as rights to adequate food and housing, education, health, water and sanitation, to take part 
in cultural life and to work, among others. 
 

“The PBF has effectively supported a peaceful democratic transition in The Gambia, contributing to the 

advancement of peace and prevention of conflict at both the national and local/community levels. The PBF 

support has effectively contributed to an increased climate of trust towards key institutions, with perceptual 

and behavioral changes – such as public expression of views and questioning of authorities. It has also 

launched and contributed to key processes and reforms, with evidence (or potential) to profoundly 

contribute to changes in The Gambia and its democratic transition, further consolidating peace. The PBF 

has made important contributions to the institutional landscape of the country by establishing and 

strengthening governmental and non-governmental institutions” (The Gambia portfolio evaluation, p. 17). 
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incompletely, demonstrates a recognition of the importance of socio-economic aspects in 
peacebuilding. At the local level, some significant results were observed, for example: the IOM-WFP 
project ‘Empowering Vulnerable Youth in Central Chad to Become Peacebuilding Agents’ (PBF/TCD/-A2) 
raised awareness among young people about human rights and the risks of youth recruitment into 
extremist groups. According to the project evaluation, it fostered a positive dynamic regarding the role 
of young people in three provinces by strengthening their economic activities and providing 
opportunities for them to contribute to their communities through the establishment of vocational 
training centers. 
 
The 2020 GYPI cohort evaluation documents that projects that supported economic autonomy as part 
of holistic approaches to the protection and resilience of youth and women beneficiaries have also 
seemingly contributed to their empowerment and socio-economic integration, reducing perceptions 
and effects of marginalization. This was especially the case for Sexual and Gender-Based Violence (SGBV) 
victims and marginalized groups or those vulnerable to recruitment by armed groups (e.g., organized 
crime, violent extremism). The cohort evaluation indicates that the incorporation of activities for 
economic autonomy is reflected in and positively viewed in the online survey, in which investments 
through employment opportunities were identified as a significant positive change.  
 
The evaluation of a project focused on youth at risk in the Tonkolili and Kenema districts of Sierra Leone 
(PBF/SLE/D-3) documents that the project adopted a successful integrated programming model that 
combined economic and social empowerment with institutional strengthening and reform. “The 
assumption is that if youth are economically and socially empowered, then the incentives for youth at 
risk to join gangs and cliques will reduce significantly. This will mitigate the exploitation of youth at risk 
for political gains and of young women for sex work and gendered violence, and the voices of youth in 
decision-making will become stronger, thereby contributing to sustaining the peace and social cohesion 
in Sierra Leone. The evaluation findings show these assumptions to be true” (p. 12).   
 
The evaluation of a community-based youth reintegration project in Somalia (PBF/SOM/C-1) documents 
key lessons of the project in relation to skills development as a critical component in empowering 
youth: “Skills offered in safe spaces create useful opportunities for social interaction among YFAWAS 
[Youth Formerly Associated with Al-Shabaab], marginalized community youth, and other community 
members. […] To recognize the diverse interests of individuals, it is necessary to offer a wide range of 
vocational courses, to allow beneficiaries to choose programs aligned with their preferences” (p. 7).  
 

3. National ownership, engagement of local partners, and inclusion  

Overview 
Concerning national ownership, engagement of local partners, and inclusion, the evaluations find 
that, across the board, PBF-funded initiatives demonstrate a strong commitment to government and 
civil society ownership. In contrast, the implementation of this ambition remains mixed in practice. 
Regarding government ownership, many evaluations attest to strong partnerships between PBF-
funded projects and national or local governments. However, few evaluations provide a precise 
assessment of the consistency and strength of government ownership of PBF-funded projects. There 
are more frequent and clearer examples of ownership of PBF projects at the local level, particularly 
with civil society organizations, than at the national government level. At the same time, the 
evaluations issue various recommendations of how PBF-funded projects can empower local civil 
society actors further and engage more meaningfully - for example, through more consistent 
involvement in project design and strategic steering of projects, leveraging the full potential of civil 
society partnerships, and building on local conflict resolution mechanisms. Inclusion varies across 
different groups, and the evaluations provide a rich overview of conditions for success for greater 
inclusion, for example, conducting analysis that takes into account the specificities of different identity  
groups, concrete and participatory engagement methods, language equity, focusing on strengthening 
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inclusive policies by the host government, transgenerational approaches, or emphasizing a more 
transformative approach to ‘empowering’ beyond ‘participation’.  

 

Government ownership  
Across the board, evaluations demonstrate the ambition of ownership of PBF-funded initiatives by 
national and local governments, civil society, and community mechanisms. The implementation of this 
ambition remains mixed in practice.  

Regarding government ownership, many evaluations attest to strong partnerships between PBF-funded 
projects and national or local governments, the relevance of implemented activities to national and local 
government priorities, and the support provided by PBF-funded projects to strengthen national or local 
government structures or capacities. However, few evaluations give a precise assessment of the extent 
and quality of government ownership of PBF-funded projects; instead, they offer a complex picture. 
There are more frequent and clearer examples of ownership of PBF projects at the local level, 
particularly with civil society organizations, than at the national government level (see section below 
for engagement with local partners and civil society).   

The following highlights key lessons from across the evaluations on government ownership in PBF-
funded initiatives:  
 
i. Sustaining government buy-in and ownership is critical - and challenging: Even in situations where 
there is, in principle, strong government buy-in for PBF-funded initiatives, maintaining and sustaining 
that ownership proves challenging in practice. For example, the evaluation of a project in Colombia that 
engages human rights defenders  (PBF/COL/B-1) demonstrates that, even when projects are initially 
designed with strong government buy-in, ensuring ongoing involvement and binding government 
decision-making on project outcomes proved challenging. In this example, the situation was further 
aggravated by staff turnover in certain territories, a change in the national government in 2023 during 
project implementation, a shift in programmatic priorities, and regional elections during the final period 
of the project.  
 
ii. Ownership at technical rather than senior levels: Various evaluations highlight the challenge of 
maintaining momentum for PBF-funded initiatives at the Steering Committee level. For example, the 
Chad portfolio evaluation states that government ownership through the technical committees was 
appropriate, but broader political influence and strategic steering remained limited due to the Steering 
Committee's underperformance. While ministerial focal points took some ownership of the PBF's 
achievements, there was no substantive strategic influence at the portfolio level, owing to frequent 
reshuffling within government departments (Chad portfolio evaluation, p. 43). This also speaks to a 
broader limitation that PBF-funded initiatives often face in contexts with high volatility in government 
counterparts and high ministerial staff turnover.  

The El Salvador portfolio evaluation states that the PBF-funded portfolio prioritized promoting 
transparency and government ownership. But it also notes that Steering Committee meetings were 
often delegated to lower-level representatives of senior government officials, and that the Steering 
Committee became more of a formal forum for accountability (i.e., the presentation and approval of 
reports) than a space for substantive discussion. Those substantive exchanges occurred at the technical 
committee level, which played a much more constructive role and served as a monitoring and oversight 
body.  

The evaluation of a ‘gender-responsive peacebuilding in extractive industries’ project in the Solomon 
Islands (PBF/IRF-383) states that even though a national Steering Committee was established at the 
beginning of the project to provide strategic direction, monitor ongoing delivery, and advise on risk 
mitigating strategies, the Steering Committee Project Board only met once. This was due to the outbreak 
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of civil unrest, followed by COVID-19, which prevented in-person gatherings and redirected the priorities 
of key stakeholders.  

iii. Impact of COVID-19 on government engagement: The effects of COVID-19 were also documented 
by other evaluations. Several of the evaluations document that projects during this period of review 
were still struggling with the implications of COVID-19 and related limitations to engage government 
counterparts more fully. For example, the evaluation of a conflict prevention, social cohesion and 
community resilience project in the Bangsamoro Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao in the 
Philippines documents that engagement with the national government was limited and that there were 
challenges in convening the Joint Program Committee including the national Office of the Presidential 
Advisor on Peace, Reconciliation and Unity (OPAPRU) in the context of COVID-19 and national leadership 
changes with the 2022 national elections. It documents that the first meeting of the Steering Committee 
only occurred towards the end of the project, while also documenting the related caveat: “However, this 
did not affect project implementation, and it helped to speed up some processes, although more 
engagement with the national government would have been preferred to promote greater alignment 
with other OPAPRU´s initiatives” (Evaluation of PBF/IRF-374, p. 53).  

iv. Prioritizing relationships to develop a shared vision: Developing and maintaining trusted 
relationships with government counterparts is not only key for generating project buy-in, but also critical 
to ensure there is a coherent vision among the government and PBF project leads and implementers. 
The evaluation of an ‘inclusive governance and shared identity for sustainable peace and development’ 
project in Kyrgyzstan (PBF/KGZ/B-7) revealed that more would be required to ensure a coherent vision 
with the government regarding project priorities. Even though national stakeholders, overall, 
appreciated the alignment and adjustment of the project to national needs and expectations, some 
stakeholders viewed the government-UN relationship as ‘transactional’. Greater clarity regarding roles 
and responsibilities for building a joint vision with the government would have been appreciated.  

 
Engagement with local partners (governmental and non-governmental) 
The 2022 Local Peacebuilding Thematic Review highlighted that many PBF-funded projects, despite their 
relevance and technical quality, often fail to reflect local dynamics, priorities, and actors adequately. It 
identified a disconnect between national-level project formulation processes and realities on the 
ground—particularly in contexts where trust in institutions is fragile, and social cohesion is under strain. 
This disconnect has, in some instances, limited the impact and sustainability of PBF investments. The 
PBF is responding to these findings. In collaboration with PeaceNexus, PBF initiated a pilot project in 
Madagascar and Kyrgyzstan to test an approach to structuring the ‘inception phase’ of PBF-funded 
projects, including stakeholder mapping, conflict analysis, and participatory project design, with a 
particular focus on the inclusion of youth- and women-led organizations. Initial findings of these pilots 
were collected in 202518 and include rich empirical evidence on how inception phases can facilitate 
inclusive design processes, strengthen local ownership, and improve the quality of analysis and planning. 
 
Broadly speaking, the evaluations under review for the synthesis review demonstrate strong ownership 
of PBF-funded work among local (governmental and non-governmental) partners and civil society 
organizations, with more prominent ownership among civil society and community-based 
organizations.  
 
For example, the evaluation of a project on ‘strengthening social cohesion and enabling equitable access 
to natural resources in a border region of Mauritania’ (PBF/MRT/A-2) highlights how the project focused 

 

18 These pilots were not intended to produce definitive models but rather to generate learning on what enables 
or constrains meaningful localization in practice. They also served to test the feasibility of integrating such a phase 
within PBF programming timelines and resource frameworks. 
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on strengthening existing social dialogue structures and establishing new mechanisms, such as DIMITRA 
community listening clubs19 (with strong representation of women and young people) to enhance 
awareness of natural resource management and mechanisms for preventing and managing conflicts. 
The evaluation of a ’youth leadership for social cohesion‘ program in Guinea/ Guinée Forestière 
(PBF/IRF-380) showcases the level of ownership of the project by demonstrating the capacity and 
willingness of youth community leaders' associations for peace to step up and act as pro-active actors 
in conflict resolution – beyond simply responding to requests and taking initiative and leading awareness 
raising and reconciliation efforts.  
 
At the same time, there is a wide variety of what ‘engagement of’, ‘partnership with’, and ‘ownership 
by’ local partners mean in practice.  

The 2021/2022 synthesis review (p. 17) outlined a spectrum of engagement and degrees of local 
ownership, based on Peace Direct's work.20. It distinguishes between: 

 ‘Locally led’: Local people, groups, and civil society organizations design their own approaches 
and set priorities, whilst outsiders may assist with resources. 

 ‘Locally managed’: The approach and strategic direction come from the outside, but it is 
‘transplanted’ to local management.  

 ‘Locally implemented’: Primarily an outside approach, including external priorities that local 
people or organizations are supposed to implement.  
 

The evidence from the evaluations shows that most PBF-funded projects are locally implemented, with 
a smaller number being locally managed or even locally led. Many of these insights match findings from 
the 2021/2022 synthesis review.  

Key findings regarding the engagement of local partners from across the evaluations include the 
following: 

i. There is untapped potential in working with existing local mechanisms and local civil society actors, 
also limiting the sustainability of PBF efforts. 
Especially in countries with high volatility among government counterparts, the evaluations reveal 
untapped potential in working with civil society organizations. The Chad portfolio evaluation states that 
the challenge of project sustainability requires rethinking the role of national CSOs. It notes that they 
have been underutilized, even though they are the ones who ensure the relevance, impact, and 
sustainability of interventions in short-term projects in a rapidly changing context. Many projects do not 
involve local CSOs, and most do so only in a limited way, in both time and scope, resembling service 
delivery more than strategic partnerships. Furthermore, the evaluation notes that strict criteria for 
funding national CSOs prevent them from receiving direct funding, thereby constraining greater 
collaboration (p. 9).  
 
ii. While there is good involvement of local partners and civil society organizations at the level of 
project implementation, the involvement is less systematic during design and at strategic levels. 
Various evaluations document the need to involve local partners earlier and more meaningfully in the 
early stages of project design, not only for project implementation but also for strategic steering and 
adaptation.  

 

19 See FAO’s fact sheet on DIMITRA Clubs 
20 Peace Direct: Towards locally led peacebuilding: defining ‘local’: https://www.peacedirect.org/towards-locally-
led-peacebuilding-defining-local/  

https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_pbf_2021-2022.pdf
https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/ac21119c-423a-40fa-8c13-8ba261bb462c/content
https://www.peacedirect.org/towards-locally-led-peacebuilding-defining-local/
https://www.peacedirect.org/towards-locally-led-peacebuilding-defining-local/
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For example, the 2020 GYPI cohort evaluation states 
that, while civil society partners were responsible for 
implementation, they were not always involved at a 
strategic level or during design.  
 
The Gambia portfolio evaluation noted that 
government stakeholders generally felt that the 
engagement by the PBF projects has been adequate, 
variation in adequacy of engagement was documented 
among CSO/NGO stakeholders, with some indicating a 
desire for a more meaningful engagement at the 
design stage and from a more strategic perspective 
throughout: “This working approach with the CSO 
community, which is project-based and not 
programmatic, and based on short-term projects of 
two years or so, has hindered a more strategic engagement and mobilization of civil society actors in 
transformative dynamics. Furthermore, the CSO community has often indicated that they do not feel 
considered full participants in peacebuilding projects and describe being rushed to complete activities 
that were delayed in starting, which they say reflects a limited understanding of how CSOs work and the 
added value they could bring. Finally, both CSOs and Agencies reported a need for more flexibility in 
direct access criteria, to further empower and build CSO capacity to implement projects” (The Gambia 
portfolio eval., pp. 55, 57). 

