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Executive summary
Introduction

The UN Peace building Fund provided USD 14 millilmm peace building programming in Northern
Uganda, through its Peace and Recovery FacilityFjPIRhe Uganda Peacebuilding Programme (PBP) was
designed as 3 joint programmes (JP1, JP2, JP3) Iplusordination programme (P4). The PBP was
implemented between January 2011 and Septemberig@¥choliland, the region within Northern Uganda
most affected by the GoU-LRA conflict.

It is established practice that peace buildingrirgetions should address key drivers of confliabwdver,
the PBF aims to fund a select number of peaceibgiftdcused interventions, and cannot addressalflict
drivers. Therefore, in order to assess whethePtie interventions in Northern Uganda were desiggedi
implemented tamaximizepeace building outcomes that wergré#ority, this evaluation has gone beyond
establishing whether or not interventions addressedlict drivers.

In addition, it has investigated to what extent fhéerventions led to the strengthening of conflict
management capacities. Conflict management capsds$ a broad term for different institutions and
processes in society that can help to resolve iconfithout resorting to violence, referring to jpestrum
ranging from social cohesion, to informal and ttiadial conflict resolution mechanisms, to the foliasy
and order sector, to specifically designed peacegsses to address larger scale conflict.

Finally, in order to ensure that peace buildingiméntions contribute to peace building, it is rsseey to
make sure they Do No Harm; in other words, to make they are conflict sensitive. Although it iyyted
this evaluation to comprehensively assess the icostnsitivity of all PBP programmes, the incomgtan
of Do No Harm principles in programming has beeresgtigated.

Key findings
In terms of its relevance for peace building in éldand, this evaluation finds that the PBP:

- made a significant contribution to peace buildihgpugh targeted programming in the areas of actes

justice/transitional justice

- made a relevant contribution to peace buildingh area of strengthened conflict management d&gsac

(including land-related) at the community/househleleel, through its programming related to GBV,Idhi

protection and human rights

- made a weak contribution to peace building thioitg programming related to livelihoods support an
youth empowerment

Although relevant programme documentation inclubedf references to conflict sensitivity consideras,
and some evidence of understanding of Do No Harmmngist some of the IPs and UN agencies, the PBP
lacked a comprehensive and systematic integrafi@odNo Harm principles in design and monitoring.

The main catalytic effects of the PBP in terms eége building lie in the areas of transitionalipestland

and in how the PBP helped to “put peacebuildingkb@t the agenda” in Acholiland. Approximately two
thirds of total funding was spent on programmes thade a significant or relevant contribution tage
building. Generally, there was good national owhigrof the PBP through general alignment to the GoU
PRDP and good cooperation with the Office of themBrMinister, relevant line agencies and the local
government. National ownership of peace buildimegpeimming in Northern Uganda needs to be considered
in light of corruption risks.

Although the PBP contributed to addressing certalevant drivers of conflict, it did not incorpogaa
comprehensive focus on strengthening conflict mamamt capacities and peace processes in sociaty. Fo
the most part, the PBP programmes were not designed maximally focused on peace building related
outcomes. Many of the PBP interventions were pamxisting or planned programmes of the agencies
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involved, without adjustments to maximize peacelding outcomes. Although the PBP responded to
funding gaps in the broader post-conflict recovieaynework of the GoU (PRDP), it was not closelyaéd
to PRDP objective 4 that was most directly rele¥anpeace building and reconciliation.

The sustainability of some of the PBP interventigras enhanced due to the fact that they were pgart o
existing/planned programmes of the implementinghags. The inclusion of local government in many of
the interventions has also enhanced sustainabHtywever, the evaluation found several examples of
challenges with regards to sustainability. In maiftir, it is questionable whether the short timefea of
PBF funding were suited to the livelihoods actastsupported.

In general, agencies valued the pilot experienciaf programming under the PBP. Some good attempt
were made to achieve greater coherence betweeprdiggam elements. However, in terms of enhanced
peace building outcomes, this evaluation foundelitdded value resulting from joint programmingeTh
PBP results were not reported against the Pridtian as an overarching peace building frameworl, an
each agency implemented separate projects undeurtii®ellas of the three joint programmes. This
“scattered” implementation approach led to a desgréa cost effectiveness of the overall PBP prognam

The JSC, TAP and JSC Secretariat executed thettifuns in a satisfactory mannedthough coordination
did not include specialised peace building expertislowever, the coordination of the 3 separate
programmes by a lead agency in each, without aleétaversight responsibility for the JSC Secretiri
meant that overall oversight was weakened.

There were a number of weaknesses in the desigegsnp

- No comprehensive conflict analysis of Ancholilamds undertaken to underpin programming

- Although the programmes were aligned to the PRI all were focused on those aspects of the PRDP
most directly relevant for peace building

- The RBMs of the 3 JPs show some weaknesses iindésign, leading to a lack of clarity in reported
achievements

Implementation of the PBP was delayed significamtlye to weaknesses in design; the time needed to
identify IPs; and some IP capacity challenges. Desthese delays and some other implementation
challenges, the implementing agencies have beentald@xecute most of their planned interventiortiwi

the extended project timeframe.

Although E-MIS has facilitated the tracking of rateexpenditure, it faced challenges as a mechafosm
tracking outputs and outcomes.

Despite references to enhancing women'’s rolesaeggbuilding in programme documentation, the PB® wa
not designed to achieve this as an outcome. Nealeg$y in a broader sense, women benefited strémgty
a number of PBP interventions.

Key recommendations (selection from all recommioiisiin the report)

Beyond targeting conflict drivers, peace building programmes need to include a specific focus on
strengthening conflict resolution capacities and peace processes in society. PBSO should provide more
specific guidance as to how peace building programming can be strengthened, beyond making
reference to addressing conflict drivers. Peace building programme design should be based on specific
conflict analysis.

Do No Harm considerations should be systematically integrated into any programming in conflict-
prone and fragile contexts, and in particular in peace building programming. PBSO should make the
integration of Do No Harm consider ations compulsory for peace building programmesto be funded by
the PBF.

! This summary presents an aggregation of the key recommendations, and therefore does not conform to the same numbering as
the recommendations in the body of the report
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Livelihood/economic recovery support should only be considered for peace building funding when it is
clearly articulated how such support will be adjusted to contribute to peace building outcomes, and
where it carefully considers funding timeframes in order to ensure the sustainability of such
interventions.

When deciding on joint peace building programming, the transaction costs should be weighed up
against the potential added value of better peace building outcomes derived from joint programming.

To increase cost effectiveness of peace building programming, coordination needs further
strengthening, and programmes need to be designed more specifically towards peace building
outcomes.

The peace building outcomes of PBF programmes can be strengthened through the inclusion of
specific peace building expertise in the JSC secretariat and TAP. The JSC Secretariat should play an
activerolein theoverall coordination of PBF peace building programmes.

Peace building programmes should incor porate a focus on the empower ment of women specifically as
actorsin peace building and conflict resolution at all levelsin society.

When aligning to GOU programmes focusing on Northern Uganda, peace building programmes
should take into account corruption risks

An automated reporting system like E-MIS cannot overcome weaknesses in the design of RBMs or
substitute for dedicated specialised peace building coordination.



1.Introduction

This report presents the final evaluation of theitéth Nations Peacebuilding Fund (PBF)
programmes that were implemented in Acholiland ortNern Uganda between January 2011 and
September 2012.

The UN RCO put in an eligibility request to the Wéacebuilding Fund on 24 February 2010. On
4 June 2010, the country was declared eligibleFBF PRF (Peacebuilding Recovery Facility)
funding. The aim of the PRF is to provide short-term (maxin of 18 months) funding for
catalytic peace building programming that addressgsificant risks of relapse into conflict. The
PBF approves a Peacebuilding Priority Plan, afteickvthe responsibility for further approval and
monitoring of project implementation against thé®Rite delegated to the national level in the form
of a Joint Steering Committee, comprising reprea@nt of the UN, government and civil sociéty.

In July 2010, a first draft of the priority plan svaubmitted to the PBSO. On 27 October 2010, the
Joint Steering Committee, co-chaired by the UN R@ the Permanent Secretary of the Office of
the Prime Minister of Uganda, met and approved Teems of Reference for the JSC, the
Peacebuilding Priority Plan, and referred four pangme documents to the PS for signing. The
PBSO provided 14 million USD, which was implementadbugh four Joint Programmes (Joint
Programme (JP) 1, JP2, JP3 and P4), involving elifféerent UN agencies plus the Resident
Coordinator’s office.

Methodology

This report assesses the successes and challenties® PBF programmes with regards to their
contributions to peace building in Acholilanitiuses two sets of criteria according to the Tdkhe
evaluation: relevant OECD/DAC criteria; and the d¢&dmilding Fund's global Performance
Management Plan (PMP). The evaluation team cousisfean international consultant (team
leader) and a national consultant. The team ledid®v up an inception report with a detailed data
collection methodology, which was discussed witk tiN agencies and approved by PBSO
(attached). Next, the team spent three weeks imtlaancluding 10 days in Acholiland, collecting
data through interviews with the UN agencies, Immating Partners (IPs), stakeholders and
beneficiaries (list of interviews attached). A dreéport was shared with PBSO, after which a
further updated draft was shared with the PBF fesipUN agencies in Uganda. UN agencies
offered a number of comments, which can be foundninex G. These resulted in changes and
clarifications where appropriate in the final repor

This main report assesses the Uganda Peace buRdogram (PBP) in its entirety, building on
more detailed assessments of the 3 separate impiatiom programmes JP1, 2 and 3 (annexed).
Because P4 was a supporting project for the 3 im@htation programs, its assessment is
integrated into this main report; hence there iseyarate annex for P4.

Because the PBP was implemented through only tsubeprogrammes, it is important that the
main report is read in conjunction with the sepambgramme assessments in the annexes, as they
contain detailed information, including more degdilreferences to evidence, which is not always
repeated in the main report. Where this main regoeis not refer to specific evidence this can be
found in the separate programme assessments.

This report starts with a brief conflict assessn@mcholiland. It outlines the main conflict dringe

and peacebuilding processes against which the P&Ffgms are being assessed for the purpose of
this evaluation. Next, key achievements and chg#erare outlined in more detail according to the
main OECD/DAC criteria. Each section includes kegdings and recommendations where
appropriate. A final section summarizes all recomdagions.

2 Uganda eligibility decision letter from UN ASG mesbuilding support to UNRC Uganda, 4 June 2010
3 Application guidelines for the UN PBF, UN Funebsite 7



Assessing peace building outcomes

There are different definitions of the concept eape building. It is sometimes used to designate
post-conflict recovery in a broad sense; theretsndency to see interventions that aim to address
the consequences of conflict as peace buildingchroliland this tendency is perhaps even stronger
due to the violence, duration, and extreme consemseof the conflict.In summary; a first
difficulty with the concept of peace building isathit is sometimes conflated with recovery. It is
important to maintain a distinction between thege toncepts however. A second difficulty with
the concept of peace building is that it is alwagstext specific, and therefore what exactly
comprises peace building will vary in different gga and change with time; peace building always
needs to be assessed against the conflict context.

The PBF uses the 2007 definition from the UN SGEdy Committee:

“Peacebuilding involves a range of measures targetedduce the risk of lapsing or relapsing into
conflict by strengthening national capacities al lavels for conflict management, and to lay the
foundations for sustainable peace and developniRadcebuilding strategies must be coherent and
tailored to the specific needs of the country comed, based on national ownership, and should
comprise a carefully prioritized, sequenced anddfwe relatively narrow set of activities aimed
at achieving the above objectives.”

Therefore, an analysis of the conflict contextusing on the identification of conflict drivers,as
essential first step to target peace building irgetions. Indeed, the PBSO advised the RCO in
Uganda that “PBF should target a select numbectdfites that address key drivers of the conflict
and are designed to achieve peacebuilding outccemel Iresults” and “...the PBF should
concentrate on areas with a clear gap of fundingéacebuilding activities”.

It is established practice that peace buildingrirgetions should address key drivers of conflict.
However, the PBF cannot fund all interventions thih to address conflict drivers. Indeed, the
PBF aims to fund a select number of peace buil@tiogsed interventions. Therefore, in order to
assess whether the PBF interventions in Northerandg were designed and implemented to
maximizepeace building outcomes that wer@réority within the Northern Uganda context, this

evaluation needs to do more than just establishtheneor not interventions addressed conflict
drivers. Two additional aspects can be investigated

Firstly, to what extent the interventions led te girengthening of conflict management capacities.
Conflict management capacities is a broad ternmdifferent institutions and processes in society
that can help to resolve disagreements, dispusamniflict without resorting to violence. It is als
core to the PBF definition outlined above, andnete a spectrum ranging from social cohesion, to
informal and traditional conflict resolution meclsns, to the formal law and order sector, to
specifically designed peace processes to addreger Iscale conflict. Interventions that attempt to
strengthen social cohesion/conflict management aggs can include psychosocial support,
community dialogues, support for mediation procgstee strengthening of the police and justice
sectors, and support to formal peace processes.

Secondly, in order to ensure that peace buildingrventions contribute to peace building, it is
necessary to make sure they Do No Harm; in othedsydo make sure they are conflict sensitive.
It is not possible to guarantee peace building @uts, no matter how well designed the
interventions, if there has been no investigatmerisure that first and foremost, such intervestion
do not unwittingly contribute to conflict. For exafe, a well-intended short-term employment
scheme for youth can be designed to contributeeéme building, but can unwittingly contribute to

* Perceptions of peacebuilding in Acholiland as eltzsrecovery were expressed in many of the irgersiheld for this
evaluation.

5 PBF (new) application guidelines 19 October 2Git2| draft.

5 Consolidated comments on the draft PPP Ugandal eoneespondence between PBSO and UNRC, 26 AR 8



conflict if only youth from certain conflicting féions benefit, and not those from others. Therefore
Do No Harm considerations must be included in llo¢ghdesign and monitoring of interventions.

2.Conflict drivers and peace building processes in Acholiland

The Northern Uganda conflict between the Lord’si&esce Army (LRA) and the Government of
Uganda (GOU) has lasted more than two decades &9®€. The conflict has had far reaching
consequences in the Northern Uganda regions of IAdtemgo, Teso, West Nile and Karamoja.
The conflict ceased to be internal once the LRAdrsed the Uganda borders, set up bases in
Sudan and the Central Africa Republic, and bega&unrgions into the Democratic Republic of
Congo. Within Uganda, the Acholi region has botmeworst consequences of the conflict between
the LRA and the GOU. Over 1.1 million people wergpthced, including to government camps,
and an estimated 25.000 children were abducted tesbd as combatants, labourers, or sex sfaves.
The extreme violence employed by the LRA againg thvilian population has been well
documented.

Between 2006 and 2008, the Juba peace procespdteito bring an end to the conflict. Although
a comprehensive peace agreement remains unsidneedrdcess has yielded some positive results
in a series of agreements that were signed: the pieint agenda on Ceasing of Hostilities;
Comprehensive Solutions; Reconciliation, Justiag Accountability; DDRRR and Amnesty. Since
2006, a measure of peace and stability has returnedorthern Uganda, as the conflict has
effectively been displaced outside Uganda’s bordd@itse GOU’s strategy for post-conflict
reconstruction was set out in the Peace RecovetyDavelopment Plan. A process of return from
the camps has nearly completed. In December 2009,16% of the total displaced population was
estimated to remain in camps.

The return process has been accompanied by nedictayhamics, in particular conflict related to
land. The majority of land in Acholi is held undeustomary tenure. It is not “owned” by
individuals in a manner comparable to modern Iggaperty ownership. Instead, rights over land
can be varied and flexible depending on the ugbefand, are based on verbal rather than written
agreements, and are not formally registered. Lantield under custodianship, not ownership,
passing from one generation to the néxt.

During the war and the large scale displacemeipieople to camps, people’s access to and use of
the land changed dramatically. Furthermore, thel leonflict situation was compounded by the
long period spent by people in the camps with intagaccess to their land, destruction of boundary
markers and in some instances loss of those witivladge on land boundaries. Consequently, the
return of IDPs to their land was accompanied witlinerease in land conflict, with single
women/mothers, orphans, and former abductees aflgedilnerable to losing access to land and
therefore their primary, in most cases only, likebd™ These issues of increased conflict and
vulnerability were embedded in broader change s (including demographic pressures) and
the difficult parallel existence of customary/ttéoial governance systems (with diminishing
authority) and modern legal governance frameworks.

This dilemma between formal and informal governaegtends beyond land-related conflict to
access to justice more broadly. Although traditianahority is weakening and the level of trust of
people in traditional leaders is decreasing, thgorta of people in Acholiland still look to

traditional justice mechanisms for various reasor@uding the higher costs and longer duration of
formal processes, and the stronger focus on restoraf relationships in traditional mechanisms.
This also depends on what wrongdoing justice igjsbtor. At the same time however, traditional

" UNICEF (2005) Report on the situation of childeerd women in the Republic of Uganda

8 See for example Tim Allen and Koen Vlassenrootl(B0rhe Lord’s Resistance Army: Myth and Reality

® Uganda Peacebuilding Priority Plan, October 2p18,

10 CSOPNU (2004) Land Matters in Displacement: Thedrtance of land rights in Acholiland and what tiems them
11 See for example UN Uganda (2012) Report on Driversnds and Patterns of Land Conflict in the Atkab-regiorQ



justice is often dispensed in hierarchical and ipathal settings, which can have detrimental
consequences for women and youth.

The war in Acholiland has led to a drastic incre@seental illnesses, which is linked to general
distress and a decrease in trust, social cohesiod eommunity resilience. Existing
customary/traditional coping strategies have beeakened by displacement, poverty and the
erosion of customary/family values and norms. Atdaibuse is an associated widespread problem,
and seen as both a cause and a consequence of diginéss. At the same time, the health system
lacks the capacity to offer adequate psychosoaia &

During the war, women and girls were exposed to GB\Wifferent ways, including physical,
psychological abuse and sexual violence withinltRé, but also domestic and extended family
abuse. Upon returning home, GBV remains a serissisej embedded in broader problems and
household stresses related to poverty, gender aitiga and a lack of recourse and assistance from
social and justice services that lack capaCity.

A great number of youth in Acholi were either bamrcamps or raised in camps, with a number of
them victims of the LRA, orphaned at a young aggromwing up in dysfunctional families. Many
have missed out on education, are illiterate amthaafind formal employment. Employment levels
are very low, with a majority working only one dagr week and earning very small incomes.
These challenges are faced by all youth in Achadit only former abducteé$.Communities
perceive idle, unemployed and frustrated youth @skanoting they can be easily manipulated into
instigating violencé?

Despite the semblance of a ‘post-conflict’ situafi@nd associated focus on recovery related
assistance, the conflict between GOU and the LR# i@t ended. Whilst the Uganda military
forces continue to play a major role in operatiolesigned to destroy the LRA, some tensions
between the centre and Northern Uganda, groundedhistorical and regional differences,
continue'® The LRA remains active across the border and woas to be a cause for insecurity and
anxiety, whilst it is widely known that most of tleenior combatants, including Kony himself,
originate from the Acholi regiof.

Despite the lack of final resolution to the cortflithe development of a framework for transitional
justice has begun. Following the 2003 referralhi® ICC, a fierce debate emerged on whether, and
to what extent, transitional justice mechanismsukhdocus on formal courts of law and/or
traditional justice mechanisms. The objectionshi fiole of the ICC, strongly linked to fears that
the indictment would constrain options for compreenio end the conflict, led to fierce lobbying
which resulted in the inclusion of the 2007 Agreamen Accountability and Reconciliation
between the GOU and the LRA, as part of the ovardda agreement, which proposes that certain
aspects of transitional justice can be drawn frastam. As with traditional justice more broadly,
there are concerns related to human rights withardsg to traditional transitional justice
mechanismg?

Both the focus on traditional mechanisms and omé&mechanisms of transitional justice can be

politicized within the broader context of continginensions between the GOU and northern

Uganda. Conflicts between ethnic groups over ldrad predate the war have been rekindled or
worsened within the context of the war, and tradiél compensation demands can become inflated,
directed at government and conflated with the delmt reparations. There is also a risk of

reparations being confused with recovery prograrmgrmrgeneral.

2 UN Uganda (2012) Mental health and peace buildingcholiland

13 Annan (2010) The risk of return: Intimate partmi@ence in Northern Uganda’s armed conflict. Jalifior Social
Science & Medicine 70.

