United Nations Peacebuilding Support Office

United Nations Peacebuilding Fund (PBF)
Guidelines on application and use of funds

April 2014

FAST

RISK-TAKING CATALYTIC



B I T T e o [ T o o 1 S 2

2. What is PeacebuUilding? ...............eeeeeeeeeeieeeireeireeeeeereereseresssnsernssressssessessssssssssssnssenssensssnsssnsssnnes 4
2.1 Definitions and Policy Development.........cccvciiiiiiuiiiiieniiiiiinmieiiismeiieaeiiismsiessssstessssssssssssenns 4
2.2 Resources for Peacebuilding Programming .......cccecceiiiuuiiiiiinniiniiiniiiiiniimes 5

3. The Peacebuilding FUNC (PBF) .........ccu.ceeeueereuereenserenserensserensesenssesesosenssesssssssnsssssssesenssessssessnssssnns 8
3.1 LT F= 0 T ] 8
3.2 What are the PBF FUNding MechaniSms? ........cccccviieiiinniiiiiinniiiiinueiiiiemsiesmiimssssnes 8
3.3 What Does the PBF SUPPOIT?.....cccciiiiiiiuiiiiiiiiiiniiinniiiiienmsiiniesmisisemsisimessissiessssessssssssssssssssanes 10
34 Gender responsiveness as a cross-cutting approach ........cccccceiiveuiiciiiiiiniiiiiie e 11
3.5 Conflict sensitivity as a cross-cutting approach ..........cccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 12
3.6 Risk taking, innovation and catalytic effects .......cccccorreeeeiiiieciiiircccrrcerrre e e 13
3.7 Who Can Receive FUNAING? ........civieeiiiiieiciieieieeteneeeereennseseennssessennsssssassssseenssssssenasssssennnssssenns 13
3.8 How to Apply for PBF Funding at the Country-Level?..........c..cirieeiiiiireciirrecerrrreeee s reeeeerenneens 14
3.9 Key ACtOrs INVOIVE ........cceuiiieecciieeccrreec e reieees s e e s s e ranseseenns s eenasssssennssssnnsssssesnssssseennnnssnennn 14

4. Country Eligibility for Accessing PBF funding ............cccceeuuceirvvneciirivnniisnsennscssssnsssssssnssssssnnsens 18
4.1 Eligibility CONSUItation ProCESS .....cccuuiiiieeeuieiierenieierensereennseeeeenasssssennssssreenssssssenssssenssssssennssssssnnes 18
4.2 Country Eligibility Application ProCess .......cccccciiieeeiiriieeieiiieeeeeiienneerieenssesseenssssssenssssennssessennsnnns 18
4.3 Eligibility Criteria..cccue e iieeeeciiiiice e et et e e erre e e s e sanee e s e e nnsaessenasssssennssssnnsssssesnnssssnennsnnsnennn 18

5. The Immediate Response FACIlItY (IRF) ............ccouvmueeeeuueeeeiinineneeennnsessssssssssmsnssssssssssssssnsssssssssssnns 20
5.1 IRF Project Proposal Preparation and SUbMISSION ......cccceeuiiiiieiiiiiieeicrreeeccsrereecs e eeeee e e e enene senens 20
5.2 IRF APPrOVAl PrOCESS....cccuuiiiirunieiiieeneeiienneereennsaessennssessennsssssesnssssseenssssssennsssssnsssssesnssssssennsssssenns 21
5.3 Project Implementation, Changes and ClOSUNE..........ccceuuciiieeeciiieennieriieneeerrrnnneerraseeseennssesseennnnns 22

6. The Peacebuilding and Recovery FACIlity (PRF) .........c.ceuuueeeiieiieeeeennnesisssinneneensssssssssssesensssssssnnns 24
6.1 Peacebuilding Priority Plan.........cccceuiiiiiieiiiieieccrerecsreeeeeessenansssenasssseenssssssenssssenssssssenasssssennes 24
6.2 The Joint Steering ComMmMIttee (JSC) .....irremniiiiiieceiieecierreneceereneneerernnseereenssssssennssssrennnssennnsasnens 29
6.3 Project Development and Selection at the Country Level ..........cceciemiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiircreecnenceeeenes 30
6.4 PRF Project Implementation, Amendment and ClOSUre ..........ccceeeeiiiuniiiniinniiniinnienieneniene 32

7. Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E): Reflective Peacebuilding............cccceeuueeveurereeereveenerennserennenens 35
7.1 PBF Performance Management Plan.......ccccciiuuiiiiiiiiiiniiiniinnieniieieeiiessiessssssssssesses 35
7.2 Developing a Results FrameWOrkK........ccccviiiiiiiiuiiiiiiiiniiiniieiiemiiemsiiesiiiestiesssessssssssnes 35
7.3 Developing an M&E Plan.........ccciiiiiiiiiiiinniiiiiiiiiiiniiiemeiiesseiiesmsiesmseiessssssssssssssesssssssenes 38
7.4 Reporting requirements and responsibilities........cccccvviiiiimiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 39
7.5 Independent Programme EValuations........ccccuuiiiiiiiniiiniiiniiimesesees 40

PBF Guidelines, 2014 1



1. Introduction

These guidelines are an update of the original étralcling Fund (PBF) Application Guidelines, apprdwby
the General Assembly in June 2009 and first pubtisim October 2009 following a revision of the Terof
Reference of the Peacebuilding Fund (A/63/818).

Much experience has been gained since the origjnalelines were published and this version seeks to
incorporate those lessons. In addition, the fiBERlobal workshop was held in July 2013 in Capeviio
resulting in an exchange of lessons and commentheprevious version of the Guidelines from callées
and partners in the field. Furthermore, helpful ommts were received from the UNDP’s Multi Partneust
Fund Office (MPTF-O), the PBF's Administrative Aderand other key partners in the UN system via
consultations at headquarters (PCG).

These guidelines are intended to provide users pasiic information on the PBF, especially on apyyor,
using and reporting on the funds. The primary uaezsintended to be the potential Fund users (Uiheigs in
the field) and Fund oversight agencies (membetkeofoint Steering Committees etc).

The guidelines are web-based and accessible girdutbugh the PBF websitevvw.unpbf.org. They are
accompanied by various templates that are to be fse eligibility and budget requests related te th
Immediate Response aRgacebuildingRecovery Facilitiesas well as for monitoring and reporting.

Below is a chapter by chapter summary of the kegnghs to this version of the Guidelines from thedia
2013 version:

Chapter 2: What is Peacebuilding
e Addition of a couple of new resources and thekdin

Chapter 3: The Peacebuilding Fund
* Further clarification of the PBF intended addedieab peacebuilding;
* An expanded explanation of the scope and focuseoFbur Priority Areas supported by PBF;
* A strengthened section on gender responsiveneshanse of gender marker by PBF;
* A new section on conflict sensitive programming;
* A new section on risk-taking, innovation and cdiabgffects with PBF support;
* A few clarifications on who can receive funding d@hd role of various actors, including the additan
bilateral donors and international financing instants.

Chapter 4: Country Eligibility for Accessing PBF Funds
* Further clarification of the timing of eligibilityequests;
» Further clarification of the step-by-step processdligibility requests;
* Further clarification of eligibility criteria.

Chapter 5: Immediate Response Facility
e Clarification of maximum IRF funding amounts;
« Further explanation of PBSO review criteria for HiRF
e Further clarification on project amendments, extemsand closure.

Chapter 6: Peacebuilding and Recovery Facility
» Further clarification of potential PBSO ‘surge sagpfor countries applying for PRF support;
* Explanation of a phased approach to Priority Plans;
« Simplification of the Priority Plan outline;
* Further detail on the role of the Joint Steeringn@ottee, Technical Committee and the PBF
Secretariat, including the requirement of PBSO aygirfor PBF Secretariat projects;
e Further elaboration of criteria for JSC approvapadjects;
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« Explanation of ‘quick start’ project approvals yirt Steering Committees;
e Clarification of requirements for project amendnsesutd closure.

Chapter 7: Monitoring and Evaluation

* Detailed explanation of results frameworks for P®iBport, including a two-phase approach to Priority
Plan results frameworks;

« Detailed explanation of M&E Plans for PBF supportjuding at Priority Plan and project level;

« Further information on reporting requirements, iiithg the new annual report by Joint Steering
Committees against the Priority Plan;

e Clarification of requirements for PBF evaluatiomgluding new criteria for project-level evaluatfon
and management of all programme evaluations by RB&@er than at country level.
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2. What is Peacebuilding?

2.1 Definitions and Policy Development

In his 1992 report, “An Agenda for Peace,” forméy Becretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali introduite
concept of peacebuilding to the UN as “action teniify and support structures, which will tend teesgthen
and solidify peace in order to avoid a relapse aunflict.” Over the years, various efforts have been made to
elaborate on this definition. The Brahimi Repodnfr 2000 defined peacebuilding as “activities uraleh on

the far side of conflict to reassemble the fouradegi of peace and provide the tools for buildingtioose
foundations something that is more than just theembe of war? In 2007, the Secretary-General's Policy
Committee has described peacebuilding as:

“A range of measures targeted to reduce the rislapding or relapsing into conflict by strengthenin
national capacities at all levels for conflict mgement, and to lay the foundation for sustainaklecp
and development. Peacebuilding strategies mustoherent and tailored to the specific needs of the
country concerned, based on national ownershipshodld comprise a carefully prioritized, sequenced
and relatively narrow set of activities aimed dtiaging the above objectived.”

The Secretary-General has set out his vision fac@euilding in three reports on post-conflict péadiding,’
and one on women'’s participation in peacebuildiiBhe 2009 report identified five recurring prigrireas for
international assistance:

Support to basic safety and security;

Political processes;

Provision of basic services;

Restoration of core government functions; and
Economic revitalization.

arwpdpE

The report also laid out an accompanying agendaattion for the UN. The 2010 report on women’s
participation in peacebuilding details the Secsetaeneral’s Seven-Point Action Plan on Gender-Resipe
Peacebuilding, including specific targets for eatthe seven points (conflict resolution, post-diehplanning,
post-conflict financing, gender-responsive civiliatapacity, women’s representation in post-conflict
governance, rule of law and economic recovery).

Despite such increased attention on peacebuildoligypand practice since Boutros Boutros-Ghali'giah
observations, the 2012 report states that the WNtarpartners must do more to ensure that cosngrieerging
from conflict are able to contain and manage confliemselves and transform it into sustainable@ea@he
report identifies inclusivity, institution buildingnd sustained international support, as criticgloas in
preventing relapse into violence and producing nresglient societies. The report also notes thatessful
peacebuilding processes must be transformativatiogespace for a wider set of actors — includiramen,
youth, marginalized groups, civil society, and fh@vate sector — to participate in national pogtftiot
decision-making. With respect to institution builgj the report observes that public administraéinod social
services delivered equitably and accountably cdp he addressing grievances and rebuilding a cgimtr
legitimacy.

The 2012 report reflects not only lessons learmethfthe UN's experience in peacebuilding, but alsder
policy discussions that have taken place amongstgimiilding stakeholders. Countries emerging fronflict
together with development partners, the UN and rotikernational organizations, have articulatedhared
vision of peacebuilding through the Internation#lBgue on Peacebuilding and State-building. Thes Deal

L AJATI277 - S/24111, para. 21.

2 A/55/305-S/2000/809, para. 13.

3 Decision of the Secretary-General, May 2007.

“ AI63/881-S/2009/304, A/64/866—-S/2010/386 and AI8F/S/2012/746.
® A/65/354—S/2010/466
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for Engagement in Fragile Stafea,policy framework emanating from the Dialogueritifies five overarching
peacebuilding and state-building goals:

Legitimate (inclusive) politics;

People’s security;

Access to justice;

Employment generation and livelihoods support; and
Accountable revenue management and service delivery

arwbdpRE

The New Dealemphasizes the need to anchor support activiti@snationally owned peacebuilding plan (One
Vision/One Plan) and endorses the use of compasta means to implement those plans. The PBFilcoiets

to the achievement of these peacebuilding and-btaléing goals, and looks for opportunities withig current
Priority Areas to support the New Deal principles.

Various policies have stated clearly the “why” d@hd “what” of peacebuilding. Both the Secretarya€mal’s
2009 report and the New Deal clearly establishdtepe of peacebuilding — i.e. it encompasses tesyi
ranging from politics and security to social seegi@nd livelihoods. The broadening of the scogeben an
important development in recent years. Yet, whatvarious reports and definitions have been lessessful
at is the “how” and what makes an intervention peadding and how it contributes to a reductioriha risk
of relapse. Any intervention, whether a DDR prognee or the construction of a school, can easild lea
more conflict. A clear theory of change, basedaotonflict analysis, is needed to ensure that vetgions
reduce the risk of relapse.

At an aggregate level, one could distinguish fawal theories of change:

1. Address drivers and root causes (e.g. horizonégjualities)

2. Build institutions and capacities of individualenemunities and authorities to manage conflict
and deliver services (e.g. political, security,tigess and government institutions that deliver
social services)

3. Enhance social cohesion and build trust among kgotups (society-society relations) (e.g.
reconciliation processes)

4. Build trust in and legitimacy of governments (stateiety relations) (e.g. political dialogue)

Within this general framework, peacebuilding prognaes are strategic, prioritized interventions driby the
analysis of peace and conflict that address uniderlgauses or drivers and consequences of confliwse
programmes build confidence in peace agreementsransitional processes, and contribute to rejosocial
contracts between the state and the people, imguitirough the building of institutions and theidsty of
services, and strengthening inter- and intra-conahwsocial cohesion. They may include activitiest tha
facilitate inclusive participation in political ptesses, dialogue and reconciliation, or strengémasess to
justice and human security. They may also incluelgcp dividends: tangible results of peace thateligeered
ideally by the state, or are at least attributablét, and are accessible to communities in a matimat is
perceived as addressing inequalities, marginatinatr grievances. They also create incentives dorviolent
behavior, reduce fear amongst the general popuolama begin the process of instilling trust in itagtons and
the larger peace process. Public administration sowial services, delivered in an effective anditagle
manner, can address grievances that underlieggetriviolent conflict and offer a means for thaesta reach
out to society and rebuild its legitimacy and sysef accountability.