Empowering local CSOs as long-term agents for change should be a priority. This should include 
leveraging PBF-funded initiatives to support platforms and networks that amplify the work and voices 
of peacebuilding organizations.21 The evaluation of PBF/GNB/H-2, ’Political Stabilization and Reform 
through Confidence Building and Inclusive Dialogue in Guinea-Bissau’, demonstrates that the “[…] 
project created peacebuilding platforms and networks to empower and unite CSOs and communities to 
speak with one voice for political stabilization and promote women’s and youth participation in decision-
making. The Common Agenda for Development and Peace (CSO Forum in Canchungo) and the Buba 
Declaration are significant contributions of the project and should be followed up and strengthened in 
the next project cycle. The CSO Concertation Space grew and became a watchdog for monitoring the 
Government`s actions in key public policy areas, representing a sustainable peacebuilding platform that 
offers the possibilities of more than 25 CSOs to collaborate and cooperate and raise their voices against 
human rights violations, and at the same time, offering strategies for solving current governance issues 
in the country. Their presence was noticed by the President and key Ministers in health and education, 
who were curious to hear CSOs' concerns in official meetings” (p. 61). 

The Sudan evaluation of projects (PBF ID: PBF/SDN/A-3, A-2, A-3, A-4, A-5, A-1) recommends enhancing 
capacity-building and empowering local organizations, grounded in the understanding that local NGOs 
and peacebuilders are pivotal to the success and sustainability of peace initiatives. As elaborated in 
detail in the evaluation (Sections 7.5 and 7.6), these local entities possess unique insights into the 
community dynamics and are best positioned to drive meaningful change within their social contexts. 
However, the evaluation notes that a lack of resources, skills, and organizational resilience often limits 
their effectiveness. Therefore, strengthening their capacities and ensuring their active involvement and 

 

21 This finding aligns with findings from the Thematic Review on Human Rights and Peacebuilding: “Seeding 
capacity for critical change through investing in the capacities of civil society organizations, and supporting linkages 
between different rights networks and groups, may be among the most catalytic and sustainable of investments” 
(p. 60). 

 

“CSOs played a crucial role in every project of this 

cohort, supporting PBF efforts for localization of 

peacebuilding, in line with GYPI strategic 

orientations in this regard. While implementation 

and reach relied heavily on these local 

partnerships, involvement at more strategic levels 

was less consistent. CSO partners with long-

standing partnerships with Fund recipients were 

more likely to be involved as of project design 

stage, but it is sometimes unclear to what extent 

they have shaped the definition of the projects’ 

objectives, approach and activities.” (2020 GYPI 

cohort evaluation, p. 37) 
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ownership in peacebuilding processes is crucial. The evaluation also notes that the empowerment of 
local peacebuilders must extend beyond the provision of resources and encompass meaningful 
involvement in the peacebuilding process. “This involves creating spaces for local peacebuilders to 
contribute to decision-making, shape strategies, and lead initiatives. Such participatory approaches 
ensure that peacebuilding efforts resonate with the local communities and are more likely to be 
sustainable and effective” (p. 134).  

iii. Initiatives grounded in local context and knowledge, and building on existing local conflict 
resolution mechanisms, are more successful and sustainable.  
It has been a recurring finding in past synthesis reviews, evaluations, and the 2022 Local Peacebuilding 
Thematic Review that projects are more relevant, impactful, and sustainable when grounded in the local 
context and knowledge and build on existing local conflict-resolution mechanisms.  
 
The evaluation of a ‘conflict prevention, social cohesion, and community resilience’ project in 
Bangsamoro Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao/the Philippines (PBF/IRF-374) documents: 
“There is great value in aligning local knowledge and context to solid UN training. The materials provided 
for the training of women and government officers in general were of high quality and adapted to the 
context. It also built on international expertise. Finding and cultivating good local partners is crucial for 
developing local capacity that can be sustained over time. Local partners are the ones who have the 
greatest knowledge of the actual needs of the ground and are able to reach far-flung locations” (p. 71). 
 
Other evaluations document the need to align activities with existing conflict-resolution mechanisms 
better. A youth promotion initiative (YPI) project in South Sudan finds that “The work with existing 
conflict resolution mechanisms, traditional authorities, and the security sector should have a stronger 
focus in future project activities. This would contribute to reducing violence at an individual level and to 
linking these efforts with structural mechanisms that, in turn, could be strengthened. This could 
potentially lead to more long-term sustainable change” (PBF/IRF-318, p. 7). 
 
iv. Close partnerships with local partners are the foundation for adaptive peacebuilding  
Some evaluations document how close, continuous, and trusted partnerships with local partners 
enable adaptability. “Continuous engagement with stakeholders, including local authorities and 
community members, was a key feature of the project. This engagement fostered dialogue that can 
adapt to emerging challenges and opportunities, ensuring that the intervention remains relevant and 
effective over time. The establishment of local offices for migrant support and the development of 
community action plans are examples of how the project was designed to be responsive to evolving 
needs” (Evaluation of a project on “Supporting cross-border cooperation for increased community 
resilience and social cohesion in The Gambia and Senegal”, PBF/IRF-431/430, p. 10). Section IV.6 
provides deeper insights into adaptive programming in peacebuilding.  
 
Inclusion 

The synthesis review assessed available 
evidence from evaluations documenting 
inclusive and participatory practices and the 
extent to which the following groups are 
included, or the specific results that benefit 
them: women, youth, indigenous peoples and 
ethnic minorities, people with disabilities, 

“Inclusion isn’t a checkbox. It’s a design principle. […] Conflicts 

often grow from exclusion, from who gets to belong and who 

doesn’t. Even when disputes seem to be about land, wealth, or 

power, underneath is always the question of who we are, and 

who gets to be part of ‘we’. This is why pluralism matters.” 

Meredith Preston McGhie, Global Center for Pluralism – 

Lessons in Peacebuilding 

https://peacebuilderscircle.com/lessons-in-peacebuilding-meredith-preston-mcghie/
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refugees, internally displaced persons (IDPs), and ex-combatants.22  

How do evaluations assess inclusion?   

i. Inclusion varies across different groups: Most evaluations document how the projects included 
women and youth, and sometimes children. Depending on the country context, evaluations also 
document the inclusion of refugees, IDPs, and indigenous communities. Other identity groups are not 
as well reflected in the evaluations, and many evaluations do not reflect on the question of inclusion at 
all, or not in any depth.  

• Some evaluations provide a detailed assessment of how different groups were included in 
various ways. For example, the evaluation of a project focused on reducing gender-based sexual 
violence in Honduras (PBF/IRF- 410) found that the project addressed the change of social norms 
in communities exposed to armed violence from a gender perspective. Still, it noted that there 
is no extensive evidence of a differentiated approach to other traditionally excluded 
populations, such as indigenous and Afro-descendant populations.  

• Some evaluations provide concrete recommendations about who else should be not only 
included but actively engaged in the respective work. For example, an evaluation of a project on 
‘Countering hate speech through education and advocacy for improving social cohesion in Sri 
Lanka’ (PBF/IRF-427) recommends proactive engagement of religious leaders across faith 
groups, including female religious leaders.  

ii. People with disabilities: The needs of people with disabilities are not reflected well in the evaluations. 
Some evaluations also highlight that specialized knowledge is required to include people with disabilities 
in PBF-funded projects in a conflict-sensitive and meaningful way. The evaluation of a project focused 
on ‘challenging harmful and patriarchal gender norms for better mental health and peace and security 
amongst women and girls and communities in the Wunlit Triangle, South Sudan’ (PBF/IRF-469) 
documents: “More deliberate effort is required to include persons with disabilities in future 
programming. Persons with disabilities are particularly vulnerable and may therefore have specific 
MHPSS needs, which future projects should address” (p. 7). 

iii. ‘Including’ versus ‘empowering’: Some evaluations also make a clear distinction between ‘including’ 
(for example, through participatory project approaches) and taking the engagement a step further 
towards a more transformative approach towards ‘empowering’. The evaluation of a project focused 
on cross-border cooperation for increased community resilience and social cohesion in The Gambia and 
Senegal (PBF/IRF-431/430) documents how a project aimed to not only include women but also took 
steps towards empowerment: “Women from the communities were engaged to take leadership roles in 
implementation and governance mechanisms. All awareness-raising initiatives were designed with a 
gender lens, and when working with decision-making platforms, the project ensured women were 
equally represented, and women-specific issues were addressed” (p. 35). 

 
Findings on the conditions that make inclusion successful in PBF-funded projects: 
 
i. Inclusion requires a degree of specificity in analysis and design:  
The evaluations reveal that, to ensure inclusivity in program design and implementation, and to leverage 
the roles of women/youth/persons with disabilities/other minorities, the specific roles, unique systems, 
and societal challenges related to including these groups must be understood in detail. This can be 

 

22 For reference, in PBF’s reporting template, projects are asked to report on the engagement with the following groups, if 
relevant in their context: Unemployed persons; Minorities (e.g. race, ethnicity, linguistic, religion, etc.); Indigenous 
communities; Persons with Disabilities; Persons affected by violence (including GBV); Women; Youth; Children; Minorities 
related to sexual orientation and/or gender identity and expression; People living in and around border areas; Persons 
affected by natural disasters; Persons affected by armed conflicts; Internally displaced persons, refugees or migrants. 
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achieved through analyses that consider the perspectives and needs of the relevant groups that should 
be included (e.g., women, youth, persons with disabilities, IDPs). Concrete, practical participatory 
methods and approaches help support inclusive approaches. For example, the evaluation of various 
PBF-funded projects in Sudan (PBF/SDN/A-3, A-2, A-3, A-4, A-5, A-1) found the following: “The project's 
focus on inclusive and participatory approaches was evident in the preparation of locality-level land and 
natural resource sketch mapping and registration. The use of tools like KOBO for data collection and the 
involvement of local communities in sketch mapping exercises ensured that the activities were grounded 
in local realities and needs. This approach ensured that solutions were sustainable and tailored to the 
specific needs of the communities and contributed good efforts towards output 1.3, focusing on locality-
level land and natural resource management plans prepared on an inclusive and participatory basis” (p. 
44). 
 
ii. It is essential to ‘meet people where they are’ and ensure language equity and conflict sensitivity:  
Considering harder-to-reach communities and conducting the work in the relevant local language(s) is 
not only a matter of inclusion and equity but also of conflict sensitivity, as demonstrated by some 
evaluations. Some projects went the extra mile to reach relevant communities, even in remote locations.  
 
The evaluation of a human rights and peacebuilding project in Bolivia (PBF/IRF-366) noted that the 
project ensured activities and communication with project partners in isolated territories with 
indigenous communities in relevant local languages, to ensure people were adequately informed about 
the electoral process (p. 32). On the flipside, an evaluation a project on ‘Countering hate speech through 
education and advocacy for improving social cohesion in Sri Lanka’ (PBF/IRF-427) found that a project 
did not demonstrate sufficient sensitivity related to language differences, especially in context in which 
language differences are key conflict drivers: “Since independence, language differences have been 
recognized as one of the root causes of conflicts in Sri Lanka. Consequently, people are susceptible to 
language matters. The lack of mutual intelligibility between Sri Lanka’s two main languages – Sinhala 
and Tamil – furthermore presents practical challenges in day-to-day communication. This issue was 
raised within KIIs with provincial journalists, who highlighted challenges due to the need for translation 
within training, as well as FGDs [focus group discussions] with young people. By way of illustration, in 
two FGDs in Kandy and Jaffna, young people who had participated in training conducted within Children’s 
and Youth Clubs highlighted instances when sessions were not conducted in their mother tongue. When 
queried, CRPO [child rights protection officers] explained that the youth were presumed to understand 
the language of instruction, even if it was not their mother tongue. Decisions such as this reflect not only 
lack of understanding about how to conduct effective training, but illustrate a lack of sensitivity about 
how language choice can have a chilling effect on participants and prompt them to feel unwelcome” (p. 
53). 
 
iii. Focusing on inclusion can expand a project’s impact and reach: 
Meaningful inclusion can deepen a project’s footprint and impact. The evaluation of a project on a 
women’s and youth’ rights and social cohesion program in Somalia (Southwest State and Banadir, 
PBF/SOM/B-4) found that the involvement of young people, women, and minority groups has expanded 
the work of the peace committees: “There is clear evidence of inclusive participation of young people, 
women and minority groups in local peace and governance structures. The involvement of young people, 
women and minority groups have also expanded the peace committees' ability to engage with a broader 
section of the beneficiary communities. Overall, 91% of the respondents confirmed that the local peace 
and governance structures were inclusive, participatory, and representative of all community groups in 
their respective areas. During the baseline assessment, more than half of the respondents across all 
locations reported that young people (61%) and women (55%) were significantly excluded from the 
structures” (p. 6). The same evaluation also notes that the project succeeded in reducing conflicts: 
“Respondents across locations acknowledged that the increased participation of young people and 
minorities in peace and governance structures has had a profound impact on the overall peace and 
conflict resolution within the community” (p. 7).   
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iv. Supporting inclusivity within government approaches and policies can have catalytic and 
sustainable effects: 
One of the project evaluations in the Philippines documents the benefits of incorporating inclusivity 
into the approach of PBF-funded initiatives that advise national governments. As reported in the 
evaluation of a conflict prevention, social cohesion, and community resilience project in the Bangsamoro 
Autonomous Region (BARMM) in Muslim Mindanao/the Philippines (PBF/IRF-374), the project 
integrated its approach to inclusivity directly into its government advisory and accompaniment work. 
Beyond implementing project activities in an inclusive manner, the project also supported the 
Government in inclusive policymaking.  

 
v. Transgenerational approaches are critical for inclusion: 
The evaluations also provide powerful examples of how inclusion should extend not only to specific 
groups but also across age groups. The evaluation of a project focused on ‘strengthening local and state 
level peace architectures for peacebuilding and prevention in Katsina and Kaduna States of Northwest 
Nigeria’ (PBF/IRF-480), finds: “The project facilitated structured intergenerational dialogue sessions that 
provided a platform for knowledge exchange between youth and elders. These dialogues helped bridge 
the disconnect between traditional conflict resolution methods and modern mediation practices, 
ensuring that younger generations could learn from elders while introducing innovative approaches to 
peacebuilding.” (p. 58).  

Such approaches seem particularly important in a time of digital divide across generations, which, in this 
case, was one of the biggest challenges in integrating elderly participants into modern conflict-resolution 
mechanisms. “Many older community members lacked technical literacy, which limited their ability to 
engage with mobile-based Early Warning Systems. To address this, the project introduced community-
based intermediaries who trained younger community members to assist elders in using mobile alerts 
and digital mapping tools. In addition, alternative low-tech reporting mechanisms were established, such 
as radio-based alert systems and verbal relay networks for communities where mobile usage was 
minimal” (p. 59). 