14 Annan, Blatman, Horton (2006) The state of youtt gouth protection in Northern Uganda: Findingsiirthe Survey
for War Affected Youth — report for UNICEF

15 See also the Uganda Peacebuilding Priority Piaal ©ctober 2010

16 Andrew Mwenda (2010) Uganda’s politics of foremjd and violent conflict: the political uses of thRA rebellion

17 Uganda Peacebuilding Priority Plan, final Octob@t 2

18 Tim Allen (2010) Bitter roots: the ‘invention’ dfcholi traditional justice 10



3.Relevance: most significant results achieved and relevance for
peace building!?

Access to justice and transitional justice

The PBP included a focus on access to justiceydimt) support to the Uganda police force, the
judiciary, the Uganda Human Rights Commission amfdrinal dispute resolution mechanisms.
Within this sector, interventions were built arousmtbcus on human rights, justice for children and
GBV. Access to justice was supported through a @oation of research; training; practical support
to relevant institutions (including the Uganda HunRights Commission and traditional leaders);
community dialogues, and some support to mediatomilict resolution processes. A manual on
HR, CP and GBV was compiled, piloted and is nowngaised in police cadet trainiAFurther
support was provided in the form of trainings t@8_officials and community leaders, including
traditional leaders, on human rights and conflegotution, including a focus on land disputes.
Journalists, academia, traditional leaders andhygubups were supported to raise awareness on
access to justice. Diversion for children in catfivith the law was strengthened, including through
the organisation of special sessions to addreskldgs; and justice for children indicators
integrated into the national JLOS strategy. A studg undertaken on community policing/police
responses to human rights violations, and eartibeated data on land disputes was validated and a
report drafted. The Uganda Human Rights Commisgias supported in terms of regional office
capacity and the convening of special sessionsdoce backlog:

Furthermore, the development of transitional jestirechanisms and policy was supported through
a combination of research, training, practical suppo reconstructive surgery as an element of
reparation, community dialogues, and memorialigatidransitional justice processes were
catalysed through a number of results. UHRC and BRGoublished a report focusing on
reparations and commissioned additional work omsiteonal justice through the ICTJ. These were
used in turn to inform policy development at théiowal level around transitional justiéeSupport
was provided to the National Memorial and Peace uDmmtation Centre in Kitgum for its
outreach, research and memorialisation activitdithin the realm of reparations, 574 victims were
provided with reconstructive surgery, in additiom further psychosocial support provided to
additional people. The 7 District ReconciliatiorddPeace teams were supported with trainings and
practical support for a small number of mediatioocgsses, together with the UHRC. The number
of CSOs reporting on human rights was increasea 8do 15. UHRC was supported in its human
rights monitoring work and special sessions weganised to address backldgs.

In conclusion, the PBP made_a significaontribution to result area 1 of the PBF Perforogan
Management Plan: Security sector reforms and iggicsystems put in place and providing
services and goods at national and local levelriaforce the Rule of Law (RolL).

Strengthened conflict management capacities ahtlusehold/community level

Beyond the contributions to access to justice aadsitional justice specifically, the PBP has
contributed to the strengthening of broader cohftianagement capacities. It did this through
incorporating support for both informal and forndédpute resolution mechanisms, and through the
interventions focused on protection (child proectand GBV) at the community level, including
psychosocial support. Psychosocial support wasigedvto 8826 child survivors and 3926 GBV
survivors under JP2, and additionally to some ferh&laded households under JP3, and to victims
of physical violence under JP1. The JP2 facilitaBd@ community dialogues through various
methods, including a focus on GBV and child pratectSome dialogues included a specific focus

19 The assesment of relevance for peace buildinkisrsiection is structured according to the PBS®uintons for such
assessment provided in the project assessmensghesessment according to significant, relevaritamk or weak
contributions to peace building). This assessmERBE overall draws on the separate assessments of the 3 &s (se
annexed project assessment sheets).

20 3p1 End-of-programme report ; interview with UgaiRblice Force GBV/HR unit, 31 October 2012

21 Results summary derived from JP1 end-of-programepert

22 Interview with OHCHR, 15 November 2012

2 Results summary derived from JP1 end-of-programapert 11



on conflict resolution through discussions on ldispute resolutioh! Support was provided for the
reintegration of children formerly associated watimed groups, but when the number of returnees
dwindled, support was extended to previously retdrgoung motherS. In addition, the research
by P4 on mental iliness in Acholiland further cdmtted to building a better knowledge base on the
need for psychosocial support. In this manner, ititerventions and research contributed to
strengthened social cohesion and conflict manageuoesgacities at the household and community
level.

However, as noted in the section on Theories ofnGaabelow, the PBP was not designed to
contribute to this particular peace building outeofflany of the interventions were part of existing
or planned programmes of the agencies involvedyawit making adjustments to maximize peace
building outcomes. To maximize its contribution ttis outcome, the programme could have
adjusted what were mostly standard interventionantwre explicitly support broader conflict
management capacities, including a more specifaudoof community dialogues on conflict
resolution processes, and an extension of accgssytdosocial support to all beneficiaries across
the entire PBP portfolio, instead of the projecsdmhapproach used.

JP2 included a good project-based example of sugbmgprehensive approach at the community
level, where work targeting GBV was enhanced byiragidh focus on strengthening conflict
resolution capacities. The CSO ACORD chose 4 suinci@s where GBV and land conflict and
GBV were high, in consultation with local governmhenhrough a series of community dialogue
meetings, consensus was built on the main “peaeatdi in the community. Existing community
peace committees and other community members exteidditional training in peace building and
GBYV, including in the use of drama in GBV preventidsome psychosocial support was also
provided. Meanwhile the community drew up a socw@btract with pledges related to what they
considered peace building priorities. Next, a sraadlle micro project was introduced that brought
conflicting communities together, e.g. the clearbfga road between two communities in land
dispute, and the refurbishment of the roof of aosthbuilding located near a disputed land
boundary between two communities. In the first epi@mnthe community reported a reduction in the
violence associated with the conflict. In the setaase, the land boundary dispute has been
resolved and the community can now progress tobtlikling of teachers’ huts to increase the
capacity of the schod{’

In conclusion, the PBP made a releveomtribution to result area 2 of the PMP: Conflictsolved
peacefully and in a manner that supports the ctnde of all relevant actors/groups that were
involved in conflicts that undermine peace build&itprts

Strengthening land-related conflict management céjes

As a subset of this broader support to conflicoligson capacities, the PBP included a focus on
land related conflict resolution. The PBP supportadd dispute resolution through research,
practical support to mediation processes relatddrg, and some mediation and conflict resolution
training that included a focus on land-related disgesolution. However, the results related td lan
were, for the most part, not articulated in theigleof the programmes. There was no specific
outcome or Theory of Change related to land irptlogramme design.

Therefore, in conclusion, the PBP has made a netexamtribution to this aspect of peace building,
and to the following specific PMP indicator for uéis area 2:
Indicator 2.3 Management of natural resources \{ofinlg land): # of PBF supported sector
programmes with mechanisms in place to addresshébcdisputes grounded in competition for
access to land and use of limited resources @ngd, Wwater).

24 Jp2 end-of-programme report

% JP2 end-of-programme report

2 The need for additional and more systematic facudialogue, mediation and conflict resolution sappvas also
raised in a recent conflict analysis study of UgarSee UNICEF (2012) Uganda conflict analysis: UBKC
Peacebulding, Education and Advocacy Programm8, p.4

27 « Good Practice in ACORD Uganda Area Program, igitcField Office », 12 September 2012 ; Intervievithw
ACORD beneficiaries, 9 November 2012 ; InterviethWACORD, 9 November 2012 12



Livelihoods support — catalysing the roles of youtbhmen and other marginalized groups in peace
building

The PBP included a substantial focus on livelih@oghport, through interventions focused on
agricultural support, entrepreneurship, marketany) the reintegration of former abductees. Value
addition training was provided in 7 districts, wgbhme evidence of good results in terms of small
business start ups at the community Ié¥dlhe capacity of microfinance institutions was ased
and some initial support provided to capacity depeient. A cross border trade assessment was
conducted along with the development of a tradenpi®mn strategy. Local Economic Development
(LED) strategies were developed through consubapivocesses with local level government.
Although LED strategies normally involve the eststirinent of public-private partnership, this did
not eventuate in most of Acholiland due to the wesls of the private sectorAlthough the
manual for the development of LED strategies inooafed a section on peace building, this was
focused on an overview of overly academic conceptated to peace building and conflict
resolution, without a clear indication of how thagere to be integrated into the stratedfe232
new Farmer Field Schools were established and stggh@ agricultural knowledge, skills, crop
production levels, saving skills, entrepreneuridlls and market access. Fourteen farmer processor
groups were assisted with equipment, and trainiwgse provided on cassava-based baking
products, the production of High Quality CassavauFland on village savings methods. Further
trainings supported 8750 farmers to use satelbiféection points to sell their produce. 46 peer
support groups made up of 820 female householdshesmtived reintegration case management
assistancegapacity-building in sustainable agriculture anekgnated animal management focusing
on seed multiplication, animal management and dnimaetion (all preceding in JP3). 171
child/young mothers formerly associated with arnsedflict were provided with vocational skills
training and initial start up income generationgsup (JP2).

Although in a broader sense, inclusive economievgnds an important contributing factor to post-
conflict stability, poverty is not a direct drivexf conflict*® The focus of the programme on
livelihoods in and of itself may have contributedproviding some peace dividends, but this is not
the same as contributing substantially to peacddingi outcomes. The programme was not
designed to leverage outputs related to livelihsggport for vulnerable/marginalized groups to act
as catalysts to prompt further peace building,ooensure that such support contributed to social
cohesion in communities.

The programme also incorporated a focus on the ampoent of youth in some interventions. JP1
included interventions that focused on enhancing pharticipation of young people in social
transformation processes. However, two of thes&kabwith different youth groups that were not
coordinated. OHCHR supported a Youth Strengtheitngtegy (YSS) whilst UNICEF supported
the establishment of a Youth Coalition. The YSSsteged 100 youth groups in Gulu but was not
part of the Youth Coalition, which was neverthelestablished after a mapping of existing youth
organisationg?ln addition, the JP1 Prodoc had no outcome relaegouth empowerment. The
Prodoc of JP3 made reference to the potentialafolmemployed and frustrated youth as drivers of
conflict, but the programme design did not incogtera specific focus on youth, nor had the RBM
set targets related to number of youth reachedgthaoterventions. For the focus on women, the
picture is similar; although it is clear that womleenefited substantially from support under the
PBP, such support was, for the most part, not 8paelty designed to enhance women’s
participation in peace building (see section ondgersensitivity for more detail).

Furthermore, the sustainability of many of the liveod support interventions is questionable,
mostly due to the short timeframe of the progranfsee section on sustainability for more detail).

28 JP3 end-of-programme report; interviews with bieiefies, 6 November 2012

2 Interview with Ministry of Local Government, 7 Nember 2012. There were some exception, for exaimplevoya,
where Delight Uganda invested in supporting frudqessing (JP3 JMV 25 August 2011)

30 Ministry of Local Government (2011) Training Mahfiar Peacebuilding, Conflict resolution and Lo&alonomic
Development

%1 The JP3 Prodoc also notes that « While the cumeak economy and youth in Acholi are not immeditrteers of
conflict, they would contribute to rapid escalatmfrconflict if other factors contribute. (...) theqr economic condition
of the North and high youth unemployment constituteéndling » for conflict and should be addressed.

32 Report of the March 2012 JP1&2 JMV 13



Finally, livelihood support interventions in partlar where they provide free resources to certain
groups within communities, carry a risk in termglodir potential to Do Harm to social cohesion in

communities. The PBP did not incorporate compreiemaeasures to mitigate such risks, although
some IPs working on livelihoods did exhibit somelerstanding of such principles (see section on
Do No Harm for more detail).

Therefore, the conclusion is that although the R#e significant attempts to support livelihoods,
including that of women and youth, this support was$ provided in such a way that it catalysed
peace building relevant outcomes, either by catadyshe roles of women and youth in peace
building, or by focusing on enhancing social cobesh communities. Therefore, the PBP made a
weak contribution to PMP results area 3: Youth, womenl &ther marginalized members of
conflict affected communities act as a catalysptompt the peace process and early economic
recovery.

It is worth emphasizing that the assessment ofcéiR&ibution to peace building as weak does not
mean that its separate interventions, e.g. the éafield Schools, LED processes, business and
entrepreneurship skills trainings and peer supgmtups of female headed households have not
achieved some good results in terms of livelihodoersification. However, the focus of this
evaluation is on how such livelihoods diversifioatihas contributed to peace building.

Key findings

The PBP made a significant contribution to peacéding through targeted programming in the
areas of access to justice/transitional justicee TPBP made a relevant contribution to peace
building in the area of strengthened conflict mag@gnt capacities (including land related)
through its programming related to GBV, child pr@iten and human rights. The PBP made a weak
contribution to peace building in the area of empdng youth and women to act as catalysts in
peace building, through its programming relateditelihoods support and youth empowerment.

Many of the PBP interventions were part of existorgplanned programmes of the agencies
involved, without adjustments to maximize peacédimgi outcomes. For the most part, the PBP
programmes were not designed to be maximally facuse peace building related outcomes.
Although the PBP contributed to addressing certa@hevant drivers of conflict, it did not
incorporate a comprehensive focus on strengthewimgflict management capacities and peace
processes in society.

Recommendations

3.1 Beyond targeting conflict drivers, peace building programs need to include a specific focus
on strengthening conflict resolution capacities and peace processesin society

3.2 Livelihood/economic recovery support should only be considered for peace building
funding when it isclearly articulated how such support will be adjusted to contribute to peace
building outcomes

4.Theories of change

The Uganda Peacebuilding Program (PBP) was designédmplemented as three distinct joint
programs, each with a different theory of change #imed to focus on different conflict drivers as
they had been identified in the context of Acheldan Northern Uganda.

JP1 interventions focused on transitional justazess to justice more generally (with a focus on
human rights, children’s rights and GBV), and yoathpowerment. Its theory of change focused
on linking the strengthening of access to justicasitional justice mechanisms and human rights
monitoring to the peace building process in Ackwld®® Despite including interventions that

33 JP1 Programme document, justification section 14



focused on youth empowerment, this was not expressated as an outcome of the programme or
outlined in the programme justification.

JP2 focused on protection. According to the prognantogic, by strengthening protection from and
stronger responses to GBYV, the programme was ainoingpntribute to facilitating an enabling
environment for women’s participation in peace tnid, and by strengthening the protection of
children, the programme aimed to address childrenifierability to violencé® However,
interviews with agency staff, stakeholders and beiagies made it clear that during the course of
implementation, this theory of change had shifledtead, peace building related outcomes were
seen to lie in the strengthening of social cohesiod conflict management capacities at the
household and community level, through its focusGBYV and child protection at the community
level and inclusion of psychosocial suppBrt.

For JP3, the main theory of change was that theigiom of economic opportunities, increased
agricultural productivity and the strengthening bfelihoods diversification would prevent
frustration and idleness from leading to confffcin addition, the programme document made
reference to the potential role of unemployed andtfated youth as drivers of conflict. However,
the programme design has not incorporated

a specific focus on youth, nor has its RBM setdtggelated to number of youth reached though
interventions. It was also not articulated in tihegpam design how the strengthening of livelihoods
diversification would contribute to peace building.

Key findings

The PBP was based on relevant theories of charlgeeteto access to justice, transitional justice,
human rights monitoring (JP1). For other aspectstled PBP, theories of change shifted from
strengthening women’s peace building participatobild protection towards the strengthening of
social cohesion and conflict management capactiethe household/community level (JP2). The
PBP also included references to theories of chaefpted to youth empowerment but these were
not clearly articulated in project design, missisigecific and outcomes. JP3 was based on a Theory
of Change linking livelihoods diversification tonglict prevention, but this link was not articuldte
further in the design of the programme.

(Recommendations)

(The weaknesses in the theories of change undgrthie PBP programmes were related to design
challenges. Recommendations related to design eafound in the sections on relevance and
efficiency)

5.Do No Harm/conflict sensitivity

A crucial aspect of ensuring peace building outesnmvolves the incorporation of Do No
Harm/conflict sensitivity principles into programmgi. In conflict affected and fragile contexts,st i
crucial that interventions are based on an in-deptidysis of risks, not just in terms of potentiall
negative consequences of the context for the pnoge but also vice versa to ensure that negative
impacts of programming on the context are minimidadhis respect, DNH involves both a focus
on HOW interventions are implemented as much as WH#y aim to achieve.

There is some reference to conflict sensitivitytiie UNPRAP and the Uganda Peacebuilding
Priority Plan®” Some training on Do No Harm and conflict sendiiwvas included in the peace
building and conflict resolution trainings orgamsky UNFPA for UN agencies and partners in
June 2011. Further Do No Harm training (after recwndations to this effect from the Mid Term

34 JP2 Programme document, programme descriptioioeect

35 Interview with JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 2012; intewiwith ACORD beneficiaries, 9 November 2012

36 JP3 Programme document, justification section

%7 The UNPRAP mentions conflict sensitivity and pretien as a cross-cutting theme ; Uganda Peacebgiliority
Plan, final October 2012 15



Review report) was discussed and encouraged byr# on 9 February 202 and a more
elaborate focus on conflict sensitivity was inclddie the second UNFPA training in June 2612.

Despite these efforts, throughout the PBF prograsomelerstanding of Do No Harm principles
was generally wedk and they were not systematically incorporate® idésign or monitoring.
However there is some evidence of conflict sensitimplementation. With regards to interventions
that aim to focus on women, an important considanais to ensure that such a focus does not
contribute to the disempowerment of men. Severaldfitowed an understanding of this dynamic
and had incorporated it into their programmfhgrhe Local Economic Development (LED)
interventions did incorporate some Do No Harm adersins in that attempts were made to find
micro-projects that maintain social harmony, angrapches were adjusted away from the need for
land where there was land confifétThe research/land mapping commissioned by P4 uasd
conflict sensitive approaches in the ways in whiclcollected dat4®> More broadly, Ugandan
agency and IP staff in particular also showed a leeareness of local level politics in Acholiland,
and the need to be as inclusive as possible inoaphing communities and designing
interventions™*

On the other hand, some evidence was noted ofotemgthin communities related to the selection
of some and exclusion of others, in particularivellhoods support where it included the provision
of free resource®. Although such tension is not necessarily alwaysaly related to conflict risk,

it does not further social cohesion in communitiks.the fragile context of Acholiland these
potential impacts need careful consideration, andnammes need to mitigate actively against such
Do No Harm risk$® On a broader scale, tensions are increasing bete#mic groups within
Acholiland and between Acholiland and other regionshe north and this is partially linked to
perceptions of concentration of aid assistancedwofland.*’

Key findings

The UNPRAP and Priority Plan included brief refezen to conflict sensitivity considerations, and
there is some evidence of understanding of Do NenHamongst some of the IPs and UN agencies
in project implementation. However, the PBP lacketbmprehensive and systematic integration of
Do No Harm principles in design and monitoring.

Recommendations

5.1 Do No Harm consider ations should be systematically integrated into any programming in
conflict-prone and fragile contexts, and in particular in peace building programming

5.2 From a Do No Harm per spective, recovery and peace building programming in Northern
Uganda should take into account the need to balance assistance acrossthe Greater North

6.Responses to gaps

38 Minutes TAP meeting 9 February 2012

39 Coallition for Peace in Africa (2012) Report of timking policy and practice training held for UNupners in Northern
Uganda; Coalition for Peace in Africa (2011) Locapacities for peace training for UNFPA, UNICEF, CHR and
partners in Northern Uganda

0 The majority of interviews with UN agency and i&fschecked on DNH understanding.

4! « Good practice in Food for the Hungry GBV Prei@nt, 13 September 2012. Interview with ARC fun@8, 6
November 2012

42 Interview with Ministry of Local Government, 7 Nember 2012; interview with JP3 IPs, 30 October 2012

3 Interview with P4 IPs, 2 November 2012

* Interview with JP3 IPs, 30 October 2012

45 Interview with beneficiaries of value addition l&ktraining, 6 November 2012; interview with beic&fries of Farmer
Field Schools, 9 November 2012, interview with Hemnaries of Farmer Field Schools marketing acaessvork, 12
November 2012

“8 It is beyond the scope of this evaluation to pievé comprehensive assessment of whether or nopRFamming
was conflict senstivity in its implementation.

47 Uganda Human Rights Commission and OHCHR (201hg‘d@ust has not yet settled: Victims’ views onriyat to
remedy and reparation: A report from the greatettnof Uganda”, pp.56-7. 16



The PBP responded to a funding gap in the UN Péadding and Recovery Action Plan for
Northern Uganda (UNPRAP), within a broader conteixtiecreasing funding available for post-
conflict recovery assistance in Northern Ugandarafihe end of open conflict and the (almost
completed) return of IDPs. The UNPRAP in turn wigned to the Government of Uganda’s Peace
Recovery and Development Program (PRDP), which veawily reliant on donor funding. In this
respect, the PDP responded to funding gaps in brgaakt-conflict recovery programmes focused
on Northern Uganda.