2.2 Resources for Peacebuilding Programming
Developing a programmatic response to peacebuilgif@yities is a multi-step process that requiresfiict

analysi§, including a consideration of the specific waysvinich conflict impacts genders differently; a theo
of changé& an informed risk assessment, and a robust mamit@nd evaluation framework. The UN system

® http://www.newdeal4peace.org/wordpress/wp-cont@iads/New-Deal-for-engagement-in-fragile-statfs.p
" A compact is a formal agreement between the rmigiovernment and Fund providers

8 See PBF Guidance Note 5.9 on conflict analysis.
° The Theory of change describes the assumed odhwpesal relationship between an intervention e(iritended) peacebuilding result or impact.
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has developed a variety of resources that can besefstance in developing effective peacebuilding
programmes. While such resources are constanthgbeiproved and developed, as of March 2014, thésUN
main resources include:

UN Peacebuilding: An Orientation (UN PBSO, 2010)

Prepared by PBSO in conjunction with other UN sysetities, this handbook explains fundamental eptsx
associated with peacebuilding and introduces UNiciires and mechanisms for peacebuilding, policy
coordination and support. The handbook also preva@mples and lessons from pracﬁ e

Conflict Analysis for Prioritization Tool (UN System Staff College, 2009)

Developed by the UN systems Staff College, the (@arknalysis for Prioritization Tool is a set ohline
resources, visual examples and templates desigreel users consider and reflect upon all aspégiest-
conflict and -crisis situations. The tool drawsaamflict analysis to identify those issues and @acthat have
the greatest potential to promote peace and pregkgses into violencg.

Thematic Reviews of DDR, SSR, Peace Dividends ance@ler in relation to Peacebuilding (PBSO, 2012
and 2014)

This series of multi-partner studies examines filitfierent thematic areas of peacebuilding, focusingsector
engagements supported by the PBF as well as tlss-cuiting question of gender responsiveness. iliuges
draw on lessons learned across country contexislemtify good practices in each area and factoed th
contribute towards making a particular interventoicessful and sustainabfe.

Technical Note on Conflict Sensitivity and Peaceblding in UNICEF (UNICEF, 2013)

This forthcoming note, while intended to inform WHEF's programmes, will also be of value to a wisket of
peacebuilding actors as it clarifies key concegistinguishes between conflict sensitivity and gdadlding,
provides best practices and a list of additionsbueces?

UNDP Conflict-related Development Analysis — CDA (@03 and currently being revised)

Developed by UNDP, the CDA framework and guidangepsrts evidence-based decision-making on the basis
of conflict sensitivity and responsiveness. The Cig#ves to identify the causes of conflict, stakedws, and

the issues and dynamics in the conflict. The tdi@rs further guidance on analysis applicationtfer
development of clear and realistic peacebuildirggm@mming and policy objectives as well as indicafor
measuring results. The tool is currently beinggeti The PBF Conflict Analysis Guidance will besprated

as one chapter of the revised tol.

Rule of Law Indicators: Implementation Guide and Project Tools (UN, 2011)

Developed by DPKO and OHCHR, and endorsed thronghUN Rule of Law Coordination and Resource
Group, this document provides a comprehensive dfsindicators in the areas of police, judiciary and
corrections, as well as detailed guidance on ptapnimeasurement, analysis and presentation oftsé3ul
While some indicators for other areas of peacelmgldupport have been developed, these are coadider
the most advanced.

10 http://www.un.org/en/peacebuilding/pbso/pdf/peadeing_orientation.pdf

1 http://www.unssc.org/home/themes/peace-and-sefedtigarning-0

http://www.un.org/en/peacebuilding/pbso/pdf/DDR PBfematic Review. pghttp://www.un.org/en/peacebuilding/pbso/pdf/SSR2b wef,
http://www.un.org/en/peacebuilding/pbso/pdf/peadaddnds.pdf. At the time of publication, the Genddematic Review was still being finalized

but will be available on the PBSO website in AR6I14.

13 http://www.unicefinemergencies.com/downloads/eressiConflict_Sensitivity and_Peacebuilding.html.

14 http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/documentsfimmiments/prevention/CDA_complete.pdf

15 http://www.un.org/en/events/peacekeepersday/20blifmtions/un_rule_of law_indicators.pdf.
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Defining Theory of Change, Peacebuilding with Impac(CARE International, Jan 2012)

Focusing on theories of change can improve the®fgness of peacebuilding interventions. A revieiwi9

peacebuilding projects in three conflict-affecteditries found that the process of articulating esdewing

theories of change adds rigour and transparenasyifies project logic, highlights assumptions thatd to be
tested, and helps identify appropriate participanis partners’

World Development Report 2011: Conflict, Security ad Development (The World Bank, 2011)

This landmark work looks across at experiences feowide range of country contexts to offer ideashow
countries can be supported in moving beyond cdndii fragility to secure development. The Repartsp
special attention to the challenges and risks &#sak with protracted and cyclical patterns of eiade,
including their potential impacts across natior@iders and the tools available to measure progfess.

UN Women Sourcebook on Women, Peace and Security0@2)

The Sourcebook ‘Women, Peace and Security' is ggmnsive set of analytical and practical guidance
material on the main thematic and operational etesnef the Women, Peace and Security agenda.lltdes
guidance notes on gender and conflict analysisingtg and financing for gender-responsive peacdingj|
women and economic recovery; women and accessiioejuetcl.8

Weblinks for additional reading material:

Reflective Peacebuilding Toolkits
http://www.crsprogramquality.org/storage/pubs/peadding/reflective peacebldg.pdf

Designing for Results: Integrating Monitoring and Evaluation in Conflict Transformation Programs
http://www.sfcg.org/Documents/manualpartl ;dutp://www.sfcg.org/Documents/manualpart2.pdf

Platforms / portals for exchanges among the leadingeacebuilding institutions and professionals (US):
http://www.allianceforpeacebuilding.org/

Training programmes

- Improving Strategic Impact, Quality and Effectiveaen Peacebuilding & Peace Support Operation$, (ISI
International Peace and Development Training CiR&TC), www.patrir.ro/training ;

- Designing & Implementing Effective M&E for Peaceldliing and Conflict Transformation Programmes,
International Peace and Development Training C&ie&TC), www.patrir.ro/training ;

- Reflecting on Peace Practice Program, Tools anddgghes for Strategic Peacebuilding (CDA),
http://www.cdacollaborative.org/#&panell-1

16 . .
http://www.careinternational.org.

17 http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTWDRS/Resost#OR2011_Full_Text.pdf.
18 http://www.unwomen.org/publications/un-women+sabook-on-women-peace-and-security
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3. The Peacebuilding Fund (PBF)
3.1  Whatis the PBF?

The Peacebuilding Fund was established in 200%i¢fir6seneral Assembly resolution 60/180 and Security
Council resolution 1645 to stand alongside the etmaitding Commission and Peacebuilding Support
Office and ensure the early availability of resasréor launching critical peacebuilding activiti@hese
resolutions requested the Secretary-General talibsh a multi-year standing peacebuilding funddost-
conflict peacebuilding,” to be managed by the SacyeGeneral on behalf of Member States.

The Fund's purpose is to respond to country-idextifpeacebuilding priorities via UN sponsored
programming. The Fund’s Terms of Reference (A/63)8tevised and approved in mid-2009, determine
current operations and state that PBF:

. Is a global fund designed to support several cassimultaneously and which combines
the scope of a global fund with the country-spedificus of a multi-donor trust fund.

e Will support interventions of direct and immediatdevance to the peacebuilding process
and contribute towards addressing critical gapthat process, in particular areas where no
other funding mechanism is available.

. Shall provide immediate response, recovery needspaacebuilding assistance to countries
on the agenda of the Peacebuilding Commission,taose not included under the PBC'’s
agenda. In all cases, the Secretary-General viidrim the Commission on the activation of
funding facilities and provide justification fordlselection of countries and allocations made.

PBF's expecte@ddded valugs outlined below. In requesting PBF support, UNrages and their partners
should consider how their vision for PBF supporititizing and building on this added value.

« Empowering UN leadership to be more strategic asiterent in responding quickly to peacebuilding
needs within a specific country context and addingssonflict dynamics at a broader scale

« Explicit consideration of the political lens andcenraging innovative approaches, including well
thought-out risks that may be too high for tradiibdonors

« The ability to engage a variety of actors at coulgvel as a starting point for peacebuilding psses

« The potential to achieve programmatic results golrgyond the scope of individual UN agency
achievements and taking advantage of their spexxfiertise and capacity

« The potential for catalytic effectsby providing early support in areas crucial tating, unblocking or
accelerating specific components of the peacelgjighrocesses or that are financially gap-fillingaat
critical moment in time.

3.2  What are the PBF Funding Mechanisms?

In accordance with its Terms of Reference, the RBE created to suppocobuntries recovering from
conflict or considered to be at risk of lapsing r@etapsing into conflict, whilalso supporting efforts to
address immediate needs in countries emerging tonflict at a time when sufficient resources aré no
available from other funding mechanisms that cqarlovide support to peacebuilding activitiess per its
Business Plan, the Fund has the capacity to suppproximately 20 countries at any given time.

PBF provides this support through two financingksa

19 For further details on the meaning of catalytiease refer to PeaceNexus and PBF, “Programmin@dtalytic Effects
in Peacebuilding: A Guide”, 2012
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* The lmmediate Response Facility (IRF)is the project-based financing mechanism of the BBt
was created to address critical peacebuilding neette immediate aftermath of conflict or as autes
of a dramatic change in the country situationrétvides rapid funding to addressgentpeacebuilding
needs to support critical transition moments. Vithall, catalytic resources, the Fund demonstrates t
governments and citizens that new paths to sustiaimpeace are possible.

« ThePeacebuilding and Recovery Facility (PRF)s the programme-based financing mechanism of the
PBF, typically aimed at countries within severadggefollowing the end of a conflict. The PRF reqasir
the elaboration of a strategic plan for peacebugdicalled the Peacebuilding Priority Plan, which
supports national efforts at peacebuilding. WhiBSP has final approval of the Priority Plan, projec
level approval is delegated to a Joint Steering @idtae (JSC) that is established at country lenel a
co-led by the United Nations and the partner gavemt. In this way, PRF provides conflict-affected
countries that have made clear commitments to adohg post-conflict fragility with longer-term
support for initiatives that consolidate peacealdo creates mechanisms for effective partnerships
between national authorities, the UN, donors, arnd society organizations (CSOs) at the country
level to support governments with strong commitreg¢atpeacebuilding.

For both IRF and PRF, the PBSO aims to render &idacwithin 3 weeks of a formal submission frone th
field, that is, a submission addressed to the A&G€acebuilding Support and is co-signed by thésenost
resident UN representative and the Government.e &rhount of work and time needed to prepare the two
processes varies, however. Obtaining IRF suppmals to the PBF's mandate to be fast. Approvalbman
swift, but largely depends on how quickly the UNrtein country can design the project document dotdito
Government approval. Part and parcel of develogirgjrong proposal is whether there is an existiolgyst
analysis to justify the proposal's scale, scope pmarities. In PBF’s experience, this generallies two to
three months in total.

Given its programmatic focus and the need to sestn@ng national commitment to the broad strategic
objectives of the Priority Plan, the PRF requirasadmittedly longer process. The PRF's PrioritynPhaust
align to existing strategic transition plans whtrey exist, and ensure complementarity. Counthiatdre new
to the PBF will need to obtain a declaration ofi€liity from the Secretary-General to enable themeceive
funds above the $3 million threshold. Other elemehat contribute to a longer approval processtferPRF
include: the need for a current, gender-sensitoudlict analysis to inform priority setting; thetap of a Joint
Steering Committee and capacity building to enalilenembers to contribute meaningfully to the pess;ahe
design and approval of a Priority Plan; and thegiheand approval of project documents that opematine the
broad strategic priorities identified in the PrigrPlan. In PBF's experience, this process takes 22 months
from the start to the release of funds. Nonethelbgstiming is very much in the hands of the UNahein the
country, and heavily depends on UNCT leadershipels as how quickly a JSC Secretariat support siirec
can be put in place. PBSO can provide support atades of the process, the level of which wilpeled on the
capacity constraints on the ground.

Short-term support: IRF Medium to longer-term support: PRF

Wherever peacebuilding opportunities arise| in  Typically applied within several years
the immediate aftermath of political crisis or  following the end of a conflict to support
WHEN? conflict. national efforts and consolidate
peacebuilding.

WHAT %2 Scope for intervention (as per four PBF prioritgas):

e Support the implementation of peace agreementgalitital dialogue.
< Promote coexistence and peaceful resolution oflictinf

« Revitalize the economy and generate immediate paisimiends.

« (Re)-establish essential administrative services.

2 As determined in the Terms of Reference (2009).
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WHO? Potential Fund users are:
« UN agencies, Funds and Programs (direct fund rexig).
e UN Secretariat departments, including DPA and DRHKitect fund recipients).

Indirectly (as implementation partners to the UNerages) governments, NGOs and CSOs can
also be Fund users.

HOW? * Project based funding mechanism. *  Programme based funding mechanism
e Funding ceiling: * Funding ceiling:
1) PBSO Assistant Secretary General can 1) No formal limit: based on Priority
approve up to $3 million for Plan needs and capacity
Immediate Response without formal 2) Approved on a case-by-case basis
eligibility (known as ‘provisional by the PBSO.
eligibility’).

2) If a country is declared formall
eligible for PBF funding by the UN
Secretary General, it can receive upto « Duration: 18 to 36 months.
$10 million for the IRF projec e Two-step approval process: Priority
portfolio  (counting active projeg Plan approved by PBSO; selection and
portfolio, not projects which ar approval of project proposals by Joint
operationally closed). Steering Committee (JSC).

e Duration: 6 to 18 months.

e One-step approval process by PBSQ.

=

D —~ "

3.3 What Does the PBF Support?

PBF funding is not earmarked for thematic areatherait responds to country-specific needs witlha t
limits set by the PBF Terms of Reference. In facie of the hallmarks of the PBF is its recognitibat
peacebuilding looks different in each country aas, it can encompass a broad range of intervestio
Nevertheless, the PBF has four broad Priority Arthas it supports (as per its TORS), and has furthe
identified eleven Focus Areas under each PriorityaAfollowing guidelines in the 2009 SG report dmel
PBF Terms of Reference.

PBSO encourages countries to develop specific m#san accordance with the context and needs in the
country. However, in order to be able to aggregatd analyze PBF support, it is important that each
project (whether for PRF or IRF) is clearly attfidiole to one of the below 12 PBF Focus Areas. Wiule

all country-based projects may map easily ontobglew list, PBSO recommends countries to determine
which Focus Area provides the best fit for the @ctf intended outcomes. If a project cannot besdii@d
under any of the below Focus Areas, please cotit@cappropriate PBF programme officer to discuss
further. With respect to PRFs, while a PriorityrPtgpically supports more than one Focus Areayiddil
projects should be assigned to only one PriorignRDutcome and to only one PBF Focus Area (see also
Results Frameworks).