 

4. Catalytic effects and sustainability  

Overview 
The evaluations highlight that catalytic effects can be achieved when criteria and indicators are clearly 
articulated for both financial and non-financial outcomes. The assessment of sustainability across the 
evaluations overwhelmingly demonstrates the interdependence between sustainability and 
ownership, agency, and the capacities of local (governmental and non-governmental) actors.   

 

Catalytic effects 

In 2024, PBF issued new guidance on catalytic effects, which defines catalytic effects as follows:  

“It is strategic to strengthen nascent and existing government institutions with a culture of support for the 

most excluded groups. This JP [joint program] helped to strengthen several regional government 

institutions […]. This was done via technical assistance, dialogue, training, social mobilization, and 

equipment. This is one of the primary roles of the UN, which is to help member countries serve their people 

more effectively. In addition, BARMM was a nascent government where institutional strengthening was 

one of its major priorities and needs. Doing it with a participatory approach from the beginning helps to 

build a government culture which is inclusive.” (Evaluation of PBF PBF/IRF-374, p. 71).  
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“A PBF allocation (either at the portfolio or project level) is considered to have a catalytic effect when it 
creates momentum for the removal of barriers that block longer-term/sustained peacebuilding support 
or for the engagement of additional stakeholders in existing peacebuilding efforts. In addition, a PBF 
investment is also considered to have a catalytic effect when it facilitates new initiatives that bring in 
new resources to peacebuilding priorities in the country” (PBF catalytic effects guidance, 2024, p. 1).  

The guidance also elaborates on the links between national ownership, sustainability, and catalytic 
effects. This guide builds on early programming guidance from 2010, catalytic programming, and the 
Peacebuilding Fund.  

Generating concrete catalytic effects in practice remains work in progress. The projects under review 
were implemented before the new guidance was developed, so this synthesis review does not provide 
insights into its practical implementation.  

As previous synthesis reviews have highlighted, PBF’s aspiration to address long-term systemic drivers 
of conflict can be at odds with the current PBF funding timeframes and with its ambition to be catalytic 
and to contribute to sustainability simultaneously (see, for example, as described in the Chad portfolio 
evaluation). This is true across the board, and specifically in complex and long-term change processes 
related to institutional, policy, and mindset shifts required in security sector reform processes, as noted 
in some of the evaluations (i.e., The Gambia portfolio evaluation and the evaluation of an SSR project in 
Lesotho, PBF/IRF-422).  

The 2024 Thematic Review on Human Rights and Peacebuilding draws similar conclusions: “However, 
while the PBF’s catalytic impact was recognized across several areas, so were the limitations inherent in 
the short-term nature of PBF funding. Many PBF-supported projects pursued appropriate remedies, but 
the time that would be required to realize these projects’ theories of change was far greater than the 
average length of a project supported by the PBF (just under 21 months in this sample). More time is 
needed to address structural inequities, counter stereotypes and stigma, work through underlying 
grievances, promote justice and reconciliation, and address the fundamental rights deprivations that 
contribute to root causes” (Executive Summary, page 5).  
 
The evaluations reviewed for this synthesis review document both financial and non-financial 
catalytic effects: 
 
The Gambia portfolio evaluation notes that “PBF investments in The Gambia have been catalytic, both 
financially and non-financially. The PBF has notably provided a foundation for political processes and 
reforms, as well as for the operation of collaborative mechanisms and opportunities for national- and 
community-level dialogues. PBF interventions have also informed subsequent investments and resulted 
in the inclusion of human rights & conflict sensitivity considerations into other projects and programs. 
By contributing to the establishment and strengthening of institutions, PBF has enabled them to advance 
peacebuilding and become catalytic agents in their own right, while raising their profile and supporting 
the creation of new partnerships. There is evidence of PBF interventions attracting funding in the country, 
as well as more limited evidence of scaling and replication of piloting approaches” (p. 47). 
 
The evaluation of a ‘Women’s Human Rights Defenders’ project in the Central African Republic (PBF/IRF- 
413) also documents both financial and non-financial catalytic effects. Financial catalytic effects included 
mobilizing additional European Union funding for a related project, drawing on lessons from the PBF-
funded project.  The new project will, among other things, reinforce PBF achievements in advancing 
women's access to justice and strengthening established institutional networks of women human rights 
defenders. The evaluation also notes non-financial catalytic effects, including personal development and 
the empowerment of girls and women activists (e.g., higher rates of girls' school enrollment, the creation 
of income-generating activities by women participating in the project, and increased courage in 
reporting cases of gender-based violence). 

https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_catalytic_effect_guidelines_final_03-20-24.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/catalytic_programming_thematic_review_2010_0.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/2024_pbf_thematic_review_executive_summary_hires.pdf
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The evaluation of a project focused on ‘strengthening local and state level peace architectures for 
peacebuilding and prevention in Katsina and Kaduna States of Northwest Nigeria’ (PBF/IRF-480) finds 
that the project catalyzed new momentum around MHPSS, which was previously under-recognized in 
Katsina, through awareness-raising and capacity-building efforts. This led to the development of an 
MHPSS Guidance Document, now serving as a UNDP reference across the region. The evaluation further 
documents that the Katsina State Social Rehabilitation Centre has begun training its staff in MHPSS 
delivery, with government-supported training on confidentiality, referral systems, and community-based 
services, indicating steps toward integrating MHPSS into public services.  

The evaluation of a community-based youth reintegration project in Somalia ( PBF/SOM/C-1) documents 
that the project not only achieved results in its core focus area of reintegrating YFAWAS [youth formerly 
associated with Al-Shabaab] and CAAFAG [children associated with armed forces and armed groups], 
but that it also had unexpected economic outcomes. “The project also helped many young people to 
start their own businesses, and the entrepreneurial spirit and ambition of these participants was an 
unexpected positive outcome. However, some mentioned that they faced challenges in the formative 
months of their startup, as they struggled with finding enough capital to cover their costs, which forced 
some to abandon their businesses” (p. 5). 

Examples from El Salvador and South Sudan document the need to plan for catalytic effects concretely 
by developing indicators and criteria for both financial and non-financial catalytic effects. The El 
Salvador portfolio evaluation noted the absence of standard criteria for identifying catalytic effects and 
observed a tendency to attribute them to the mobilization of additional resources for complementary 
initiatives. The evaluation of a youth gang project in South Sudan (PBF/IRF-318) notes the need for a 
dedicated strategy on how to generate and disseminate catalytic effects: “Within these partners [two 
UN agencies, five national implementing partners, State Ministry of Peacebuilding], the project has had 
catalytic effects. For instance, within IOM, project experiences have been applied to the design of 
subsequent interventions, some of which are broader cooperative projects, including one implemented 
with considerable funding from the European Union. UNESCO has also drawn on its experience from this 
project and is incorporating elements of it into new projects. There is a spread of the project’s experiences 
outside of South Sudan as well. IOM conducted lessons learned sessions in Nairobi, where lessons and 
insights from the project were discussed at a regional level and shared internationally. Several high-level 
visits, also from the UN PBF Secretariat, gained first-hand insights into the project’s approach and 
achievements. These observations were taken back to their respective headquarters” (p. 35,36).  

Sustainability 

The main findings related to the sustainability of PBF-funded projects include the following:   

i. Indicative insights on sustainability - Sustained change takes time 
Many of the evaluations provide indicative pointers on sustainability, given the relatively short nature 
of PBF-funded projects and the lack of clarity about how sustainable specific interventions will be at 
the time of the evaluation. For example, in a youth gang project in South Sudan (PBF/IRF-318), key 
aspects were livelihood creation, skill building, and integration of gang members into the labor market. 
While the evaluation provides an initial assessment of how sustainable these efforts may be, their 
sustainability also depends heavily on external factors, such as overall economic development, and 
therefore, the findings are only of limited value.  
 
Other evaluations document the creation of new institutions as part of PBF-funded projects, which 
seem promising at the time of evaluation. Whether those institutions remain effective post-project is 
not part of the project evaluation and would need to be assessed through other means. For example, 
the evaluation of a ‘conflict prevention, social cohesion and community resilience’ project in BARMM / 
the Philippines (PBF/IRF-374) documents that the project helped establish a new institution within 
BARMM – the Peace, Security and Reconciliation Office (PSRO) and supported the development and 
approval of six Resolutions on the inclusion of women in public policy. “However, despite of relevant and 
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effective joint program support, some key institutional stakeholders are still not able to sustain the 
support received after the end of the joint program” (p. 8/9).   
 
Some evaluations are also very clear on the fact that sustaining attitude and behavior change takes 
time and ongoing effort - beyond PBF lifespans. The evaluation of a project on ‘Countering hate speech 
through education and advocacy for improving social cohesion in Sri Lanka’ (PBF/IRF-427) documents: 
“In terms of sustainability, the project has laid a strong foundation through its work with existing 
institutions, but several areas require further attention to ensure long-term success. For instance, the 
professionalization programs for traditional media, while promising, need ongoing support not only to 
solidify learning outcomes but to address market incentives that drive media outlets to publish 
inflammatory content. The success of the voluntary Code of Practice for social media companies as well 
as a code under development for mass media companies will depend on close monitoring and the 
willingness of these companies to adhere to ethical standards. Future initiatives should allow for longer-
term engagements and more comprehensive training to ensure that changes in attitudes and behaviors 
are deeply rooted and sustained over time” (p. 9). 

ii. Capacity constraints impede sustainability 
Several evaluations document weak host government capacities as a key impediment to sustainability 
in many contexts. The evaluation of a youth action project in South Sudan (PBF/IRF-318) documents: 
“However, despite a convincing willingness at the level of individuals, the overall capacity of government 
counterparts at the State and County level is too weak on the financial side to fulfil this pledge. While 
considerable human capital and technical support can be provided, government institutions will surely 
struggle to apply concerted labour market interventions. A substantial follow-up on the project’s 
achievements would require such longer-term, youth-focused interventions at the labour market, 
something no South Sudanese government agency has the capacity to do” (p. 33).  
 
Many evaluations that favorably assess a project's sustainability typically include significant capacity-
building components that aim to strengthen the skills and capacities of stakeholders and institutions, 
both governmental and non-governmental. The evaluation of a ‘confidence and inclusive dialogue’ 
project in Guinea Bissau (PBF/GNB/H-2) finds: “The greatest source of sustainability is the fact that the 
Project represents a mainstreaming of dialogues, mediation, consultations, and the development of 
knowledge and skills into people and longstanding institutions- Leadership Academy, National Library, 
consultation forums, and the Youth Forum. People and institutions will likely integrate the acquired 
capacities into their future work even without continuing financial support. Moreover, there is evidence 
that the project activities did, in some cases, lead to long-term improvements in project participants` 
lives” (p. 13).  

At the same time, there is an important caveat: it appears to be a widespread assumption in many 
PBF-funded projects that training and capacity development for national and local partners are 
necessarily sustainability measures. However, evidence from decades of peacebuilding practice shows 
that developing individual skills does not necessarily or automatically translate into broader socio-
political changes. Individual skill-building needs to be linked to efforts targeting other levels, such as 
changes in social norms, policy changes, or structural and institutional changes, while also considering 
the political will required at various levels for those changes to take place. In other words, individual 
skills can serve as the foundation for structural and more sustainable systemic change, but they must 
be embedded within a broader change strategy.  
 
iii. Local ownership and sustainability  
Sustainability, in many cases, hinges on the ownership and agency of local civil society actors, as well 
as other local actors and institutions. As the evaluation of a project on ’strengthening local and state-
level peace architectures for peacebuilding and prevention in Katsina and Kaduna States of Northwest 
Nigeria’ (PBF/IRF-480) documents: “The importance of community ownership and integration with local 
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structures was clear. Interventions that engaged traditional leaders and local government institutions 
were more likely to be sustained, as seen in the continued operation of Community Response 
Mechanisms and Key Informants through support from bodies like the Kaduna State Peace Commission 
and the National Human Rights Commission” (p. 8). 
 
The evaluation of a project focused on ‘cross-border 
cooperation for increased community resilience and 
social cohesion in The Gambia and Senegal’ (PBF/IRF-
431, 430) documents: “In terms of natural resource 
management, the project established community-based 
structures and processes, such as cross-border fire 
management committees, forest and grazing 
management plans, and community sensitization efforts. These approaches create local ownership and 
capacity, increasing the likelihood of continuation. However, ongoing support may be required to ensure 
the active participation of committees and the implementation of plans over time” (p. 33). 
 
iv. Sustainability in politically complex environments: Some evaluations document the efforts by 
projects towards sustainability in extremely challenging overall environments. For example, the El 
Salvador portfolio evaluation documents that the PBF-funded projects in themselves, on a technical 
level, included steps towards sustainability (i.e., institutional strengthening), but that the overall 
environment, i.e., fragile governance setups, unpredictable resourcing (beyond PBF contributions), and 
limited and shrinking space for civil society organizations, clearly limited the sustainability of the work. 
This is further aggravated by the short terms of office of municipal authorities, changes and restructuring 
within government institutions, the country's political division, as well as the hostile and stigmatizing 
environment in which civil society organizations carry out their work (El Salvador portfolio eval, p. 7). 
The evaluation of a project to ‘support youth participation in conflict prevention during election periods 
and the sustainability of local synergies between peace actors in Guinea’ (PBF/GIN/D-7) finds that the 
sustainability of the changes implemented remains fragile and that a conducive legislative environment, 
capacity building, political will to strengthen local structures, and greater institutional consistency would 
be required to sustain the changes.    

v. Programmatic and financial sustainability need to go hand in hand 
Some of the evaluations document that programmatic and financial sustainability ultimately need to go 
hand in hand. For example, the evaluation of a project on ‘Enhancing Early Warning & Prevention to 
Counter Hate Speech and Incitement Ahead of the 2022 Elections in Kenya’ (PBF/IRF-453) documents: 
“The project revitalized key platforms and institutions, improved national capacity through mediation 
training, and promoted financial sustainability. There is a strong government commitment to sustain 
project interventions, with substantial financial support, and civil society actors seeking funding for 
continued activities. Efforts are coordinated for early warning and response, and capacity is enhanced 
for peaceful elections and intercommunity coexistence” (p. 10). 
 
vi. Transition and Exit Strategies 
An increasing number of PBF-funded initiatives now appear to include transition and exit strategies in 
their projects, with varying levels of depth. Some evaluations document this, and several project 
evaluations also recommended developing exit strategies where none existed, which would have 
contributed to greater project sustainability if implemented.  
 