As noted above, the programme contributed to diffeaspects of peace building in Acholiland.
However, the majority of the interventions implerreghunder the PBF were part of existing or
planned programmes of the implementing agenciesweane therefore not specifically designed or
maximally focused as peace building programmesy Tere also not all aligned to those aspects
of the PRDP most directly relevant for peace baoidjsee section on national ownership)

Key findings

Responding to funding gaps in broader post-confecivery frameworks does not automatically
mean that peace building gaps are being addressed

Recommendations

6.1Beyond addressing funding gas in post-conflict recovery frameworks, peace building
programmes need to befurther focused on addr essing specific peace building related gaps

7.Value for money

The MPTFO requests that implementing agencies geofinancial information according to the
following categories: supplies, commodities, equepinand transport; personnel (staff consultants
and travel); training of counterparts; contractsieo direct costs and indirect support costs. Rer t
PBP in Uganda, this means financial informationilabée shows expenditure against these
categories for each agency, in each of the three Boogrammes. This limits the possibility to
make detailed value for money assessments accoridingutputs or outcomes within the
programmes, as each agency has contributed taugasigtputs and outcomes.

However, by combining the information available pgency per JP with the agency’s main focus
areas in terms of peace building outcomes, bropdrediture estimates can be placed against some
of the key achievements in terms of peace builduitjined in this evaluation.

- Approximately one third of the funding was spentstrengthening access to justice (with a focus
on human rights, GBV and child protection), anduding transitional justice.

- Approximate one third contributed to the stremegihg of social cohesion and community level
conflict resolution capacities (including land tel conflict resolution).

- Approximately one third of the funding went towarlivelihoods support, which included some
focus on youth and women.

An assessment of broader cost effectiveness ofragmuging is included in the section on
coherence.

Key findings

By combining the rough estimates in this sectioth whe relevance assessments in the earlier
section, the following key findings can be derived:

-Approximately two thirds of the USD 14 million PBIhding resulted in relevant or significant
contributions to peace building in Acholiland.

-Approximately one third of the USD 14 million PBding resulted in a weak contribution to
peace building in Acholiland.

Recommendations
17



7.1 To enable an in-depth value-for-money or cost effectiveness assessment, UN agencies
should be asked provide details of expenditure against outputs and outcomes

8.Risk taking

The majority of the interventions implemented untiez PBF were part of existing or planned
programmes within the different agencies. For tlstnpart, they were not specifically designed or
maximally focused as peace building programmes, didrthey take additional risks to do so.
However, one example of risk taking for better gebuailding outcomes was decided by UNICEF.
UNICEF originally supported the reintegration ofldren formerly associated with armed groups
(JP2), but when the number of returnees dwindlegpert was extended to previously returned
children, which saw the agency stretch its manttageipport young mothef8.

Key findings

The PBP exhibited very few examples of risk taKorgbetter peace building outcomes. The
majority of interventions were part of existing pfanned programmes of the implementing
agencies, and not adjusted to maximize their cbation to peace building

9.Right moment of intervention

Overall, the support provided by the PBP in thossas where it made significant or relevant
contributions to peace building was timely. Howeviie focus on land could have been more
specifically designed from the outset. The suppartthe resolution of land-related conflict was
developed as a result of other sectorial focussafeansitional justice, human rights monitoring)
during the implementation of the PBP. It appeasd thnd related conflict was not considered a
priority when the PBP was being desighledalthough land-related conflicts feature in the
reconciliation programme articulated in the PRBP.

In addition, some questions can be raised conagrihia inclusion of a reintegration focus in the
PBP, including in the form of livelihood supporténventions. As noted above in the section on risk
taking, UNICEF needed to adjust its programmingglose the number of returning youth decreased
substantially. With regards to the focus on youognier abductees, there is substantial evidence
that such a continuing focus on former abductees dmt result in better needs based targeting of
assistance, and further that it can create resenfine

Key findings

Overall, the support provided by the PBP was timelghough support to land-related conflict
resolution could have been included more compretelysinto the design of the programme.

10.Contribution to increased UN coherence and synergy
The majority of the UN agency staff noted that jtiiat programming of the PBP had been a good

pilot experience. Although high transaction costg€rms of additional time needed for design and
coordination meetings) were noted, agencies feltettperience had been catalytic in terms of joint

“8 JP2 end-of-programme report ; interview with UNFSR9 October 2012

4% Many interviewees maintained that there was lilisation of the problems that would occur imi® of land-related
conflict. Interview with JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 201ixerview with UNICEF, 29 October 2012. This ibisurprising,
given the availability of evidence pre-dating tHeHP See for example CSOPNU (2004) “Land mattedisplacement.
The importance of land rights in Acholiland and wtheeatens them”; and USAID (2007) “Land matter&rthern
Uganda: Anything grows, anything goes: Post conftionflicts” lie in land”

50 GoU PRDP 1, p.95-6

51 Annan, Blatman, Horton (2006) The state of youtti gouth protection in Northern Uganda: Findingsnirthe Survey
for War Affected Youth — report for UNICEF 18



programming. In particular, the Joint Monitoringsité were highly valued. Despite this broad
appreciation of the catalytic nature of the PBReirms of piloting joint programming experience,
UN coherence did face a number of challenges.

Firstly, there was little coherence between JB1#hd JP3. Apart from a conference at the start of
the PBP, no regular meetings were organised tasksthe implementation of all 3 implementing
programs in detail. No reporting was done agaimstReacebuilding Priority Plan as is the formal
requirement under PBF guidelin@dnstead, monitoring and reporting was devolvetht3 joint
implementation programmes. This meant that theeeldegen no reporting against an overarching
peace building framework.

Furthermore, although the 3 implementing programwere each designed as one, almost all of the
interventions under them were implemented by eajney separately. For the most part, each
agency worked with its own counterparts and IPds Téad to some ostensible duplication of
efforts e.g. three different interventions (implerezl by three different agencies) developed market
information systems (WFP’s Purchase for Progres5Q's Farmer Field School marketing
networks; and UNCDF's LED strategies). In anothgareple, two interventions focusing on
disenfranchised youth worked with different youttogps that were not coordinated. OHCHR
supported a Youth Strengthening Strategy (YSS)swhiNICEF supported the establishment of a
Youth Coalition. The YSS registered 100 youth g Gulu but was not part of the Youth
Coalition, which was nevertheless established aftenapping of existing youth organisatighs.
Agencies also worked with the same IPs on diffeastivities (e.g. RLP), and on occasion funded
the same IP unbeknownst to each other (UNDP andHRR© AYNET).

From a programme-wide viewpoint, questions candked regarding the cost effectiveness of this
approach. Agencies also noted such inefficienésesgxample with regards to community dialogue
work, where each agency contracted different IPsnttude community dialogue on different
issues, sometimes in the same area.

Overall, agencies made serious attempts to increhse synergies between their different
approaches and interventions with some good, ssnalk results, but were hampered by systemic
constraints (different IPs, different timelines,ffelient geographic focus) in doing so more
systematically. Despite good attempts at findingesgies between the different interventions, there
were limits to doing so once implementation hadtsth As noted by many interlocutors, for the
PBP to have been genuinely coherent, the programrogkl have needed to be planned that way
from the design phasé.

Key findings

In general, agencies valued the pilot experiencgiof programming under the PBP. Some good
attempts were made to achieve greater coherengeeketthe program elements.

However, in terms of enhanced peace building ougsorthis evaluation found little added value
resulting from joint programming.

The PBP results were not reported against the RgioPlan as an overarching peace building
framework, and each agency implemented separaiegisounder the umbrellas of the three joint
programmes.

This “scattered” implementation approach led to acdease in cost effectiveness of the overall
PBP programme.

52 Although three different implementing programs evdesigned, it soon became clear that JP1 & JA@ beunore
easily coordinated together due to an overlap itv@8ated work (UNFPA) and child protection relatedrk
(UNICEF).

53 PBF application guidelines, PBF website

54 Report of the March 2012 JP1&2 JMV

55 Report of the March 2012 JP1&2 JMV

56 Interview with UNICEF 29 October 2012; intervievitivJP3 IPs, 30 October 2012; Interview with FAQ,Gctober
2012; interview with UNDP, 31 October 2012, intewiwith WFP, 1 November 2012 19



Recommendations

10.1 To enhance coherence, PBF funded programs need to report against the Priority Plan as
an over ar ching peace building framewor k.

10.2 When deciding on joint peace building programming, the transaction costs should be
weighed up against the potential added value of better peace building outcomes derived from
joint programming

10.3 To increase cost effectiveness of peace building programming, coordination needs further
strengthening, and programmes need to be designed more specifically towards peace building
outcomes

11.Gender sensitivity

The Uganda Peacebuilding Priority Plan narratiferseto UNSCR 1325 and makes reference to
women’s participation in peace building, but thers no output or specific activity on this in the
RBM of the Priority Plari/ The theory of change underpinning JP2 also refecrit: “by
strengthening protection from and stronger resporiseGBYV, the programme was aiming to
contribute to facilitating an enabling environmétwomen'’s participation in peacebuilding (>%).
However, again there were no outcomes or outpytkcily targeted towards this outcome. For the
most part, interventions that benefited women wene of existing or planned programmes of the
agencies involved, without adjustments to ensuag ttiis support would contribute to enhancing
women’s roles in peace building.

The PBP programme log frames were not designedltect disaggregated data on how many
women, men, boys and girls were reached througlntkeventions, although agencies noted they
had collected such data for their internal repgriprocessés It is however clear that women
benefited strongly from the interventions under tARBP. A number of interventions were
specifically focused on benefiting women, and womesre well represented in the community
groups that received support. Both JP1 and JP2idadl a strong focus on GBV, including
assistance from the Uganda Women’s Network (UWONG&T)advocating for the integration of
CEDAW recommendations with relevant JLOS institasioJP2 and JP3 included interventions that
specifically targeted the reintegration of fematenier abductees through livelihood recovery
interventions. Other livelihood recovery intervem tended to have a large proportion of women,
including for example of the Farmer Field Schoaiger JP3?

Some challenges related to gender were also netecexample, peace clubs and Child Protection
Committees were established in communities to éth community level conflict resolution.
Their methods raised some questions, as many agpedo conflict resolution at the household
level were focused on keeping families togethethwgome potential negative consequences for
women®! With regards to interventions that aim to focuswmmen, an important consideration is
to ensure that such interventions do not contribwtie (further) disempowerment of men. Several
IPs showed an understanding of this dynamic andriwmiporated this into their programmiffg.

Key findings
Despite references to enhancing women'’s roles ac@duilding, the PBP was not designed to

achieve this as an outcome. Nevertheless, in adaoaense, women benefited strongly from a
number of PBP interventions.

57 Uganda Peacebuilding Priority Plan (PPP). Oct@d0, p.9

%8 JP2 Prodoc, description section

59 Interview with UNFPA, 15 November 2012; Interviaith OHCHR, 15 November 2012

0 Report of JP3 IMV July 2012

51 Report of JP1&2 JMV, December 2011

52 « Good practice in Food for the Hungry GBV Prei@nt, 13 September 2012. Interview with ARC fun@RIO, 6
November 2012 20



Recommendations

11.1 Peace building programmes should incorporate focus on the empower ment of women
specifically asactorsin peace building and conflict resolution at all levelsin society

11.2 Peace building programmes should monitor and report against gender-specific indicators

11.3 Peace building programmes should ensure a balance between empowering women whilst
not contributing to the dissmpower ment of men

12.Sustainability

For some elements of the PBP, the sustainability er@hanced due to the fact that they were
closely aligned to agency mandates and linked tgaing agency programmes. For example,
UNICEF was planning to continue working on mostlaf JP2 outputs through other programmes.
UNFPA likewise made plans to integrate further supmnder a different Joint Programme on
GBV and by shifting some planned activities to UNW&®® In addition, local level government
authorities were involved in project implementati@mhancing the prospects for sustainability of
some of the interventions, although the capacitgamfernment to budget for and deliver services
overall remains weak.

After the Mid Term Review recommended sustainahifireparation of exit strategies and resource
mobilisation as priority issues, the JSC in Febri2@12 noted that this should be discussed a.s.a.p.
and set a meeting in Gulu in March 2012 to d&*sim. April 2012, all JPs were asked to put
together exit strategies investigating the sushdiity of their activities, outlining which activiies
would be discontinued/were completed and which omesld be picked up by other programs.
However, not all agencies submitted matrices, dni$ iunclear whether these were reviewed
towards the end of the programand there are some examples of challenges withrdegto
sustainability:

- The UHRC is unlikely to be able to sustain thengdevel of operations as were enabled by the
PBP, including having to let go the additional sthht was hired with PBF funding to operate its
regional offices, if no further funding is availalf

- The support to the memorialization museum atNagional Memory & Peace Documentation
Centre has provided part of the memorial site, Without further funding it will remain
unfinished®’

- The support to an important mediation procedsiigum also faced funding challenges at the end
of the programmé&®

- The sustainability of the support provided to ggumothers formerly associated with armed
conflict through their enrolment in the Pader Sec@mance Girls school was diminished because
the girls could only be provided with 6 months @&t of the usual 9 months training, due to a lack
of capacity of the scho6f.

- The establishment of a youth coalition in Acresiitl is part of nation-wide efforts, which has not
yet been completed and thus resulted in a natiaie-ywouth coalition, because funding is still being
sought for consultations in the eastern regiorta@tountry”

- Although the peace conference that was orgarase€sulu university in April 2012 is generally
regarded as having contributed to a re-openingisifudsion on peace building in Acholildhd
there are questions as to the sustainability ofbtleader support provided to the university in the

%3 PBF exit strategies for UNFPA implementing parsneiP2 RM matrix

4 Minutes JSC meeting 14 February 2012

% Interview RCO, 14 November 2012

5 Interview OHCHR, 1 November 2012 ; interview UHRKD, November 2012

57 interview National Memory & Peace Documentatiom{€e, 8 November 2012

%8 |nterview JRP, 8 November 2012

59 Interview with Pader Second Chance Girls schodlp9ember 2012

0 Interview with Unicef, October 29; Interview witMinistry of Gender, Labour and Social Developméstt,November
2012

" Interview with OPM, 5 November 2012; Interview WiDFID, 16 November 2012 21



establishment of a peace building resource inctydive monitoring of media on peace building
related issues. Without further funding, the camition of the centre is in questién.

Furthermore, it is questionable whether the shoréframes of the PBF funding (further shortened
due to delays in implementation) were suited tolibhalihood recovery activities supported. For
example, the Farmer Field Schools were implementeter the PBF within approximately half the
timeframe from those implemented (around the same but in different locations) under the
longer term Agricultural Livelihood Recovery Prajg&LREP) for Northern Uganda, funded by
the EU’® At the time of evaluation, there was no furtherdimg support available to the 232 newly
established FFS established under the PBP, althatiginpts were being made to link the FFS to
other support mechanisrfs. Many other livelihood support activities had orjlyst begun to
generate results and were still facing significahéllenges, raising questions about their future
sustainability’®> Although the Uganda Peacebuilding Priority Plarrative asserts that “the PBF
projects are intended to be short-term intervestiaith immediate impact (...%, this was not the
case for the livelihood support interventions.

Key findings

The sustainability of some of the PBP interventisas enhanced due to the fact that they were
part of existing/planned programmes of the impleingnagencies. The inclusion of local
government in many of the interventions has al$@meced sustainability.

However, the evaluation found several exampleshaflenges with regards to sustainability. In
particular, it is questionable whether the shomnéframe of PBF funding were suited to the
livelihoods activities supported.

Recommendations

12.1 Sustainability considerations should be considered and articulated in the design of PBF
peace building programmes

12.2 Funding for support to livelihoods'economic recovery should carefully consider
timeframesin order to ensure sustainability

12.3 Applications to the PBF should clarify how interventions can achieve sustainable or
catalytic results specific to peace building resultswithin the short timeframes of the PBF

13.Catalytic effects

The PBP has achieved some important catalytic tsffaderms of peace building. Through the PBP
support for the close cooperation between the UNR@MDthe OPM office at the regional level in
Acholiland, the UN system was able to influencedbeelopment of the second phase of the PRDP,
in particular ensuring that some peace buildingteel issues were given more attentibhe
peace day celebrations that were organised in ®&gte2011 and the peace conference at Gulu
university in April 2012, are all perceived to hawentributed to a re-opening of discussion on
peace building in Acholiland, after the focus feliag the abrogated peace process that ended in
2008 had been on the shift from humanitarian enmengdo recovery and developméhtin

2 Interview with P4 IPs, 2 November 2012; intervieith RCO, 5 November 2012

3 Interview with ALREP, 5 November 2012; intervievithFAO, 9 November 2012

™ Interview with FAO, 9 November 2012. IPs also watieis challenge by pointing to the fact that s@rents were
given whilst FFS had not set up bank accountsigtgrgiew with JP3 IPs, 30 October 2012)

S Interview with JP3 IPs, 30 October 2012; WFP Gallib office: Peace building programme — cassava\addition
project brief, November 2012; Report of JP3 JMV Ast2011, March 2012, July 2012; IOM exit stratbdef in the
JP3 exit strategies document

8 Uganda Peacebuilding Priority Plan (PPP). Oct@dn, p.7

T Interview with UN Heads of Agencies, 31 Octobet 20interview with OPM, 5 November 2012

8 Interview with OPM, 5 November 2012; Interview WDFID, 16 November 2012; Interview with TA Distric
Chairman Gulu, 5 November 2012 22



general, the PBP was perceived by government stédets in particular to have contributed to the
“software” of recovery in Acholiland, parallel the heavy focus on “hardware” in the PREP.

Within this broader effect of “putting peace buildiback on the agenda”, the work on transitional
justice and on land has been particularly import&he work on transitional justice funded by the
PBP helped define some of the issues of transitipsice and contributed to keep it on the
government's agendd.The P4 research on land has contributed to géngr¢bate in Acholiland
on ways forward with regards to strengthening laodflict resolution, but also more broadly
around the usage of customary land for developmeroses’

The evaluation found some further good, small seakmples of catalytic effects. The support to
one of the CBOs providing psychosocial care enablerlalso train some additional CBOs to help
them deal with mental illness cases should thepemer thes& The database established for the
UHRC in Acholiland with support of the PBP is nowitig expanded nationalf§.For some of the
IPs, catalytic effects of the PBP interventionsied to the fact that these opened up new regmns t
further, different interventions by their organisas in futuré®® Others were able to generate
interest from other donors for possible future fagge.g. UWONET and Enterprise Ugarfdahe
support for the integration of juvenile justice icators into relevant justice sector plans restitted
11 indicators being integrated instead of the pain®f®

Key findings

The main catalytic effects of the PBP in terms edige building lie in the areas of transitional
justice, land and in how the PBP helped to “put geauilding back on the agenda” in Acholiland.

Recommendations

13.1The integration of conflict driver related research into peace building programming
should be considered whereit can play a catalytic role for peace building

14.National ownership

National ownership is a crucial aspect of good peawilding practice, but with regard to the
assistance provided to Northern Uganda, it need teveighed up with two factors. Firstly, there
have been serious allegations of corruption of RIRDP at the highest levels in the OPM.
Secondly, all interaction of the Government of Udmrwith the northern part of the country,
including the PRDP, needs to be viewed throughehe of differences between the north and the
government, which has been at the core of conflidiorthern Uganda that remains effectively
unresolved.

The PBP was designed to be directly aligned tolthiged Nations Peace building and Recovery
Strategy for Northern Uganda (UNPRAP), and throtlgis to the GOU Peace and Recovery
Development Plan (PRDP).

The PBP is aligned to outcomes 1 and 4 of UNPRAP

- UNPRAP Outcome 1: Strengthened human rights,watebility and good governance capacity of
key government, civil society institutions and maaisms including traditional structures

contribute to improved security, protection, accesgustice and reconciliation for all people in

Northern Uganda (for JP1 and 2)

 Interview with OPM, 5 November 2012; interview wvibPM, 1 November 2012

8 Interview with UN Heads of Agencies, 31 Octobet 20interview with OHCHR, 15 November 2012; intewiwith
RLP, 8 November 2012

81 Interview with P4 IPs, 2 November 2012, intervieith TA District Chairman Gulu, 5 November 2012

82 |nterview with JP2 IPs, 2 November 2012

8 Interview with JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 2012

84 Interview with JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 2012

85 |Interview with JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 2012; Intewiwith JP3 IPs, 30 October 2012

86 Interview UNICEF, 29 October 2012

87 FGD with UN Heads of Agencies, 31 October 2012 23



- UNPRAP Outcome 4: Rural communities in the nonéive improved gender responsive
sustainable livelihoods, diversified economic oppoities and basic social protection (for JP3)

According to the Priority Plan, JP1 and JP 2 add@sstrategic objective 4 of the PRDP, which
focuses on peace building and reconciliation, Bhjective was underfunded in the PRP.