Priority Area 1: Support the implementation of pea@ agreements and political dialogue
1.1 Security Sector Reform (SSR)
1.2 Rule of Law
1.3 Disarmament, Demobilization and ReintegratibBDR)
1.4 Political dialogue
Priority Area 2: Promote coexistence and peacefulasolution of conflict

2.1 National reconciliation
2.2 Demaocratic governance

2.3 Conflict prevention/management
Priority Area 3: Revitalize the economy and genera immediate peace dividends
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3.1 Employment

3.2 Equitable access to social services
Priority Area 4: Re-establish essential administratve services

4.1 Strengthening of essential national stateagpa
4.2 Extension of state authority/local administrati
4.3 Governance of peacebuilding resources (inctudBC/PBF Secretariats).

Under Priority Area 1, the PBF engages in four naagas to support the implementation of peace
agreements in post conflict states: Security Sé&e&form (SSR); Disarmament, Demobilization and
Reintegration (DDR); the Rule of Law and Politi€ahlogue. In post conflict countries the securigter
is often left decimated. The PBF provides assigtdoaipdate equipment, train security forces/ padind
improve essential infrastructure. To galvanizerafioning judicial system the PBF strengthens matio
justice systems at both the national and locall$efeeilitating decentralization. The rehabilitatiand
reintegration of ex-combatants has been a majarsfo€ the PBF’s involvement with DDR projects.
Political dialogue is often crucial to strengthangocial cohesion and brining various previouslyring
factions together towards a common peacebuildisigni All this support has often come at a time awhe
other funding has not been readily available.

Under Priority Area 2, in promoting coexistence aogporting the peaceful resolution of conflice tBF
supports national reconciliation, good governamm@nflict prevention/management, including disgut
concerning land and infrastructure for peace. Suofects can span a wide range of peacebuilding
initiatives including community level social cohasj women’s empowerment, mediation and peaceful
resolution of community disputes and strengthemgpendent institutions and non-state actors.

Under Priority Area 3, the PBF is concerned witmatating the post-conflict economy and generating
some immediate peace dividends through the creafitargeted short-term employment opportunitied an
through assisting with equitable access to soeiafices especially for those affected by, previpusl
involved in or at risk of conflict. Activities inabde strengthening economic governance through the
promotion of private sector partnerships, develapoé viable micro-enterprises and livelihoods
diversification, as well as the use of employmeesnes and public works, often focused on youth and
women and always with the peacebuilding focus.

Under Priority Area 4, the PBF supports projects tre designed to rebuild the key state admirigtra
services and capacity, at both the national aral ldministration levels. With governments primaril
focused on security and political processes in-posflict settings, resorting basic administratbegvices
becomes a key priority as a way to restore stagiérigacy and rebuild the confidence of conflict wea
populations. The PBF also supports peacebuildinvgmance, including through set-up of PBF Secratsri
and Joint Steering Committees.

3.4 Gender responsiveness as a cross-cutting apach

Gender responsiveness is a cross-cutting priootyafl PBF supported projects, either through teedge
projects or through mainstreaming of gender equaitd women’'s empowerment in all programming.
Women, men, girls and boys have different expedsraf conflict and will require tailored programmin
approaches to meet their needs during post-cormfiietventions. Also, women’s potential contributito
peacebuilding is often not adequately harnessedupported. Therefore, priority plans and project
proposals must include a gender analysis to afisesspact of the proposed initiative on women ginls,
whether they are the direct targets or not. Adddlty, at the project level, PBSO uses a gendekenar
system, ranging from O to 3, a rating that indisatiee extent to which gender equality and women'’s
empowerment are being addressed in the projecbpais

Projects receive gender marker scores based daollbwing criteria:

Score Jor projects that have gender equality as a pradambjective (targeted actions).
Score Zor projectshat have gender equality assignificant objective (gender mainstreaming).
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3.5

Score Ifor projects expected to contribute in some way it significantly, to gender equality.
Score Ofor projects not expected to contribute noticedblgender equality.

The responsibility to score the project lies witte tsubmitting UN organizatiorin doing so, the UN
organization needs to thoroughfissess whether their project is based on a sohdegeanalysis and
whether gender has been integrated in the outcarugsyts, target population groups, activitiesjdgatbrs
and budget. The gender marker score will be reudelethe Joint Steering Committee (for PRF) or the
Project Appraisal Committee (for IRF). The gendearker score will also be re-visited through
independent evaluations at critical moments inpitoegramme/project cycle (in light of the actualivtes,
budget allocations, approaches and results) arniseiewhere needed.

PBSO is committed to supporting the implementatibthe Secretary-GeneralSeven Point Action Plan
on Gender-Responsive Peacebuildig such, PBF is working towards achieving thebglotarget of
allocating at least 15% of peacebuilding fundsgiajects whose principal objective is to addressnen's
specific needs, advance gender equality or promoteen’s empowerment. Under the Seven Point Action
Plan, UN Country Teams are required to include adge analysis in their assessment and planning
processes and are urged to allocate at least 1§¥ogfamme budgets to projects that have gendealdigqu

as the main objective and to otherwise mainstreander equality in all projects. PBF encourages all
countries teams to strive to have peacebuildingfgms composed of projects scored as gender ma&ke
and 3.

Conflict sensitivity as a cross-cutting approdt

PBF operates in fragile and post-conflict environteavhere the population is still recovering frdm t
devastating effects of the conflict. In such situad, every intervention affects the relationstapd
perceptions between different individuals and geoaipd can have effects that go far beyond thosectag
by the project, even destabilizing or disgruntloggtain groups. For example, provision of supptes be
used by armed groups to sustain their warfareeBrbjenefits can be co-opted by local players to a
political end. Targeting of certain beneficiariesmde seen as discrimination by others, espedidhgy
were on differing sides of the conflict. As sudie tetails of the assistance provided — includisg i
intended and unintended consequences — can draihatiffect a project’s success.

It is crucial, therefore, that all programmes anujgrts funded by PBF are conflict sensitive. Tisathose
designing and implementing PBF-funded projects rgast a sound understanding of the two-way
interaction between project activities and contart] must act to minimize negative impacts and mipg
positive impacts of intervention on the conflichefDo No Harm approattfocuses on ensuring that
interventions that take place in conflict or postdict environments do not lead to unintentionatrn due
to the way they are designed or implemented. ligdexy the projects and programs, the UN Country
Team and RUNO, in collaboration with the governmeamd other partners, need to carefully consider all
the implications from the intended support in igh Do No Harm principles. A thorough and inclusiv
conflict analysis is recommended for all projectd & a pre-requisite for all funding under the RRIEk*

Furthermore, as part of conflict sensitivity, albgrammes and projects must take into account thed
Rights Due Diligence policy. This means that theystridentify and assess any human rights risks from
their project and also prevent and mitigate angipidl adverse human rights impacts. This is paleity
important in the area of security sector reform BRXR where projects are most likely to work with ex
combatants.

L See more on the Do No Harm framework here: hitpai.conflictsensitivity.org/node/103
2 See PBF Guidance Note 5.9
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3.6 Risk taking, innovation and catalytic effects

As previously mentioned, an important componerRBF added value is providing quick support to areas
that are innovative and potentially risky, but digely to have significant peacebuilding effedts i
successful. This is particularly important giveattRBF financial support typically is modest imtsrof

size and that PBF support is meant to be relatisiedyt term and quick-impact even though both
peacebuilding and development are long and compiasesses.

Risky projects most often imply one of four consid®ns: i) the general context/setting in which th
project is implemented is volatile (although peatleling initiatives should try to reduce preciséhys
risk), ii) the sensitivity of the issue the projecidresses is rife with tension or seeks to dislmaxisting
exclusionary forms of power, iii) the innovativedapolitical nature of the approach raises the thisit the
project may be side lined by spoilers, or iv) the kcapacity on the ground, including possible delayd
fiduciary risks which may come from it. While PBRo®urages innovative thinking towards risk andas n
averse to taking programmatic risks with a vievatbieving peacebuilding outcomes. However, allsrisk
need to be well thought-out, with significant aséyto support them, and with a strong risk miimaand
early warning mechanism, which will help ensurd tha project reacts quickly to both positive and
negative results. Moreover, these risks need fardygerly balanced with the foreseen peacebuilding
benefits in taking them.

Most PBF projects are expected to have the poteattze catalytic, although not all projects waklize
that potential. Catalytic nature can be processdbas financial. On the one hand, the project Gaalgse a
broader peacebuilding effect through starting a aeve-launching a blocked peacebuilding initiati@a
the other hand, the project can catalyse additifamahces by filling in the crucial initial fundingap and
then catalysing other donors and the Governmepitdwide longer-term suppaft.

3.7  Who Can Receive Funding?

Any country emerging from conflict that demonstsat® commitment to peace consolidation may be
eligible for funding through the PBF. Countries e PBF funding, however, through resident UN
partners, who must also demonstrate the value attg®drole brings to the peacebuilding process Th
following sections of these guidelines outline dgaplication process for countries seeking suppart f
peacebuilding efforts.

As noted above, while funding is provided to suppocountry’s peacebuilding priorities, the actiuadds

are delivered through the UN Secretariat departsn@n¢luding DPA and DPKO), UN agencies, funds, and
programmes, and intergovernmental organizations asdOM, which have a similar status and immusitie
as the UN. Government agencies and ministries,gom@rnment organizations (NGOs) and Community
Based Organizations/Civil Society Organizations QBBCSOs) cannot access the Fund directly; however,
they may implement projects through partnershiprgements with eligible UN agencies and
organizations. In these cases, the Recipient UNaizgtion (RUNO) acts as a managing agent, rea@givin
the funds from the MPTF-O and then passing the Sundthe NGO/CSO. The RUNO, however, retains
overall accountability for the funds and must eedimat funds are utilized for the agreed purposkthat
outputs and outcomes are reported on, using PBplages.

It is important to highlight that the PBF is notFaind to enhance the UN’s capacity to undertake
peacebuilding. PBF funding is generally not to bedufor hiring UN personnel, although it can beduse

the necessary project staff. As previously mentiptiee Fund’s purpose is to respond to countrytitied
peacebuilding priorities and to deliver assistavieeUN sponsored programming. The logic of priesti
chosen must rely on a country-based analysis (pesepl to focusing on UN funding gaps). The logic of
RUNO selection must rely on the mandate, experéigperience and capacity to implement the ideutifie
peacebuilding priorities. Moreover, in selecting RUNOs for the projects, UN policies for coordioat
integration and transparency should be appliedtlamavhole UN team should work closely together.

%3 For more information, see PeaceNexus and PBFgtRnoming for Catalytic Effects in PeacebuildingGAiide”, 2012
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Projects can be led by a single UN agency or bers¢\agencies jointly. Again, where UN agencies are
applying for a project jointly, it is important ththey do so in a complementary and coherent mazmer
are guided by their capacity and expertise in aghiethe objectives or the project and, in caseBRIF, the
Priority Plan.

3.8 How to Apply for PBF Funding at the Country-Level?

While requirements differ according to the two htieis (IRF/PRF), the key actors to engage with the
PBSO are the same: national authorities, UN le&i®rsnational and international CSOs/CBOs,
international development partners, and UN agentiethe event of a PRF grant, these actors foduiat
Steering Committee, which oversees the PBF funddhéncountry and approves individual projects to
implement the Priority Plan.

Ideas for PBF-financed activities can be generhtedny of the key stakeholder groups and brougkheo
attention of the most senior Resident UN officBRSG, ERSG, or UN Resident Coordinator). Depending
on the level of engagement with the PBF, UN leddprgan either pursue discussions locally and/or
contact PBSO.

Individual actors are welcome to contact PBSO diydor informal advice, but all proposals will hawto

be discussed locally within the whole Country Te@nd the UN Mission, if there is one in place) and
submitted formally by the Senior Resident UN o#lciwho is accountable for the information flow dnd
ensuring a transparent environment for decisioningakProposals should be submitted using the dpecif
relevant templates provided on the PBSO/PBF webbite project proposals, each proposal needs to
clearly identify at least one UN agency that wi# besponsible for the implementation of the project
financial management and reporting.

More information about the specific responsibiitief actors in relation to the IRF and the PRFluiding
Joint Steering Committees, are listed below.

3.9 Key Actors Involved

The key actors involved in the design, implementatind monitoring of projects funded by PBF include
the following:

+ National Authorities

As stated above, PBF provides support to countsieese government and leaders show commitment
towards peacebuilding and towards a joint vision geace. As such, national authorities must play an
active role in providing leadership and ownerslup geacebuilding projects supported by PBF funds. F
IRF activities, this leadership is provided througk mandatory co-signing of project proposals. FaF
programmes, this leadership is channeled via caingathe JSC and co-signing the Priority Plan and
related PRF project proposals.

Moreover, in designing and implementing projectslN®s are urged to work closely with the relevant
government ministries and agencies, to align thepport to any existing government plans in the afe
peacebuilding and, to the extent possible, worktitengthen the government’s capacity. This is @aldily
important for projects that aim at strengthenindpliguadministration and provision of public sensdge
given that work in these areas is essentially aleoténding the reach of the State into areas where
government’s presence has been impeded as a@étudt conflict.

e Senior Resident UN Representative

The Senior Resident UN Representative (e.g. SRITE& or UN Resident Coordinator) is the main
interlocutor between the UN Family, the governmamnd PBSO/PBF. Every request to PBF must be co-
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signed by the senior UN representative in country a representative of the government. In additioa,
senior resident UN representative is responsilighie official submission of the project proposéRF)

and Priority Plan (PRF) to PBSO, and, with respet¢RFs, is accountable for the results — at boticame
and output levels — that justified budget apprawdhe first place.

The Senior Resident UN Representative serves iaatrfunction in fulfilling a communication link wh

the UN Country Team, ensuring the whole Country nfsaunderstanding of the PBF’'s purpose and
operation and guaranteeing that PBF support is bgethe UN Family in a way that best addresses the
identified peacebuilding priorities and gaps in twntry. The Senior Resident UN Representativé wil
promote UN policies for coordination and integratend will ensure transparency and informationisigar
within the UN Country Team on all key decision-gsirelating to PBF support.

¢ UN Country Team (UNCT)

In delivering assistance, the PBF benefits fromhituad skills and presence of the broader UN sysidm
UNCT should be fully aware of discussions undenaixg the senior resident UN Representative on twow t
access the PBF. UNCT members should have the appiyrto review and comment on any proposed
submissions. UNCT discussions concerning the PBEldicenter on developing a common understanding
of peacebuilding needs, priorities, concrete pnognatic responses and the best use of the Fundeas in
agency support.