“As with the broader cohort, sustained 

results were largely attributed to the 

ownership, agency and capacities of local 

civil society and institutional actors” (2020 

GYPI cohort evaluation, p. 27).  
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The following distills the conditions for successful exit 
strategies documented in the evaluations (for example, the 
Gambia portfolio evaluation, evaluations of PBF-IRF 383, 
PBF/IRF-389, and the 2020 GYPI cohort evaluation):  

✓ Early communication of transition/exit strategies 
with communities, authorities, and other relevant 
stakeholders, ideally, joint planning for it during the 
project design stage; 

✓ Ensure there is a shared understanding of 
transition/exit strategies among UN agencies, 
implementing partners, government and civil 
society counterparts, and other relevant 
stakeholders; 

✓ Transfer/exit processes should be gradual and 
incremental, and allow for sufficient time to ensure 
continuity; 

✓ Identify possible scaling opportunities early [link 
with findings on catalytic effects, see section IV/4]; 

✓ Involve donors early in the process; 

✓ Invest in communication and outreach to ensure visibility of project results; 
✓ Invest in developing greater diversity in avenues and mechanisms to foster 

sustainability, as well as greater detail and more advanced thinking on their 
operationalization; 

✓ Be concrete! Exit strategies need practical action plans. 

 

5. Collaboration, synergies, and coherence 

Overview 
To ensure collaboration, synergies, and coherence, the evaluations highlight a range of relevant 
project examples and principles that are conducive: an ongoing process of joint learning; the 
development of communities of practice; creative project implementation mechanisms that foster 
programmatic synergies; and strategic coordination mechanisms at the portfolio level. Paramount to 
achieving this is the availability of relevant staff with expertise in peacebuilding, multi-stakeholder 
facilitation, and DMEL, as well as the resources and capacities within PBF Secretariats, UN fund 
recipients (RUNOs), non-UN fund recipients (NUNOs), RC Offices, and PBF HQ. 

 

Given the nature of joint PBF funding, coherence is key – both among RUNOs and NUNOs, and with 
external partners.  Collaboration with other similar activities is not only important from a perspective 
of creating programmatic synergies and thus, ideally, more meaningful outcomes, but it is also critical 
for sustainability purposes, especially given the relatively short life span of PBF funded activities: “If 
peacebuilding and behaviour change projects are designed for a duration of less than two years, 
organisations should look at how to lever activities with other organisations, to either see where they 
can takeover toward the end of the project, or to begin identifying new funding sources before the project 
end.” (South Sudan PBF/IRF-318 project evaluation, p. 6) 

The evaluations reviewed provide good examples of how projects have accomplished internal and 
external coherence, and what the conditions for success were: 

i. Joint learning  
Evaluations document how continuous, meaningful programmatic engagement, as well as dedicated 
processes of joint learning, have contributed to synergies and coherence.  

“The project implemented a relevant exit 

strategy that contributed to 

strengthening its sustainability and 

catalytic effects. This strategy is based on 

several pillars, such as capacity building 

for national partners and civil society 

actors, the implementation of sustainable 

action plans within key ministries, and the 

creation and scaling up/dissemination of 

sustainable initiatives. As a result, the 

government, civil society, and 

beneficiaries have expressed their 

commitment to the continuity of the 

initiatives implemented and the long-

term sustainability of the project's 

achievements” (Evaluation of PBF/IRF-

389, Mauritania, p. 9).  



Synthesis Review of PBF 2023-2024 Evaluations, February 2026 

 

 

40 

For example, the evaluation of a conflict prevention, social cohesion, and community resilience project 
in BARMM/the Philippines (PBF/IRF-374) documents that “[…] participatory research and the Policy 
Forum helped to promote learning and synergy among different agencies and other stakeholders in the 
BARMM. Learning was a critical component of the project. The JP involved two Participatory Action 
Research (PAR)- Supporting Conflict Transformation towards Effective Peacebuilding in the Bangsamoro 
Peacebuilding Region (Project STEP) and Continuing Strife in a Land of Jagged Peace – which were two 
regional dialogues for the peace process. […] The participatory research mobilized different stakeholders 
to help foster policy and dialogue among agencies and the government. This type of mobilization was 
frequent in the project and created synergies among stakeholders” (p. 35). 
 
Some evaluations document that projects established a community of practice to ensure ongoing 
learning and programming coherence. The evaluation of the project on ‘countering hate speech through 
education and advocacy for improving social cohesion in Sri Lanka’ (PBF/IRF-427) documents a 
compelling example: “The establishment of the Community of Practice (CoP) […] was a notable success 
that not only avoided potential overlap with an existing CoP but helped foster coordinated approaches 
among CoP members. The CoP became a dynamic mechanism for sharing data, analysis, and 
coordinating advocacy and action, growing its membership from 14 to 22 active members. UNDP’s 
strong support to the CoP enhanced its institutionalization by facilitating regular meetings, document 
sharing, and collaborative efforts, thereby enhancing coherence with external actors and driving 
collective efforts to counter hate speech”  (p. 11). 
 
ii. Implementation modalities that enable programmatic synergies 
Project implementation modalities can significantly impact programmatic synergies. For example, the 
evaluation of a project focused on ‘Promoting Inclusive Political Participation and Elimination of Violence 
Against Women in Politics’ in Liberia (PBF/LBR/B-4) identifies the implementation modality of the project 
as an innovative practice as it enabled coherence, programmatic synergies, and also avoided duplication: 
“The project was implemented along with similar projects such as the Liberia Electoral Support Projects 
(LESP) as well as the Deepening and Consolidating Liberia's Democracy project which ensured that 
multiple resources were available for the implementation of project activities targeted at promoting 
women's political participation and reduction of violence against women in politics. […] This approach 
not only expanded the resources available for the project but also reduced the duplication of project 
activities” (p. 43). 
 
Sound project coordination modalities that enable coordination and coherence are particularly 
important in cross-border projects. It is, by nature, more challenging to ensure coherence among cross-
border projects given the larger number of actors involved across two or more countries. The evaluations 
document successful cross-border coordination. The evaluation of a project on ‘Supporting cross-border 
cooperation for increased community resilience and social cohesion in The Gambia and Senegal (PBF/IRF 
– 431, 430) documents the importance of cross-border cooperation frameworks: “The project's 
collaborative framework, synergy with ongoing efforts, and alignment with national and regional 
policies has reinforced its coherence with other related initiatives. This comprehensive approach 
enhanced its potential impact and ensured its meaningful contribution to broader development goals in 
The Gambia and Senegal. By fostering collaboration among various stakeholders and aligning with 
existing initiatives, the project was likely to address the complex challenges faced by border communities 
and promote sustainable social cohesion” (p. 12).  
 
iii. Prioritizing portfolio-level coherence  
The absence of a framework (such as an SRF) at the portfolio level, including joint mechanisms for 
monitoring and portfolio-level exchanges on overall progress toward higher result levels, remains a key 
obstacle to PBF coherence at the portfolio level. The question of planning and monitoring for higher-
level, aggregate results at the PBF portfolio level remains a significant concern for PBF. Section IV/1 
discussed portfolio-level theories of change and the development of SRFs informed by findings from past 
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synthesis reviews. The three portfolio evaluations under review for this synthesis review all faced the 
challenge of assessing portfolio-level coherence in the absence of a portfolio-level planning or 
coordination mechanism. The El Salvador portfolio evaluation found no mechanisms for exchanging 
information and experience to establish complementarities that would be reflected in the design, 
execution, and/or monitoring of the projects. It notes that although the Resident Coordinator’s Office 
provided technical assistance and leadership in formulating and selecting the projects, the portfolio's 
coherence was limited by the absence of a regular space for substantive coordination and joint 
monitoring and learning.  
 
Dedicated capacities at the country level to coordinate and strategically steer PBF-funded projects are 
essential to ensure coherence, particularly at the portfolio level.  
The evaluations mirror findings from other reviews that capable staff in well-resourced PBF Secretariats 
and/or dedicated capacities in RC Offices  make a fundamental difference in the portfolio coherence 
and ultimately, PBF project results.23  

In some contexts, particularly in the absence of PBF Secretariats, RC Offices and Peace and Development 
Advisers (PDAs) play critical roles in providing overall direction for PBF portfolios and ensuring 
coordination. For example, the evaluation of a ‘conflict prevention, social cohesion, and community 
resilience’ project in BARMM/Philippines (PBF/IRF-374) documents the critical role of the RC and the 
PDA in providing UN initiatives with a more strategic perspective. “The JP benefited from the strategic 
oversight of the RC from its inception. The RCO’s Peace and Development Advisor (not from any of the 
implementing agencies) played an important advisory and coordination role. The context is complex and 
sensitive and the UN´s added value in addition to project implementation, lies in the high-level advice, 
advocacy, and direction. The UN is highly influential, and having a senior UN PDA add inputs to the 
dialogue with the government was helpful in building relationships and creating linkages among project 
initiatives” (p. 10).  

The evaluation of various projects in Sudan (PBF/SDN/A-3, A-2, A-3, A-4, A-5, A-1) documents that the 
introduction of PBF seconded coordinators within lead UN agencies significantly improved 
coordination, highlighting the importance of dedicated roles at the country level from the onset. “The 
involvement of the PBF-supported Field Coordinators within the three lead UN agencies (UNDP, UNICEF, 
UNHCR) marked a significant stride in enhancing coordination and effectiveness of the program. Their 
contributions underscored the value of having robust and authoritative coordination at the ground level 
from the beginning of the program. This leads to an opportunity for the PBF secretariat to further expand 
its role beyond funding and monitoring. While the secretariat currently has a crucial role in these areas, 
there is a potential for it to more actively facilitate inter-agency collaboration. The successful 
implementation of projects by individual agencies provides a strong foundation for the PBF secretariat 
to build on to promote more integrated, collaborative projects. This approach would not only strengthen 
cross-agency collaboration but also solidify the implementation of Humanitarian-Development-Peace 

 

23 The important roles of PBF Secretariats and staffing and resourcing them appropriately is discussed in detail in 
the strategic review of the UN Peacebuilding Fund’s ‘Country Support for Design, Monitoring, and Evaluation 
initiative’ (PBF/IRF-99), as is the role of RC Offices and Peace and Development Advisers. 

“This increase in complementarity, coordination and synergy is, at least in part, attributed to the creation of 

the PBF Secretariat. Stakeholders consulted, particularly Agencies, recognized the critical role the Secretariat 

has played in enhancing complementarity, coordination and synergy. The Secretariat was notably seen as a 

valuable resource to inform project design and ensure coherence across the portfolio, given Secretariat staff 

detailed knowledge on the PBF portfolio and the short span of projects, which in some cases can leave little 

time to explore and develop opportunities for synergy. Moreover, the organization of synergy meetings across 

projects involving multiple Agencies is highly appreciated and valued” (The Gambia portfolio evaluation, p. 16). 
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(HDP) nexus practices. The evaluation team's observations suggest that with increased involvement from 
the PBF secretariat in fostering collaboration, the program could achieve greater synergies and a more 
cohesive impact across different initiatives.” (p. 84/85).  

This model of PBF seconded coordinators within lead UN agencies was not found in any of the other 
evaluations.  

iv. Coordination at the strategy and administrative levels 
The evaluations find that coordination and the creation of synergies are more effective when 
coordination occurs at both the overall programmatic strategy and administrative and financial levels. 
The evaluations provide examples of successful coordination and coherence across various levels within 
UN agencies and with external partners. For example, an evaluation of a project focused on ‘promoting 
inclusive political participation and eliminating violence against women in politics in Liberia’ (PBF/LBR/B-
4) notes that one factor that strengthened synergy-building among implementing partners was the 
different levels of coordination among them, including various coordination mechanisms.  
 
Several evaluations highlighting gaps in coordination, coherence, and synergies note that financial and 
administrative coordination occur more frequently than substantive exchange and coordination, 
including with donors. Strategic coordination and the facilitation of substantive exchanges on changes 
in context and their implications for the PBF portfolio are not occurring systematically across the board, 
but could be transformative for greater project- and portfolio-level impact. This is critical for both 
internal (UN) coherence and for working with external partners and donors. The Chad portfolio 
evaluation notes that the ongoing political transition in Chad presents both opportunities to promote 
peace and risks of future divisions, and that the various projects must not only be coherent and 
complementary but also reinforce one another. However, the evaluation notes that they have not yet 
been synergistic, due to a lack of information sharing and learning across projects. The evaluation notes 
that the external complementarity of the PBF, and more specifically its harmonization with donors, 
proved insufficient due to limited communication from the PBF Secretariat, a limited number of actors 
directly investing in peace in Chad, and the absence of a unifying actor or forum to facilitate joint analysis 
and exchange.  
 
v. Division of labor and avoiding duplication of efforts 
Many evaluations document a clear division of labor among implementing UN agencies in joint 
programming. While such a division of labor brings important clarity to roles, it also creates a dilemma 
that must be managed creatively to ensure the project operates under a shared vision. While it is noted 
as positive that UN agencies leverage their respective niches, roles, mandates, and expertise within 
jointly funded projects, an overall joint strategy and overarching coordination and communication, 
beyond specific technical results, are required.  
 
The evaluation of various projects in Sudan (PBF/SDN/A-3, A-2, A-3, A-4, A-5, A-1) notes: “[…] The 
program's approach to leveraging the strengths of various UN agencies and partners, by clearly dividing 
roles to enhance their comparative advantages, encountered obstacles in achieving coherent and 
coordinated efforts across different implementation levels. From local to regional stages, there were 
notable inconsistencies in collaboration and communication strategies. This was particularly evident in 
the comments from one KII, who pointed out, 'While agencies worked within their specializations, such 
as FAO focusing on agriculture and UNICEF on education, there often lacked a unified approach, leading 
to some overlap and gaps.' These issues resulted in disjointed efforts, underlining the need for more 
integrated communication and collaboration strategies to ensure a cohesive approach across all levels 
of the program” (p. 85). The role of the PBF lead agency was highlighted as critical in this regard and can 
make a big difference if communication and coordination are facilitated proactively.  
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Other evaluations note that even when PBF-funded initiatives were active in similar sectors – broadly 
speaking – as other initiatives, PBF covered a specific niche and provided a particular contribution.  For 
example, the evaluation of a South Sudan youth gang project (PBF/IRF-318) notes: “At the time of the 
project formulation, there were other interventions by aid agencies (Norwegian Church Aid, Strategic 
Initiative for Women in the Horn of Africa, Dorcas Aid, World Food Programme and UNESCO) on youth, 
street children, and sexual violence in Wau. Although this project could appear to duplicate existing 
initiatives, it actually filled gaps left by these interventions. Where they had similar activities, IOM and 
UNESCO were innovative” (p. 20/21). 

 

6. Design, monitoring, evaluation, and learning: Adaptive Peacebuilding 

The way the reviewed evaluations describe and assess 
existing DMEL frameworks and the capacities of PBF-
funded projects paints a mixed picture that aligns with 
observations from past synthesis reviews. While some 
evaluations assess the existence, validity, and strength 
of a project’s DMEL systems, few evaluations provide a 
comprehensive analysis of the strength of DMEL 
systems that PBF-funded projects have in place – and 
that the evaluations are ultimately based on. Several 
evaluations comment on the absence of basic project DMEL systems.  