- PRDP objective 4: Putting in place mechanismsréiabilitating victims of war and facilitating
their reintegration into the communities while sfgthening the local conflict resolution
mechanisms and the relationship between civiliagsgovernment/public administration.

Indeed, the government interlocutors we spoke fatpd to objective 4 as the main focus of the
PBP% However, a closer look reveals that the alignmeinthe PBP to the PRDP has been
somewhat more diffuse. The outcomes aimed for ihalié equally related to the enhancement of
protection and the functionality of judicial andy#& services, which are priority actions under the
strategic objective 1 in the PRBPJIP2 can be said to have contributed to both PREMTtve 4,
and objective 2 on rebuilding and empowering comities?* JP3 was not designed to be aligned
to PRDP objective 4 at all, but to objective 2.

This diffusion of alignment of the PBP with PRDPjaidtives, instead of close alignment to
objective 4 as the one most directly related tacpeauilding and reconciliation, corresponds with
the findings in this evaluation with regards to tleevance of the PBP programme for peace
building.

Nevertheless, cooperation with the Office of themier Minster, which provides oversight
implementation of the PRDP, was good, in particaaithe regional level. Other relevant line
ministries also evidenced a good degree of nationalership. JLOS directed the involvement of
CJSI for work on justice for children, to ensurdépendence through an intermedi#rand the
Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Developmemtsvaware of and involved in the work on
child protection and GBY¥. Many interventions evidenced good coordinatiothwbcal level
government in terms of trainings and the seleciboommunities/parishes for community based
interventions.

Key findings
Generally, there was good national ownership of B8P through general alignment to the GoU
PRDP and good cooperation with the Office of thanerMinister, relevant line agencies and the

local government.

Although the PBP was aligned to the GoU PRDP, it wat closely aligned to PRDP objective 4
that was most directly relevant for peace buildamgl reconciliation.

National ownership of peace building programmingNiarthern Uganda needs to be considered in
light of corruption risks and unresolved tensioe$vieen the GoU and Northern Uganda.

Recommendations

14.1When aligning to GOU programmes focusing on Northern Uganda, peace building
programmes should takeinto account corruption risks

8 JP1 Programme Document ; United Nations Peacébgitthd Recovery Strategy for Northern Uganda (UNPR,
Peace Recovery and Development Plan for Northeemtlg (PRDP)

8 Interview with OPM, 1 November 2012; interview WibPM, 5 November 2012; interview with TA Districhairman
Gulu, 5 November 2012

% n fact, this is also noted in the UNPRAP, whigfaia aligns focus area 1 to PRDP objective 4, Iner in the
situational analysis links it first and foremostRRPD objective 1

1 This is in fact stated in the JP2 Prodoc

9 |Interview with UNICEF, 29 October 2012; interviavith JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 2012

% Interview with MGLSD, 16 November 2012 24



15.Coordination

JSC and TAP

In July 2010, a first draft of the priority plan svaubmitted to the PBSO by the RCO. On 27
October 2010, the Joint Steering Committee, coreldady the UN RC and the Permanent Secretary
of the Office of the Prime Minister, met for thesfi time and approved the Peacebuilding Priority
Plan (with amendments), and referred the four ptajecuments to the PS for signitigdccording

to the process established by the PBSO, there dlomutime between the approval of the Priority
Plan and the submission of projects to the Joieer8ig Committee for approval. In Uganda, four
programme documents were ostensibly ready at thee déme as the final priority plan. This
suggests that the programme documents were desigtied a short timeframe, and including few
consultations in Acholilan®.

The JSC did not meet to execute its overview famctn 2011. This was partially due to the fact
that implementation of the PBP programmes was d@dlayhe JSC convened again in February
2012 to consider the results of the Mid-Term Revawd the delays in programming. It established
more detailed expenditure review mechanisms, arpiil decided on the no-cost extension of 3
months® The JSC met for the final time in September 20a# discussed the closure of the
programmes and tentative future pl&h&he second TAP meeting was held on 14 April 2011
(minutes or dates for first TAP meeting not proddeAt this point, agencies were still busy
planning the details of the Joint Programmes thdtlteen approved. Concern was expressed about
the delays this represented, and agencies werd &slseibmit final work plans by the end of April.
During the TAP meeting in February 2012, agenciesevstill set to fully disburse by the original
June deadlin& but subsequent JSC and UNCT meetings requested realistic expenditure
projections. Consequently, a special TAP meeting led on 5 March 2012 to review progress.
During this meeting, the TAP Chair was requeste@dimblish exact amounts for suggested fund
reallocation before 12 Maréf.Next, the co-chairs of the JSC decided to gramb-gost extension

of three months, adjusting the operational closleee of the programmes from 30 June to 30
September 2012. The JSC also decided to realldd@e000 USD from the WFP to the land
conflict research project under B4.For the remainder of 2012, no TAP meetings werd. he
Instead, thematic meetings were convened on kegepaalding aspects: land, youth, and GBV.

The P4 programme was established, inter alia, pyame coordination. The Secretariat for the JSC
was embedded within the RCO, and facilitated thekvad the JSC and the TAP. It also provided
updates on the PBP at monthly UN Team meetingsamgéla and the UN Area Coordination
meetings in Guld® It also established an Electronic Management infgion System (E-MIS),
and introduced guidelines and a template for Mionitoring Visits. The E-MIS system has been
extended to use for other Joint Programs.

The coordination of the PBP has generally been gebave acted as a pilot/catalyst for further UN
Delivery as One Programminf. Although the JSC did not meet as frequently asédly required,
there was good coordination at the regional leegévben the UN and the OPM.

One weakness of the overall coordination of the RBB that the JSC Secretariat and the broader
RCO coordination did not include specialised pdaditding expertisé®® This is also partially due

9 Minutes JSC meeting 27 October 2012

9 Interview with UNICEF, 29 October 2012; Intervievith FAO, 31 October 2012; interview with UNDP, liévember
2012

% Minutes JSC meeting 14 February 2012 ; Correspmelbetween UN RC and Executive Coordinator MPTRO@
cost extension, 3 April 2012

%7 Minutes JSC 28 September 2012

% Minutes TAP meeting 9 February 2011

% Minute TAP meeting 5 March 2012

100 correspondence between UN RC and Executive CaatatifMPTFO on no-cost extension, 3 April 2012

101 p4 end-of-programme report; Interview with UNAG, Nlovember 2012

192 EGD with UN Heads of Agencies, 29 October 2012

103 UNFPA did organise two valued peace building amaflict resolution trainings, in June 2011 and Jaa&2 25



to the fact that the JSC was embedded within th® Rhich had responsibilities for much broader
coordination. For example, the template establishedoint Monitoring Visits was generic, meant

for all Joint Programmes. However, the monitoririgpeace building programmes should at the
very least include a Do No Harm lef¥$ More specific peace building expertise at thegteghase

of the programmes could have further strengthehegeéace building focus of the 3 implementing
programmes and assisted with reporting againsivaracching peace building framework as per the
Priority Plan.

Key findings

The JSC approved the Priority Plan plus 4 sepaf@BP programme documents when it first
convened in October 2012. This suggests that tbgramme documents were designed within a
short timeframe, and including few consultationgaholiland.

The JSC, TAP and JSC Secretariat executed thegtifuns in a satisfactory manner, although
coordination did not include specific peace builgiexpertise.

Recommendations

15.1 The peace building outcomes of PBF programmes can be strengthened through the
inclusion of specific peace building expertisein the JSC secretariat and TAP.

15.2 Monitoring and reporting requirements for peace building programmes should include a
focus on peace building outcomesincluding the integration of Do No Harm

PBSO oversight role

The PBF funding for the PBP in Uganda was directedugh the Peace and Recovery Facility
(PRF) modality. This means that the PBSO approlesPriority Plan, after which the further
approval of programmes to implement this is dewdblieethe country level and authority delegated
to the Joint Steering Committee, without furtherS€Bguidance. PBSO did organise a monitoring
visit to Uganda, but this took place only in Sepgbem2012 when the PBP had nearly ended.

PBSO provided some useful steering for the devedyiraf the Priority Plan (see references in the
introduction to this report). However, some challes to achieving better peace building outcomes
remained, including the fact that the reportinguisgments set out by the MPTF were not adjusted
to eIici}OSpeace building specific reporting (incind, again, no incorporation of a focus on Do No

Harm).

Recommendations

15.3 PBSO should provide more specific guidance asto how peace building programming can
be strengthened, beyond making referenceto addressing conflict drivers

15.4 PBSO should make the integration of Do No Harm considerations compulsory for peace
building programmesto be funded by the PBF

15.5 PBSO/MDTF reporting requirements should be adjusted to enable thereflection of peace
building outcomes, including the integration of Do No Harm consider ations

Coordination of the separate PBP Joint Programmes

104 30int Monitoring template for UN Joint Programnie$)ganda
195 |n this way, the MDTF faces the same challengihas)ganda RCO related to coordinating peacebugjldia part of
a broader, generic portfolio of joint programmes.



The coordination of the three implementing JoimtgPammes was devolved to a lead agency for
each of these programmes, although a JSC Secteatpi@sentative did attend many of there JP
coordination meetings. Because the JSC Secretavét embedded within broader RCO
coordination mechanisms, there was no one persongdine duration of the programmes with key
technical oversight responsibility over the PBP liengentation.

JP1 and JP2 agencies decided to collapse theirJBitevel meetings and joint monitoring visfts,
and were lead alternatively by UNICEF and UNFIPAUNDP was the lead agency for JP3.
JP1&JP agencies met regularly in 2011, but less 29012. During 2011, the meetings included
discussion on cooperative planning of joint acidgt information sharing and the need for an M&E
plan (including adjustments to the RBM5.After the Mid-Term Review (MTR) in October 2011
indicated a low level of implementation progresgerecies met to focus on strategies for
implementation acceleratidfi’ During the remainder of 2012, JP1&2 implementiggries met
less frequently, leading to weaker coordinatiirFor example, OHCHR and UNDP were unaware
that each had provided an additional grant to FhAYINET towards the end of the JP1 programme
implementatiort™*

JP3 agencies met regularly. In a March 2011 megetiggncies discussed their work plans, not all
of which were ready at the time. It was noted 8whe work plans had deviated from the original
Prodoc, and that substantive changes would nede @pproved by the JSC. One agency (IOM)
had already started implementation at this tfieFurther regular JP3 coordination meetings
discussed implementation updates, planning of Jdionitoring Visits, and the identification of
synergies between the different project componertd, ways to strengthen these. In 2012, more
attention was paid to implementation progress taadormulation of exit strategies®

Key findings
Overall, agencies made good attempts to coordingtgn JP1&2, and JP3.

Devolving coordination of the 3 separate programneea lead agency without a detailed oversight
responsibility for the JSC Secretariat meant thagrall oversight of the PBP was weakened.

Recommendations

15.6 The JSC Secretariat should play an active role in the overall coordination of PBF peace
building programmes

16.Efficiency

Design

As noted in previous sections and elaborated irerdetail in the separate programme assessments
(annexed), the JPs were not designed to maximalget peace building outcomes in Acholiland.
This can at least partially be attributed to thet that no separate conflict analysis was undentake
for the PBP. Instead, reference was made to th&/samaunderpinning the UNPRAP and the
PRDP! Both these analyses include references to peaitdingy but are more accurately

106 Minutes TAP meeting 14 April 2011

107 |nterview with UNICEF, 15 November 2012

198 Minutes of joint meetings JP1 and 2, 6 May, 25 MeyJune, 12 September 2011

109 Minutes of joint meetings JP1 and 2, 2 and 6 Fatyr@012 ; JP1&2 : Key action points to acceletaiglementation
of peacebuilding programmes

119 nterview UNICEF, 29 October 2012 ; interview OHRHL5 November 2012

"interview OHCHR, 15 November 2012 ; interview UND® November 2012

112 Minutes of JP3 coordination meeting, 28 March 2011

113 Minutes of JP3 coordination meetings, 11 May 2a#lJuly 2011, 25 August 2011, 2 March 2012, 31 12842, 16
July 2012

114 |nterview with RCO, 29 October 2012; interview witP1&2 IPs, 2 November 2012 27



described as broader post-conflict recovery frantksaioFurthermore, as noted in the section on
national ownership, the PBP did not target onlygbace building aspects of the PRDP framework.

Not much time was taken to consult comprehensif@lythe design process (see section on PBP
overall coordination above) of the 3 implementatpogrammes, which in turn led to delays in
programme implementation as various adjustmentdate®o be made. The first version of the JP1
programme did not include UNDP, and instead saarget amount of funds allocated to OHCHR.
OHCHR found it could not spend this sum, and theeebegan negotiations to bring UNDP into
the project. This was achieved but at the cost ajomdelays® The Prodoc was signed in Feb
2011 although the start of the project was stanted Jan 2011. After the JP3 Prodoc was written
and signed off by the JSC in October 2010, the rdetailed design of interventions took a number
of months and resulted in delays for some partshef programme. The original Prodoc lists
Implementing Partners as to be decidféd.

JP1 and JP3 agencies have reported against aediffeBM than the RBM approved in the original
Prodoc, including changes in outputs. Some smallifistments to indicators were also made to
JP2. The TAP of 14 April 2011 noted that consoBdaGANTT charts were needed i.a. “(...) so
that validation of any changes in the results magrican be made and approved by the Steering
Committee, before funding of activities that weret ipart of the original PBF projects can
begin”*’ However it is unclear when, whether and how apgravas given for some of these
changes to the RBM. At the time of evaluation, @gEnwere preparing retrospective notes to file
for some of these chang¥$ Although some changes to the RBM have improvednarame logic,
overall the RBMs, of JP1 and 3 in particular, shdweme weaknesses. In combination with some
reporting challenges this has led to a lack ofitylaaround exact achievements (in particular
quantitative) as reported in the end-of-programepsrt (see reporting section below).

Key findings
The implementation of the 3 JPs faced significatys due to some flaws in the design process

The 3 JPs were not designed to maximally target@dmilding outcomes in Acholiland, due to a
number of weaknesses in the design process:

- No comprehensive conflict analysis of Ancholilavas undertaken to underpin programming

- The design of the programmes lacked detaileduitat®on

- Although the programmes were aligned to the PRB&y were not all focused on those aspects of
the PRDP most directly relevant to peace building

The RBMs of the 3 JPs were changed, with approsalttiese changes being sought only
retrospectively at the end of the programme.

Recommendations
16.1 Peace building programme design should be based on specific conflict analysis

16.2 Peace building programmes should have access to specialised peace building expertise for
their design and coor dination

16.3 Peace building programmes can be based on alignment to existing post-conflict recovery
frameworks, but their design should be based on additional investigation to incorporate a
peace building per spective

16.4 Changesto approved programme RBM s should be discussed and approved expeditiously
and during programme implementation

115 |nterview OHCHR 1 Nov 2012 ; interviews UNDP 14\N2012

118 Interview with FAO, 9 November 2012; interview WiyNDP, 31 October 2012, interview with JP3 IPsC&tober
2012

17 Minutes TAP meeting 14 April 2011

118 The evaluation team received retro-active notddedrom OHCHR, UNFPA and UNICEF, but these diat explain
all changes made to the JP1, 2 and 3 RBMs. 28



Implementation

Where the overall timeframe of the PBP was alreealysidered short, and on top of the delays
caused by design factors (see above) some sigmniffogther delays were caused by the fact that
after the Prodoc was signed, the identification emkracting of IPs took time. Other delays were
caused by a lack of capacity of some IPs, and dmymiaternal agency processes and procedures.
However, despite these delays and other implementahallenges, the implementing agencies
have been able to execute most of their planneshiemtions, or made some adjustments to
activities during the course of implementation. Wir&hsferred to 100,000 USD to PBF P4 when
its expenditure was delayed in 2012. There wereesomallenges around funding modalities for
some IPs, who faced gaps in funding (AYINET, ICOHRC) which challenged the effectiveness
of interventions. Some IPs reported that they weotfied late of the approval of the project
timeframe extension.

Key findings

Implementation of the PBP was delayed significadtlg to weaknesses in design; the time needed
to identify IPs; and some IP capacity challenges

IPs reported late notification of the approval bétproject timeframe extension

Despite these delays and some other implementahialtenges, the implementing agencies have
been able to execute most of their planned intdives

Recommendations

16.5 The extension of programmes should be considered whilst thereis still sufficient time to
adjust implementation timeframes. PBSO could establish a deadline for extension
approvalsg/notifications

Monitoring

Implementing agencies each had their own internahitaring mechanisms. In addition, joint
monitoring visits for JP1&2 were organised in Debem2011 and March 2012. The JMVs
resulted in many good ideas related to improvemamtssynergies and advocacy for the
programmes. However, many of these ideas werertbefollowed up in subsequent TAP meeting
discussions®, and agencies faced systemic constraints (diffeierelines, different geographic
focus, different IPs) to the practical enhancenoésiynergies.

Recommendations

16.6 Joint monitoring visits are good practice and should be considered for all joint
programmes

16.7 ldeas deriving from joint monitoring visits should be systematically included for
discussion in follow-up coordination meetings
Reporting

No reporting was done against the PeacebuildingriBriPlan as is the formal requirement under
PBF guidelines? Instead, monitoring and reporting was devolvedh® 3 joint implementation

119 This lack of discussion in TAP meeting does not preclude the possibilities that some ideas where followed up by

agencies separately.
120 pBF application guidelines, PBF website 29



programmes. This meant that there has been notimpa@gainst an overarching peace building
framework. Furthermore, reporting of results fasedhe challenges, mainly because the RBMs for
JP1 and JP3 in particular were not well articulatetrms of indicators, outputs and outcomes. No
programme-specific evaluations have been undertdkeimg the course of implementation apart
from the overarching Mid Term Review and this ovelnang final evaluation.

Reporting arrangements of the separate programress facilitated through an electronic system
that was established by the RCO office for all jggnogramming (also covering joint programs
other than the PBF) with funds from the PBF underAthough E-MIS has facilitated the tracking
of rate of expenditure, the mechanisms for trackingputs and outcomes faced challenges.
Agencies were asked to put achievement percentagdsto the output and outcome indicators
when reporting on a quarterly basis. In the engrofyramme reports, these are all listed and their
achievement percentages added up per indicator.c€dain outputs, there are discrepancies
between the total achievement rate in terms ofgpeages when compared to the targets set for the
indicators. When combined with the weaknessesenRBMs of the 3 JPs, the contribution of E-
MIS to better management and administration ofdfrg programmes has been limited.

Furthermore, the end-of-programme reports list dative percentages under section IV A on
“summary of programme progress in relation to pé&ghmutcomes and outputs”, instead of a
qualitative, narrative overview of how project amhéments link to the planned outputs and
outcomes. This presents a missed opportunitiektisycthe programme logic (and thus Theories of
Change) at the end of the programifte.

Key findings

No reporting was done against the Priority Planagsoverarching peace building framework

The RBMs of the 3 JPs show some weaknesses inddsgn, leading to a lack of clarity with
regards to reported achievements

Although E-MIS has facilitated the tracking of rabé expenditure, it faced challenges as a
mechanism for tracking outputs and outcomes.

The end-of-programme reports do not incorporateagative section linking project achievements
to planned outputs and outcomes

Recommendations

16.8 For PRF funding, PBSO should insist on reporting against the Peacebuilding Priority
Plan so that the broader results of peace building programming can betracked and reported

16.9 An automated reporting system like E-MIS cannot over come weaknesses in the design of
RBMsor substitutefor dedicated specialised peace building coordination

16.10 The PBF end-of-programme report should make it compulsory to incorporate a
narrative summary of programme progressin relation to planned outcomes and outputs
17.Recommendations on how to improve programme effectiveness

This section repeats all recommendations put fatwar the main report text. The separate
programme assessments include some additional reendations related to better peace building

targeting. The executive summary aggregates atsgleaf key recommendations from this list.

3.1 Beyond targeting conflict drivers, peace building programs need to include a specific focus
on strengthening conflict resolution capacities and peace processesin society

121 Although the end-of-programme reports include mative section on summary of qualitative achievetsgethese are
not directly linked to the programme RBMs. 30



3.2 Livdihood/economic recovery support should only be considered for peace building
funding when it isclearly articulated how such support will be adjusted to contribute to peace
building outcomes

5.1 Do No Harm consider ations should be systematically integrated into any programming in
conflict-prone and fragile contexts, and in particular in peace building programming

5.2 From a Do No Harm per spective, recovery and peace building programming in Northern
Uganda should take into account the need to balance assistance acrossthe Greater North

6.1 Beyond addressing funding gas in post-conflict recovery frameworks, peace building
programmes need to befurther focused on addr essing specific peace building related gaps

7.1 To enable an in-depth value-for-money or cost effectiveness assessment, UN agencies
should be asked provide details of expenditure against outputsand outcomes

12.1 To enhance coherence, PBF funded programs need to report against the Priority Plan as
an overar ching peace building framework.