« The Joint Steering Committee and Supporting Structues (applicable to PRF only)

Co-chaired by the Senior Resident UN Representatink a senior government representative, the JSC
oversees the elaboration and implementation ofRherity Plan, including reviewing and approving
project proposals, monitoring and reporting, inghgdassessing programme-wide achievements befere th
end of each calendar year.

The JSC is a management body, accountable to hetiGovernment and PBSO for the allocation and
utilization of resources, including for results estement as formulated in the Priority Plan. If aygpiate
mechanisms already exist (such as a Multi-DonordFBoard) for maintaining oversight on results of
peacebuilding activities, no parallel structuresuti be established. In designing the JSC memb®eesid
functioning, it is important to strike a balancaveen transparent and collaborative processeshandeted

to limit additional transaction costs. Importanttiie effectiveness of the JSC oversight rests large
degree on the in-country leadership and collabmmatboth within the UN Country Team and/or Mission
and with the Government. PBF experience suggesiiswhere this is absent, the PBF processes can
become a lot more cumbersome.

¢ Recipient UN Organizations (RUNOS)

RUNOs receive the physical funds from PBF and espansible for project design and implementation.
Projects financed by PBF can be implemented indalig or jointly by the RUNOs, and joint
programming is encouraged where it can bring besilts. Each RUNO operates under its own financial
rules and regulations and assumes full financidl @megrammatic responsibility for funds disbursegdte
Administrative Agent (e.g. MPTF Office). Each RUNKresponsible for:
project implementation and achievement of expeotsdlts within the agreed duration of the
project, including those components implementethiir partners (e.g. CSOs);

- timely project monitoring and evaluation with fabst coverage, and financial and narrative
reporting;

- complementarity and coordination with other Agersgecific sources of peacebuilding
funding, with other implementing UN agencies andmexrs to ensure that the projects achieve
results that go beyond their immediate outputs ahigth contribute to higher peacebuilding
outcomes in a coherent, complementary and inclusaener.
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. NGOs and CSOs

Thanks to their closer direct links with populasaaifected by conflict and their ability to accessh hard-
to-reach places, national and international NGO&/€8an play a critical role for PBF supported ptge
While NGOs and CSOs are not able to access fun@stlyi, they may still participate in PBF funded
initiatives in various ways. They should be invalia the planning stage, including the conflictlgeis and
the identification of key gaps and priorities fdBHP support. In the most pro-active scenario, an N&O
CSO may approach the JSC (PRF) or the Senior Resisld Representative (IRF) with a proposal they
would like to be considered. If it is determindattthe proposal addresses a clear peacebuildid) that
falls within the terms of the PBF priority areasvesll as the country’s own priorities, the JSC enisr
Resident UN Representative may commit an eligibhe Abency, Fund or Programme to partner with the
NGO or CSO and act as a Managing Agent for theeptoj

Recipient UN Organizations are strongly encouragepartner with NGOs in the implementation of PBF
supported projects, or at the very least, to cantwem and ensure complementarity of support. If
NGOs/CSOs are contracted as implementing agentsl(®Lact as the Managing Agent. As such, RUNOs
remain accountable for the quality of service pded by NGOs throughout the implementation cycle as
well as the overall financial management and psgreporting. Additionally, if not directly involdein
implementation, they may be engaged as third-partyitors to monitor and report on peacebuilding
projects. In the case of PRF, Joint Steering Coteestare expected to ensure NGO/CSO representation.

. Bilateral donors

PBF support aims to catalyze a broader effect @tegiruilding, going beyond the scope of an indiMidua
project. It often relies on other donors providadgitional or longer term support to areas ingialipported
by PBF. As such, it is paramount to ensure that BBpport is complementary to what other donors’
strategies and that key donors are involved avahieus stages of the process, including — in PRiteugh
participating in the Joint Steering Committees.

e Peacebuilding Support Office (PBSO)

As the home of the Peacebuilding Fund, PBSO playrtiaal role in the review and approval of proglss
for both IRF (at the project level) and PRF (at fEm@rity Plan level) facilities. In addition tcsiformal role

in decision-making, PBSO also makes available teahrsupport for project and programme design,
development of in-country Fund management strusfumonitoring, reporting, and evaluation. In some
cases, this can include a package of ‘surge sugpattmay include PBSO personnel or PBSO partoers
peacebuilding consultants deploying to the coutdrgrepare key documents for PBF submission. leroth
cases, such support may include feedback on dmaftsassistance with specific parts of documentsh(as
M&E Frameworks), which can be provided through tfegwonline and phone contact between PBSO
personnel and country personnel.

e Peacebuilding Commission (PBC)

If the country requesting PBF funding is on the rafge of the PBC, the Commission will have the
opportunity to comment on the proposal. In manyesaapart from their formal comments, the PBC Chair
and his/her team will also have a more direct imepient in the elaboration of or quality assuranfcthe
Priority Plan and/or the design of the projects.

PBSO also strongly encourages UN Country Teamsgare that the PBF support and the PBC priorities i
the country are well aligned, and work to suppod aomplement each other. The Priority Plan needet
aligned with the statement of mutual commitméhtThe PBC configuration will also remain involved

2 The PBC and the countries on its agenda definerigagement through a statement of mutual committhanidentifies the overarching
peacebuilding political framework under which tH&@and country will operate.
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throughout implementation, including through reviiegvreports and providing political support in sifiec
areas, as needed.

Regardless of whether or not the country is oratienda of the PBC, PBSO informs the PBC Chair gf an
new IRF and PRF grants.

e Multi Partner Trust Fund Office (MPTF-O)

The UNDP MPTF Office serves as the AdministrativgeAt of the PBF and is responsible for the readfipt
donor contributions, transfer of funds to Recipigit Organizations, as well as the receiving andaging

of RUNO reports on the Gateway website and thearisg with PBF and donors. As the Administrative
Agent of the PBF, MPTF Office transfers funds toNR Headquarters, in accordance with the approved
project budget, upon submission of signed projecuchents and fund transfer requests and basedjoedsi
MOUSs between each RUNO and the MPTF Office.

e International Financing Institutions (IFls)

PBF seeks to increase its collaboration with thertrational Financing Institutions (especially tverld
Bank and the African and Asian Development Bank®rating in the countries supported by PBF. This
collaboration can be done during analysis or duthgy design and the implementation of a projed. (e.
where PBF provides the initial funds that IFls ¢hen continue or where PBF provides the peacelngjldi
component of a broader programme implemented thslipport). In particular, the World Bank’s State
and Peacebuilding Facility operates in similar fityoareas as PBF and there are many potentiak doga
collaboration. Collaboration can also happen atM&E level through joint monitoring and evaluation
exercises during the implementation of the PrioAtsn. The UN Senior Resident Official and the RUWNO
are encouraged to explore the areas of potentlbowation with IFIs in the field. In case of cdon
presence, a representative from IFIs should beugaged to be a member of the Joint Steering Comenitt
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4. Country Eligibility for Accessing PBF funding

Typically, a country’s first encounter with the PBHI be in the form of one or more IRF projectg, 1o a total
of $3 million, to address an immediate peacebujdiaed. In these early stages, countries usudllyeti have
been declared eligible for additional PBF funds.oider to receive funding above the $3 millioresiirold, a
country must be declared formally eligible for PBF by the UN Secretary-General.

Obtaining eligibility opens the door for countrisreceive PBF funding through the PRF or to exghed
IRF portfolio up to $10 million. Granting eligibili, however, does not influence the amount of fagdhat
may be allocated to a specific country; this comsiton is made according to peacebuilding needs an
capacities in the country. It should be noted thiatpossible to submit the request for eligililit any time,
including before submitting an IRF project, at §agne time as requesting or implementing an IRFeptajr
independently of any IRF.

4.1  Eligibility Consultation Process

The question of eligibility should be discussed agdeed to among the UNCT, non-resident UN official
and adviser§’ the Government and the other development partridrese stakeholders will need to
consider whether the Peacebuilding Fund is an g@pjte source of support for the country’s
peacebuilding priorities. In determining whether apply for eligibility, PBSO also encourages early
consultation with the PBF.

4.2 Country Eligibility Application Process

Depending on a country’s engagement with the PB@edkas the amount of funding requested, there are
different ways for a country to obtain eligibilitin all cases, the eligibility request (using Teaipl1) is
initiated at country level — either by the govermter the UN - and submitted by the Senior Residé¥t
Representative to PBSO, following endorsement gy GovernmentPBC Countries are automatically
eligible for PBF funding and no formal request &igibility is necessaryNon-PBC Countries must seek
eligibility by: (i) either submitting a formal regst for eligibility to PBSO; or (ii) submitting a@mergency
project proposal for IRF funding of no more thanrfiion and requesting “provisional eligibility’rém

the ASG for Peacebuilding.

Formal requests for eligibility are submitted by tBenior Resident UN official and must include device

of the government’'s commitment to peacebuildingc®an eligibility request is received, PBSO corssult
the Peacebuilding Commission (where relevant) Paenanent Representative of the country’s mission t
the UN, the senior resident UN representative ia ttountry under consideration and the Senior
Peacebuilding Group at the Headquarters. PBSOthvéilh recommend a decision to the Secretary-General.
PBSO aims to complete the eligibility process, udahg submission for the Secretary-General’s dewisi
within 21 days. The Secretary-General's approvalallg takes another 21 days. Once approved by the
Secretary-General, the Administrative Agent (MPTHfig2), the UN Country Team and the Permanent
Representative to the UN of the country in questienthen informed of the country’s eligibility.

In case of an emergency project proposal, the A8@éacebuilding can declare ‘provisional eligtiili
for IRF support only on a project-by-project basisJong as the request does not exceed $3 mitlitotal.
For project or portfolio requests of over $3 miflia formal eligibility request is compulsory.

4.3 Eligibility criteria
PBSO reviews the eligibility request based on thleing factors:

e Critical peacebuilding needs (country at risk gisimg or relapsing into conflict, as indicated by a
current conflict analysis; country is recently postflict, and peacebuilding gaps have been idedif

% Regional Special Representatives of the Secr&@aneral or Special Advisers of the Secretary-Génera
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e Critical peacebuilding opportunities (a peace amex® is in place; a window of opportunity is
currently opened to make a difference; the coustat a crucial cross-roads for peace);

* Commitment of national authorities and stakeholdershe peace process and to addressing the
identified conflict factors and triggers;

e Availability of external funds to the country andtential for strategic leverage of PBF resourcks (t
catalytic impact of the PBF);

e The positive role that the UN can play in the coyi address the peacebuilding issues (considé@gng
mandate, capacity, perception in country, partipssiind networks).

4.4. PBSO Support following eligibility

Countries that have received eligibility approved gualified for PBSO financial assistance and riexcdi
support for putting in place the necessary logsst@ design a program. This eligibility packagel Wi
provided upon request, based on need and avaitabteurces, and will not count against an eventual
Priority Plan allocation. Such support can be Usedhe financing of the set-up of the PBF Seciatafor
support with the conflict analysis, or for the paegtion of a Peacebuilding Priority Plan.

Diagram 1 - Eligibility
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5. The Immediate Response Facility (IRF)

The IRF is theproject-based financing mechanism of the PBF that is typicalbed in situations where swift
action is required for immediate peacebuilding esabvery needs.

Requests of up to $3 million for the IRF portfobé projects can be approved by the ASG for Peatdihgi
without the need to declare the country formalligible by the UN Secretary-General (see Sectionn4 o
Eligibility). If a country is declared formally gible for PBF funding by the UN Secretary Geneitakan
receive up to $10 million for the IRF project poftb (counting active project portfolio in the giveountry,
not including those projects which had operatignalbsed). Funding above the $10 million ceiling caly be
provided through the PRF track. There is no limithte number of IRF projects that a country may\afip.

Maximum duration of IRF funded projects is 18 manthalthough extensions may be considered in cectaias
(see below).

5.1 IRF Project Proposal Preparation and Submission

Informal discussions may be initiated between UN@id PBSO to gauge the possible level of support fo
any new proposals. The aim of these discussions ensure that efforts in the field are not wasted
proposals that have little chance of being apprpaed also to ensure that submitted proposalsnatieei
best possible shape prior to being reviewed byP®B80O Proposal Appraisal Committee.

The application process is formally activated whesenior UN representative/official submits an IRF
project proposal, using Template 2.1, to the ASPeacebuilding. These templates provide the cofiex
the request (including justification for provisidneountry eligibility in cases when a country hast n
already been declared eligible), as well as detsilshe project. Project documents are prepared by
Recipient UN Organizations in collaboration withplementing partners, government and non-government
(see Guidance Note 5.5How to establish and to report on IRF projgctSvery project proposal needs to
be formally endorsed by the Government.

Proposals for funding under the IRF may take thienfof a stand-alone project or a portfolio of potge
that may be submitted either simultaneously or after another. Where more than one IRF project
proposal is submitted, UNCT should ensure thatethgrcoherence and cohesion between the various
proposals and a focus on programmatic resultsutiming the proposed outcome of the individualjpot,

the proposing agency must link it to one of thePBF Focus Areas of support (see Section 3.3). Each
project should be assigned to one PBF Focus Arlyalba proposing agency has questions or difficirn
assigning their planned work to a given outcomeS®Brecommends contacting the appropriate PBF
programme officer assigned to the country.

Prior to submission to PBSO, the project proposastnbe discussed within the UN Country Team to
ensure that all stakeholders understandrttezagency naturef the Fund and the chain of accountability.
Moreover, the Government needs to be consulteceaddrse the project proposal through an appropriate
representative.

Ideally, any project proposal should be based onpato date conflict analysis, especially, if théention
of the UN team and the partner government is teeagbently apply for PBF eligibility. However, given
the immediate and urgent nature of the IRF tracls understood that a conflict analysis may notabe
thorough or as inclusive as for the support prayideder the PRF track.
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5.2

IRF Approval Process

The approval process begins with the receipt offthmal proposal by the ASG for Peacebuilding. Once
received, PBSO commits to render a decision wiimays. During that 21-day span, PBSO circuldtes t
proposal, together with its initial assessmentthis Peacebuilding Contact Group (PCG) for revied an
comments before submitting documentation to PB&odposal Appraisal Committee (PAC).