Several evaluations also document the need to allocate sufficient resources to get DMEL ‘right’ for 
complex, multi-layered projects. This not only includes adequate financial resources but also the 
selection of individuals who combine DMEL experience with peacebuilding expertise and skills in 
knowledge sharing, learning, and collaboration among diverse stakeholders. It is not clear from the 
evaluations whether this implies that existing M&E budgets for PBF projects are not actually entirely 
spent or used for this purpose, or whether it refers to additional resources that would be required. 
Further analysis by PBF would be necessary to clarify this point.  

This section focuses on findings across the evaluations of adaptive peacebuilding, a particularly relevant 
area for PBSO in this synthesis review.  

ADAPTIVE PEACEBUILDING 
 

Overview 
The number of PBF-funded projects implementing adaptive management practices is increasing. 
Strong DMEL systems are the foundation for adaptive peacebuilding, and there is also a direct 
connection between adaptive and conflict-sensitive programming. The evaluations highlight several 
criteria that enable adaptive peacebuilding, such as continuous knowledge management, feedback 
mechanisms with local partners, and adaptive budgeting. The PBF localization pilots conducted in 
2025 confirm the utility of inception phases to nurture adaptive learning cultures.  

 

PBF’s ambition is to be a high-risk-tolerant fund that responds and adapts to quickly changing 
environments. Adaptive management has become more prominent within the international assistance 
community across development, humanitarian, peace, and human rights pillars. Adaptive 
peacebuilding refers to the specificities of adaptive management of peacebuilding initiatives.  

Definitions: 
 
Adaptive Management: Adaptive management refers to an approach to managing under conditions 
of ongoing uncertainty, which represents a paradigm shift from classic, linear approaches to planning, 

“Many programs really need the basics of design, 

monitoring, evaluation, and learning practices. Just 

an overview or a map of the portfolio, some basic 

design and some numbers would already be a big 

step ahead.” [Quote, key informant interview] 
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implementation, and evaluation.  It involves deliberately taking actions to learn and adapt as needed 
in the face of ongoing uncertainty. It is an intentional approach to decision-making and adjustment in 
response to new information and changes in context  (Better Evaluation, and ‘What is adaptive 
management and how does it work?’ by Patricia Rogers and Alice Macfarlan). 
Adaptive Peacebuilding: An approach in which peacebuilders, working closely with communities and 
people affected by conflict, actively engage in structured processes to sustain peace through an 
inductive methodology of iterative learning and adaptation. The adaptive peacebuilding approach 
embraces uncertainty, focuses on processes rather than end-states, and invests in the resilience of 
local and national institutions to promote change (Cedric de Coning: Adaptive Peacebuilding, 
International Affairs, 2018). 

 
Project evaluations provide various positive examples of how PBF-funded projects have implemented 
adaptive programming in practice:  
 
The evaluation of a project on ‘Challenging harmful and patriarchal gender norms for better mental 
health and peace and security amongst women and girls and communities in the Wunlit Triangle’ (South 
Sudan, PBF/IRF- 469) notes that Saferworld’s flexibility in relation to implementation plans was 
highlighted as one of the benefits of working with them. Partners reported that if they did not have 
sufficient time to implement an activity, they could discuss the situation with Saferworld, plan again, 
and implement it when the time was right. Project partners appreciated Saferworld's understanding of 
the constraints they faced, noting that this approach differs significantly from that of other organizations, 
which have very strict timelines and expect a full activity schedule to be adhered to, regardless of 
external and internal constraints (p. 16). 

Evaluations document how projects adapted appropriately to security challenges and changes in 
government leadership (for example, the evaluation of a cross-border project on ‘community resilience 
in The Gambia and Senegal’, PBF/IRF-430, 431), highlighting the need for flexibility and adaptability in 
project design and implementation to be able to respond to evolving contexts.  

Some evaluations also note the high level of flexibility and adaptability demonstrated by some projects 
in response to COVID-19. The evaluation of various projects in Sudan (PBF/SDN/A-3, A-2, A-3, A-4, A-5, 
A-1) found that quick action mitigated at least some of the economic fallout from the pandemic. “The 
PBF program in Darfur faced an unprecedented challenge with the advent of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
which coincided with significant political upheaval, including a military coup. […] One notable adaptation 
was the program’s emphasis on economic resilience and livelihood adaptation in response to the 
pandemic-induced economic downturn. The 'PBF Central Darfur End of Project Report 2022' highlighted 
initiatives such as vocational training for youth and support for local businesses, which were pivotal in 
mitigating the economic fallout. These efforts were particularly relevant in addressing the immediate 
needs of communities hit by both the pandemic and the ongoing conflict” (p.32). 

 

From an adaptive peacebuilding perspective, the following criteria emerge as critical for adaptive 
peacebuilding programming from the reviewed evaluations:  

i. Strong and adaptive DMEL systems are the basis for adaptive management 
The evaluation of a cross-border project 
on ’increased community resilience and social 
cohesion in The Gambia and Senegal’ (PBF/IRF-
431/430) found that the project had an active 
monitoring and evaluation system that enabled 
adjustments to changing circumstances. “This is 
particularly important given the dynamic context of 
border regions, where security issues and 

“During  a time when other donors pulled out of Sudan 

after the coup, PBF stayed and adapted to the new 

and quickly changing circumstances.” [Quote from key 

informant interviews]  

https://www.betterevaluation.org/methods-approaches/themes/monitoring-evaluation-support-adaptive-management
https://www.betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/2021-11/MandE_for_Adaptive_Management_WP2_What_Is_AM_%26_how_does_it_work_202009.pdf
https://www.betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/2021-11/MandE_for_Adaptive_Management_WP2_What_Is_AM_%26_how_does_it_work_202009.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/323189649_Adaptive_peacebuilding
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governmental changes could impact project implementation. The project demonstrated adaptability by 
addressing delays caused by military operations in the Casamance region and adjusting timelines 
accordingly” (p. 10).  

Involving project counterparts in monitoring and evaluation activities is critical to ensure adaptive 
project design and implementation. The evaluation of a ‘local and state level peace architecture project 
in North West Nigeria’ (PBF-IRF 480) documents the following: “The project established robust feedback 
mechanisms that allowed for the rapid incorporation of lessons learned. Stakeholders from diverse 
backgrounds, including government officials, community leaders, and representatives from civil society, 
were actively involved in monitoring and evaluation activities. This participatory approach not only 
enhanced the overall quality of the interventions but also facilitated future scalability and sustainability. 
In doing so, the project laid a strong foundation for long-term institutionalization of peacebuilding 
practices, ensuring that the gains made during the project period could be sustained beyond its lifecycle” 
(p. 37).  
 
The evaluation also documents that data collection and utilization were central to the project’s adaptive 
management strategy. “The evaluation revealed that the monitoring systems provided updated, 
evidence-based data that informed decision-making throughout the project lifecycle. This continuous 
flow of information allowed the project team to make timely adjustments in response to changing 
security conditions and operational challenges. Such data-driven adaptations not only minimized 
wastage but also ensured that learning was systematically integrated into the project’s implementation” 
(p. 39). 
 
ii. Continuous engagement and feedback loops with local partners enable adaptability  
The 2020 GYPI cohort evaluation assesses that prompt, localized feedback through M&E systems or 
partners was instrumental in adaptation. Factors contributing to timely adaptation across the evaluated 
projects included regular data collection, dedicated feedback systems, frequent communication and 
coordination between partners, especially very localized partners (CSOs/CBOs) who were ‘on the 
ground’. They could respond accordingly or adopt highly localized M&E plans, with local partners, 
beneficiary networks, or community members playing an important role in monitoring the context (p. 
13).  

The GYPI cohort evaluation highlights a positive example from a project in Haiti (PBF/IRF 407) on how 
localized feedback was used as part of the DMEL system to improve adaptability: “The close involvement 
of stakeholders and beneficiaries in the project planning, implementation, and monitoring of the context, 
alongside the implementing partners’ agility and UN PBF flexibility, allowed the project to adapt as the 
situation evolved constantly. The project closely monitored the context through the youth and 
community participants (Young Agents of Peace, Youth Consultative Committee, CBOs, community 
leaders) and the implementing partners’ staff and network of contacts in the communities. These local 
groups provided a quasi-permanent assessment of contextual challenges and risks and feedback on 
activities, enabling the project to adapt as the context evolved and to respond to the interests and 
recommendations of the target groups. During implementation, project activities and budget were 
adapted accordingly” (p. 14). 

The 2020 GYPI cohort evaluation provides the following examples when projects adapted well to new 
information (p.13):  

• “Use of mid-term reviews that indicated what needed to change to improve performance 

• Revision of planned activities after feedback from participants/resource person, piloting 
activities, or pre/post surveys 

• Identification of challenges requiring new solutions to enable the participation of young people 
and women, such as the provision of transport, childcare, internet connectivity, and coordination 
with local security institutions.  

Conversely, factors that contributed to less successful and/or timely adaptation included:  
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• Lengthier RUNO procedures; 

• Weak monitoring systems, sometimes with inadequate indicators and processes for data 
collection; 

• Challenges in internal project communication and participants' feedback, which in some 
instances impacted the project’s ability to respond to security challenges and to socio-cultural 
factors constraining implementation, including understanding fears and perceptions of 
participants, which limited their initial willingness to participate in the project;  

• Poor planning of activities (e.g., not aligned with events impacting implementation, for example, 
university exams, vacations, or the harvest period).” 
 

The evaluation of a project in Somalia (PBF/SOM/B-4) highlights how the project employed adaptive 
strategies by working very closely with local leaders: “Nevertheless, it is important to note that, to 
manage these challenges [resource limitations, logistical challenges, cultural sensitivities within existing 
conflict dynamics etc.] and maintain overall efficiency, the project team employed several adaptive 
strategies. They adjusted activities to maximize the use of available resources and focused efforts on the 
most critical needs identified by the community. Additionally, by working closely with local leaders, the 
project team leveraged local knowledge and networks to facilitate continued engagement and 
participation. This collaboration helped bridge gaps and ensure that the interventions remained relevant 
and effective, while adopting flexible planning and real-time monitoring to swiftly respond to emerging 
issues and adapt their approaches as needed” (p. 30).  

iii. Ongoing knowledge management, learning feedback loops, and reflective practice 
While PBF at the HQ level has made significant progress in knowledge management globally, this 
peacebuilding practice is not reflected evenly across PBF-funded country-level projects and portfolios 
(e.g., Chad portfolio evaluation; El Salvador portfolio evaluation). Some evaluations also document that 
projects could have done a better job in learning from past projects in similar sectors and areas (i.e., 
see the evaluation of a social cohesion program in the border area between Côte d’Ivoire and Guinea, 
PBF/IRF-423).  
 
The evaluation of an ‘inclusive governance and shared identity’ project in Kyrgyzstan (PBF/KGZ/B-7) 
documents how the project adopted adaptive measures in response to implementation challenges. 
These were mainly linked to a gap between the ambitious project objectives and the intended changes 
to be achieved within a two-year project timeline, and to implementation realities in the country. The 
evaluation highlights the following examples of how the project adapted accordingly:  

• “Operationalisating the IMCM [Inter-Ministerial Coordination Mechanism]: The Project faced 
significant challenges to establish a fully operational Interdepartmental Commission for the 
Kyrgyz Jarany Concept as the central national I4P [Infrastructure for Peace] platform. This 
included challenges of promoting coherence among multiple overlapping government 
policies/initiatives, and the reshuffling and reduction in the structure/staffing of key government 
bodies, which affected the Project’s ability to meaningfully engage and support national 
counterparts in promoting and aligning I4P at the central level. After time, the Project pivoted 
by responding to feedback and a government request to develop an Integrated National Action 
Plan on Social Cohesion as the best adaptive course of action to reinvigorate the Project’s original 
objectives […]” (p. 43). 

• “Passage of new/amended legislation for LSGs [Local Self-Governments], PwD [Persons with 
Disabilities] and Right to Equality and Protection from Discrimination: The Project encountered 
delays in legislative processes to which it provided design and consultation support. Supporting 
the drafting and passage of four laws within a two-year project was perhaps overly ambitious, 
especially when some of these legislative processes had already been ongoing for several years. 
While the PwD and Right to Equality and Protection from Discrimination bills encountered delays 
at the ministerial level and by a change of the Ombudsperson, the Project pivoted and adapted 
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by engaging and supporting parliamentarians to maintain forward momentum so the processes 
have continued beyond the end of the Project” (p.43).  

 
The PBF localization pilots document the utility of inception phases to create space and practices for 
adaptive thinking.  

 
iv. Adaptive program management needs to be supported by adaptive budgeting: The evaluation of a 
‘conflict prevention, social cohesion, and community resilience’ project in BARMM/Philippines (PBF/IRF-
374) documents that adaptive budget management tends to increase results if well managed. “The JP 
was able to deliver creatively and beyond what was expected due to some flexibility in the allocation of 
funds (e.g., consultancies). Although control is crucial and pre-set budget lines are needed, some 
flexibility within the limits of UN rules allows for creativity and adaptation to the context, thus leading to 
more results” (p. 11).  
 
v. Adaptive management and conflict sensitivity 
There is a clear connection between conflict sensitivity and the adaptive management of PBF-funded 
projects: flexibility in reprogramming activities in response to changing contexts and needs, 
responsiveness to the dynamic nature of conflict-affected environments, and attention to possible 
unintended harms a project might cause are critical for a conflict-sensitive approach. An evaluation of 
various PBF-funded projects in Sudan (PBF/SDN/A-3, A-2, A-3, A-4, A-5, A-1) documents: “The PBF-
supported programme's commitment to conflict sensitivity was evident in its adherence to principles of 
doing no harm and contributing to peacebuilding. Despite strengths such as adaptability, community 
involvement, and training for conflict sensitivity, challenges in service delivery, perceptions of 
marginalization, and navigating post-coup political complexities underscored the need for continuous 
adaptation and deeper engagement with local dynamics. The programme's efforts in involving local 
communities were commendable, yet the challenges and unintended impacts highlight the need for 
continuous adaptation and context monitoring for improved conflict-sensitivity” (p. 11).  

The evaluation of a project focused on ‘strengthening local and state level peace architectures for 
peacebuilding and prevention in Katsina and Kaduna States of North West Nigeria’ (PBF/IRF-480) 
demonstrates how the adaptive programming approach of the project was critical for the project’s 
relevance, impact and conflict-sensitive approach: “The project’s flexibility in adapting to real-time 
challenges and feedback—from shifting livelihood support models to adjusting security-sensitive 
activities—proved to be a key enabler of success. Mid-course changes, such as replacing cash transfers 
with cooperative savings schemes and integrating psychosocial support in response to emerging needs, 
improved both relevance and impact. The participatory monitoring approach allowed timely 
adjustments and contributed to stronger conflict sensitivity” (p. 63). 