12.2 When deciding on joint peace building programming, the transaction costs should be
weighed up against the potential added value of better peace building outcomes derived from
joint programming

12.3 Toincrease cost effectiveness of peace building programming, coordination needs further
srengthening, and programmes need to be designed mor e specifically towar ds peace building
outcomes

11.1 Peace building programmes should incor porate focus on the empower ment of women
specifically asactorsin peace building and conflict resolution at all levelsin society

11.2Peace building programmes should monitor and report against gender-specific indicators

11.3Peace building programmes should ensure a balance between empowering women whilst
not contributing to the disesmpower ment of men

12.1 Sustainability considerations should be considered and articulated in the design of PBF
peace building programmes

12.2 Funding for support to livelihoods'economic recovery should carefully consider
timeframesin order to ensur e sustainability

12.3 Applications to the PBF should clarify how interventions can achieve sustainable or
catalytic results specific to peace building resultswithin the short timeframes of the PBF

13.1 The integration of conflict driver related research into peace building programming
should be considered whereit can play a catalytic role for peace building

14.1 When aligning to GOU programmes focusing on Northern Uganda, peace building
programmes should takeinto account corruption risks

15.1 The peace building outcomes of PBF programmes can be strengthened through the
inclusion of peace building expertisein the JSC secretariat and TAP

15.2 Monitoring and reporting requirements for peace building programmes should include a
focus on peace building outcomesincluding theintegration of Do No Harm

15.3 PBSO should provide more specific guidance asto how peace building programming can
be strengthened, beyond making referenceto addressing conflict drivers 31



15.4 PBSO should make the integration of Do No Harm considerations compulsory for peace
building programmesto be funded by the PBF

15.5 PBSO/MDTF reporting requirements should be adjusted to enablethereflection of peace
building outcomes, including the integration of Do No Harm consider ations

15.6 The JSC Secretariat should play an activerole in the overall coordination of PBF peace
building programmes

16.1 Peace building programme design should be based on specific conflict analysis

16.2 Peace building programmes should have access to specialised peace building expertise for
their design and coordination

16.3 Peace building programmes can be based on alignment to existing post-conflict recovery
frameworks, but their design should be based on additional investigation to incorporate a
peace building per spective

16.4 Changes to approved programme RBM s should be discussed and approved expeditiously
and during programme implementation

16.5 The extension of programmes should be considered whilst thereis still sufficient time to
adjust implementation timeframes. PBSO could establish a deadline for extension
approvalg/notifications

16.6 Joint monitoring visits are good practice and should be considered for all joint
programmes

16.7 ldeas deriving from joint monitoring visits should be systematically included for
discussion in follow-up coordination meetings

16.8 For PRF funding, PBSO should insist on reporting against the Peacebuilding Priority
Plan so that the broader results of peace building programming can betracked and reported

16.9 An automated reporting system like E-MIS cannot over come weaknesses in the design of
RBMsor substitutefor dedicated specialised peace building coordination

16.10 The PBF end-of-programme report should make it compulsory to incorporate a
narrative summary of programme progressin relation to planned outcomes and outputs
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Annex A JP1 Programme assessment sheet

Project Title Peacebuilding through justice for all and human rights'??
Project Number: 00076968
UN Agency: UNICEF, Priority Area (PMP strategic result): Results arsag below
UNFPA, OHCHR, UNDP

National counter part: Justice Law and Order Sector (JLOS SecretariaDasttict Coordination Committees
(DCC) - Acholiland; District Local Governments (Comanity based services - Acholiland; Ministry of labc
Government (Local Council Courts) - Acholiland; Wga Human Rights Commission; Uganda Police
Services; Refugee Law Project; UWONET

Project |/6968

Number

Project |Peacebuilding through justice for all and humahtsg
Title

Project |Acholiland

Scope

Proj ect UNICEF: 3,088,372 USD

Budget OHCHR: 739,447 USD

UNFPA: 620,000 USD

UNDP: 1,451,937

Total: 5,899,756 USD

Executio [Final updates to funds disbursement rates hadetdigen logged at the time of the evaluation. Firzd|
n closure for the programme is 31 December 2012. $digbursement rates up to 30 September
rate |(operational programme closure) were:

at |OHCHR: 86%
UNDP: 93%

2011112 |GNFPA: 96%
UNICEF: 100%
Duration Months for eseen: 18 months Actual: 21 months
Date approved by SC: 16 Start Date: 1 End Date: 30 September 2012 for operational closure; 31
February 2011 January December for financial closure
2011

Project Description : Focusing on Acholiland, thimgramme has contributed to the respect and rhéfilt of humar
rights, children’s rights, legal rights of retursete land and women'’s rights; access of vulnergbfgulations to formal
and informal justice, and to countering youth dfssmchisement

Overall goals and expected outcomes:

Overall objective (UNPRAP Outcome 1): Strengtheherdhan rights, accountability and good governanpacity of ke
government, civil society institutions and mechargsincluding traditional structures contribute toproved securit
protection, access to justice and reconciliatiorefbpeople in Northern Uganda.

Expected outcomes:

(UNPRAP) Program outcomé.1: Local justice, law, order and security governmardtitutions and services ap
international human rights, justice and protecttandards

(UNPRAP) Program outcome 1.2: Transitional justm®cesses, mechanisms and capacities for medigbieac
building, conflict resolution and reconciliationcfhtated

(UNPRAP) Program outcome 1.3: Human rights andegtain advocacy, monitoring and reporting capasiitgngthene
among civil society networks and independent natfiamstitutions

Key Outputs:

Outcome 1.1 included 7 outputs related to the stresghg of both the supply and demand of accessisticg (bot
formal and informal) in terms of justice for chiédr, GBV and human rights generally. A combinatibrstoategies wa
employed: studies; timings; awareness raising; and support to partidnktitutions including the Uganda Human Ri
Commission.

Outcome 1.2 included 4 outputs related to the gtheming of transitional justice processes and meisms an
capacities for mediation, peaduilding, conflict resolution and reconciliatio®utput 1 focused on community ba
programmes, output 2 on dialogues between distimtisccommunities; output 3 on the establishmeat méemorializatio
centre in Kitgum, and output 4 on CSO capacitydng in transitional justice.

Outcome 1.3 included 4 outputs. Two focused onctiigacity building of the Uganda Human Rights Consinis an
civil society in human rights monitoring, whilstahd 4 focused on empowering youth. These two figbuts ag no
reflected in the outcomes set for the programme.

1]

122 This assessment has relied on the end-of-programpuet as of 20 November 2012 for the majoritjnébrmation
releated to reported results. 33
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Pg 2 Project Evaluation Sheet

Globa The JP1 programme included a focus on broad undgréirivers of potential conflict in
I IAcholiland, in particular on transitional justia@gcess to justice more generally (withja
ASSESS focus on human rights, children’s rights and GBAfjgd youth empowerment. In this
ment: [OVverall manner, it can be said to have made strong cotitiibto peace building in Acholiland.
outcome JP 1 included support to the Uganda police fotoe judiciary and informal dispute

achievements resolution mechanisms, focusing on their work eglab human rights, justice for
(with referencechildren and GBV. In this manner, access to justias supported through a combina|

to PMP of research ; training ; practical support to ralvinstitutions, including the Uganda
indicators and [Human Rights Commission and traditional leadersd; @mmunity dialogues. The
planning inclusion of a focus on GBV contributed to ensurihg human rights of women and
targets) girls in particular. There were however some chngjéss in achieving results. For

example, questions can be raised to what extentmomty dialogues contributed to
peace building, as they were sometimes conflatéu avwareness raising on various
issue$?® and can sometimes lead to a lack of focus anthgads unrealistic
expectation$?* Lastly, challenges remain in ensuring that tradii governance and
conflict resolution mechanisms meet internationahhn rights standardé> JP 1
included a strong focus on support for transitignstice in the broad sense. Under
outcome 1, access to justice was supported thradgbus on both formal and informa
mechanisms, with a focus on human rights, justcefildren and GBV. Under
outcome 2, the development of transitional justieEhanisms and polisyas supporte
through a combination of research ; trainingsactical support to reconstructive surg
as an element of reparation ; community dialogwesl memorialisation. JP1 can be
to have made a significacontribution to théollowing PMP result&®:

- Resultsarea 1 : Security sector reforms and judiciary systemisipyplace and
providing services and goods at national and Ideskl that reinforce the Rule of Le
(Rol) ; indicatorl.2 RolL: # of PBF supported sector programmes where contiean
use transitional justice systems to resolve casflitisputes without recourse to violerice
ensuring the respect of Human Rights of women atlig particular
JP1 incorporated support to land dispute resolutioough a study ; practical support|to
mediation processes related to lamohd some mediation and conflict resolution tirzgy]
However, support to land dispute resolution wascootprehensively designed as a
sectoral program, with many activities coming oalimhen, during the course of
programme implementation, land-related conflict vdentified as a major impediment
to sustainable peace building in Acholiland. Therefthe JP1 contribution to this
indicator can be said to be relevant/on track

Resultsarea 2: Conflicts resolved peacefully and in a manner twgiports the
coexistence of all relevant actors/groups that wewelved in conflicts that underming
peace building effor ; indicator 2.3 Management of natural resources (including
land): # of PBF supported sector programmes with meismas in place to address
peacefully disputes grounded in competition faress to land and use of limit
resources (e.g. land, water)

JP1 included interventions that focused on enhagrttia participation of young people
in social transformation processes. However, twthe$e worked with different youth
groups that were not coordinated. OHCHR supportédwth Strengthening Strategy
(YSS) whilst UNICEF supported the establishmera dfouth Coalition. The YSS
registered 100 youth groups in Gulu but was nat giathe Youth Coalition, which wa
nevertheless established after a mapping of egigtnith organisations’ The
programme was also not designed to contributeisaréisults area, as themas no state
outcome related to this youth empowerment. Theegfiwe JP1 contribution to this re
area can be said to be on track/relevant:

Resultsarea 3 : Youth, women and other marginalized memberswofiict affected
communities act as a catalyst to prompt the peacegss and early economic recovery

123 Report of the March 2012 JP1&2 JMV

124 |nterview with UNICEF, 29 October 2012

125 Report of the March 2012 JP1&2 JIMV

126t should be noted that, although the evaluatias directed to evaluate against the PBSO PMP sesndais and indicators, the
PMP dates from October 2011 and had not yet beableshed at the time when the Uganda PBF intereesitwere being designed.
127 Report of the March 2012 JP1&2 JMV
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Positive

Incorporated in the section on outcome achievensmnse and on effectiveness belgw

peace relevaricadet training! Further support was provided in the form of trags to JLOS officials

Results
NegativeResu | None
s
Relevance [Relevance in [JP1 was designed to be directly aligned to the ddnilations Peace building apd
terms of PP, |Recovery Strategy for Northern Uganda (UNPRAP). ®h&comes for JP1 are taken
national directly from this framework. The UNPRAP in turn asigned to the Government pf
priorities and [Uganda’s Peace Recovery and Development Plan fath&fm Uganda (PRDP).
underlying IAccording to the Priority Plan and the Prodoc, dBdressed PRDP strategic objectie 4
conflict on peace building and reconciliation : « puttingplace mechanisms for rehabilitating
dynamics victims of war and facilitating their reintegratiomto the communities while
(theory of strengthening the local conflict resolution meckars and the relationship betwgen
change?) civilians and government/public administration hisTobjective was underfunded in the
PRDP?® However, the outcomes aimed for in JP1 are equedlated to the
enhancement of protection and the functionalitjudfcial and legal services, which gre
priority actions under strategic objective 1 in PBRDP*?° Better alignment to PRDP
objective 4 would have required a better targetesicp building programme (see also
section on recommendations below).
The theory of change underlying the programme feswm linking the strengthening |of
access to justice, transitional justice mechaniamt human rights monitoring to the
peace building process in Acholilati.
PBF JP1 responded to a funding gap in the UNPRAP arléaat partially, to the lack of]
responding to| funding towards PRDP objective 4 (see section tevamce above). Because PRDP
an urgent objective 4 was most directly focused on peacedmgland reconciliation according
financial to government priorities, JP1, through its alignttenthis objective, also responded
and/or PB to addressing a gap in peace building, in particiileough its support for transitionaj
gap ? justice, dispute resolution and mediation. Howetee, programme could have been
better targeted to achieve better peace buildirigootes (as outlined in the section
on recommendations below)
Effectiveness |Attainment of |A manual on HR, CP and GBV was compiled, piloted annow being used in polige

outcomes? [and community leaders, including traditional leadesn human rights and conflict
¢ resolution with a focus on land disputes. A quatitie access to justice study for GBV
'gf?(sactiveness,survivors was undertaken. Journalists, acadenaaljtional leaders and youth groyps

\were supported to raise awareness on access ittejustversion for children in confligt
with the law was strengthened, including through dinganisation of special sessions to
address backlogs, and justice for children indisatotegrated into the national JLOS
strategy. A study was undertaken on community paipolice responses to humpn
rights violations, and earlier collected data amdl@isputes was validated and a report
drafted. The Uganda Human Rights Commission wapatgd in terms of regional
office capacity and the convening of special sessto reduce backlog.

Transitional justice processes were catalysed gira number of results. UHRC and
OHCHR published a report focusing on reparatiords @mmissioned additional work
on transitional justice through the ICTJ. Theseemased in turn to inform poli
development at the national level around transitigustice’*? Support was provided t

the National Memorial and Peace Documentation i@eint Kitgum for its outreac
research and memorialisation activities. Within tealm of reparations, 574 victi
\were provided with reconstructive surgery, in additto further psychosocial support
provided to additional people. The 7 District Redbation and Peace teams were
supported with trainings and practical support forsmall number of mediatign
processes, together with the UHRC.

The number of CSOs reporting on human rights wareased from 8 to 15. UHRC

128 3p1 Programme Document ; United Nations Peacébgilthd Recovery Strategy for Northern Uganda (UNPR; Peace
Recovery and Development Plan for Northern UgaRiRDP)

12911 fact, this is also noted in the UNPRAP, whigfaia aligns focus area 1 to PRDP objective 4, lher in the situational analysis
links it first and foremost to PRPD objective 1

130 3p1 Programme document, justification section

131 3p1 End-of-programme report ; interview with Ugaftblice Force GBV/HR unit, 31 October 2012
132 |nterview with OHCHR, 15 November 2012
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supported in its human rights monitoring work apeédal sessions were organised to
address backlogs. More than 4000 youth were empaler contribute proactively o
social transformation through work with youth greugnd youth centrés®

Comments related to cost effectiveness of sepgradgects can be found in the
economy section below. With regards to overall afctiveness, questions can |be
raised as to the effectiveness of the overall imgletation of JP1. Although the
programme was designed as one, it was implementeddh agency separately. For the
most part, each agency worked with its own coumtespand IPs to implement its oywn

activities. From a programme-wide viewpoint, quassi can be asked regarding the ¢ost
effectiveness of this approach. Agencies occadipnabrked with the same IP gn
different activities, and sometimes funded the s#fhanbeknownst to each other (see
under coordination in the section on program mamesge below). Agencies also noted
the inefficiencies in these approaches, for examjitle regards to community dialoglie
work. Each agency contracts different IPs to ineledmmunity dialogue on different
issues, sometimes in the same dréa.

Efficiency |Project Design
management |The first version of the programme did not includ®DP, and instead saw a larger
erformance  |amount of funds allocated to OHCHR. OHCHR foundditild not spend this sum, ahd
therefore began negotiations to bring UNDP intohgject. This was achieved but|at
the cost of major delays® The Prodoc was signed in Feb 2011 although thiegt
was started on 1 Jan 2011.

JP1 agencies have reported against a different Rl the one approved in the
original Prodoc. Although the new RMB presents samgrovements compared to the
original, other logical changes were not made. blgtaoutputs 1.3.3 and 1.3.4 relate to
youth empowerment, but this objective is absenhftbe three outcomes listed for the
programme. In addition, some indicator targets wknmeher adjusted late in the
implementatiort>® In addition, it is unclear when, whether and h@praval was given
for some of these changes to the RBM. At the tirheexmluation, agencies wefe
preparing retrospective notes to file for somehefse change's’! Overall, changes to
lower levels of the RBM (output indicators and witiies) have decreased the program
logic. In combination with some reporting challeaggis has led to a lack of clarity
around exact achievements (in particular quantgatias reported in the end-of-
programme report (see reporting section below).

I mplementation

Further delays were caused by the fact that after Prodoc was signed, the

identification and contracting of IPs took time.i§imeant that significant parts of the

programme were further delay&f. However, despite these delays and other
implementation challenges, the agencies have béén ta execute most of their
planned activities, with some good results (seev@bdDHCHR made changes to |its
activities during the course of the project. Dudihae constraints, some activities that
were originally planned as direct implementatiorrevehanged into grants to relevant
CBOs™® There were some challenges around funding moeslitr some IPs, who
faced gaps in funding (AYNET, ICTJ, UHRC) which dbaged the effectiveness pf
interventions-*°

Coordination

In 2011, JP1 and JP2 agencies decided to collapggaint JP level meetings and joint
monitoring visits'** JP1&JP2 agencies met regularly in 2011, but lesins2012|
During 2011, the meetings included discussion oppecative planning of joint
activities, information sharing and the need folM&E plan (including adjustments
the RBM)*? After the Mid-Term Review (MTR) in October 201 1dinated a low levell

o

o

133 Results summary derived from JP1 end-of-programepert

134 Report of the March 2012 JP1&2 JMV.

135 Interview OHCHR 1 Nov 2012 ; interview UNDP 14 N2012 ; interview OHCHR 15 November

136 The evaluator compared written comments from tBORVM&E specialist on draft Q3 2012 report to fi8 reporting

137 The evaluator received retroactive notes to fitef OHCHR and UNFPA, but these did not explairchinges made to the JP1
log frame

138 UNDP and OHCHR in particular - see JP1 End-ofgubjeport, section IIA. Some delays were also edlry UNICEF internal
shift to a new financial management program — Bd&2 : Key action points to accelerate implementatf peacebuilding
programmes

139 |nterview OHCHR 1 Nov 2012 ; OHCHR document « Qfesimade to the initially approved main activities

140 3p1 End-of —programme report section IV C

141 Minutes TAP meeting 14 April 2011

142 Minutes of joint meetings JP1 and 2, 6 May ; 25/M40 June ; 12 September 2011
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of implementation progress, agencies met to foausstoategies for implementation
acceleration and closer monitoritff. During the remainder of 2012, JP1&2
implementing agencies met less frequently, leadingveaknesses in coordinatiti)
For example, OHCHR and UNDP were unaware that éachprovided an additional
grant to the IP AYNET towards the end of the progmee implementatiofi*®

Monitoring

Implementing agencies each had their own internahitoring mechanism¥?® In
addition, joint monitoring visits were organised ecember 2011 and March 2012.
During the March 2012 monitoring visit, problemstiwbne of UNDP’s Responsibje
Partners were noted. It was established that theesponsible for monitoring the RP
had insufficient capacity to do so, making direconioring and verification
reporting by UNDP necessary. The JMVs resulted mnyngood ideas related [to
improvements on synergies and advocacy for theraroge. However, many of these
ideas were then not followed up in subsequent TAdetings, and agencies faged
systemic constraints (different timelines, diffargerographic focus, different IPs) to the
practical enhancement of synergies.

Reporting
Reporting arrangements to PBSO were facilitatedutin an electronic system that

established by the RCO office for all joint prograing with funds from the PBF under
P4.

Although the electronic system has facilitated titeeking of rate of expenditure, the
mechanisms for tracking output and outcome relaiglievements faced challenggs.
Agencies were asked to put achievement percentagdsto the output and outcome
indicators when reporting on a quarterly basis. therfinal end-of-project report, these
percentages are automatically added up by themysfenerating inflated cumulatiye
achievement percentag¥s.