The PAC is responsible for reviewing both the prooposal and comments from the PCG. Based en thi
documentation, the PAC recommends project approggction, or identifies a set of revisions thatym
lead to final approval by the ASG for Peacebuildifsge Section 5.4 below). Following the PAC
recommendation, the ASG makes a final decisionhenproposal. This decision is then communicated to
the MPTF-O, the Senior Resident UN Representativhe country, and PBC Chair (where relevant).

PBSO Review Criteria

PBSO reviews project submissions against the fafigwriteria:

PBF strategic positioning/ capacity:If the country has not previously been declaredildk for the
PBF and has not received PBF funding, how wouldatthdition of a new country affect PBF overall
strategic positioning (country specific and gloppland the PBF's capacity to oversee its entire
portfolio? Is PBF already active in the region amne there any regional implications?

Partner Government commitment: Does the partner government show commitment togimalcling
and to the proposed project?

UN senior leadership commitment:Does the UN senior leadership in the country shommitment

to the proposed project and to using PBF’s add&d\vawards peacebuilding support?

Post-crisis urgency:Has the urgency of the funding been sufficiengynonstrated?

Financial gaps and catalytic potential:Has the financial environment been adequatelyritest? Are
the gaps/catalytic potential outlined? Is thereitecal financial gap?

Link to conflict analysis and peacebuilding needsls the justification of the proposal well argued
based on a conflict analysis and on demonstratedgbeiilding needs?

Clarity of results: Are the expected results clear and achievable?h&rexpectedtheories of change’
fully reflected in the logic of the results framek®

Consultation: Has the submission (proposal) been fully debatedllbrelevant partners, including the
UNCT?

RUNO and implementing partner capacity: Is the UN well placed to provide this support? the
RUNOs and the implementing partners have a captcityplement the projects?

Value for money: What steps have been, or will be taken, to enthakethe UN obtains ‘value for
money’ through the project?

M&E: Does the project have a sound M&E system, inclyi@dirResults Framework with measurable
and peace relevant outcomes, indicators and tagadsan M&E Plan, if required?

Risk: Does the project have a sound risk matrix, inglgif conflict sensitivity and incorporating the
Do No Harm principle?

Gender responsivenesds the project based on gender analysis and doesinstream gender through
its outcomes, outputs, indicators and budget? Niote every proposal should be scored by the
submitting agency, using the gender marker, and muitine how to monitor and report on gender
specific results, including through the collectmfrsex and age disaggregated data.

Conflict sensitivity: is the project written in a conflict sensitive man, taking into account the context
and the way the project may affect it and ensuae Bfo No Harm principles are respected? Also, does
the project take into account the Human Rightsgeilice Policy considerations, especially for prgject
dealing with SSPK.

26n July 2011, the United Nations adopted the HuRihts Due Diligence Policy. The HRDDP sets oungiples and measures to mainstream human
rights with support provided by United Nations #as to non-UN security forces. The HRDDP is a glgiolicy to ensure that such support is consistent
with UN principles as outlined in the Charter andnternational law with regards to promoting regder international humanitarian, human rights and
refugee laws. The HRDDP is a tool that encourage<htities providing support to national or regibsecurity forces to influence the behaviour of
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e Value for money: Does the project demonstrate that it will be usiegpurces efficiently and ensuring
value for money. Please refer to the Value for Mocteecklist (Guidance Note 5.9).

Following the decision by the ASG for Peacebuild®gpport, this is communicated to the UN senior
country representative. If the proposal receivemditional approval from the ASG for Peacebuilding
PBSO expects to receive the revised project doctmvihin 4 weeks of the response. MPTF disburses
funds to the RUNO within 5 days following the reutesf the approval documentation.

IRF Project Implementation, Amendment and Closre

Once approved and signed by PBSO, project docunagatsubmitted by PBSO to the MPTF Office (the
Administrative Agent for the Fund) which ensuresnptiance with the MoU between MPTF-O and the
Recipient UN Organization (RUNO). Once confirmed®M--O transfers the total IRF grant to the RUNO.
The RUNO is expected to proceed immediately with tmplementation of the proposal. The date of
funding disbursal from MPTF-O is the official statate of the project and the end date will be moved
accordingly, taking into account eh number of merftir which the project was approved. The maximum
duration of an IRF project is 18 months.

The RUNO can either implement the project directlywork with a locally-based partner, government or
non-government, to implement approved projéct®roject implementation is guided by the rules,
regulations and policies of each RUNO. Each projaithave its own factsheet page on the MPTF @ffic
GATEWAY (www.mptf.undp.orgy where the project document, progress reportsfiaadcial data will be
reflected. It is recommended that RUNOs prepararamual workplan to assist with effective and eéfii
project management.

The RUNO must provide two project reports per yatniling the implementation of the project usirigfP
templates: the six monthly report, which is due I July of every year for which the project is
operationally open, and the annual report, whictlue on 31 March, for the previous calendar year. F
more detail on project monitoring, reporting andleation requirements related to project implemtgona
please refer to Chapter 7.

Guidance Note 5.5.2 provides a useful summary tdNRs on how to establish and report on PBF PRF
projects.

Proposed project changes (scope or budget)

Any proposed change to the scope of a project @stoverall budget, must be submitted as Revisdd |
project document to PBSO for approval (Templatey.2f a change is proposed within the approved
budget, which has no effect on the scope of thgegror its objectives or on the total budget, tnly re-
allocates between budget categories, PBSO neexgptove the change only if it affects more than 5%
any of the budget categories (Template 2.3). Ajlessts for revision should contain reasons forctiege
and what they mean for the project. PBSO will cdesithe request and respond within two weeks with a
decision. If the change affects less than 15% gflardget category and the change has no effechen t
scope of the project or its objectives or on thaltoudget, there is no need to seek PBSO approval.

Project extensions
If it is anticipated that the project cannot be ragienally completed within its allotted time spétB

months), a request for an extension should be stduhio PBSO three months prior to the expectesuct®
date. This request should include details of wheygloject is running behind schedule and propaseva

these beneficiaries by engaging them further ondmurights issues and in the context of their supjitaalso is expected; however, that the HRDDR wil
further enhance non-UN entity compliance with intgional humanitarian, human rights or refugee laith the aim of compliance becoming the norm.
" The Senior UN Representative and RUNOs are engedri partner with national and international NGZ®Os with demonstrated field presence
and technical capacities to implement projectsrojegt components, particularly for those actigtienere the UN does not have the necessary field
presence or technical capacity.
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date for project completion. The request should akarify if the extension will have any budget
implications. PBSO will consider the request anspoad with a decision on the request for extension
within three weeks (Guidance Note 5.6law to make a cost/ non-cost extension requedRieiprojects.

If there are no cost/scope implications, Templatgé €hould be used. If there are scope or budget
implications, Template 2.2 should be used. Thetthiraf any extension will be determined on a dage-
case basis, depending on the context and theigasioin for the extension.

Project final closure

Projects should be fully implemented and operatiprdosed within 18 months of the initial receipt
funds. Projects then move into a period of financiasure and any unspent balances are to be estum
the MPTF Office when financial closure is complelis process should take no longer than six months
from operational closure. Once a project is finalhgiclosed, no further transactions can take pl@ee
project closure guidelines on the MPTF Office widjsi

According to the MoU, RUNOs must inform the MPTHiGd# once a project has completed its operational
activities (See Guidance Note 3ow to close PBF projects RUNOs must also submit an end of project
report within three months of the project’s opamaéil closure. For financial closymrertified final financial
statements must be submitted to the MPTF Officespdnt balances return to PBSO budget account and
will not remain available to the country for othepjects.

Diagram 2 — IRF Approval
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6. The Peacebuilding and Recovery Facility (PRF)

The PRF is th@rogramme-basedfinancing mechanism of the PBF, providing up taeéhyears of support to
countries towards consolidation of peace. PRF stg@m only be provided to those countries thatehasen
declared as ‘eligible’ for PBF support by the UNcfary-General.

While all PBF interventions are made in consultatiwith national stakeholders, the PRF is driventhoy
principles of national ownership and country-ledecision-making through the Joint Steering Commjtte
chaired by the partner government and a senior épiesentative. It is also driven by a strategicebkailding
vision of the PBF’s contribution, rather than bylindual projects. PBSO allocates a PRF grant agalre
Peacebuilding Priority Plan(PPP), which is elaborated and approved by thet Jteering Committee and
PBSO. It is only then that the country considersciviprojects are best suited to implement the Ryidtan.
This decision-making authority takes place at tbentry level: it is the Joint Steering Committeeiabh
approves all projects against the Priority Plan.

6.1 Peacebuilding Priority Plan

The Peacebuilding Priority Plan (PPP) is the stehB8F funding instrument for a PRF grant. It serves a
the contract between the PBF and the Joint Ste€@ommittee, with a maximum duration of 36 months (3
years). The Peacebuilding Priority Plan:

« Identifies immediate priorities for peacebuildirgat stem from an inclusive conflict analysis exssci
(including a strong gender analysis), which is bgdthe UN jointly with or in close consultation Wit
national governments and their partners (CSOs,WHI, EU, bilateral donors, etc.).

» Outlines priority areas of intervention and intethdeutcomes, including an indicative financial
allocation for each priority area, hence providihg basis for determining the country allocaticonir
PBF against expected results. At the level of theri® Plan, strategic outcomes should be drafted
reflect the context and the needs, and so willrbgue across all PBF funded-countries. Subseqguentl
projects must be assigned to one of the stratagmomes of the Priority Plan, as well as codedrie o
of the 12 PBF Focus Areas (see Section 3.3).

« Provides the strategic framework for programmes @ndjects that are developed, approved,
implemented and monitored under the direct supiervisf the JSC.

When designing a Peacebuilding Priority Plan, typbiams are available. In the first option, the emnti
estimated budget of the Plan is submitted to PBRhé& second option, a broader Peacebuilding Briori
Plan is submitted (“expanded PPP”), to which PBHF @antribute only a part. While the concept of the
expanded Priority Plan can be applied to any sanawvhere additional resources will be needed, ltlais
been particularly useful for PBC countries for nmaizing linkages between PBF support and objectbfes
PBC engagement. This approach can also be usefaetewtie national Government does not have a
strategic peacebuilding plan and the PPP may $keateurpose.

Wherever there are existing national or UN strategid planning frameworks such as a Poverty Reafucti
Strategy Paper, National Peacebuilding Policy, UNDA&tabilization Plan, or a New Deal compact, the
Peacebuilding Priority Plan should align with thesemuch as possible to avoid fragmentation of supp
Nonetheless, the exact nature and extent of alighmil be determined on a case by case basis alhd w
depend on how much peacebuilding has been incagubrato these documents, as well as the level of
national ownership of these documents. Where ples$BSO would be interested in being involvedia t
elaboration of these frameworks.
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Priority Plan Preparation and possibility of PBSO “surge” support

The Priority Plan is prepared by the Joint Stee@oghmittee through its Technical Committee and whth
support of the PBF Secretariat and the UN Counteani. It is drafted through a process of wide
consultation, approved by the Joint Steering Comesitand then submitted by the senior resident UN
official to the ASG for Peacebuilding Support. Véhihe process must be highly consultative and with
strategic support from the UN leadership, it isoramended that one person be given the overallable
drafting and consolidating the Priority Plan. Whepessible, the PBF Secretariat or a Peace and
Development Advisor are well positioned to playsthble. Moreover, although not a formal requirement
UN and national entities are strongly encouragethfiarmally consult with PBSO during the preparatio
process.

The in-country peacebuilding capacity and staff thee first point of call for the drafting of the iénity
Plans or projects. Nonetheless, upon request flemUNCT and depending on the in-country capacity
gaps, PBSO can also provide “surge” support duttiiegpreparation of the PPP. Based on the neeckin th
country and available resources at PBSO, a predeRie support project can be approved using the IRF
process, providing some initial funds to the UN@Thelp set up the PRF processes. This may include
funding or technical support towards the prepanatid a conflict analysis or the consultation fordan
elaboration of a PPP. Surge support can be provitiedugh PBSO officers or through partner
organizations, working closely with PBSO. Wheregsusupport is provided by external partners, thitly w
act in line with PBSO guidance and requirementsyiging critical support to the field. They will be
working closely with the Join Steering Committeed @ahe UN Country Team, but will be ultimately
accountable to PBSO. Surge support can also inchohee funds for the initial set-up of the PBF
Secretariat and the Joint Steering Committee.

Priority Plan “phased approach”

PBSO is increasingly recommending to countriestéot svith a smaller allocation and then consider an
additional allocation in a second phase, followiing projectization of the first phase and demotistnaof

good progress on these initial results. In suchse cthere is no need to wait for the full threargef the
Priority Plan to be finished before the second phas commence. The second phase can commence after
the first year or two, based on the performancatieoing needs and availability of funds. This aygmh

can be made explicit in the Priority Plan requ&BF experience has been that this approach leads to
stronger management of the Funds and ensureshtratis adequate UN and partner government capacity
to implement.

Statement of Mutual Commitment for PBC countries

For countries on the agenda of the PBC, the Pyid?ian is aligned with thé&tatement of Mutual
Commitment?®. The SMC sets the political framework for achigyjeacebuilding goals. The elaboration
of the SMC can precede the development of the iBriBfan or may occur simultaneously. However, the
coherence amongst the two instruments (one beiliticph the other programmatic) is imperative.

Priority Plan Content

The Priority Plan has three major components (faftishg purposes, use Template 3.1):

COMPONENT 1: Context and Rationale for PBF support

Peacebuilding contexiThis section summarizes the key findings of tbaflict analysis, including the

major conflict drivers, triggers, stakeholders aagacities for peace, as well as the critical cumeeds. It
includes an analysis of how women, men, boys amnd gave been impacted by and involved in the

BSMC: agreement between the Government and the R@liieg Commission
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conflict. It also highlights why the moment is riglor PBF to provide support how — i.e. have thizeen
any recent developments or are there any upcomosgmads for peace which warrant urgent support.

Strategic peacebuilding planghis section presents any existing national and péfdcebuilding plans/
frameworks for peace, including their vision andaar of focus.

Partner Government commitments for the succeshefPriority Plan: This section outlines the key
commitments by the partner government, which aserdfal to making this Priority Plan a success.

Mapping of relevant peacebuilding interventionBhis section assesses the existing peacebuilding
interventions by different actors (government, in&tional Organizations, including the UN system,
NGOs, civil society organizations, bilateral donat.) and financial and programmatic ‘gaps’.