 

Encouraging Adaptive Thinking and Flexibility. “The pilots also created space for adaptive thinking. By decoupling 

initial project development from funding constraints and fixed outputs, the inception phase enabled stakeholders to 

question underlying assumptions and test alternative approaches before committing to a single design path. In both 

contexts, participants noted that the iterative nature of the process allowed them to recalibrate intervention strategies 

based on new evidence or shifting dynamics. For example, in Kyrgyzstan, insights from community consultations led to 

a reconfiguration of geographic targeting to include border communities that had not been initially prioritized. In 

Madagascar, flexibility built into the process allowed the facilitation team to respond to logistical delays by adjusting 

engagement sequences without compromising quality. […] This underscores that inception phases nurture adaptive 

learning cultures, equipping actors to recalibrate strategies as contexts evolve rather than locking in rigid approaches 

too early” (Quote from internal PBF/PeaceNexus report on the pilot initiative of localization inception phases in 

Kyrgyzstan and Madagascar, 2025).  

 

 

Quote from the PBF/PeaceNexus report on the pilot initiative of localization phases in Kyrgyzstan 

and Madagascar (internal, August 20205): 
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V. Conclusions and Recommendations for PBF  

Since the first synthesis review of PBF evaluations (2017-2019), PBF and PBF-funded initiatives have 
made significant progress against the findings and recommendations. Progress has been made in the 
areas of portfolio-level coherence (mainly through the voluntary Strategic Results Frameworks- SRFs), 
the facilitation of learning and a PBF global community of practice; adaptive peacebuilding; advancing 
PBF’s approaches to increase the quality of engagement with local partners; conflict sensitivity; and 
experimenting with new and adapting existing DMEL approaches.  

Simultaneously, the complexity of the work and the multiple stakeholders involved in PBF-funded 
peacebuilding at different levels necessarily make progress uneven and incremental, requiring ongoing 
leadership and support from PBF. Such work in progress includes deepening the efforts to distill results 
and impacts at the PBF portfolio level; enhancing the quality of peacebuilding programming and for PBF 
to act as a role model for approving strong programs, specifically through more consistency and rigor 
during program design; consistently ensuring the availability of relevant capacities and staff to support 
quality programming especially during times of more limited funding; and enhancing the utility of 
project evaluations.  

The report concludes with five recommendations based on the findings of the 2023/2024 synthesis 
review and the analysis against past synthesis reviews’ findings. The recommendations provide a 
roadmap to further maximize the PBF's contributions to conflict prevention and sustainable peace in the 
years ahead. 
 
1. Prioritize quality peacebuilding programming based on strong design 
The many weak or intermediate evaluations reviewed for this synthesis indicate that too many PBF-
funded projects are based on insufficient project design and suboptimal approaches to DMEL 
frameworks, thereby limiting the ability to draw more widely relevant conclusions about peacebuilding 
effectiveness. In combination with other repeated findings that PBF could be more selective and rigorous 
in funding decisions, the synthesis review recommends further prioritizing the project and program 
design and inception phases. The ‘localization’ pilots PBF conducted recently also reconfirm the utility 
of deliberate inception phases, which strengthen project designs analytically and enhance their 
legitimacy. It reconfirmed that co-created theories of change not only enhance relevance and 
effectiveness but also foster ownership, thereby making subsequent implementation more 
sustainable.24 The current funding limitations in the peacebuilding sector can be an opportunity to fund 
fewer projects while incentivizing higher quality.  

2. Maintain adequate capacities at the country and HQ levels  
There is overwhelming evidence in this synthesis review and past synthesis reviews, the evaluation of 
the PBF DMEL project, and the PBF Strategy Mid-Term Review that strong capacities among the 
recipients of PBF funds (UN agencies, civil society organizations), among PBF Secretariats, and at PBF HQ 
are essential for relevant and impactful PBF programming. More limited global peacebuilding funding 
should not compromise the allocation of an adequate portion of PBF funding to sufficient staffing and 
the expertise required to implement and support peacebuilding projects. Less will be more – the 
recommendation is to fund fewer projects if funding realities dictate, but ensure they are adequately 
and strategically supported to deliver meaningful results. It is also critical to ensure a continuous 
feedback loop among global, regional, and thematic learning, particularly given the increasing number 
of programmatic lessons at the country level and the global reviews produced at HQ. PBF’s Program 
Support Team (PST) roster of consultants should be used strategically to address specific gaps or to 
temporarily fulfill certain functions in support of PBF-funded projects.  

 

24 PeaceNexus/PBF Report on the Pilot Initiative of Localization Phases in Kyrgyzstan and Madagascar, August 
2025  
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3. Continue the focus on empowering local partners and go deeper and further 
PBF is committed to following up on the findings from the 2022 Local Peacebuilding Thematic Review 
and past synthesis reviews, which indicate that PBF’s impact and sustainability can be enhanced by more 
fully reflecting local dynamics and priorities and by engaging local actors more effectively and 
meaningfully. The findings from this synthesis review clearly demonstrate that empowering local actors, 
primarily civil society actors, is the key to project sustainability and catalytic results. This is critical for 
demonstrating results and impact, and it is also prudent in times of limited funding. Building on lessons 
and recommendations from the localization pilots, PBF should draw practical conclusions about what it 
can do, in concrete terms, to further advance this agenda.  
  
4. Make project evaluations more useful across the board 
Many project evaluations still fall short, either being technically weak or focusing on documenting 
outputs without broader peacebuilding insights or lessons, thereby reducing their usefulness for uptake 
and learning. To make project evaluations more suitable, the following are recommended:  
 
- Ensure strong evaluation design (TOR) to make sure they don’t only quantify outputs and activities, 
but bring out lessons, and higher-level peacebuilding insights, embedding project results within the 
wider peace and conflict dynamics and institutional contexts. PBF should explore practical avenues to 
do this, for example, through closer involvement of PBF’s program officers, DMEL team, and additional 
support from PBF’s Program Support Team. PBF could leverage the UNEG (UN Evaluation Group) 
Peacebuilding Working Group, of which PBF is a Co-Chair. The latter is also based on the finding that 
project evaluations seem to be consistently stronger when lead agencies bring in their HQ evaluation 
capacity, regional offices, and peace and conflict advisers to help shape programs and evaluations.  
 
- Incentivize and reward strong evaluations: It is recommended to reintroduce some level of consistent 
quality assessment of evaluations (along the lines of what PBF did in 2022 through the independent 
evaluation quality assessments/EQA) and then provide feedback on the findings to the UN agencies. The 
findings from such evaluation-quality assessments could be incorporated as one criterion in the Project 
Appraisal Committee's criteria to inform the approval decision. They should also include information on 
how projects are integrating lessons from past evaluations. Quality assessments should evaluate not 
only the technical strength of an evaluation but also the relevance of its findings from a peacebuilding 
lessons-and-insights perspective.  
 
- Be clear about the purpose and key learning questions of evaluations early on: The project design 
and inception phases should be used to discuss and document what the purpose of the evaluation will 
be, what the key learning questions for the evaluation are (which can always be adapted later on), and 
how the evaluation will be used for learning and uptake after it is produced.   
 
- Establish regional pools of ‘vetted’ evaluators (with peacebuilding and DMEL skills): Follow through 
on the recommendation from the 2021/2022 synthesis review to establish regional pools of competent 
evaluators to address the ongoing challenge of weak evaluations and ensure consistency in both 
peacebuilding and DMEL skills of evaluators. Involvement of the UNEG could be leveraged for this 
purpose. Regional evaluators could also be paired in teams with people working internationally and/or 
with members of the PST roster.  

 
5. Continue to prioritize processes that enable planning for and monitoring of PBF portfolio-level 
impacts 
The portfolio evaluations demonstrate that it is not possible to draw conclusions about the impact of 
PBF-funded initiatives at the portfolio level without an overall theory of change and a strategic 
framework. This is a purpose that the voluntary Strategic Results Frameworks fulfill, as reiterated by 
the Mid-term Review of PBF’s Strategy (2023) and by some portfolio evaluations (e.g., El Salvador), which 
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recommend establishing an SRF. In addition to SRFs, the evaluations demonstrate the value of applying 
complexity-aware evaluation methodologies designed to assess higher-level changes in complex, multi-
layered portfolios in volatile environments, such as outcome harvesting or most significant change 
approaches. It is recommended that PBF encourage experimentation with such approaches; some of 
the strong evaluations reviewed have already done so. These are relatively low-cost methodologies that 
yield relevant, high-level results and impacts, and account for the fact that PBF-funded projects 
contribute to broader change processes in countries alongside other efforts, rather than seeking 
attribution. They require strong, capable facilitation by experts who combine expertise in peacebuilding, 
complexity-aware DMEL approaches, and multi-stakeholder facilitation. The Program Support Team 
roster can be further leveraged for this purpose.  
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ANNEXES:  
Annex I: Body of Analysis – Reviewed evaluations 

3 Portfolio Evaluations: 
Chad: Évaluation du portefeuille des projets du Fonds pour la consolidation de la paix (PBF) au Tchad 
2017 à 2023 (accessed on October 22nd, 2025) 
El Salvador: Evaluación Externa Del Portafolio PBF El Salvador 2027 – 2023 (accessed on October 22nd, 
2025) 
The Gambia: Independent Secretary-General’s Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) Portfolio Evaluation 2017-2022  
 
Cohort evaluation of GYPI projects approved in 2020: Evaluation of the United Nations Secretary 
General's Peacebuilding Fund 2020 GYPI cohort, 2024 (accessed on October 22nd, 2025) 
 
Impact evaluation of East Darfur, Sudan programme: Impact evaluation of the UN Secretary General’s 
Peacebuilding Fund-supported East Darfur Assalaya-Sheiria-Yassin Triangle of Peace and Coexistence 
project, 2024 (accessed on October 22nd, 2025) 
 
Reference Documents, previous Synthesis Reviews of PBF evaluations: 

• Synthesis Review of UN Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) 2021-2022 Evaluations and Evaluative 
Exercises, 2023. 

• Synthesis Review of 2020 Evaluations and Evaluative Exercises of Initiatives Supported by the 
Fund, 2021. 

• Synthesis Review, 2017-2019 PBF Portfolio and Project Evaluations, 2020. 
 
 
79 PBF Project Evaluations 2023 and 2024: 
Note: Project data reflected as provided by the UN Peacebuilding Fund.  

1  Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Global and Interregional 
MPTFO Project #: 92393, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-99 
Title: Country support for Design, Monitoring, and Evaluation 
Start Date: 2014-10-29, End Date: 2023-12-31  
Total Budget: $ 7,367,868.00 
Participating Organization: UNDPO (Department of Peace Operations), UNFPA (United Nations Population Fund), 
UNOPS (United Nations Office for Project Services) 

2 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Colombia 
MPTFO Project #: 114098, PBF ID: PBF/COL/A-4 
Title: De la financiación a la inversión para una paz sostenida (linked to project# 114099 & 119013) 
Start Date: 2019-01-17, End Date: 2021-01-31  
Total Budget: $ 3,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: Colombia Post-Conflict MPTF 

3 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Global and Interregional 
MPTFO Project #: 117260, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-302 
Title: Humanitarian-Development-Peacebuilding and Partnership Facility 
Start Date: 2019-08-23, End Date: 2026-09-30  
Total Budget: $ 11,136,632.00 
Participating Organization: UNOPS (United Nations Office for Project Services) 

4 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Chad 
MPTFO Project #: 118693, PBF ID: PBF/TCD/A-3 
Title: Prévention et gestion des tensions intercommunautaires à travers un meilleur accès aux et gestion 
rationnelle des ressources naturelles 
Start Date: 2019-11-13 , End Date: 2022-05-12  
Total Budget: $ 3,134,000 
Participating Organization: UNHCR (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees), WFP (World Food 
Programme) 

https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/evaluation_pbf_chad_2017_-_23_-_final_fr.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/informe_final_evaluacion_portafolio_pbf_el_salvador_21112023_entrega_final.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/pbf_portfolio_evaluation_2023_-_final_report_integrated_31jan2024.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_pbf_2021-2022.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_pbf_2021-2022.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review.pdf
https://www.un.org/peacebuilding/sites/www.un.org.peacebuilding/files/documents/synthesis_review_final_report.pdf
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5 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Mali 
MPTFO Project #: 118834, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-311 
Title: Appui à la gestion des risques liés à la dégradation environnementale à travers des mesures d’adaptation 
dans les zones à risque de conflits intercommunautaires 
Start Date: 2019-11-22, End Date: 2021-05-22  
Total Budget: $ 801,055.50 
Participating Organization: UNCDF (United Nations Capital Development Fund), UNIDO (United Nations 
Industrial Development Organization) 

6 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: South Sudan 
MPTFO Project #: 118940, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-318 
Title: Youth Action for Reduced Violence and Enhanced Social Cohesion in Wau, South Sudan 
Start Date: 2019-11-27, End Date: 2022-11-28 
Total Budget: $ 2,787,745.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), UNESCO (United Nations Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural Organization) 

7 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Guinea-Bissau 
MPTFO Project #: 119444, PBF ID: PBF/GNB/B-7 
Title: Strengthening the justice and security sector response to drug trafficking and transnational organized 
crime to reduce insecurity in Guinea-Bissau 
Start Date: 2019-12-28, End Date: 2025-12-01  
Total Budget: $ 4,300,900 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), UNDP (United Nations Development 
Programme), UNODC (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime) 

8 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Sudan 
MPTFO Project #: 119467, 119468, 119469, 119470, 119471, PBF ID: PBF/SDN/A-3, A-2, A-3, A-4, A-5, A-1 
Title: PBF/SDN/A-3: East Darfur: Assalaya-Sheiria-Yassin Triangle of Peace and Coexistence, PBF/SDN/A-2: 
Building Sustainable Peace and Social Cohesion in Tawilla Locality, North Darfur, PBF/SDN/A-4: Transition to 
Sustainable Peace in Central Darfur, PBF/SDN/A-5: Transition to Sustainable Peace in South Darfur, PBF/SDN/A-1: 
Durable Solutions for forced displacement in West Darfur 
Start Date: 2019-12-31, End Date: 2022-06-30  
Total Budget: $ 20,000,001 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UNHCR (United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees), UNICEF (United Nations Children’s Fund), FAO (Food and Agriculture 
Organization) 

9 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Gambia 
MPTFO Project #: 119603, PBF ID: PBF/GMB/A-2 
Title: Strengthening inclusive citizen engagement for more accountable governance in The Gambia 
Start Date: 2020-01-10, End Date: 2022-07-09  
Total Budget: $ 1,649,996.50 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)), UNICEF (United Nations 
Children’s Fund) 

10 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Madagascar 
MPTFO Project #: 119658, PBF ID: PBF/MDG/A-2 
Title: Appui à une gouvernance démocratique à Madagascar 
Start Date: 2020-01-15, End Date: 2022-07-15  
Total Budget: $ 2,012,840.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)), OHCHR (Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights), UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific, and 
Cultural Organization) 