In addition, agencies have reported against outglitators on a quarterly basis. In the
end-of-programme report, these are all listed &ed achievement percentages added
up per indicator. There are discrepancies betweenatal achievement rate in terms of
percentages when held against the targets setdandicators?*®

The end-of-programme report lists the inflated clative percentages under section A
on “summary of programme progress in relation tanped outcomes and output
instead of a qualitative, narrative overview of hpwoject achievement link to the
planned outputs and outcomes. This presents a dniggportunities to clarify th
programme logic (and thus Theories of Change)aetidl of the programnté®

In addition, the work by UWONET on the prioritizati of GBV in the law and justide
sector through a focus on CEDAW recommendationisstisd in various sections of tihe
end-of-programme report, but is not included in fiveal RBM at the end of the

report**°
Cost of The MPTFO requests that implementing agencies @eoviinancial informatig
local according to the following categories: suppliesmomdities, equipment and transp

services/g personnel (staff consultants and travel); traimfigcounterparts; contracts; other di
oods?  [costs and indirect support costs. This meansnibigossible to assess in detail the value
Economy for-money of procurement of goods and servicesaptvity, output @ outcome, as ea
incorporates the interventions of different agescidgencies have not been aske
report financially against outputs or outcomes. FEegxipient agency has stated th
has utilised its own internal checks, guidelined processefo ensure the transpare
and accountability of expenditutg:

143 Minutes of joint meetings JP1 and 2, 2 and 6 Fatyr@012 ; JP1&2 : Key action points to acceletmiglementation of
peacebuilding programmes

14 Interview UNICEF, 29 October 2012 ; interview OHRHL5 November 2012 ; interview UNDP 14 Novembet20

S interview OHCHR, 15 November 2012 ; interview UND® November 2012

146 3p1 End-of-programme report section 111C

147 3p1 End-of-programme report section IVA

148 For example, indicator 1.2.1.3 on « number of comity members participating in dialogues on trmisal justice mechanisms
including persons receiving reconstructive surgerya result of a grant to AYNET » had a targetQff, but lists eleven different
reporting entries, with figures adding up to 42€bple reached, yet the achievement percentagéisefandicator add up to 140%.
149 Although the end-of-programme report includes mative section on summary of qualitative achievetsigthese are not directly
linked to the program RBM.

150 3p1 End-of-programme report. This was discusseuWhFPA staff, who admitted having difficulty warg out where to report
this activity in the RBM, and were unsure why itHzeen included into JP1 (staff who were involvedR1 design had since left).
Interview with UNFPA, 14 November 2012.

151 End-of-programme report section II1B. The verifioatof detailed expenditure procedure was beyoadstope of this evaluation
with the financial information available, and cobld taken up in a subsequent audit of the programme
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Sustainability/na| Capacity to||n April 2012, all JPs were asked to put togetheit strategies investigating the
tional ownership | national sustainability of their activities, outlining whiddctivities would be discontinued/were
institutions |completed and which ones would be picked up byrogimegrams. However, not all
to  sustairfagencies submitted matrices, and it is unclear henehese were reviewed towards fthe
project end of the progrant? For example, OHCHR stated that work of the UHR® heé
results continued through UHRC's regular fundifig) but the evaluation found that UHRC] is
facing serious challenges in this respect, inclgdiaving to let go the additional staff
that was hired with PBF funding to operate its oegi offices, if no further funding is
available*>* The support to the memorialization museum at tla¢iddal Memory &
Peace Documentation Centre has provided part ahtmaorial site, but without furthe
funding it will remain unfinished® The support to an important mediation process in
Kitgum through the Justice and Reconciliation Rrbj¢JRP) also faced funding
challenges at the end of the progranirie.

=

Catalytic The main catalytic effect in terms of peace buildim Acholiland achieved by JP1 is its
leverage contribution to the national debate on transitiopetice. Other interventions have
(financial contributed to building initial knowledge and piiaeton land dispute resolution and
leverage, mediation. There are further examples of smallealgtc effects. The support to one pf
unblocking the CBOs providing psychosocial care enabled &l$o train some additional CBOs fo
political help them deal with mental illness cases shoulgt éreounter thes€’ The database

processes?) [established for the UHRC in Acholiland with suppaift the PBP is now being
expanded nationallf’® For some of the IPs, catalytic effects of the RERrventions
related to the fact that these opened up new redmfurther, different interventions ly
their organisations in futuré® UWONET was able to generate interest from other
donors for possible future fundin@’. The support for the integration of juvenile justic
indicators into relevant justice sector plans resbin 11 indicators being integrated
instead of the planned'8!

Transparency, |Decision On 27 October 2010, the Joint Steering Committee;haired by the UN RC and the
accountability | making at JSGPermanent Secretary of the Office of the Prime Bteri met for the first time ard
level approved the Peacebuilding Priority Plan (with admeents), and referred the fgur
project documents to the PS for signifijAccording to the process established by|the
PBSO, there should be time between the approvathef Priority Plan and the
submission of projects to the Joint Steering Consmitfor approval. In the case |of
Uganda, it seems that the four project document® weady at the same time as the
final priority plan. Implementing agencies weretjaly selected based on the fact that
PBF projects were embedded within agencies’ progresnto enable scalability,
research and catalytic effe¢f§. The JSC did not meet to execute its overview fongt
in 2011. This was partially due to the fact thapliementation of the programmes was
delayed. The JSC convened again in February 20t2rtsider the results of the Mid-
Term Review and the delays in programming. It distabd more detailed expendityre
review mechanisms, and in April decided on the ast@xtension of 3 month&* The
JSC met for the final time in September 2012 arstudised the closure of the
programmes and tentative future plafs.

152 |nterview RCO, 14 November 2012

153 RM Matrix_JP1-OHCHR 170412

154 Interview OHCHR, 1 November 2012 ; interview UHRI2, November 2012
155 interview National Memory & Peace Documentatiomte, 8 November 2012
156 |nterview JRP, 8 November 2012

157 Interview with JP2 staff and IPs, 2 November 2012

158 |nterview with JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 2012

159 |nterview with JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 2012

160 Interview with JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 2012

161 |nterview UNICEF, 29 October 2012

162 Minutes JSC meeting 27 October 2010

163 Final Peacebuilding Priority Plan Uganda, Octd@st0

164 Minutes JSC meeting 14 February 2012 ; Correspmralbetween UN RC and Executive Coordinator MPTR@@ cost
extension, 3 April 2012

165 Minutes JSC 28 September 2012



Implementatio Some adjustments were made to the funding arrangemedJNDP, which
n agencies implemented under both JP1 and JP3, utilised 90WBD of unspent funds from
JP3 for JP1 and provided this to AYINET as an aoldét grant:®®

Recommen/Although JP1 contributed to addressing some otdmglict drivers as outlined above, it was not
dation |designed as a comprehensive, maximally focuseded®ditling programme. To a certain extent, the

s interventions built on existing or planned prograesnof the agencies involved, without making
lesson [Significant adjustments to target better peacedmgloutcomes. Better peace building practice vesl
s two further steps, above and beyond contributindpéocaddressing of conflict drivers.

learnt |[Firstly, peace building programs need to includ®@mprehensive focus on strengthening conflict
resolution capacities and peace processes in godiih regard to JP1, this could have incorporated
1.A more comprehensive focus on dispute resolatiohmediation mechanisms ranging from the
community level through informal processes to fdnme@chanisms, including those related to land
(contributing to PMP indicator 2.1 National Recdiation: # of PBF supported sector programmes
effective partnerships and procedures in placerttzamtain regular inclusive policy dialogue to askb
issues of conflict, instability and political paipation). This in turn would have enhanced thgratient
to PRDP strategic objective 4, as was the intergfa}P1. Strategic objective 4 states that the gmym
@im « is to address the social challenges in Naonthkganda that have arisen as a result of fractured
social relationships in order to resuscitate trecpebuilding and reconciliation process&¥.»

2.A focus on supporting mechanisms to continuelthegated peace process related to the conflict
between the LRA and the Government of Ugdndatributing to PMP indicator 1.4 Political diglee
for peace agreements : # of PBF supported seatgraanmes with evidence that inclusive dialogue
drives the implementation process of peace agretsien

3.A more specific focus on the empowerment of wapecifically as actors in peace relevant sectors
land functiongcontributing to PMP indicator 2.4 EmpowermentWdomen: # of PBF supported sectd
programmes with evidence of women formally assurteaglership / responsibilities in peace relevan
sectors and functions)

IA second and crucial step towards better peacelibgibutcomes involves the incorporation of Do [No
Harm/conflict sensitivity principles into programmgi. In conflict affected and fragile contexts, st i
crucial that interventions are based on an in-degypthlysis of risks, not just in terms of potentiall
negative consequences of the context for the pnogey but also vice versa to ensure that negative
impacts of programming on the context are minimidadhis respect, DNH involves a focus on HQW
interventions are implemented as much as WHAT théy to achieve. Throughout the PBF
programmes, understanding of Do No Harm principless generally weak, and they were pot
systematically incorporated into design or monitgri

ith

-,

166 |nterview with UNDP, 15 November 2012
167 Government of Uganda Peace Recovery and Develdp®hen for Northern Uganda



Annex B: JP2 Programme assessment sheet

Project Title Peacebuilding and enhancing protection systems'®®
Project Number: 00076965
UN Agency: UNICEF, Priority Area (PMP strategic result): See below
UNFPA

National counter part: American Refugee Committee (ARC) ; ANPPCAN ; CCHlétg Children as
Peacebuilders ; Church of Uganda ; GUSCO ; KICWuslim Supreme Council ; UCRNN ; Ugandd
Catholic Secretariat ; UTL ; War Child Holland; AGD; Food for the Hungry; Victim’'s Voice

(VIVO); ICON
Project 76965
Number
Project |Peace building and enhancing protection systems
Title
Project |Acholiland
Scope

Project |UNICEF: 1,200,000 USD (PBF)
Budget |INFPA: 1,300,000 USD (PBF)

Executj |[Final updates to funds disbursement rates hadetdigen logged at the time of the evaluation.
on [Financial closure for the programme is 31 Decer@®d2. Funds disbursement rates up to 30
rate [September (operational programme closure) were:
at  |UNPFA: 99%

UNICEF: 100%

20/1112
Duratio Monthsforeseen: 18 months Actual: 21 months
n
Date approved by SC : Start Date: 1 End Date: 30 September 2011 for operational closure;
04 November 2010 January 31 December for financial closure
2011

Project Description : Focusing on Acholiland, this programme has focusegrotection of women and child
from all forms of violence, in particular gendersbd violence and protection from all forms of hamna abuse f
children.

Overall goals and expected outcomes:
Overall objective (UNPRAP Outcome 1): Strengthehathan rights, accountability and good governanpacia
of key government, civil society institutions an@échanisms including traditional structures contebio improve
security, protection, access to justice and rediation for all people in Northern Uganda.

Expected outcomes:

The original Prodoc lists the outcome for JP2 adlRBAP) Program outcomé.4: Recovery, reintegratig
protection services, systems and structures esteoliand accessible to vulnerable groups/affectgulilation
groups. The End-girogramme report lists the outcome for JP2 as “Woraed children are empowered
overcome specific posenflict hardship (e.g. physical and economic siégupolitical participation) and to e
gender-based violence and discrimination).

Key Outputs:

IThe program had 6 outputs:

1 Psychosocial care and support services for waamnenchildren victims of GBV and abuse provided linage
districts

2. Community dialogues on GBV, gender equality, -dstrimination and child protection conducted ingtg
districts

3. District mechnisms for regular collection and documentatiomepirted incidents of GBV and child protec
established and functional

4.Increased capacity of district authorities tonpdad budget for addressing GBV, child protectind human righ
violations

5. Case management and referral pathways for ehildnd GBV survivors enhanced in all target ditsric
6. Children formerly associated with armed groupd ather children affected by conflict are suppartieroug|

168 This assessment has relied on the JP2 end-ofgrmge report as of 20 November 2012 for the majofity
information related to reported results 41



reception, interim care and/or reunification wigmrfilies/communities of origin.
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Pg 2 Project Evaluation Sheet

Global The JP2 programme focused on protection of womeéFRA) and children (UNICER
Assess The agencies implemented interventions linked teaaly ongoing activities within th
ment: broader context of their five year country prograesi?®

Overall outcOMeThase interventions have contributed to the creatib an enabling environment
lachievements

(with reference sustainable peace, by strengthening protection friokence. In addition, and even m
to PMP directly relevant for peace building in Acholilartthrough its focus on GBV and it
indicators and |protection at the community level and inclusiorpsfchosocial support, the progran
planning targetsjhas contributed to the strengthening of social simmeand conflict resolution capaci
at the household and community let@.

JP2 contributed to the following PMP results ariedzators ™

Resultsarea 2 : Conflicts resolved peacefully and in a manner #giports the
coexistence of all relevant actors/groups thatenvewvolved in conflicts that undermine
peace buildig efforts
JP2 focused on strengthening the protection of womed children from violeng
Through its focus on GBV and child protection a tommunity level, the program
has contributed to strengthened social cohesiofiicomanagementapacities at t
household and community level. There were howewenes challenges in achievi
results. For example, peace clubs and Child Piote€@ommittees were establishe
communities to help with community level confliatsolution. Although lese ha
generated some good results, their methods hawerailsed some questions, as n
approaches to conflict resolution at the houselmldl are focused on keeping fami
together, with some potential negative consequefuwesomen. There islso a need
clarify the roles of these community based configstolution mechanisms vizyée stat
institutions like the Local Council Court® Furthermore, guestions can be raisq
what extent community dialoguesntributed to peace building, as they were same
conflated with awareness raising on various isStiesd can sometimes lead to a lag
focus and raising of unrealistic expectatibffsTherefore, JP2 contributions to
results area can be said to_be relevant/on track

Resultsarea 3 : Youth, women and other marginalized memberswofiict affected
communities act as a catalyst to prompt the peacegss and early economic recovery
indicator 3.2 : Sustainable livelihood : # PBF supported sectarggammes generating
sustainable livelihood opportunities to IDP, refegevictims of war and others in need
in conflict affected communities.
IAlthough it was not highlighted in the original dgsof the programme, JP2 extended
some of its interventions related to GBV, childteaion, and interventions originally
focused on the reintegration of children affectgattnflict, into livelihood support. Th
meant that support related to sustainable livelilsomas only provided by one IP, and
that intervention included some challenges in snakdlity.'”® Therefore, the
contribution of JP2 to this results area and indicaan be said to be weak

Positive Resuli Incorporated in the section above

169 3p2 Prodoc

170 |nterview with JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 2012

1711t should be noted that, although the evaluatias directed to evaluate against the PBSO PMP sestdais and indicators, the
PMP dates from October 2011 had not yet been éstiall at the time when the Uganda PBF interventicer® being designed.
172 Report of JP1&2 JMV December 2011

173 Report of the JP1&2 JMV March 2012

174 |nterview with UNICEF, 29 October 2012

175 |nterview with UNICEF, 29 October 2012 ; Intervievith CCF, 9 November 2012 ; Interview with PadénssSchool, 9
November 2012
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NegativeResul

None

Relevance

Relevance in
terms of PP,
national
priorities and
underlying
conflict
dynamics
(theory of
change?)

JP2 was designed to be directly aligned to theddritations Peace building and
Recovery Strategy for Northern Uganda (UNPRAP) mogne outcomke4: Recovery,
reintegration, protection services, systems andcstires established and accessible
vulnerable groups/affected populations groufsscording to the Priority Plan, this
outcome is in turn aligned to PRDP strategic object on peace building and
reconciliation : « putting in place mechanismsrhabilitating victims of war and
facilitating their reintegration into the commuegiwhile strengthening the local confi
resolution mechanisms and the relationship betwedians and government/public
administration »/® However, the argument in the JP2 Prodoc is thasjtonded to a
gap in the Government of Uganda Peace Recoverpamdlopment Plan (PRDP) wh
included few responses specific to the needs ofemrand aligns the programme to
PRDP strategic objective 2 on rebuilding and empingecommunities.” In fact, JP2
can be said to have contributed to both PRDP sfiatibjectives 2 and 4.

The theories of change informing the programmegtteare articulated in the project
description in the Prodoc : by strengthening pridacfrom and stronger responses tg
GBYV, the programme was aiming to contribute tolfeing an enabling environment
for women'’s participation in peace building, anddtyengthening the protection of
children, the programme aimed to address childreuiiserability to violence. Howeve
interviews with agency staff, stakeholders and fielagies made it clear that during tk
course of implementation, this theory of change statted. Instead, peace building
related outcomes were seen to lie in the strengtbesf social cohesion and conflict
resolution capacities at the household and commimitl (“peace from the heart, fro
the home), through its focus on GBV and child pctte at the community level and
inclusion of psychosocial suppdfé

PBF respondin
to an urgent

PB gap ?

financial and/or

JP2 responded to a funding gap in the UNPRAP. HBsaelts of the programme
at the community and household level, but this wasthe stated objective of thg

could have been enhanced through better targetsmegmiilding design (see sectio
on recommendations below)

Effectiveness

|Attainment of

-peace relevant
outcomes?
-cost
effectiveness?

The main results of the interventions under JP2 asefollows: JP 2 provide

programme facilitated 842 community dialogues thfovarious methods, including
focus on GBV and child protection. Some dialoguesluded a specific focus ¢
conflict resolution through discussions on landpdie resolutiort”® Data collection
mechanisms on child protection and GBV reportingenvextended from 4 to all
districts in Acholiland. The availability of distti councillors and officials trained
budgeting related to child protection, gender nta@aning and GBV was alg

automatically translate into practice without fenttsupport® The number of cases
protection and GBV were updated (although thedatte across 7 districts as planne

armed groups, but when the number of returnees diedn support was extended

contributed to the strengthening of social cohesind conflict resolution capacities

programme. The extent to which the programme redgubno a peace building gap

psychosocial support to 8826 child survivors an@B&BYV survivors. Psychosocial
support is important in that it underlies the sgteening of social cohesion. The

extended from 4 to 7 districts, although it wasedothat such training did npt
child violence were increased from 3000 to 50004 aeferral pathways for child

Finally, support was provided for the reintegrataf children formerly associated with

ict

3

>

previously returned children, which also saw UNIC8&Fetch its mandate to suppprt

oung, previously abducted mothéfs.

176 yganda PBF Priority Plan final October 2010; Udidations Peacebuilding and Recovery Strategy fathérn Uganda
(UNPRAP) ; Peace Recovery and Development PlaNdéothern Uganda (PRDP)

177 3p2 Prodoc

178 Interview with JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 2012; intewiwith ACORD beneficiaries, 9 November 2012
179 3p2 end-of-programme report RBM output 2

180 peport of the JP1&2 JMV March 2012

181 3p2 end-of-programme report ; interview with UNFCES October 2012
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Efficiency  [Project Design

management |rpo programme was designed comprehensively witieva to its main stated focus on

performance  |enhancing protection mechanisms, but did not irelaccomprehensive focus in terms
of other key peace building results in the areatafngthened social cohesion/conflict
management capacities. As noted above, the outsteement was changed from the
original Prodoc in the final RBM. It is not clearhen and by whom this was
approved:®

I mplementation

Some delays were caused by a lack of capacityraed®s, and due to country strategy
adjustments to revised global pldfis.UNFPA implemented through a consortiim
model, which meant that it contracted two Lead Ageswho were then in turn tasked
to contract the remainder of the IPs. Although UWF&ttributed an increase |n
efficiency to this modet® IPs reported some communication challenges, wiialy
also have been related to staff turnot8mespite these challenges, agencies and |their
IPs were able to achieve the large majority ofténgets they had established.

Coordination

In 2011, JP1 and JP2 agencies decided to collapggaint JP level meetings and joint
monitoring visits'®® JP1&JP agencies met regularly in 2011, but less 8012. During
2011, the meetings included discussion on coopergtianning of joint activitieg,
information sharing and the need for an M&E plancliding adjustments to the
RBM).27 After the Mid-Term Review (MTR) in October 2011dinated a low level of
implementation progress, agencies met to focus teategies for implementatign
acceleration. During the remainder of 2012, JP1&pléementing agencies met lgss
frequently’®® It was not possible to achieve the joint dataemibn on GBV and CP as
had originally been plann&l, and agencies decided to split indicators that|had
originally been joined®
Monitoring

Implementing agencies each had their own internahitoring mechanism$?! In
addition, joint monitoring visits for JP1&2 weregamised in December 2011 and
March 2012. The JMVs resulted in many good idedated to improvements gn
synergies and advocacy for the programmes. Howevany of these ideas were then
not followed up in subsequent TAP meeting discussi4 and agencies faced systemic
constraints (different timelines, different geoduapfocus, different IPs) to the practigal
enhancement of synergies.

Reporting
Reporting arrangements to PBSO were facilitatedutyin an electronic system that was

established by the RCO office for all joint programg (also covering joint programs
other than the PBF) with funds from the PBF undér P

Although the electronic system has facilitated ttaeking of rate of expenditure, the
mechanisms for tracking output and outcome relaiglievements faced challenges.
Agencies were asked to put achievement percentagdsto the output and outcome
indicators when reporting on a quarterly basisthie end-of-programme report, these
are all listed and their achievement percentageleddip per indicator. For certdin
outputs, there are discrepancies between the tmthlevement rate in terms [of
percentages when held against the targets sdtdandicators.