COMPONENT 2: Objectives of PBF Support and ProposedPriority Plan implementation

Purpose of the Priority PlanThis section identifies overall vision of the ity Plan. It summarizes the
Priority Plan Outcome Areas (areas of support) explains their overall coherence, including howytfie
together, how they are sequenced and how they ald@ Yo or reinforce each other. Objectives need to
have a clear peacebuilding impact. As much as plesgiender responsiveness and women’s empowerment
should be considered in defining the objectives.

Priority Plan Outcome Aread-or each of the Outcome Areas identified aboves dgiction provides an
overview, including: a clear Outcome StatemenT teebry of Change’ explaining the underpinning logfic
the type of change this outcome is seeking, a thgrabout the rationale, scope and scale of thiedbue
Area, including its target groups, geographicalpgcdocus of support, envisaged modalities of suppo
preparing this section, teams should refer ba@&eiction 3.3 of these Guidelines on gender equality.

Catalytic effect and sustainabilityFhis section outlines the expected catalytic effenf the proposed
interventions and notes how the effects will beansd in the longer term (See Guidance Note 3d®v to
programme for catalytic effects?

UN capacity This section should provide a brief overview lo¢ tUN Team in the Country, including the
overall annual budget and the staff. It shouldudel the peacebuilding expertise of the UN, if amg an
outline of the UN strengths/ value-added, whicH fé put to use in the Priority Plan implementation

Budget: This section sets out the budget of the PriorignFoy Outcome Area. The size of the budget
should be justified on the basis of the previougtises. This section should provide additional atwe
that helps to explain the proposed size of the bydgcluding how value-for-money will be ensured.

COMPONENT 3: Priority Plan Management and Coordination

Management and coordination arrangemeritlis section identifies the key actors who will égfart in
the implementation of the Priority Plan, includitige Joint Steering Committee, the technical conamijtt
the PBF Secretariat, the UNCT, RUNOSs, the natiamal/or local government structures. It should tjear
explain their roles and responsibilities and allestrate how different interventions will be coordted.

Risk analysisThis section sets out the main risks identifiedh@a Priority Plan, their likelihood, severity,
and risk management, including responsibility fsk imanagement/ mitigation.

Results frameworkTemplate 3.} This section sets out a Results Framework for theri®y Plan. For
additional information on Results Frameworks, seetiSn 7 of these Guidelines.
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Priority Plan Approval Process

Once the Priority Plan is officially submitted, PB$itiates a consultative process with the Headqusl
Peacebuilding Contact Group (PC&)and in an informal fashion with the Senior Marragat of the PBC.
Once the comments are received, the Plan is agslegsePBSO Proposal Assessment Committee (PAC).

The PBF programme officer is responsible for prigggaa technical assessment for the PAC, taking into

account the following criteria:

« What are the needs and opportunities for peacebgitd

« What are the resource gaps for peacebuilding?

« What level of international attention does the dousituation have? What opportunities are there to
mobilize resources beyond the PBF?

* What is the level of UN leadership in the country meacebuilding and commitment to the Priority
Plan?

« What capacity challengamay impinge on the ability of the country and Udifdations to absorb the
proposed allocation?

« What is the quality of the submission, includingttiof the conflict analysis, the proposed outcomes,
implementation approach and the monitoring anduatadn framework?

* Have gender equality and women’s empowerment beegrated into the analysis and priority setting?

* How realistic is the proposed budget and how dpgomote value for money?

The PAC recommends a decision (to approve, notoappor to approve conditionally) to the ASG for
Peacebuilding. The ASG for Peacebuilding then rendalecision, which is communicated by PBSO to the
Joint Steering Committee through the Senior UN Begmtative in the country. Once established, the
approved budget amount is reserved for the coudivided per Outcome Area. However, the funds ate n
transferred until individual projects are approwgdthe Joint Steering Committee, in line with théfty
Plan, and this approval is passed to the Adminigeadgent (UNDP/MPTF Office). If an allocation has
been approvedith conditions the deadline for submitting amendments in writmd@BSO ifour weeks

The start date of the Priority Plan is the datéhefapproval letter by the PBSO to the countryditgation
is up to three years from the start date.

2 PCG: Interagency working group has representatteetinical level) of: UNDP/BCPR, UNICEF, UNWOMENNIFEM, DPA, DPKO and WFP.
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Diagram 3 — PRF Priority Plan Approval
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Amendments to Priority Plans

Any amendments to the Priority Plan must be apptdwe the Joint Steering Committee first and then
submitted to PBSO for approval. They need to bé jweslified. An updated/ re-validated conflict aysib
may serve as the justification. Types of possiblenge include:

» changes to the Priority Plan Outcome Areas;

» re-allocation of funds between the Outcome Areas;

* budget changes to the Plan (based on evidence dadryqerformance, or — if requesting an
increase, following good performance and deliverg a demonstrated need of additional funds for
critical needs);

» extension of Priority Plan duration with or withagst increases.

These will be considered and approved on an indaliBasis and will depend on the justification jded.
The UN Resident Representative and the PBF focalt pre encouraged to contact PBSO before
submitting any changes for formal approval. Tengp6 should be used if there is no additional ktidg
being requested; and Template 3.7 should be usaftlifional budget is being requested.

Renewal of PRF allocations
In some cases, following the end of a Priority Plemuntries may be eligible for renewal of a PRF
allocation, to consolidate peacebuilding gains made durindfiteeallocation. In considering whether or

not an allocation renewal is appropriate, PBSO eafisider:

» Delivery performance of Recipient UN Organizatiglging the first allocation.
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» Complementarities of proposed activities and p@érior ‘cumulative impacts’ based on
achievement of results during the first allocation.

» Effectiveness of in-country PBF mechanisms (PBFR&adat and Steering Committee).

* Quality of monitoring and reporting in compliancéwPBF requirements.

If a country is interested in requesting a renayvaht, the senior UN official should first cont@&BSO.

6.2 The Joint Steering Committee (JSC)
The Joint Steering Committee is
The JSC has delegated responsibility from the ASE f _responsible for:
Peacebuilding to manage PBF allocations at the topdevel. * Strategic guidance and validation of a
Co-chaired by the Senior Resident UN Representaive a conflict analysis underpinning  the
senior government representative, the JSC is afusive Elrlobrlty Plan. - g
platform for engaging national and internationaksholders in aboration of the core strategy an
o - 4 o Peacebuilding Priority Plan.
peacebuilding, including key government, UN, csdlciety and . 2 .
. ) . « Selecting Fund recipients and projects
development partner representatives (includinggle WB, and -
) . that contribute to PPP results.
bllatergl donors). PBSO strongly encourages the.ldamtiershlp - Keeping oversight on the performance
to facilitate the establishment of Joint Steeriramnittees early of Fund users.
so that they can lead the conflict analysis andtidgiof_ the . Annual strategic review of the status of
Priority Plan, rather than merely approving thejgets within results and performance to address
the Priority Plan. conflict drivers and submission of an
annual report of PPP progress to PBSO
While JSC composition should be tailored to fit tbeuntry on 1 December.
context, ideally, the JSC should generally be carvdoof up to
10 - 12 members. Gender balance and also gendertegpshould be taken into account as much as
possible. JSC members should see themselves aseapng a broader peacebuilding constituency and n
just their specific Ministry/Agencylf appropriate peacebuilding coordination/oversight mechanisms
already exist and have sufficient capacity, they eaand should be encouraged to take on the role of
the Joint Steering Committee for the PBFJSCs can also adopt flexible working mechanisnedpt to
the country contexts, including considering somtual meetings where necessary. This is particularl
important in crowded donor environments. The TORthe JSC Guidance Note 5)4can be amended if
needed but must be submitted to PBSO for final amdr

Technical CommitteeTypically, JSC decision-making is informed by Hhairal expertise at the country
level (thematic, sectoral and/or Monitoring & Evation working groups, etc.). If no such mechanism
exists, JSC’s are supported by a technical comenitie other technical working group including
representatives (technical level) from the govermmeN, civil society, and international partnefdis
committee should broadly mirror the compositiortteg JSC and its purpose is to undertake the teghnic
work that supports and facilitates the oversight dacision-making by the JSC. They work with the=PB
Secretariat to assess every new or revised pr¢jsihg Transmittal form template 3.3) before it is
submitted to the JSC for approval.

PBF Secretariat To facilitate its work, the JSC and technical oaittees are supported by RBF
Secretariatthat is funded by PBF through the Priority Pldre(early establishment of a Secretariat can also
be funded through initial ‘surge support’ by PBSOequested — see section 6.1). A strong Secedtai
essential for enabling the JSC to play its manageversight functions effectively. It serves ag th
interface between the strategic decision-makinglléodies (JSC, technical committee) and RUNOs. It
provides the coordination and secretarial supmothé JSC and technical committee, and betweer thes
bodies and the RUNOs. It also undertakes/ facstamonitoring of and reporting against the PrioRtsn.
The PBF Secretariat reports to the Co-Chairs ofltiet Steering Committe& It is generally situated with

%0 While the Secretariat reports directly to the J®@&nsure that the appropriate structure and kefvelsources are in
place for a well-functioning coordination officeg@etariat project proposals must be approved ®P®8F in New York,
as well as by the JSC.
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the UN, usually at the Resident Coordinator Offemed reports to the Resident Coordinator on a dajay
basis.

The specific duties and composition of the Sedatahould be determined based on the individuahtty
context, needs and capacities, though must incudesignated PBF coordinator/ programme officer, as
well as an M&E officer. One of these usually alsoves as the PBF focal point in the communicatigh w
PBSO. The M&E officer would normally become the M&&cal point for the Priority Plan. It should be
noted that the actual project document for the BBEretariat is approved by PBSO following the %ifn-

by the JSC (while all the substantive projects @pproved through JSCs only and then go directly to
MPTF-O for funds transfer). PBSO may also requegtarticipate in the recruitment of the PBF Seciata
staff.

In countries where Secretariats of other pooledlifumn mechanisms or national aid coordination office
PBSO should be contacted in order to jointly deteenthe best arrangements so as to enable the RBF i
country support but so as to also avoid duplication

6.3 Project Development and Selection at the CountiLevel

Once the Priority Plan and allocation have beerrcaygul, the JSC is responsible for determining and
implementing a process that identifies — in the tni@sparent manner possible — the projects dibgct

the ‘best value-for-money’ for achieving the PripriPlan outcomes. The Priority Plan allocation niest
converted into active projects within 6 months leé aipproval of the Priority Plan. If the JSC is hleao
meet this deadline, members must send a writtenestdfor an extension to the ASG of Peacebuilding
Support, together with a justification that exptathe reasons for the delay. If the delay is ndk justified,
funds may be forfeited.

In some cases, project elaboration is done in agg@ual manner in a collaborative approach betiexe

UN agencies that are best placed to contributegpeaific Priority Plan outcome (based on their dae,
experience and capacity on the ground) and betiesn government and non-government partners. In
other cases, a competitive call for project profsaconcept notes is undertakefExperience shows that
the competitive process works best for countridh wome prior PRF experience, rather than thoseamo
engaging the PRF process for the first time. Iicadles, project documents must adhere to Templaengd
identify which UN agency or agencies will be thesidaated implementer(s) (RUNOSs) of the project, the
Priority Plan outcome to which the project is cidmiting and the PBF Focus Area against which tlogept

will be coded. This information will be used by MP'D to determine from which Priority Plan outcome
funds should be drawn for the transfer to the dedgd RUNO(S). Projects within the same PrioritgrPI
outcome need to be complementary and coherent astlmot exceed the overall budget allocated to that
outcome within the PPP.

As previously mentioned, to make a decision on thicojects to approve, the JSC relies on quality
assessments of project proposals by the techrocainittee, taking into account their strategic lexger for
peacebuilding, using Template 3.3 and the ValueMoney checklist (Guidance Note 5.9). The critdéoa
the review will be country specific, but must cognplith the principles below:

 Partner Government commitmefthe partner government needs to show commitmethtetgroposed
project.

« UN senior leadership commitmenfhe UN senior leadership in the country must asbow
commitment to the proposed project.

» Peace relevance and link to conflict analySike project must be of direct and immediate releeao
peacebuilding and clearly link up with the conflatalysis/ gender analysis and one of the approved
Priority Outcomes of the Priority Plan.

« Critical gap: The proposal must identify the urgency of fundifags and strategic leverage.

31 See best practice in Nepaivw.unpbf.org/Nepal/biddingrocedures
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« Catalytic effect The project must demonstrate its catalytic effiacthe peacebuilding process and
identify how achievements will be sustained ortailon once the project is completed

* Clarity of results:The expected results need to be clear and achéwaith the expectedteories of
change’fully reflected in the logic of the results frameko

* Implementation capacitythe Recipient UN Organization and implementing partr{gm/ernment and
non-government) must have a demonstrated capagitynplement the project in the timeframe
proposed and be able to demonstrate their experiand comparative advantage in working in the
project sector. If there is a gap, the proposaltrdascribe the measures that will be taken to ssdfgs

gap.

« Monitoring and evaluationThe project must have a robust M&E Framework faatls into the Priority
Plan M&E Framework and has measurable indicatoeselines and targets. The project's M&E
framework should include a clear plan for when d&fated to the indicators will be collected and
analyzed, and to which review or planning proceskissanalysis will contribute. The Recipient UN
Organization also needs to have a track recorceeéldping, tracking and reporting on key indicators
for measuring the quality of peacebuilding outcomed project performance.

* Value for moneyThe project needs to demonstrate how it will ees@lue for money and that the most
cost-effective inputs are used for the best outcorfdease refer to the value-for-money check-list
(Guidance Note 5.9).

 Risk The proposal must include an analysis of riskd @ssumptions that can impinge on the ability of
the Fund Recipient to achieve the planned outcoedNo Harm Principlesnust be included in the
risk assessment.

» Gender responsivenegsountry Teams are encouragedatiocate at least 15% of overall Priority Plan
budgets to projects that have gender equality amhem’'s empowerment as a main objective, while
ensuring that a gender responsive approach is treansed throughout all projects. In all cases, JSCs
review of project proposals should include consitlen of whether the project design was based on a
solid gender analysis of the conflict, and whethemnder has been mainstreamed through the outcomes,
outputs, target population, indicators and budBeery proposal should be scored by the submitting
agency, using the gender marker, and must outbmetbh monitor and report on gender specific results
including by collecting sex and age disaggregated.d

« Conflict sensitivity:Conflict-sensitive programming is a requirementatif projects. Projects should
take into account the context, with particular ritn to how conflict dynamics may affect
implementation (process) and outcomes (results), @nversely, how the project may impact conflict.
All projects must ensure th@to No Harmprinciples are respected. Also, the project néedake into
account the Human Rights Diligence Policy consitilena, especially for projects dealing with S8R

Template 3.3 needs to be filled out by the PBF &adat, the Technical Committee (assessing the
project against the criteria) and the RUNOs bebmiag submitted to JSC for sign off and then to MPT
O for release of funding.