11 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Liberia 
MPTFO Project #: 119682, PBF ID: PBF/LBR/H-3 
Title: Sustaining peace & reconciliation through strengthening land governance & dispute resolution 
mechanisms (Linked to LMPTF project# 119683) 
Start Date: 2020-01-15, End Date: 2023-04-15 
Total Budget: $ 3,996,522.49 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)), Liberia MPTF UN Window, 
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UN WOMEN (United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women), WFP (World Food 
Programme) 

12 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Mali 
MPTFO Project #: 119701, PBF ID: PBF/MLI/A-2 
Title: Appui au Cadre politique de gestion de la crise du centre du Mali 
Start Date: 2020-01-16, End Date: 2022-07-22 
Total Budget: $ 1,498,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 

13 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Guinea-Bissau 
MPTFO Project #: 119912, PBF ID: PBF/GNB/H-2 
Title: Political Stabilization and Reform through Confidence Building and Inclusive Dialogue 
Start Date: 2020-01-29, End Date: 2025-12-31 
Total Budget: $ 4,510,220.04 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UNESCO (United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization), UNFPA (United Nations Population Fund), WFP (World Food 
Programme) 

14 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Haiti 
MPTFO Project #: 119937, PBF ID: PBF/HTI/A-1 
Title: Renforcer l’accès à la justice des populations les plus vulnérables en particulier les femmes et les enfants 
en vue d’une meilleure cohésion sociale 
Start Date: 2020-01-30, End Date: 2022-01-29 
Total Budget: $ 4,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UNICEF (United Nations 
Children’s Fund), UN WOMEN (United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women) 

15 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Haiti 
MPTFO Project #: 119985, PBF ID: PBF/HTI/B-1 
Title: Renforcement des capacités des autorités nationales pour le contrôle des armes et des munitions 
Start Date: 2020-02-04, End Date: 2022-08-03 
Total Budget: $ 1,071,351.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), UNDP (United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP) 

16 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Mali 
MPTFO Project #: 120379, PBF ID: PBF/MLI/A-3 
Title: Approche intégrée pour lutter contre l’impunité et pour un accès amélioré à la justice dans le Centre du 
Mali 
Start Date: 2020-03-03, End Date: 2023-08-03 
Total Budget: $ 3,999,999.98 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Interpeace, OHCHR (Office 
of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights), UN WOMEN (United Nations Entity for Gender 
Equality and the Empowerment of Women) 

17 Evaluation year: 2023  
Countries: Guinea 
MPTFO Project #: 120480, PBF ID: PBF/GIN/D-7 
Title: Project to support youth participation in conflict prevention during election periods and the 
sustainability of local synergies between peace actors 
Start Date: 2020-03-09, End Date: 2022-03-09  
Total Budget: $ 2,026,890.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Search for Common 
Ground 

18 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Gambia 
MPTFO Project #: 120496, PBF ID: PBF/GMB/A-3 
Title: Strengthening Community Access to Justice, Community Policing, and Effective SGBV Response 
Start Date: 2020-03-10, End Date: 2022-09-09  
Total Budget: $ 1,649,988.15 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UNFPA (United Nations 
Population Fund), UNICEF (United Nations Children’s Fund) 
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19 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: South Sudan 
MPTFO Project #: 120688, PBF ID: PBF/SSD/B-1 
Title: PBF/SSD/B-1: Gender mainstreaming in Security Sector Reform 
Start Date: 2020-03-25, End Date: 2023-03-31 
Total Budget: $ 4,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UN WOMEN (United 
Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women) 

20 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Democratic Republic of the Congo 
MPTFO Project #: 122834, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-360 
Title: DRC-Rwanda Creating peace dividends for women and youth through increased cross-border trade and 
strengthened food security (DRC) 
Start Date: 2020-07-08, End Date: 2023-01-08  
Total Budget: $ 1,648,811.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), WFP (World Food 
Programme), FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization) 

21 Project Year: 2020, Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Tuvalu, Kiribati, Marshall Islands 
MPTFO Project #: 122865, 122866, 122867, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-362, 363, 364 
Title: Pacific Island Countries with a focus on Tuvalu, Kiribati, and Marshall Islands (Tuvalu) 
Start Date: 2020-07-09, End Date: 2023-07-16 
Total Budget: $ 3,200,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 

22 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Bolivia 
MPTFO Project #: 122936, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-366 
Title: Apoyando el diálogo y los derechos humanos para la construcción de paz en Bolivia 
Start Date: 2020-07-14, End Date: 2022-07-14 
Total Budget: $ 3,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)), OHCHR (Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights), UN WOMEN (United Nations Entity for Gender Equality 
and the Empowerment of Women) 

23 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Democratic Republic of the Congo 
MPTFO Project #: 123718, PBF ID: PBF/COD/A-5 
Title: Solutions durables pour la cohabiation pacifique entre les communautés twa et bantoue dans la province 
du Tanganyika 
Start Date: 2020-09-11, End Date: 2022-09-15 
Total Budget: $ 3,016,051.08 
Participating Organization: UNFPA (United Nations Population Fund), UNHCR (United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees), FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization) 

24 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Democratic Republic of the Congo 
MPTFO Project #: 123720, PBF ID: PBF/COD/A-7 
Title: Renforcer la cohésion sociale et la confiance entre la population et les autorités à travers la police de 
proximité le dialogue et la revitalisation socio-économique 
Start Date: 2020-09-11, End Date: 2023-03-15 
Total Budget: $ 4,555,025.34 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), UNDP (United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), UN WOMEN (United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women) 

25 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Mauritania 
MPTFO Project #: 123889, PBF ID: PBF/MRT/A-2 
Title: Consolidation de la paix à travers le renforcement de la cohésion sociale et l’amélioration de l’accès 
équitable aux ressources naturelles dans les zones frontalières du Guidimakha 
Start Date: 2020-09-22, End Date: 2022-03-22  
Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: WFP (World Food Programme), FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization) 

26 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Gabon, Chad, Cameroon 
MPTFO Project #: 124132, 124133, 124134 PBF ID: PBF/IRF-368, 369, 370 
Title: Les jeunes tisserands de la paix dans les régions transfrontalières du Gabon Cameroun et Tchad (Gabon)  
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Start Date: 2020-10-06, End Date: 2023-04-14 
Total Budget: $ 4,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization), UNODC 
(United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime) 

27 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Haiti 
MPTFO Project #: 124535, PBF ID: PBF/HTI/A-3 
Title: Réduction de la violence communautaire à Martissant et La Saline 
Start Date: 2020-10-26 00:00:00, End Date: 2022-10-25 00:00:00 
Total Budget: $ 2,698,000.0 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UNFPA (United Nations 
Population Fund), UNOPS (United Nations Office for Project Services) 

28 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Sierra Leone 
MPTFO Project #: 124562, PBF ID: PBF/SLE/D-3 
Title: Empowering youth at risk as resources for sustaining peace and community resilience in Tonkolili and 
Kenema districts in Sierra Leone 
Start Date: 2020-10-27, End Date: 2023-04-27 
Total Budget: $ 3,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)), UNFPA (United Nations 
Population Fund), FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization) 

29 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Central African Republic 
MPTFO Project #: 124597, PBF ID: PBF/CAF/A-13 
Title: PBF/CAF/A-13: Renforcer le dialogue et la paix au niveau communautaire pour la prévention et la gestion 
des conflits entre communautés de cultivateurs et de pasteurs ici désigné agro-pastorales. 
Start Date: 2020-10-28, End Date: 2022-10-28  
Total Budget: $ 3,000,000.0 
Participating Organization: UNFPA (United Nations Population Fund), FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization) 

30 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Guinea 
MPTFO Project #: 124727, PBF ID: PBF/GIN/A-13 
Title: Prévention des conflits intercommunautaires en Guinée forestière par une économie mutualisée et 
l’amélioration de la gouvernance foncière 
Start Date: 2020-11-10, End Date: 2022-11-09 
Total Budget: $ 2,095,409.92 
Participating Organization: OHCHR (Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights), WFP 
(World Food Programme), FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization) 

31 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Honduras 
MPTFO Project #: 124789, PBF ID: PBF/HND/H-1 
Title: Promoviendo transparencia, eficacia institucional e inclusión para la prevención de conflictos en Honduras. 
Start Date: 2020-11-13, End Date: 2023-05-12  
Total Budget: $ 2,999,999.47 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), OHCHR (Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights), UN WOMEN (United Nations Entity for Gender Equality 
and the Empowerment of Women) 

32 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Togo 
MPTFO Project #: 125134, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-371 
Title: Promotion de la participation des jeunes dans la prévention des conflits et renforcement de la cohésion 
sociale pour une paix durable au Togo 
Start Date: 2020-12-10, End Date: 2022-12-11 
Total Budget: $ 2,400,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)), UNFPA (United Nations 
Population Fund), UNICEF (United Nations Children’s Fund) 

33 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Mauritania, Mali 
MPTFO Project #: 125153, 125154, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-372, 373 
Title: Gestation des conflits et renforcement de la resilience agro-pastorale à la frontière Mauritano-Malienne 
(Mauritania) 
Start Date: 2020-12-11, End Date: 2022-12-10  
Total Budget: $ 3,000,000.00 
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Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), FAO (Food and Agriculture 
Organization) 

34 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Philippines 
MPTFO Project #: 125194, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-374 
Title: : Promoting conflict prevention, social cohesion, and community resilience in BARMM in the time of 
COVID-19 
Start Date: 2020-12-14, End Date: 2022-12-31 
Total Budget: $ 3,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), UNFPA (United Nations Population 
Fund), UN WOMEN (United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women) 

35 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Burkina Faso 
MPTFO Project #: 125450, PBF ID: PBF/BFA/B-2 
Title: Appui à la prévention des risques de détérioration de la cohésion sociale et de la paix dans le contexte de 
la riposte à la COVID-19 aux points d’entrée et dans les lieux de détention au Burkina Faso 
Start Date: 2021-01-06, End Date: 2023-01-06  
Total Budget: $ 2,000,000.0 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), UNODC (United Nations Office on 
Drugs and Crime) 

36 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Colombia 
MPTFO Project #: 125569, PBF ID: PBF/COL/B-1 
Title: Transformación territorial para el ejercicio libre y seguro de los liderazgos la defensa de los derechos 
humanos y los procesos de reincorporación (Linked to project #125568) 
Start Date: 2021-01-18, End Date: 2023-01-17  
Total Budget: $ 2,000,000.0 
Participating Organization: Colombia Post-Conflict MPTF 

37 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Burkina Faso 
MPTFO Project #: 125570, PBF ID: PBF/BFA/B-3 
Title: Appui au renforcement de la Cohésion sociale dans la region du Centre-Nord 
Start Date: 2021-01-18, End Date: 2023-06-30  
Total Budget: $ 2,500,000.0 
Participating Organization: UNFPA (United Nations Population Fund), UNHCR (United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees) 

38 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Guinea 
MPTFO Project #: 125576, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-380 
Title: : Action concertée des jeunes (femmes et hommes) leaders communautaires pour le renforcement de la 
cohésion sociale et la consolidation de la paix en Guinée Forestière 
Start Date: 2021-01-19, End Date: 2022-07-19  
Total Budget: $ 1,427,915.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), OHCHR (Office of the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Human Rights), UNFPA (United Nations Population Fund) 

39 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Madagascar 
MPTFO Project #: 125605, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-382 
Title: Soutien à la protection des jeunes défenseurs des droits de l’Homme et consolidateurs de la paix gage de la 
paix sociale et de la cohésion communautaire 
Start Date: 2021-01-19, End Date: 2023-01-21 
Total Budget: $ 1,250,000.00 
Participating Organization: OHCHR (Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights), UNESCO 
(United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization) 

40 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Solomon Islands 
MPTFO Project #: 125625, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-383 
Title: Gender Responsive Peacebuilding in Extractive Industries in Isabel Province, Solomon Islands 
Start Date: 2021-01-20, End Date: 2023-01-21 
Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), UNFPA (United Nations Population 
Fund) 
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41 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Sri Lanka 
MPTFO Project #: 125636, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-385 
Title: Protecting the Rights Space to Foster Peace in Sri Lanka 
MPTFO Project #.1: 125636 
Start Date: 2021-01-21, End Date: 2023-06-05  
Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.0 
Participating Organization: UNODC (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime), UNOPS (United Nations Office 
for Project Services) 

42 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Chad 
MPTFO Project #: 125642, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-388 
Title: Projet de prévention de a féminisation des modes opératoires des groupes armés non-étatiques au Tchad 
Start Date: 2021-01-2 , End Date: 2023-01-20  
Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.0 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UNICEF (United Nations 
Children’s Fund) 

43 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Mauritania 
MPTFO Project #: 125643, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-389 
Title: Renforcement du leadership des femmes dans la prévention et lutte contre l'extrémisme violent à travers 
la participation à la justice pénale la promotion de la cohésion sociale et de l'identité culturelle 
Start Date: 2021-01-21, End Date: 2022-07-20  
Total Budget: $ 999,328.64 
Participating Organization: UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization), UNODC 
(United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime) 

44 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Chad 
MPTFO Project #: 125860, PBF ID: PBF/TCD/B-1 
Title: PBF/TCD/B-1: Promouvoir la consolidation de la paix par la résolution des conflits et le dialogue entre les 
communautés et les autorités locales dans le nord du Tchad (Ngla-Ha) 
Start Date: 2021-02-05, End Date: 2023-08-04 
Total Budget: $ 3,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), Humanity and Inclusion 

45 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Colombia 
MPTFO Project #: 125909, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-401 
Title: Young and female peacebuilders in northern Cauca. Tradition meets innovation in community-led 
approaches to protection. 
Start Date: 2021-02-10, End Date: 2023-02-23 
Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: Norwegian Refugee Council - Colombia 

46 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Côte d’Ivoire 
MPTFO Project #: 125910, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-402 
Title: Initiative des Jeunes Leaders (Hommes et Femmes) Engagés pour la Consolidation de la Paix en Côte 
d’Ivoire – « IJEP » 
Start Date: 2021-02-10, End Date: 2023-02-28  
Total Budget: $ 1,252,602.00 
Participating Organization: CARE International 

47 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Côte d’Ivoire 
MPTFO Project #: 125911, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-403 
Title: PBF/IRF-403: Contribution à la construction d'une élite politique responsable à travers la gestion pacifique 
des crises dans l'espace universitaire en vue d'une paix durable en Côte d'Ivoire 
Start Date: 2021-02-10, End Date: 2023-02-10  
Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Interpeace, UNFPA (United 
Nations Population Fund) 

48 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: El Salvador 
MPTFO Project #: 125928, PBF ID: PBF/SLV/B-1 
Title: Fortalecimiento de la Paz y de los Derechos Humanos: a través de la Justicia Transicional el combate a la 
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Corrupción y fomento de la Transparencia 
Start Date: 2021-02-10, End Date: 2023-08-21 
Total Budget: $ 2,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), OHCHR (Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights), UNODC (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime) 