The end-of-programme report lists cumulative petages under section IV A an
“summary of programme progress in relation to pighautcomes and outputs”, instead
of a qualitative, narrative overview of how projexathievements link to the planngd
outputs and outcomes. This presents a missed epyttes to clarify the programni
logic (and thus Theories of Change) at the enti@programmé®

0]

182 Although a note to file was signed on other changedid not include an explanation for this changNICEF and UNFPA,
Note to File, 18 October 2012

183 End-of-programme report section IV C

184 End-of-programme report section I11A

185 |nterview with JP1&2 IPs, 30 October 2012

186 Minutes TAP meeting 14 April 2011

187 Minutes of joint meetings JP1 and 2, 6 May, 25 MeyJune, 12 September 2011

18 Interview UNICEF, 29 October 2012

189 |nterview UNICEF, 29 October 2012

1OUNICEF and UNFPA, Note to File, 18 October 2012

191 3p2 End-of-programme report section 111C

192 This lack of discussion in TAP meeting does not preclude the possibilities that some ideas where followed up by agencies
separately.

193 Although the end-of-programme report includes mative section on summary of qualitative achievetsigthese are not directly
linked to the program RBM.
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Economy

Cost of local
services/go
ods?

The MPTFO requests that implementing agencies gedimancial information
according to the following categories: suppliesnomdities, equipment and transpor|
personnel (staff consultants and travel); traimhgounterparts; contracts; other direg
costs and indirect support costs. This meansnibigossible to assess in detail the va
for-money of procurement of goods and servicesaptvity, output or outcome, as eg
incorporates the interventions of different agesichgencies have not been asked to
report financially against outputs or outcomes.l&a&cipient agency has stated that i
has utilised its own internal checks, guidelined processes to ensure the transpare
and accountability of expenditut®

o
t
alue-
ch

[
ncy

Sustainability/nati
lonal owner ship

Capacity to
national
institutions to
sustain

project resultg

Generally, the sustainability of JP2 interventiovess enhanced due to the fact that

large extent they were linked to on-going agencggpmmes within the broad
context of their five year country programmes. Iprin2012, all JPs were asked to

together exit strategies investigating the sushalityof their activities, outlining whicl
activities would be discontinued/were completed whith ones would be picked up
other programs. It showed that UNICEF was plantegontinue working on most

the JP2 outputs through other programmes, exceplistrict level budgeting for chil
protection and referral pathways for child protectiUNFPA likewise made plans
integrate further support under a different JoimgPamme on GBV and by shiftin
some planned activities to UNWom&H. Local level government authorities we
involved in project implementation, enhancing thespects for sustainability of son
of the interventions, although the capacity of gaweent to budget for and deliv
protection services, including psychosocial cageains weak. The sustainability of {
support provided to young mothers formerly assediatith armed conflict throug
their enrolment in the Pader Second Chance GiHisalcwas diminished because

girls could only be provided with 6 months insteddhe usual 9 months training, d
to a lack of capacity of the schddf.
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Catalytic
leverage
(financial
leverage,
unblocking
political
processes?)

IAs noted below in the section on recommendatidmes,programme could have beg
better targeted to add value to its results toeahbetter peace building outcome|
Small catalytic effects were noted from the suppodvided by ACORD due to itg
combination of awareness raising/training with ficad follow up support®”

2]

Transparency,
accountability

Decision
making at JSC
level

On 27 October 2010, the Joint Steering Committeechaired by the UN RC and t
Permanent Secretary of the Office of the Prime Mer, met for the first time arj
approved the Peacebuilding Priority Plan (with admeents), and referred the fq
project documents to the PS for signfi§jAccording to the process established by
PBSO, there should be time between the approvathef Priority Plan and th
submission of projects to the Joint Steering Conemitfor approval. In the case
Uganda, the four project documents were ready etstime time as the final prior
plan. Implementing agencies were partially seleti@sed on the fact that PBF proje
were embedded within agencies’ programmes to enabigability, research ar
catalytic effects® The JSC did not meet to execute its overview fondn 2011. This
was partially due to the fact that implementatidérthe programmes was delayed. T
JSC convened again in February 2012 to considerethdts of the Mid-Term Revie
and the delays in programming. It established mdetailed expenditure revie)
mechanisms, and in April decided on the no-costeresion of 3 month&’ The JSA
met for the final time in September 2012 and disedsthe closure of the programn
and tentative future plas:

es

Implementation
agencies

194 3p2 End-of-programme report section IIB. The veatfon of detailed expenditure procedure was beythe scope of this
evaluation with the financial information availapsad could be taken up in a subsequent auditeoptbgramme.
195 pBF exit strategies for UNFPA implementing parénedP2 RM matrix

196 |nterview with CCF and Pader Second Chance Gitieal, 9 November 2012

7 nterviews with ACORD beneficiaries, 9 Novembef 2Q Interview with ACORD, 9 November 2012

198 Minutes JSC meeting 27 October 2012

199 Final Peacebuilding Priority Plan Uganda, Octd@t0

200 Minutes JSC meeting 14 February 2012 ; Correspwalbetween UN RC and Executive Coordinator MPTR@@ cost
extension, 3 April 2012
201 Minutes JSC 28 September 2012



Recommend
ations,
lessons
learnt

IAlthough JP2 contributed to addressing some ottmlict drivers and to strengthening social
cohesion/community level conflict management capsiincluding through psychosocial support, g
outlined above, it was not designed as a compréremeaximally focused peace building programn;
IThe interventions mostly built on work that waseally being done or fell within the mandate of the
lagencies involved, without making significant atijuents to target better peace building outcomes.
Better peace building practice involves two furtbps, above and beyond contributing to the
addressing of conflict drivers.

Firstly, peace building progranmeed to include a comprehensive focus on strengitheonflict
management capacities and peace processes inysodiih regard to JP2, this could have incorpora
1.A more comprehensive focus the strengtheningrdfict management capacities at the community
level, through the adjustment of standard GBV chilotection and psychosocial support interventio
to extend these to support for broader conflict agement capacities at the community leVals woulg
include a more specific focus of community dialegoe conflict resolution.

JP2 included a good example of such an approaobghrthe work of ACORD. ACORD used its
Community Social Peace and Recovery model, devaltpeugh work in Burundi and West Africa, i
Kitgum and Lambwo with PBF funds from UNFPA. ACORBose 4 sub-countries where land conf
land GBV prevalence were high, in consultation wottal government. Contact was then made throy
local government mechanisms. Through a seriesraframity dialogue meetings, consensus was bu
on the main “peace threats” in the community. Exgstommunity peace committees and other
community members received additional trainingéage building and GBYV, including in the use of
drama in GBV prevention. Some psychosocial suppasg also provided. Meanwhile the community
drew up a social contract with pledges relatedhatwthey considered peace building priorities. Naxt
small scale micro project was introduced that bhowgnflicting communities together, e.g. the dleg
of a road between two communities in land dispaibe, the refurbishment of the roof of a school
building located near a disputed land boundary betwtwo communities. In the first instance, the
community reported a reduction in the violence eisded with the conflict. In the second case, #rell
boundary dispute has been resolved and the comyrezaritnow progress to the building of teachers
huts to increase the capacity of the schdol.

2.A more specific focus on the empowerment of wepecifically as actors in peace relevant sector
and functions (contributing to PMP indicat@r4 Empowerment for Women : # of PBF supported sect
programmes with evidence of women formally assufeadership / responsibilities in peace relev
sectors and functions)

IAlthough the programme’s theory of change linkedriterventions to the strengthening of women'’s
participation in peace building, this link was faitowed up through interventions more explicitly
targeted towards this outcome.

IA second and crucial step towards better peacelibgilbutcomes involves the incorporation of Do

Harm/conflict sensitivity principles into programmgi. In conflict affected and fragile contexts, st i

crucial that interventions are based on an in-degthlysis of risks, not just in terms of potentig
negative consequences of the context for the pnomes but also vice versa to ensue that neg
impacts of programming on the context are minimidadhis respect, DNH involves a focus on H(
interventions are implemented as much as WHAT théy to achieve. Throughout the P
programmes, understanding of Do No Harm principless generally weak, and they were

systematically incorporated into design or monitgriHowever, there is some evidence of con
sensitive programming. With regards to intervergidhat aim to focus on women, an import
consideration is to ensure that such a focus doesantribute to the disempowerment of men.Se
IPs showed an understanding of this dynamic andrfwmxporated it into their programmifg:

7]
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202 « Good Practice in ACORD Uganda Area Program, ugitdrield Office », 12 September 2012 ; Intervievith'"ACORD
beneficiaries, 9 November 2012 ; Interview with ARD, 9 November 2012
203 « Good practice in Food for the Hungry GBV Prei@nt, 13 September 2012. Interview with ARC CBOV@&/ember 2012
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Annex C: JP3 Programme assessment sheet

Project Title: Livelihoods and L ocal Economic Recovery®*
Project Number: 00076967

UN Agency: UNDP, Priority Area (PMP strategic result): Results arsae below
UNCDF, WFP, FAO,
IOM

National counter part : Acholi Private Sector Development Company ; Act@mmtre Faim International ; Agency
for Technical Cooperation and development ; Asgimriaof Micro Finance Institutions of Uganda ; CESV
District local governments ; Enterprise Uganda luGidniversity ; International Institute of Rural

Project | /6967

Number

Project |Livelihoods and Local Economic Recovery
Title

Project |Acholiland

Scope

Project |UNDP: 990,000 (PBF)
UNCDF: 760,000 (PBF)

Budget
WFP: 1,200,000 (PBF)
FAO: 1,550,000 (PBF)
IOM: (500,000) (PBF)
Executio [Final updates to funds disbursement rates hadatdigen logged at the time of the evaluation. Firzn

n closure for the programme is 31 December 2012. $digsbursement rates up to 30 September (operk
rate [Programme closure) were:
at [UNDP:92%
. 0,
20/11/12 UNCDF: 100%

WFP: 87%
FAO: 89%
IOM: 100%
Duration Monthsforeseen: 18 months Actual: 21 months
Date approved by SC : 04 Start Date: 1 End Date: 30 September 2011 for operational closure; 31
November 201 January December for financial closure
2011

Project Description : Focusing on Acholiland, this programme has suppotte revitalisation of agriculture bas
leconomic activity

Overall goals and expected outcomes:

Overall objective (UNPRAP Outcome 4): Rural comntiesi in the north have improved gender responsigtamabl
livelihoods, diversified economic opportunities drasic social protection.

Expected outcomes:

The overall outcome for JP3 was (UNPRAP) Progratoaue 4.3: Livelihoods of rural households diveesif

Key Outputs:

The original Prodoc had 7 outputs. This was ladjusted to 13 outputs in the revised RBM. Key otgpcan be
summarized as follows:

1.Value addition skills training for youth, womendcamen (UNDP)

2. Capacity development of microfinance instituigt/NDP)

3. Cross border trade assessment and trade pronsttadegy (UNDP)

4. Institutionalisation of Local Economic Developmhstrategies and practices (UNCDF)

for 232 new Farmer Field Schools (FAO)
6. Cassava value addition and market analysissa@md linkage developed (WFP)
7. Support to reintegration of female IDP/reture@ezombatant — headed households (IOM) agricultureivledge, skills

Reconstruction (IIRR) ; Ministry of Local Governnterganda National Chamber of Commerce and Ingustr

5. Enhanced agricultural knowledge, skills, cropdorction levels, saving skills, entrepreneuriallskand market acce$

ed

crop production levels, saving skills, entrepreraigkills and market access

204 This assessment has relied on the JP3 end-ofgmge report as of 20 November 2012 for the majofity
Hrmation related to reported results
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Pg 2 Project Evaluation Sheet

Global The JP3 programme focused on the recovery of figelils, with a focus on agriculty
Assessm Many of the interventions built on existing progsamf the separate implement
ent: agencie$®

Overall  |Although in a broader sense, inclusive economievtds an important contributing fac
outcome  |to post-conflict stability, poverty is not a diredtiver of conflict?®® The focus of th
achievemeprogramme on livelihoods in and of itself may hawatributed to providing some pe
nts (with |dividends, but this is not the same as contributiugpstantially to peace build
reference |outcomes. The programme was not designed to lesettsgse outputso contribute t
to PMP  lenabling youth, women and other marginalized grdopct as catalysts to prompt fur
indicators |peace building (see PMP results area 3 below)ho#igh the Prodoc makes refereng
and the potential role of unemployed and frustratedtlgas drives of conflict, the programr
planning |design has not incorporated a specific focus orhyaor has the RBM set targets rel
targets)  |to number of youth reached though interventionsie¥ideless, the programme did incl
youth amongst the beneficiaries of livelihood resmyvintervention®” and therefore ¢
be said to have made a contributioratidressing this conflict driver. The programmnsg
included a focus on support to theintegration of female—headed househoHiswever
the sustainability of many of the livelihood intentions is questionable, mostly due tg
short timeframe of th programme (see section on sustainability beldw)ythermorg
livelihood support, in particular where it includé provision of free resources, invo
risks in terms of Do No Harm. The program did ndtigate against these risks i
comprehensivemanner (see more on Do No Harm in the secion onmatendatior
below)

Therefore, the contribution of JP3 to this resatisa can be said to be wé®k
Resultsarea 3 : Youth, women and other marginalized membersuofiict affected
communities act as a catalyst to prompt the peacegss and early economic recovery
indicator 3.2 : Sustainable livelihood : # PBF supported sectargpammes generating
sustainable livelihood opportunities to IDP, refegevictims of war and others in need
conflict affected communities.

in

Positive  (Incorporated in the sections on outcome achievesraamd effectiveness
Result
s

NegativeF | None
esults

205 3p3 Prodoc.

208 The JP3 Prodoc also notes that « While the cuweak economy and youth in Acholi are not immeditteers of conflict, they
would contribute to rapid escalation of conflicbther factors contribute. (...) the poor economiodition of the North and high
youth unemployment constitute « kindling » for dantfand should be addressed. »

207 For example, FAO reported that one of the reasimmshad decided to work with new FFS, was the thaat this way, they could
focus better on youth and ex-combatants. Theinea® to target 50% youth. However, the 4 FFS presteifie focus group
discussion reported numbers of youth as (out 083@), 12 and 15. Interviews with FAO and FFS fieraies, 9 November 2012.
A JMV in August 2011 also noted few youths in FFS.

208 1t is worth emphasizing that the assessment of JP3 contribution to peace building as weak does not mean that its separate
interventions, e.g. the Farmer Field Schools, LED processes, business and entrepreneurship skills trainings and peer support groups
of female headed households have not achieved some good results in terms of livelihoods diversification. However, the focus of

this evaluation is on how such livelihoods diversification has contributed to peace building.

50



Relevance  |RelevanceMP3 was designed to be directly aligned to theedriitations Peace building and Reco
in terms of{Strategy for Northern Uganda (UNPRAP) outcom&dral communities in the north hé
PP, improved gender responsive sustainable livelihodd®rsified economic opportunities
hational [and basic social protectipwith its outcome stated as UNPRAP programme outcbs3ie;
priorities Livelihoods or rural households diversifiekhis outcome is in turn aligned to PRDP
and strategic objective 2 on rebuilding and empowedammunities.

underlying 'The theory of change informing the programme desgticulated most clearly in the
conflict _ [Project justification section of the Prodoc : «yiding immediate economic opportunities
dynamics to rural households, youth and particular womengirid, boosting agricultural
(theory of productivity and strengthening livelihoods diveication, and promoting market
change?) [inkages/trade, will ensure that idleness, post4giriosses etc. and associated frustration
does not lead to social disintegration, violencelewever, as noted above in the sectiq
on overall outcome achievements, a focus on livelits may have contributed to
providing some peace dividends, but this is notstiiae as contributing substantially tq
peace building outcomes. The provision of peaciléeinds will not in and out of itself
ensure a prevention of social disintegration offlactnwithout further, more specific
peace building targeted focus in interventions.

PBF JP3 responded to a funding gap in the UNPRAP ardérPRPF® As noted above,
respondin| the contribution of JP3 to peace building gaps assessed to be weak.

gtoan
urgent
financial
and/or PB

gap ?

=]

Effectiveness Attainmen [The main results of the interventions under JP3aarfollows° : Value addition training
t of was provided in 7 districts, with some evidencgaéd results in terms of small busingss
-peace start ups at the community level. The capacity of microfinance institutions was assd
relevant [@nd some initial support provided to capacity depelent. A cross border trage
outcomes [@ssessment was conducted along with the developafeattrade promotion strategy.
2 Local Economic Development (LED) strategies wereettgped through consultative
processes with local level government. Although LEategies normally involve the

'C§St . establishment of public-private partnership, thib bt eventuate in most of Acholiland
gsgg VeNljue to the weakness of the private settoAlthough the manual for the development of

LED strategies incorporated a section on peacelingil this was focused on an overview
of overly academic concepts related to peace Imgjldind conflict resolution, without|a
clear indication of how these were to be integraiéal the strategies-* 232 new Farmer
Field Schools were established and supportedgncultural knowledge, skills, crgp
production levels, saving skills, entrepreneuridlls and market access. Fourteen farmer
processor groups were assisted with equipmenttraimings were provided on cassaya-
based baking products, the production of High Quallassava Flour and on village

savings methods. Further trainings supported 8#bfthdrs to use satellite collectipn

points to sell their produce. 46 peer support gsoofade up of 820 female househpld
heads received reintegration case managementas®gapacity-building in sustainable
agriculture and integrated animal management fogush seed multiplication, animal
management and animal tractidrhere is no doubt that these interventions have tea
some good results in terms of livelihoods recovBut because JP3 was not designef to
provide a more specific focus on peace buildingoutes (either in terms of focusing pn

youth, or in terms of contributing to social colwegconflict management capacities) it is
not possible to assess achievements in these neamee fbuilding related areas agajnst
planned targets.

Comments related to cost effectiveness of separafects can be found in the economy

section below. With regards to overall cost effegrtiess, questions can be raised as tp the
effectiveness of the overall implementation of JP3though the programme was
designed as one, it was implemented by each agmpyrately. For the most part, each
agency worked with its own counterparts and IPisnfglement its own activities. From|a
programme-wide viewpoint, questions can be askegdrding the cost effectiveness|of

209 3p3 Prodoc

219 pye to some reporting weaknesses (see sectiogpanting below), it is difficult to ascertain foorse interventions whether and
to what extent quantitative targets have been getlie

211 3p3 end-of-programme report; interviews with bimiefies, 6 November 2012

212 |nterview with Ministry of Local Government, 7 Nember 2012. There were some exception, for exaimplevoya, where
Delight Uganda invested in supporting fruit proceggJP3 JMV 25 August 2011)

213 Ministry of Local Government (2011) Training Mamdiar Peacebuilding, Conflict resolution and Lo&onomic Development
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this approach.

Efficiency Project  |Design

managemiatter the Prodoc was written and signed off by tH8C in October 2010, the mqre
ent detailed design of interventions took a number ohths and resulted in delays for some
performan |parts of the programme. The original Prodoc listplementing Partners as to be decided.
ce Despite good attempts at finding synergies betvikerdifferent programme components

once implementation had started, the programme egsentially not designed to pe

jointly implemented, which hampered syner'* Changes were made to the origihal
RBM by adding more detailed outputs. It is not cleehether these changes were
approved by the JSC.

Implementation

Some further delays were caused by a lack of cgpatisome IPE® and the time
required to develop and approve farmer group bssimeang’® Discussions with th
Ministry of Finance as a potential partner lastédva months, after which it was decided
to implement through Enterprise Uganda ins8dd\VFP transferred 100,000 USD |to
PBF P4 when its expenditure was delayed in 2018pbethese challenges, agencies |and
their IPs were able to implement most of their pkh activities. However, many noted
the short timeframe for the planned interventianaking it difficult to link the various
outputs/agency project results to the outcomesdioe

Coordination

JP3 agencies met regularly. In a March 2011 meetiggncies discussed their work
plans, not all of which were ready at the timew#s noted that some work plans had
deviated from the original Prodoc, and that sulistanchanges would need to pe
approved by the JSC. It is not clear from JSC neimuthether this took place. One
agency (IOM) had already started implementatiorthi time?'® Further regular JP3
coordination meetings discussed implementation tgsdalanning of Joint Monitoring
Visits, and the identification of synergies betwéka different project components, and
ways to strengthen these. In 2012, more attentias paid to implementation progre
and the formulation of exit strategi®S. Overall, agencies made serious attempts to
increase the synergies between their interventigtissome good, small scale results, put
were hampered by systemic constraints (differerd, I8fferent timelines, different
geographic focus) in doing so more systematicdllgspite good attempts at finding
synergies between the different programme compsramte implementation had startgd,
the programme was essentially not designed to indyjomplemented, which hampered
synergie$?! It also lead to some ostensible duplication obesf e.g. three different
interventions (implemented by three different ages)cdeveloped market informatipn
systems (WFP’s Purchase for Progress; FAO’s FaFietd School marketing networks;
and UNCDF'’s LED strategies).