The date of funding disbursal from MPTF-O is thécidl start date of the project and the end daite w
be moved accordingly, taking into account the numdfemonths for which the project was approved.
However, the duration of the project must be com@diwithin the duration of the Priority Plan, so a
maximum of 36 months (though in nearly all cases dration will be less than the duration of the
Priority Plan, as it takes time to projectize atgbdrse the funds after the approval of the Pgidpian;
one exception to this may be in cases of a “quiakt"spackage).

32 Reference document 2: How to anticipate catalyffieces at the programming stage?

%In July 2011, the United Nations adopted the HuRihts Due Diligence Policy. The HRDDP sets oubgiples and measures to mainstream human
rights with support provided by United Nations #asi to non-UN security forces. The HRDDP is a glgimlicy to ensure that such support is consistent
with UN principles as outlined in the Charter andnternational law with regards to promoting regder international humanitarian, human rights and
refugee laws. The HRDDP is a tool that encourageshtities providing support to national or regibsecurity forces to influence the behaviour of
these beneficiaries by engaging them further ondmurights issues and in the context of their supjitaalso is expected; however, that the HRDDR wil
further enhance non-UN entity compliance with intional humanitarian, human rights or refugee laith the aim of compliance becoming the norm.
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Please note that: if a project needs to be extebdgdnd the duration of the Priority Plan, the JB&
needs to request an extension of the Priority ftan the PBSO before a project can be extended.

Within 30 days of the JSC approving the projecsirasg the Priority Plan, the M&E focal point foreth
Priority Plan (with the support of the technicalnuuittee, the PBF Secretariat and the UN Country
Team) needs to submit to PBSO an updated Phasadautis framework, which includes project-level
indicators per Outcome, and the M&E Plan (see aedtifor further details on finalizing the PPP ttesu
framework and M&E Plan). Where only a part of threofty Plan has been projectized at one time, the
update of the Priority Plan Results Framework d&edM&E Plan will be a rolling task.

Guidance Note 5.5.2 provides a useful summary fdNRs on how to establish and report on PBF PRF
projects.

Fast track project approval

In circumstances where there is an urgent andmgosindow of opportunity for making a peace-reldvan
difference to a critical peacebuilding need, JSGg/ opt to identify projects that address this time-
sensitive need for fast track project approval sTikidone by simultaneously approving the Pridfilgn
(for submission to PBSO) and pre-approving a ss&llof projects within the Priority Plan, which il
then be ready for implementation as soon as tl@ifriPlan is approved by PBSO. If this is donasit
important to ensure that attention to project-leslaboration at such an early stage of developmees
not detract from the PRF’'s focus on strategic tesuf the Fast Track approach is taken, it is
recommended that the JSC meeting takes a two-pf@pach: first approving the Priority Plan and then
considering whether the proposed projects are sagttd to further the most significant needs/ptiesi

of the Plan. Analysis of the appropriateness arahgth of projects should follow the process fajgect
selection outlined above.

6.4  PRF Project Implementation, Amendment and Closte

Once a project has been approved, the finalizege@rdocument must be signed by the co-chairs ®f th
JSC, the RUNO and government partners. The signgdgb document and the signed Transmittal Form
must be submitted to the MPTF Office. MPTF-O ensuhe project is in compliance with the signed MoU
(between the RUNO and MPTF-O) and is within theoftsi Plan allocation. If everything is in ordehget
MPTF-O then disburses the approved amount to tiogpRat (RUNO).

RUNOSs are responsible for ensuring that projeceagures are in line with project document adtgt
and approved budget, and that funds disbursemspécés their policies, rules and regulations. Arficial
agreement between the RUNO and the MPTF-O is miada global MoU that all RUNOs must sign. The
MoU is unequivocal in stating that the RUNO is agcaable for the use of funds, results achievemasits
targeted and should work with national or localdsbd implementing partners to implement approveld PB
projects. The Fund recipient is responsible fotipgta monitoring and reporting system in placd thaets
PBF standards as outlined in Section 7. It is renermded that RUNOs prepare an annual workplan to
assist with effective and efficient project managam

During project implementation, RUNOs are resporsitor submitting to MPTF and PBSO two project
reports per year, using PBSO reporting templatés. Six-monthly project report is due on 15 Julyrgve
year and the annual report is due on 31 March exeay, for the previous calendar year. Before sttmgi

the project reports to MPTF-O/PBSO, these shouldshared with the technical committee, the PBF
Secretariat and programme officer at PBF HQ foritjuassurance. They should also be endorsed by the
JSC (although, if necessary due to time pressheelatter can happen after the draft project repagre
submitted to MPTF-O/PBSO).

Project Amendment (scope, budget or duration)
Any substantive change to the scope/results obgegt; or to its overall budget, must be submitimdhe
JSC for approval (Templates 3.Zhis includes requests for cancellation of a piofead re-programming

of funds due to under-performance and low ratesxpénditure. If a project is cancelled, the fundsta be
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returned to MPTF-O and will be added to the PyoRtan Outcome Area budget to be reprogrammed by
the Joint Steering Committee.

As per the template requirements, the request dhoaihtain full details of why the change is being
requested and outline the implications of the chdiog the project. The JSC will consider the retjaesl
respond as soon as possible with a decision (tm@@&hs maximum are recommended). Any approved
changes must be shared — via the PBF Secretavithh PBSO and the MPTF Office in New York for their
records. The Annual Report of the Priority Planudti@also be used to flag any changes within thgepte
and, especially, any under-performance and sughesietifying actions. As previously stated, if the
requested extension goes beyond the Priority P&iog or requires an increase to the Priority Plan
allocation, the JSC needs to firstly approve aodest the amendment of the Priority Plan from PBSO.

If a change is proposed within the approved buedgdthas no substantive effect on the scope ofrtljeqp

or its objectives, but only re-allocates betweeddat categories, the process will depend on tledfithe
re-allocation requested. If the re-allocation cansemore than 15% of any project budget categbwmn t
Template 3.5 must be filled out and signed off hg RUNO and the Government counter-part. The
transmittal form with the JSC signature is not ieggh However, the proposed change will need to be
mentioned at the next JSC meeting and the JSC shost no objection, which needs to be recordedén th
JSC minutes. The Template 3.5 and the JSC minuts$ then be forwarded to MPTF-O and PBSO for
their records.

If the change affects less than 15% of any budgegory and the change has no effect on the sifdape
project or its objectives or on the total budgée RUNO can re-allocate it internally without fodma
approval processes.

Guidance Note 5.6.2 provides a useful summary entbgroceed with amending PRF projects.
Project Final Closure

Based on the MoU between the MPTF-O and RecipidhtQdganizations, projects need to be completed
and operationally closed within their allocated ipgr and a final project report reflecting the tpta
cumulative outcomes of the project submitted withiree months of the operational closure. A prdjeen
moves into a financial closing phase. Any unspetdrces at the end of the project need to be reduim
MPTF-O before financial closure is complete. Thaa»xamount to be refunded should be agreed between
the RUNOs and the MPTF-P. The project closure m®ahould take no longer than six months from the
operational closure of the project (Guidance Nofé How to close PBF projects Any unspent and
returned funds from PRF projects go back to the p&#t held by the MPTF-O, and are not returnedeo t
Priority Plan to re-allocate.
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7. Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) of PBF programmes

Given the frequently unstable nature of post-conhfiettings, where conditions may change rapidiyo&iter or
worse, rigorous monitoring and evaluation of peaddmg interventions, together with ongoing cocifli
analysis updates, is critical for effective prognraenmanagement and achievement of results. One=dbtiy-

standing challenges to successful peacebuildingielrer, has been the difficulty of measuring resaitsl

generating evidence to identify what types of imations work best. Often, peacebuilding intervamti seek
change that is more abstract than concrete: tdiypelgi affect citizens’ confidence in governing timstions,

transform behavior of security sector personnebuld social cohesion through national dialogurone of
which is easily measurable. The conditions thatrdmted to the conflict, moreover, also frequerntgult in

weaker state institutions, and absent or unreliabi®inistrative data. Also, peacebuilding interi@m may
take a long time to show clear peace-relevant tesul

These challenges highlight the importance of robmst regular assessment. In addition, the changesiblire

of post-conflict societies means that planning aggions must be regularly reviewed during the
implementation cycle, and intervention strategiealated to determine if they remain valid, or regu
reassessment. As such, PBSO requires a clearstuattured and appropriately costed Monitoring and
Evaluation plan, including Results Framework(s)plem for and capture the results of all of itsastments.

The following chapter provides guidance to projdesigners, implementers and M&E experts on how to
establish M&E systems that will enable them, tlseinior managers and PBSO management to make irdorme
decisions about the effectiveness of their planimerventions, and to generate knowledge for theader
international community about what works and damswork to support peacebuilding in post-confliettigs.

7.1 PBF Performance Management Plan

At the stage of conceiving and drafting the Priofian/projects, the drafting team should refethte
PBF's Performance Management Plan (PMP), whictBE'$#Global Results Framework. The PMP can act
as a guide to RUNOs on the kind of strategic reghtt PBF intends to support and how to measufésPB
added value to country portfolios.

The PMP is organized around the PBF's four priositgas, which are given by the Fund’'s 2009 Terms of
Reference. The four priority areas include: i) supgor the implementation of peace agreements and
political dialogue, ii) promotion of the coexistenand peaceful resolution of conflict, iii) revigtion of

the economy and generation of immediate peace afids, and iv) re-establishment of essential
administrative services. Within these four giveiofity areas, as noted in section 3.3 of thesalélines,

the PBF has identified nine Focus Areas that furtledine PBF’s strategic focus. RUNOs are required
situate their project within one of these Focusa&rat the time of submission.

Starting in June 2014, the PMP will provide a mehstandard indicators for each of the nine FocresA.
RUNOs will be required to select at least one @f $tkandard indicators that pertain to the Focus Aife
their project and include this indicator in the jpot’'s Results Framework. PBF recognizes, howetvet,
some projects may have outcomes that can be aédtba more than one Focus Area. For example, a DDR
effort may be identified as an (Outcome 1) FocusaAB project. Through this project, however, ex-
combatants may be provided with livelihoods suppettich would fall under (Outcome 3) Focus Area 8.
In cases such as this, the implementing UN Agenoulavbe strongly encouraged to include a standard
indicator from both Focus Area 3 and Focus Area e project’'s Results Framework.

7.2 Developing a Results Framework

Whether submitting a Peacebuilding Priority Plam RRF funding, or an IRF project proposal, all
submissions need to be accompanied by a resufteWark that helps applicants and PBF to ensure the
coherence, logic and complementarity of their veeations and to measure the results that will doute

to peacebuilding. The results framework establigies basis for the M&E plan, which — during the
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implementation phase — will measure fund userdogperance in contributing to peacebuilding resulise
Results Framework contains Outcomes, Outputs, &tolis, Baselines, Targets and Milestones.

Developing indicators for peacebuilding interventigs not an easy task. As noted above, peacetgildi
interventions often are not easily quantifiabled ao qualitative
measures must also be employed. PBSO encourage$ anMeasuring Outcomes:Change of
appropriate mix of both qualitative and quantitatindicators behavior (individual or institutional) o
to best capture the range of likely interventioahough in changed perceptions (e.g. increased
certain settings a heavier emphasis on qualitatidieators and confidence in government capacity tq
s . - . maintain public order during the
process level |r_1d|cators will be most reallstloa!éﬁuq;ln order to election process) that impact conflict
capture behavior change. In many cases, indicdtased on factors (e.g. distrust of the population

surveys of the population’s perceptions of pea@musty, towards government authorities).
justice and government services will be useful.

Measuring Outputs: Short-term

Regardless of whether using qualitative or quantga deliverables that fall within the direct
indicators, when formulating indicators for PBF uks responsibility of the Fund user (e.g.
frameworks, bear in mind the SMART criteria: Spiegif skills of police officers in crowd contrd|
Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, and Time-bountithin this and de-escalation tactics improved).

framework, applicants should ensure that theircamtirs measure the specific peacebuilding outcarhes
their work, as opposed to more traditional sectauted development indicators. They should alsarens
that they measure both the effectiveness of thig/programme (i.e. achievement of intended reyaltd

its efficiency (i.e. value for money). Finally, tmesults framework and the indicators should bgnali
with the theory of change/ logic of the projectbgmamme and measure what the project/ programme
intended to achieve.

In order for the identified indicators to serveithfeinction, baselines and appropriate targets rieeie
established. Without baselines, project manageds J8Cs will be unable to determine whether their
interventions have actually contributed to the wekichange. To establish baselines, RUNOs need to
consider what data is already being collected byGbvernment, the civil society and the UN to $ekis
could be used as a baseline. If baseline data redmscollected from scratch, this will come atost and

so provisions for this will need to be includedlie M&E budget.

Without appropriate targets, RUNOs will not be abolarticulate the scale and scope of the chargeale
expecting to make, and PBSO will be unable to detex if this scale and scope is appropriate for the
context and level of likely funding. Targets, theme essential to help all stakeholders understemat
specific change is expected. Targets, howeveryéappthe entire life of a given intervention. Aach,
RUNOs and JSCs may find it useful to establish dnm@ntal milestones to determine if the given
intervention is progressing at an expected pac#,amfjustments are required. For example, a ptaojey
hope to achieve a 50% increase in the level ofidente in local governing institutions of a given
population over the course of a 2 year projecthiithat two year span, project managers will lmpiired

to report on the project’s progress three timesbByaking the project’s target into achievable stdees
that are connected to the reporting cycles, prajeghagers and PBF will be better able to assete if
project is on track to meet its 50% goal. For exlmim the first 6 months of implementation the jpod
may be expected to achieve only a 5% increase bectdne project has just begun and not all project
activities have been launched. By the first yeawdwver, the project manager may expect that sHeseeél a
20% increase, as the project begins to mature,aafuither increase to 35% by the 18 month reporting
period. By setting project milestones such as thesjod progress assessments can more meaningfully
determine if implementation is on track or if vargbarriers need to be addressed and rectified.

In addition to ensuring the specific peacebuildiogus on results, indicators should also be exagnfoe
how they capture differences in gender vis-a-vie thutcomes. As noted in Section 3.4, gender
responsiveness may enter into programming in onevoftypical ways: either as an explicit aim of an
outcome area (for example, to increase women'’s wmpuent within the socioeconomic and political
arenas in support of a peace process), or as aedhdeasure through sex and age disaggregatadtiat
an outcome that is not explicitly addressing genthequality. Without disaggregation, PRF-funded
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initiatives will be unable to state with certaintyrat impact they have had on gender equality anuewns
empowerment within peacebuilding processes.