49 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Honduras 
MPTFO Project #: 125936, PBF ID: PBF/IRF- 410 
Title: PBF/IRF- 410: Comunidades constructoras de paz e igualdad (CONPAZ) 
Start Date: 2021-02-11, End Date: 2022-11-30  
Total Budget: $ 1,496,521.26 
Participating Organization: UNICEF (United Nations Children’s Fund), Fundación Nacional para el Desarrollo de 
Honduras 

50 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Central African Republic 
MPTFO Project #: 125954, PBF ID: PBF/IRF- 413 
Title: PBF/IRF- 413: Défenseuses des droits humains actrices de la consolidation de la paix 
Start Date: 2021-02-13, End Date: 2022-08-12  
Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Avocats Sans Frontières - 
Belgium 

51 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Madagascar 
MPTFO Project #: 126085, PBF ID: PBF/IRF- 416 
Title: : OBS-MADA: Observatoire des jeunes citoyens engagés pour une gouvernance plus inclusive, efficace et 
apaisée. 
Start Date: 2021-02-22, End Date: 2023-02-22  
Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Multi-Sector Info Service-
MDG 

52 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Guatemala, Honduras, El Salvador 
MPTFO Project #: 126440, 126441, 126442, PBF ID: PBF/IRF- 419, 420, 421 
Title: Respuesta Trinacional para una Movilidad Humana Digna Pacífica e Inclusiva en el Norte de Centroamérica  
Start Date: 2021-03-18, End Date: 2024-12-15  
Total Budget: $ 7,700,000.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), UNDP (United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), UNHCR (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees) 

53 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Niger 
MPTFO Project #: 128163, PBF ID: PBF/NER/B-4 
Title: : Appui à l’amélioration de la protection et à la sécurité communautaire des populations frontalières dans 
le nord de la région de Tillabéri 
MPTFO Project #.1: 128163 
Start Date: 2021-08-13, End Date: 2023-11-22  
Total Budget: $ 2,700,000.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), UNHCR (United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees), UNODC (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime) 

54 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Niger 
MPTFO Project #: 128164, PBF ID: PBF/NER/B-5 
Title: Prévention et gestion pacifique de conflits liés à l’accès et à la gestion des ressources naturelles dans les 
communes nord de la région de Zinder (PREGECON) 
Start Date: 2021-08-13, End Date: 2023-08-13  
Total Budget: $ 2,300,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNFPA (United Nations Population Fund), FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization) 

55 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea 
MPTFO Project #: 128878, 128879, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-423, 424 
Title: Consolider la Cohésion Sociale transfrontalière entre la Côte d’Ivoire et la Guinée pour une meilleure 
compréhension et anticipation des risques et le renforcement de la confiance et de la collaboration entre les 
acteurs locaux 
Start Date: 2021-10-06, End Date: 2023-10-06  
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Total Budget: $ 3,712,895.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), FAO (Food and Agriculture 
Organization) 

56 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Liberia 
MPTFO Project #: 128904, PBF ID: PBF/LBR/B-4 
Title: PBF/LBR/B-4: Promoting Inclusive Political Participation and Elimination of Violence Against Women in 
Politics 
Start Date: 2021-10-08, End Date: 2024-01-07  
Total Budget: $ 2,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UN WOMEN (United 
Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women) 

57 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Central African Republic 
MPTFO Project #: 129009, PBF ID: PBF/CAF/A-14 
Title: Appui au Dialogue Social et Communautaire Inclusif pour la Paix en République Centrafricaine 
Start Date: 2021-10-14, End Date: 2024-02-15 
Total Budget: $ 3,508,594.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UN WOMEN (United 
Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women) 

58 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Sierra Leone, Guinea 
MPTFO Project #: 129231, 00129232, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-425, 426 
Title: PBF/IRF-425: Building cross-border peace and strengthening sustainable livelihoods of cattle herders and 
crop farmers in Sierra Leone and Guinea (Sierra Leone) 
Start Date: 2021-11-04, End Date: 2024-05-07  
Total Budget: $ 4,550,000.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), WFP (World Food Programme) 

59 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Chad 
MPTFO Project #: 129236, PBF ID: PBF/TCD/B-5 
Title: Appui à une transition institutionnelle et politique inclusive et apaisée au Tchad 
Start Date: 2021-11-05, End Date: 2023-05-11  
Total Budget: $ 4,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), OHCHR (Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights), UNFPA (United Nations Population Fund) 

60 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Somalia 
MPTFO Project #: 129369, PBF ID: PBF/SOM/A-8 
Title: Women, Peace, and Protection Programme 
Start Date: 2021-11-17, End Date: 2024-07-18 
Total Budget: $ 5,000,000.33 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UN WOMEN (United 
Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women) 

61 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Sri Lanka 
MPTFO Project #: 129535, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-427 
Title: Countering hate speech through education and advocacy for improving social cohesion in Sri Lanka 
Start Date: 2021-12-01, End Date: 2024-03-01 
Total Budget: $ 3,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)), UNICEF (United Nations 
Children’s Fund) 

62 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Guinea 
MPTFO Project #: 129551, PBF ID: PBF/GIN/B-10 
Title: Renforcement du dialogue multi-acteurs pour une gouvernance foncière et environnementale responsable 
en Basse Guinée. 
Start Date: 2021-12-03, End Date: 2024-06-08  
Total Budget: $ 2,100,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UNHABITAT (United 
Nations Human Settlements Programme), ACORD Guinee 

63 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Côte d’Ivoire 
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MPTFO Project #: 129587, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-428 
Title: Renforcer la gouvernance des zones frontalières pour consolider la cohésion sociale et prévenir les conflits 
(CIV) 
Start Date: 2021-12-07, End Date: 2024-06-06 
Total Budget: $ 1,950,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UNICEF (United Nations 
Children’s Fund) 

64 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: South Sudan 
MPTFO Project #: 129661, PBF ID: PBF/SSD/B-2 
Title: Community Action for Peaceful Resolution of Housing, Land, and Property (HLP) Disputes and Conflicts 
Start Date: 2021-12-10, End Date: 2024-06-10  
Total Budget: $ 3,700,000.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), FAO (Food and Agriculture 
Organization) 

65 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Gambia 
MPTFO Project #: 129699, 129700, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-430/431 
Title: Supporting cross-border cooperation for increased community resilience and social cohesion in The 
Gambia and Senegal  
Start Date: 2021-12-14, End Date: 2024-06-14 
Total Budget: $ 3,800,000.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), FAO (Food and Agriculture 
Organization) 

66 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Kyrgyzstan 
MPTFO Project #: 129739, PBF ID: PBF/KGZ/B-7 
Title: Inclusive governance and shared identity for sustainable peace and development 
Start Date: 2021-12-16, End Date: 2024-06-16  
Total Budget: $ 3,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), OHCHR (Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights), UNICEF (United Nations Children’s Fund) 

67 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Kenya 
MPTFO Project #: 130048, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-453 
Title: PBF/IRF-453: Enhancing Early Warning & Prevention to Counter Hate Speech and Incitement Ahead of the 
2022 Elections in Kenya 
Start Date: 2022-01-08, End Date: 2023-04-10  
Total Budget: $ 1,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), OHCHR (Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights) 

68 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Burundi 
MPTFO Project #: 130463, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-460 
Title: Amélioration De L’Accès À La Terre De La Femme Burundaise 
Start Date: 2022-02-10, End Date: 2023-08-11  
Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: Cordaid 

69 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Central African Republic 
MPTFO Project #: 130464, PBF ID: PBF/IRF- 467 
Title: Disarmament of the heart - Promoting young people’s mental health and psychosocial well-being to build a 
peaceful future for the Central African Republic. 
Start Date: 2022-02-10, End Date: 2024-02-11  
Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: DanChurchAid 

70 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Niger 
MPTFO Project #: 130502, PBF ID: PBF/IRF- 462 
Title: La jeunesse nigérienne en action : Soutenir le rôle actif des jeunes femmes et hommes pour la 
consolidation de la paix dans les départements de Diffa Bosso (Commune de Bosso et Toumour) et N’Guigmi 
Start Date: 2022-02-15, End Date: 2023-12-18  
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Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), Search for Common Ground 

71 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: South Sudan 
MPTFO Project #: 130571, PBF ID: PBF/IRF- 469 
Title: Challenging harmful and patriarchal gender norms for better mental health, peace, and security amongst 
women and girls and communities in the Wunlit Triangle 
Start Date: 2022-02-18, End Date: 2024-02-21 
Total Budget: $ 2,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: Saferworld 

72 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Somalia 
MPTFO Project #: 130612, PBF ID: PBF/SOM/C-1 
Title: Bridging the “Youth Gap” – Strengthening Community-Based Reintegration Mechanisms – A IOM/UNICEF 
Partnership for Community Youth and Youth Formerly Associated with Al-Shabaab 
Start Date: 2022-02-22, End Date: 2023-08-23 
Total Budget: $ 3,000,000.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), UNICEF (United Nations Children’s 
Fund) 

73 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Burkina Faso, Mali 
MPTFO Project #: 130615, 130616, PBF ID: PBF/BFA/B-6, PBF/MLI/B-1 
Title: Appui aux Initiatives Locales de promotion de la Paix  
Start Date: 2022-02-22, End Date: 2024-08-24  
Total Budget: $ 1,444,543.00 
Participating Organization: Mercy Corps 

74 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Haiti 
MPTFO Project #: 130791, PBF ID: PBF/IRF- 464 
Title: Fanm Djanm pou Lapè ak Rekonsilyasyon 
Start Date: 2022-03-08, End Date: 2024-09-30 
Total Budget: $ 1,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: CONCERN Worldwide 

75 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Democratic Republic of the Congo 
MPTFO Project #: 131128, PBF ID: PBF/IRF- 473 
Title: Artisanes de Paix: Setting inclusive Peacebuilding Networks in Tanganyika and addressing land issues in 
displaced Twa and Bantu communities 
Start Date: 2022-03-23 00:00:00, End Date: 2024-06-28 00:00:00 
Total Budget: $ 996,564.00 
Participating Organization: Tearfund 

76 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Nigeria 
MPTFO Project #: 132748, PBF ID: PBF/IRF- 480 
Title: Strengthening Local and State Level Peace Architectures for Peacebuilding and Prevention in Katsina and 
Kaduna States of North West Nigeria 
Start Date: 2022-07-28, End Date: 2025-01-30  
Total Budget: $ 2,129,728.00 
Participating Organization: IOM (International Organization for Migration), UNDP (United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP)), UN WOMEN (United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women) 

77 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Lesotho  
MPTFO Project #: 126359, PBF ID: PBF/IRF-422 
Title: Effective Implementation of Lesotho National Security Sector Reforms for Peacebuilding   Start Date: 2023 
– 12 3, End Date: 2023 03 14 
Total budget: $1,500,140.00  
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), OHCHR (Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights) 

78 Evaluation year: 2023 
Countries: Central African Republic  
MPTFO Project #: 124596, PBF ID: PBF/CAF/A-12 
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Title: Projet d’Appui aux Solutions Durables pour les personnes déplacées ou retournées et leurs communautés 
d'accueil ainsi que pour les enfants libérés des groupes armés dans les préfectures de l’Ouham-Pende et de la 
Basse-Kotto  
Start Date: 2020-10-28, End Date: 2023-02-17  
Total budget: $3,000,000.00   
Participating Organization: UNDP (United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), UNICEF (United Nations 
Children’s Fund) 

79 Evaluation year: 2024 
Countries: Somalia  
MPTFO Project #: 140124, PBD ID: PBF/SOM/B-4 
Title: The Somalia Women and Youth Peacebuilding Project For Your Rights, Inclusive Governance, Harmony, 
Trust, and Social Cohesion In Southwest State and Banadir (SWYPP FOR YOUR RIGHTS) 
Start Date: 2023 – 03-27, End Date: 2025 – 09 – 11   
Total budget: $1,500,000.00 
Participating Organization: IRC (International Rescue Committee)  
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Annex II: Interviews conducted 

Name Organization 

Nigina (Khaitova) Qminacci UN PBSO/PBF 

Bushra Hassan UN PBSO/PBF 

Kyle Jacques UN PBSO/PBF 

Deborah Gribaudo UN PBSO/PBF  

Sara Lo UN PBSO/PBF  
Sara Bottin  UN PBSO/PBF  

Bautista Logioco UN PBSO/PBF  

Alexandre Naud Cowater International  

Paul Thissen 3ie – International Initiative for Impact Evaluation  
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Annex III: Abbreviations used 

BARMM Bangsamoro Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao 

CBO Community-based organization 

CCA UN Common Country Analysis 

CoP Community of Practice 

CSO Civil society organization 

DDR Demobilization, disarmament, and reintegration 
DMEL Design, Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning 

DPPA UN Department for Political and Peacebuilding Affairs 

(I)NGO (International) non-governmental organization  

IRF Immediate Response Facility  

JP Joint Program  

JSC  Joint Steering Committee 

GBV Gender-based violence  
GYPI Gender and Youth Promotion Initiative (PBF) 

HDP Nexus Humanitarian – Development – Peacebuilding Nexus 

HQ Headquarters 

MHPSS Mental health and psychosocial support  
MPTFO Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office MPTFO 

NGO Non-governmental organization 

NUNO Recipient non-UN organization (of PBF funding) 
OECD - DAC Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development – Development 

Assistance Committee 

PBF  UN Secretary-General’s Peacebuilding Fund  

PBSO UN Peacebuilding Support Office  
PDA Peace and Development Adviser  

PRF  Peacebuilding and Reconstruction Facility  

PST PBF’s Program Support Team (Roster of Consultants) 
RC/RCO UN Resident Coordinator/Resident Coordinator’s Office 

RUNOs Recipient UN organization (of PBF funding) 

SG UN Secretary-General  

SGBV Sexual and Gender-Based Violence 

SRFs Strategic Frameworks 

SSR Security sector reform 

ToR Terms of reference  

UN United Nations  

UNCT UN Country Team 

UNEG UN Evaluation Group  

UNSDCF United Nations Sustainable Development Cooperation Framework 

WPS Women, Peace and Security 

YPS Youth Peace and Security  

 

 


	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	I. Background
	II. Scope
	III. Methodology
	Approach to Analysis
	Overview of the nature of the reviewed evaluations and limitations

	IV. Analysis of 2023-2024 evaluations
	1. Peacebuilding Relevance and Theories of Change
	2. Effectiveness: Results and Impacts – Highlights from the evaluations
	3. National ownership, engagement of local partners, and inclusion
	4. Catalytic effects and sustainability
	5. Collaboration, synergies, and coherence
	6. Design, monitoring, evaluation, and learning: Adaptive Peacebuilding

	V. Conclusions and Recommendations for PBF
	ANNEXES:
	Annex I: Body of Analysis – Reviewed evaluations
	Annex II: Interviews conducted
	Annex III: Abbreviations used