A final, general consideration when devising restdittmeworks is to account for differences in tigin
implied by certain outcomes and the projects thatrfder them. For the case of PRFs, in many Ryiori
Plans, the achievement of key results from oneegfi@outcome may be critically important for tla@mch

of another outcome. For example, an outcome orakochesion through improved ethnic minority rights
at the community level may depend on the prior edtinent of an outcome on revision of key national
legal and policy frameworks ensuring minority potien. These kinds of sequencing considerations
should be accounted for within the results framdwor

While PRF Priority Plans and projects (both prgeapproved within the Priority Plans as well asdRF
require results frameworks, the requirements faheare slightly different, given the different lengof
time, level of funding and complexity of the twohd below sections first outline the results framewo
components for the Priority Plan before shiftingdsults framework components for individual pregec

Priority Plan Results Framework
The Priority Plan’s results framework consistswb phases: phase one to accompany the submisision o
the Priority Plan for approval by PBSO, and phaseto be submitted to PBSO within 30 days of thatJo

Steering Committee’s approval of projects agaimstRriority Plan.

Phase One (in blue shade within the PPP resuittsefrark template).

Given the strategic nature of PBF interventions, rigsults framework that accompanies the submigsion
the Priority Plan to PBSO should focus exclusivetyidentifying appropriate indicators for each Htjo
Plan outcome, together with baselines, appropteigets, and means of verification. When formutatin
indicators, success or failure at measuring pealcky achievements will depend on how high or lpou
pitch the indicators. Indicators (and targets) hett at too high a level — for example, achievinggge
within a country — are not appropriate, given tABF funding is relatively modest in comparison wvitie
overall needs and that implementation timeframesda more than 36 months, making deeply systemic,
longer-term change an unrealistic goal. Convergetghing the outcome indicator at too low a levdbr
example, training demobilized former-combatantdifim skills — is more appropriate for a projectéév
indicator. The Priority Plan outcome indicators koseek a middle ground, and measure resultdeateh
above likely project-level results.

Phase Two (in yellow shade within the PPP restdisiéwork template).

Once the Priority Plan has been approved by PB®@,the Joint Steering Committee has approved
projects against the PPP outcomes, the M&E focadtdor the Secretariat should work with RUNOs on
elaborating the second phase of the PPP resultsefvark. The second phase expands the results
framework from the higher-level PPP strategic onttes to include a focused selection of key projecell
outcomes and their indicators, arrayed across therit Plan strategic outcomes. All project-level
indicators should meaningfully relate to and flawoi the higher-level PPP strategic outcome indrsato
This second phase results framework should be @iagplwithin 30 days of the JSC project approvad dat
The second phase PPP results framework includésatods, targets, baselines and means of verifioati
for each outcome. It also includes shading boxe¥éar 1, Year 2 and Year 3 to allow project mamsge
think when each outcome will be achieved and toalige if some outcomes will depend on and flowrfro
others. It also has a column to list any key milees and dates which will allow the project manager
track the achievement of the targets over time. §dwnd phase of the PPP results framework nedas to
accompanied by an M&E Plan (Template 4.1). Whellg arpart of the Priority Plan has been projectized
at one time by the Joint Steering Committee, thdatg of the Priority Plan Results Framework and the
M&E Plan will be a rolling task.
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Project-level Results Framework

As noted above, every project — whether a standeal@F or a project within the Priority Plan — reqs a
results framework to provide evidence of how thaiviiual project is achieving its intended peackting
results (Template 3.2 and 3.3). The project resinimmework makes clear the linkages between the
immediate results (outputs) of a project and thr@ended contribution to the peacebuilding objextiand
outcomes.

For projects associated with a Priority Plan, irdimal project outcome statements and indicatorsilshioe
reflected in the yellow-shaded boxes in the Phage flesults framework. For IRF projects, the Results
Framework should be included in the project docunfigre template for the Framework is included ia th
project document template). It includes outcomewels as outputs and their indicators, baselinegéts,
means of verification. For each outcome and outihgre should be a shading of quarters and years to
indicate when they are expected to be achievedndmadher certain outputs or outcomes lead to otbers
are dependent on them.

7.3 Developing an M&E Plan

High quality results frameworks are the startingnpdor measuring progress on desired outcomes.
However, a results framework - even with SMARIRhdicators — only provides an answer to the qoasti
“what do we measure”, it does not address the murest how or when to measure, nor does it seteasid
time to reflect on what has been achieved. For, tRBSO requires a sound and adequately budgeted
Monitoring and Evaluation Plan.

An M&E Plan is a tool used to coordinate the cdltetand analysis of data for informed decision-mgk
and substantive reporting and for evaluating a@rnents. It also helps to ensure the consistentiaredy
flow of information from data collection to reparg, using different data sources. The M&E Plandsudn
the Results Framework by determining how the indisawill be tracked and stating clearly who is
responsible for what and when, and what budgdtasaded for this purpose. Similar to results fravoeks,
PBSO requires separate M&E Plans for Priority Pessvell as for individual projects.

Priority Plan Level

Given that project selection usually occurs after $ubmission and approval of the Priority Plaa, M&E
Plan that is elaborated for Priority Plan submissidgll be an indicative one. Elements of an adeguat
indicative M&E Plan should include: 1) surveys oher data collection needed to obtain baseline, &ta
the scheduling of annual and mid-term reviews atRRP level, 3) any required data collection agtiai
mid-term review may require, and 3) data collectioward the end of the project to enable both gtoje
staff and evaluators to assess the project’'s oudsoM&E Plans may also include any evaluative égesc
the Secretariat or individual RUNOs may wish to emtake in the programme cycle.

While an indicative M&E Plan will need to be inckaiin the Priority Plan proposal, finalization bétPPP
M&E Plan will occur upon finalization of the secopthase results framework. Upon acceptance of the
Priority Plan by PBSO and project selection againstPlan by the JSC, the PBF M&E focal point stoul
convene a working group of all project managergik@eg PBF funding. Drawing upon phase two of the
results framework, the working group should listodithe means of verification for all indicatorgtiwn the
results framework, including those at the strategittome level as well as project outcome levehcé&xhe

list is drawn up, the working group should identifich means of verification are routinely collettt no
additional cost, and which require special datdectibn efforts (for example, the implementation aof
perception survey). For those requiring speciairéesf a budget should also be provided.

Regardless of whether data collection is routingiara special, dedicated mechanism, the workiogigr
should indicate the relative frequency of dataemibn. Considerations for setting the frequenoyusth

34 SMART: Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant Time-bound.
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include: what is the implementation timeframe atfidjuite short, how many opportunities will project
managers have to adjust their approach; how muoah is likely needed in order to see meaningful gean
in the indicator; and what are programme manageémepportunities for analyzing and adjusting
programme implementation through mid-year or mighteeviews and evaluative exercises.

Once a list of means of verification and their freqcy and budget implications are clear, all infation
should be included in template 4.1, and submittethe same time as the Phase Two results framework
submission to PBSO.

Priority Plan evaluations do not need to be inatlishethe M&E Plan of the Priority Plan because thely

be planned and managed by PBSO/PBF in New YorkdiRgrfor these evaluations will be drawn from the
Priority Plan allocation, under the Secretariatpgupproject, and retained by MPTF-O for use by R
M&E Unit at the close of the Priority Plan. Indiudl project-level evaluations for projects fundiecbtigh
the Priority Plan are not required by PBF but caddve as additional data sources for reportinglghibe
country teams decide to undertake them.

Project Level

All projects must have an M&E Framework, howevet alb projects require an individual M&E Plan. For
PRF projects, it is sufficient that there is an M&Ean at the Priority Plan level, which takes iatttount
all the projects contributing to the implementatadrthe Priority Plan.

IRF projects will require an M&E Plan only if theyquire an independent evaluation. PBSO requires
evaluations for IRF projects when: funding amowsn$1.5 million or more, or if they last for moreath12
months, or if they are implemented in new PBF cguobntexts or using interventions that are palgidy
risky or innovative. Project managers should cdnRBF M&E staff when drafting their proposals to
discuss whether their projects fall within our adeésany of these criteria. If an evaluation/M&E rlia
required, it needs to be part of the project prahosith funding set aside to conduct the evalugtishich

will be managed at the country level.

7.4  Reporting requirements and responsibilities

The main purpose of reporting is to offer evideardeased on the sound analysis of M&E data — of whic
PBF interventions performed well and achieved etqukcesults, what challenges were encountered, what
were the lessons learned, and which of these dmeildsed to build knowledge of how PBF interventions
have successfully addressed conflict drivers. Sapbrts are a crucial means for programme mandgers
reflect on implementation and make adjustments hsgcessary, as well as for PBSO to enhance
accountability on results and sharing of knowledgesuccesses, as well as failures. For PBSO, such
accountability extends to the UN General Assembly Secretary General through the Security General's
Annual Report on the Peacebuilding Fund, as wellb &ind donors and PBF recipient member states

Reports are required at the level of the PriorignPas well as for each project, regardless of ladrethe
project is an IRF or funded under the PRF. Reparts required if the project or the Priority Plan
commenced at least 6 months before the due ddbe o€port. All RUNOs and Secretariats are requioed
utilize the PBF reporting templates for reporting BBF-funded initiatives. Narrative descriptions of
project or PPP implementation should be based afeewe and be grounded in the achievement of the
results framework milestones and targets.

Reporting on programmatic results of the Priority Plan (Template 4.2)

As the Joint Steering Committee is responsiblesfeguring the achievement of the Priority Plan oukes,

it is responsible for submitting an annual report summragi progress against the milestones and targets
established in the Priority Plan’s results framdwdrhe main purpose of this report is to assess'$?BF
overall added value in contributing significantty pjeacebuilding processes at the national and lecal,

to review the quality of programmatic results, dadmonitor carefully risks and changes within cuntfl
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dynamics. The deadline for submission of this rethe first week of December, as it is usedngsif
into PBSO’s Annual Report to the Secretary Gen&aturity Council, General Assembly, donors and UN.
The report will be reviewed by PBSO according ttalelsshed criteria elaborated in guidance available
JSCs to assist with the preparation of the report.

The JSC, the Office of the Senior Resident UN Regmative and the PBF Secretariat are also redpensi
for quality control of the half year, annual andlexf project narrative reports submitted by the Ri$Nsee
below.

Reporting on project specific resultyTemplates 4.3 — 4.5)

PBF’'s reporting procedures are governed by thedatahMoU signed between the MPTF Office and
RUNOs. RUNOs are responsible for reporting on megragainst anticipated outcomes twice a yeaxk-a si
month report due on 15 July and an end-of-year @megport due on 31 March. Quarterly reporting to the
MPTF Office is no longer mandatory. In addition, ROs are required to submit annual financial reports
by 30 April to the MPTF Office. Please note thataficial reports are submitted by the RUNO’s
headquarters. Joint projects should submit a sitmbsolidated project report.

For projects that have concluded operational diessi End of Project reports must be submitted @lata
4.5) within three months of operational closure.

The MPTF Office is responsible for the consolidatiof all project reports into thBF Annual
Consolidated Repotiy 31 May.

Summary of reporting responsibilities

PBF / MPTF-Office Reporting Cycle

Who reports? To whom? When? What and How?

- Joint Steering Committee| PBSO - Once a year (deadline 1 December)  Repartirthe status of

(PRF) programmatic resultagainst the

Priority Plan (Template 4.2)

- RUNOs JSC/RCO; | - Half year (deadline 15 July); Reporting on the status pfoject
PBSO/MPTF-| - Annual report (deadline: 31 March) results (Templates .3 — 4.5);
Office - End of Project Report (3 months | financial statements (end year)

after operational closure)
- ImplementatiorPartners | RUNOs - Quarterly or more frequent, RBM / early warning systems at
(project managtand tear) depending on conte project level:Review of target
7.5 Independent Programme Evaluations

Independent evaluations provide an impartial assess of the project/ programme. They also help
determine the strategic positioning of PBF basedsosuccess, added value, and lessons learnedveoitoh
achieve strategic impact on addressing conflictofac As noted above, PBSO requires a portfolioeywid
independent evaluation for all PRF allocations. SEhevaluations are designed and managed by the PBF
M&E Unit in New York, in close cooperation with thkESC and PBF Secretariat. Final external project
evaluations are mandatory for certain IRF projétttese that are above $1.5 million, those that Haste
than 12 months and those that are particularly vatiee/risky) — PBSO should be consulted when the
project is being developed to determine whetherangproject will need to conduct an evaluationd Exh
programme/ project evaluations and should takeepBcmonths prior to the financial closure of the
programme, and at or around operational closurd:tetim evaluations or other evaluative exercisemie
optional. An independent evaluation is requiredmpid any consideration for a renewal allocation.

¥pPBSO and MPTFO will be reviewing in mid-2014 thmitig of the reports with an eye toward better atignt with
annual report writing and mid-term review schedgiliAny changes to the reporting deadlines will éftected in the
MOU between the various RUNOs and MPTFO.
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PBSO has developed standard ToRs for evaluat®®ogl@nce Note 5)Xhat follow the OECD/DAC (and
UNEG) quality norms and standards for evaluatinggpgmmes in fragile countriésIn most cases, the
evaluations are jointly conducted by an internatlcand a national consultant. The final decisiontlom
Team Leader is the responsibility of a PBSO salagtianel (comprised of three members) in compliance
with PBF rules and regulations. National consultamill be selected by the UNCT according to their
procurement procedures and in consultation with ®BSThe M&E Advisor at PBSO is in charge of
oversight during the whole evaluation process amdadcountable for quality assurance of the final
evaluation report. The cost for external evaluatioh IRF projects is fully covered by project funaisd
should be included in the budget for every proproposal.

Evaluation findings are shared with JSC, PBSO aNdriteragency working groups and their comments on
the evaluation findings are included in the firgport as an Annex. A management response is due int
PBSO within 30 days of receipt of the final repdfor PRF evaluations, PBF M&E Unit will coordinate

the drafting of the response in close coordinatiith the JSC. For IRF project evaluations, RUNGs ar
responsible for finalizing the management respamsesubmitting it to PBF M&E Unit. Once finalizeal|
evaluations will be posted on the PBF website, ttogrewith the management responses.

36 Guidance on Evaluating Conflict Prevention andcebailding Activities, OECD/DAC, June 2012.
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