Monitoring

Implementing agencies each had their own internahitaring mechanism&? In
addition, joint monitoring visits were organisedAngust 2011, February 2012 and July
2012 . The JMVs resulted in many good ideas relatathprovements on synergies gnd
lessons learrf2® However, many of these ideas were then not foltbwe in subsequent
TAP meetings, and agencies faced systemic contrédfifferent timelines, different
geographic focus, different IPs) to the practicdlancement of synergies.

Reporting
Reporting arrangements to PBSO were facilitateduipin an electronic system that was

1]

214 |Interview with FAO, 31 October 2012; interview twit/NDP, 31 October 2012, interview with JP3 IPs(Bflober 2012

2% |nterview with WFP, 7 November 2012

216 3p3 End-of-programme report section IV C

27 Interview with JP3 IPs, 30 October 2012; Intervigith UNDP, 31 October 2012

218\WFP Gulu Sub office: Peace building programmessawga value addition project brief, November 20dt2rview with JP3 IPs,
30 October 2012

219 Minutes of JP3 coordination meeting, 28 March 2011

220 Minutes of JP3 coordination meetings, 11 May 2a#1July 2011, 25 August 2011, 2 March 2012, 31 i2@y2, 16 July 2012
2! |nterview with FAO, 31 October 2012; interview wiyNDP, 31 October 2012, interview with JP3 IPs(&flober 2012,
interview with WFP 1 November 2012

222 3p3 End-of-programme report section 111C

223 Reports of JP3 JMV August 2011, March 2012, JOIy2(also including OHCHR and UNICEF)
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established by the RCO office for all joint programg (also covering joint programs
other than the PBF) with funds from the PBF undér P

Although the electronic system has facilitated ttezking of rate of expenditure, the
mechanisms for tracking output and outcome relaekievements faced challenges.
Agencies were asked to put achievement percentagesto the output and outcome
indicators when reporting on a quarterly basighk end-of-programme report, these [are
all listed and their achievement percentages adgepler indicator. For certain outputs,
there are discrepancies between the total achieverate in terms of percentages when
held against the targets set for the indicators.

The end-of-programme report lists cumulative pet@ges under section IV A an
“summary of programme progress in relation to péghoutcomes and outputs”, instead
of a qualitative, narrative overview of how projesthievements link to the planned
outputs and outcomes. This presents a missed aopytees to clarify the programme
logic (and thus Theories of Change) at the enti@programmé**

Cost of |The MPTFO requests that implementing agencies gedfiancial information according
local [fo the following categories: supplies, commoditegipment and transport; personnel
servic |(Staff consultants and travel); training of couptets; contracts; other direct costs and

es/go [ndirect support costs. This means it is not pdedibassess in detail the value-for-money
Economy ods? [of procurement of goods and services per activityput or outcome, as each incorpor}ates
the interventions of different agencies. Agenciagehnot been asked to report financially
against outputs or outcomes. Each recipient ageas\stated that it has utilised its owr
internal checks, guidelines and processes to etiserteansparency and accountability |of
expendituré®
Sustainability/nati Capacit |Generally, the sustainability of JP3 interventi@mld have been enhanced due to|the
onal owner ship y to fact that to a large extent they were linked togoing agency programmes. Local leyel

national [government authorities were involved in project liempentation, enhancing the prospects
instituti [for sustainability of some of the interventions.April 2012, all JPs were asked to put
ons to [together exit strategies investigating the sushalityg of their activities, outlining which
sustain [activities would be discontinued/were completed amich ones would be picked up py
project |other program&2® However, questions can be asked as to whetheshthre timeframes @
results fthe PBF funding (further shortened due to delays tlre design of detailed
implementation) were suited to the livelihood resxgvactivities supported under JP3. For
example, the FFS were implemented under the PBFR half the timeframe of FFS
implemented under the longer term Agricultural lilveod Recovery Project (ALRER)
for Northern Uganda, funded by the EtJ At the time of evaluation, there was no further
funding support available to the 232 newly estdiglisFFS, although attempts were being
made to link the FFS to other support mechan®fhslany other livelihood suppoft
activities had only just begun to generate resaltsl were still facing significar

challenges, raising questions about their futustasnability?>°

=~

—

Catalytic [The end-of-programme report noted catalytic effefthe value addition skills training
leverage |with another donor and a private company takingnéerest in supporting this training
(financial [further in Northern Ugand&?
leverage,

unblockin

g political
processes

224 Although the end-of-programme report includes mative section on summary of qualitative achievetsiethese are not directly
linked to the program RBM.

225 Jp3 End-of-programme report section I1B. The Veatfon of detailed expenditure procedure was beythe scope of this
evaluation with the financial information availapb#nd could be taken up in a subsequent auditoptbgramme.

226 Jp3 Exit strategies document (including only IGMNCDF and UNDP)

27 |nterview with ALREP, 5 November 2012; intervievithvFAO, 9 November 2012

228 |nterview with FAO, 9 November 2012

229 |Interview with JP3 IPs, 30 October 2012 ; WFP Giiib office: Peace building programme — cassawaevadidition project
brief, November 2012; Reports of JP3 IMV Augustl20darch 2012, July 2012; IOM exit strategy briefhe JP3 exit strategies
document

20 3p3 End-of-programme report
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Transparency, Decision |On 27 October 2010, the Joint Steering Committeestmired by the UN RC and the
accountability making atPermanent Secretary of the Office of the Prime #eri, met for the first time and
JSC level japproved the Peacebuilding Priority Plan (with admeents), and referred the fqur
project documents to the PS for signfiyAccording to the process established by|the
PBSO, there should be time between the approwddeoPriority Plan and the submission

of projects to the Joint Steering Committee forrapal. In the case of Uganda, it segms
that the four project documents were ready at tmestime as the final priority plan.
Implementing agencies were partially selected basethe fact that PBF projects were
embedded within agencies’ programmes to enablealsiif, research and catalytic
effects®>? The JSC did not meet to execute its overview foncin 2011. This wap
partially due to the fact that implementation of torogrammes was delayed. The JSC
convened again in February 2012 to consider thdteesf the Mid-Term Review and the
delays in programming. It established more detagbguenditure review mechanisms, and
in April decided on the no-cost extension of 3 thed* The JSC met for the final time
in September 2012 and discussed the closure opithgrammes and tentative future

plans®*

Implemen
tation
agencies

JP3 was not designed as a comprehensive, focused peailding programme. The interventions

Recommendations| : . ; . S .
lessons |mostly built on work that was already being dong@lanned, without making significant adjustmerjts
learnt to target better peace building outcomes. Firsttydonflict driver of youth unemployment/idleness

could have been better targeted in the designraptémentation of the project. In addition, better
peace building practice involves two further stggimpve and beyond contributing to peace dividends
or conflict drivers.

Firstly, peace building progranmeed to include a comprehensive focus on strengtheonflict
management capacities and peace processes inwddigh regard to JP3, this could have
incorporated a more comprehensive focus the stiengtg of social cohesion/conflict management
capacities at the community level, through the sijient of standard livelihood recovery interve
to leverage these to strengthen social cohesiomaratier conflict management capacities at the
community level. Many of the interventions undeB diere based on work with small groups of
farmers/people. This represented an opportunitguerage the support targeted towards livelihoog
recovery for added value in terms of strengthesimgjal cohesion/broader conflict management
capacities. The value addition skills training ebhive incorporated a focus on the sharing of wha
was learned back in the communities. The strengigesf social cohesion is also related to the
provision of psychosocial support. The fragilitylmneficiaries in this respect was not always taken
into account in the interventions, despite somdenge of it having an impatt

A second and crucial step towards better peacelibgiloutcomes involves the incorporation of Po
No Harm/conflict sensitivity principles into prognaning. In conflict affected and fragile contexts
is crucial that interventions are based on an ptdanalysis of risks, not just in terms of potayi
negative consequences of the context for the pnaguey but also vice versa to ensure that negative
impacts of programming on the context are minimizedthis respect, DNH involves a focus on
HOW interventions are implemented as much as on WH#ey aim to achieve. Throughout JP3,
understanding of Do No Harm principles was gengraleak, and they were not systematically
incorporated into design or monitoring. The LEDeimventions did incorporate some Do No Harm
considerations in that lower levels of trust wered, and an attempt was made to find migro-
projects that maintain social harmofi§.On the other hand, some evidence was found ofotehs
within communities related to the selection of soam& exclusion of others in particular where

—

21 Minutes JSC meeting 27 October 2012

22 Final Peacebuilding Priority Plan Uganda, Octd@t0

2% Minutes JSC meeting 14 February 2012 ; Correspwalbetween UN RC and Executive Coordinator MPTR@@ cost
extension, 3 April 2012

234 Minutes JSC 28 September 2012

25 nterview with beneficiaries of support to feméleaded households, 12 November 2012. One grougrlémdne of the targeted
communities, a former abductee who spent 6 yeatstie LRA, had succumbed to serious mental illngssre she was no longer
speaking, even though the project provided aceepsytchosocial support. See also interviews wittPWENovember 2012, and
with DFID conflict advisor, 16 November 2012, in isih the potential impacts of these issues on linelds recovery were
acknowledged. See also WFP Gulu sub office peaitdifyiprogramme — cassava value addition projeef November 2012,
which listed this lesson learnt: “Stemming from gveup cohesion issues and the need to build harimaihe communities, one
lesson learnt is that integrating capacity buildimgroup dynamics improves participation/cohesiad general implementation of
the project”.

28 |nterview with Ministry of Local Government, 7 Nember 2012

27 Interview with beneficiaries of value addition likiraining, 5 November 2012; interview with beisédries of Farmer Field
Schools, interview with beneficiaries of Farmerl&i8chools marketing access network, 12 Novemb&R 20

ZB\WEFP Gulu Sub office: Peacebuilding programme Fadego Purchase for Progress Brief, October 2012.

239 |nterview with CESVI, 12 November 2012
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livelihoods support included the provision of fresource$®’ In one project, the opening up o
road between Agago and Karamojong was listed apostipg peace reconciliation between th
areas’>® whereas it was pointed out by others that thegeaiding outcome of the road was the
hat it enabled the military’s anti-stock theft isrbetter access for military contrd?P,

ese
act
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Annex D: Evaluation inception report

UN Peacebuilding Fund programmesin Uganda
Final evaluation
Inception report
(draft 29 October 2012)

Evaluation objectives

The objective of the evaluation is to assess tdeddalue of the PBF within the overall peace hnggprogrammes and process in Uganda. The evatuaidib
cover two levels:

i. Project/implementation

ii. Outcomes and contributions to peace building

Special attention will be paid to the following ssscutting issues:
i.gender

il youth

iii. conflict sensitivity (Do No Harm)

M ethodology

Evaluation criteria

Two sets of criteriavill be used for the evaluation:

1. ApplicablePBF Performance Management Plan results and iodica

2. OECD/DAC criteria of relevance; effectivenedficeency; sustainability of results and catalygiffects; national ownership; transparency and atedsility

Sourcesfor data collections (a more detailed list of documents collected wélldvafted and circulated amongst the agency fooaitp for checking)
1. Project documentation review
Project documentation
UNDAF
UNPRAP
Relevant Government of Uganda documentation
UNRCO conflict analyses and peace building stiiete
Uganda Peacebuilding Priority Plan
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Project documents
Annual, semi-annual and quarterly reports (famusgjuantitative data)
Financial reports
Joint monitoring reports (focus on quantitatiata)
Relevant RUNO monitoring and evaluation reports
Mid-term evaluation report
Coordination process documentation
Minutes of JC/TAP meetings
Minutes of JP coordination meetings
Other relevant coordination documentation

2. Secondary data collection (focusing on qualitatiata)
Research commissioned by PBF
Third party research
Documentation resulting from the implementationheaf PBF projects (local government plans; traimranuals, etc.)

3. Primary data collection
Interviews with recipient agencies
Interviews with relevant RCO staff
Interviews with government stakeholders
Interviews with implementing partners
Interviews with beneficiaries
Interviews with non-beneficiary peace buildingaast

Methods of data collection

Data will be collected according to an investigatioatrix_(annex A)derived from the evaluation criteria. Interviewid be semi-structured according to questions
derived from the investigation matrix, and will @gjusted for each interview depending on the int@ree(s) and the time available. Interviews widlaainclude
focus groups. Data will be triangulated to theeekfeasible, including between secondary and pyirsaurces.

The evaluation team will rely on the RUNO stafff floe organization of site visits and interviewbeTevaluation team will consult with RUNO staffetesure, as
much as is feasible, an independent approach éoe\hluation team. The evaluation team, in corsoittavith RUNO staff, will ensure that women, yowthd
vulnerable groups are covered as beneficiariestakgholders interviewed. The evaluation teamavifiure that approaches to interviews with cordiftdcted
people are sensitive to potential trauma. Beforemencing interviews, the team will clarify thaténtiews are anonymous, that notes taken will be tmel
confidence, and that it is as yet unknown whetherob the evaluation will be made public.

A Program of interviews and project site visits baen drafted and is attached as a separate dotimamex B. The program will be modified and updaas a
live document as the field work progresses.
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Final report outline

The final report will be structured as follows:
i. Executive summary

ii. Background

iii. Assessment of conflict drivers

iv. Theories of change and expected results

V. Outcomes as strategic entry points in the peaddibgiprocess
Vi. Key achievements areas

A Relevance and effectiveness

B Sustainability and catalytic effects

C National ownership

D Coordination (country level and PBSO)
E Efficiency of project management

Vil. Challenges and lessons learnt
Viii. Recommendations on how to improve programme eVeictss
iX. Annexes: Project Fact Sheets containing projeadassessments

Evaluation parameter s (constraints)

i. Due to time constraints, the evaluation team vatl Ime able to visit all project sites and spea&ltamplementing partners.

il The reality of community visits may limit the extén which the evaluation can maintain an indepanhdpproach.

iii. Weather, geographic or security related constrairag limit the number of sites visited/intervieweddy including last minute cancellations.

iv. Due to the limited amount of field visits and intews possible within the timeframe, data will biargulated to the extent possible. The evidence
underpinning the evaluation will be based on a doation of triangulation and expert assessment.

V. The review of third party research will be limited the time available for the evaluation.
Evaluation team division of labour
The Team Leader is responsible for overall dateecobn and the final report. The national consailiaill focus on the assessment of conflict drivensd on the

assessment of results related to youth and gesdepss-cutting issues. The UGA RCO and PBSO arthjoesponsible for the initial drafting of thedfect Fact
Sheets.
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Evaluation timeline

Dates

Deliverables

24-25 October 2012

Desk review (home based)

29 Oct - 4 Nov Inception reported drafted
Inception report shared with PBSO and recipienhaigs
Meetings with agencies, PBF coordination mechanism
5 Nov - 11 Nov Field work, including travel to Acholi

12 Nov - 17 Nov

Field work
Debriefing note and presentation in-country
Preliminary debrief (skype) with PBSO

Between 19 Nov - 30 Nov

Preparation draft report

(deadline)
6-7 Dec Finalisation report after feedback received
7 Dec Final debrief with PBSO NY (via skype)
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Annex A (of theinception report): UN PBF UGA Final evaluation inception report

Investigation matrix

Key achievement areas (OECD/DAC
criteria)

Investigation questions

Processrelated PBF PMP criteria

Content related PBF PMP criteria

E. Efficiency of project management

Compliance with PBF rules and
regulations

5.2: PP approved compliant to PBF
quality standards

Speed of funds approval and transfe

5.3: Timely and cost effective deliver
to the field

Management capacities for planning,
budgeting, implementation and
monitoring

5.2: PP approved compliant to PBF
quality standards - quality of results
matrix and M&E design

5.3: Timely and cost effective deliver
to the field

Efficiency of adjustment following
reviews

Efficiency and transparency of select]
processes

\Value for money

5.3: Timely and cost effective deliver
to the field
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K ey achievement areas (OECD/DAC
criteria)

Investigation questions

Processrelated PBF PMP criteria

Content related PBF PMP criteria

D. Coordination (country level and
PBSO)

Strategic guidance provided by PBS(

5.3: Timely and cost effective deliver
to the field

6.4: Perceptions of stakeholders and
partners on level of expertise of PBS
in PB

Improved coordination, M&E, enhand
UN coherence, communications and
resource mobilization due to M&E
support

5.3: Timely and cost effective deliver
to the field

5.2: PP approved compliant to PBF
quality standards - quality of results
matrix and M&E design

Transparency of funding and approva
decisions at national level

JSC, TAP, JC lead8INAC roles in
strategic decision-making; funding
decisions; oversight; monitoring and
reporting of results; LL & BP

5.3: Timely and cost effective deliver
to the field

5.2: PP approved complaint to PBF
quality standards

Reporting structures between RUNO
and RCO and PBSO

5.3: Timely and cost effective deliver
to the field

6.4: Perceptions of stakeholders and
partners on level of expertise of PBS
in PB
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K ey achievement areas (OECD/DAC
criteria)

Investigation questions

Processrelated PBF PMP criteria

Content related PBF PMP criteria

C. National ownership

National ownership in JSC and its ro
in strategic decision-making; funding
decisions; oversight; monitoring and
reporting of results; LL & BP

6.1: Perceptions of stakeholders and
partners on programme effectiveness
national ownership

Alignment of priorities with broader
national strategic frameworks

5.2: PP approved compliant to PBF
quality standards eoherence to nation
planning frameworks

Engagement of relevant national act
with the RUNOSs for implementation

Reporting structures between RUNO
and RCO and PBSO

Results sharing with national
stakeholders

B. Sustainability and catalytic effects

Additional funding commitments from
donors or government attributable to
PBF

Other catalytic effects, unexpected
results

5.2: PP approved compliant to PBF
quality standards - catalytic
effects/leverage of PBF

Sustainability of results including
national institutions

Cross-cutting for results 1-4 (see und
A. Relevance)
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K ey achievement areas (OECD/DAC
criteria)

Investigation questions

Processrelated PBF PMP criteria

Content related PBF PMP criteria

Choice of national vs. international
implementing partners

A. Relevance and effectiveness

Most significant results achieved and
relevance for peace building process

6.1: Perceptions of stakeholders and
partners on programme effectiveness

1.1: SSR

1.2: RoL (transitional justice ensuring
Human Rights)

1.3: DDR

Evidence of institutional, behavioural
and political changes and perception
conflict affected groups

1.4: Implementation of peace proces
2.1: Partnerships for inclusive policy
dialogue on conflict, instability and
political participation

2.2: Democratic institutions to addres

Impact of achieved results on conflict
dynamics

5.2: PP approved compliant to PBF
quality standards - programme desig
consistent with conflict analysis

HR abuse legacy including corruption
2.3: Land dispute resolution
mechanisms

4.1: functional local level
administrations to assume basic sery
4.2: evidence that the delivery of pea

Political environment effect on projed
efficiency

dividends of a good quality enhancesg
the credibility and legitimacy of local
state representatives

Responses to gaps (financial and no
financial)

6.1: Perceptions of stakeholders and
partners on programme effectivenesy

\Value for money

6.1: Perceptions of stakeholders and
partners on programme effectiveness

Risk taking

6.1: Perceptions of stakeholders and
partners on programme effectivenesy

ices
ce
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K ey achievement areas (OECD/DAC
criteria)

Investigation questions

Processrelated PBF PMP criteria

Content related PBF PMP criteria

Right moment of intervention

6.1: Perceptions of stakeholders and
partners on programme effectiveness

Conflict sensitivity (unexpected
negative or ambiguous side effects)

Contribution to increased UN cohere
and synergy

5.2: PP approved compliant to PBF
quality standards

Gender 2.4: Evidence of women assuming
leadership roles in peace relevant
sectors

Youth 3.1: Youth acknowledge job

opportunities as peace dividends,
increasing trust in state legitimacy
3.2: Sustainable livelihood opportunit
addressing supply/demand of labour
market

3.3: Youth play an active role in
strengthening cohesion between
potentially conflicting groups
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Annex E: List of documents reviewed

PM P Programming documents

JP1 Programme document
JP2 Programme document
JP3 Programme document

GANTT chart JP1
GANTT chart JP2
GANTT chart JP3
GANTT chart JP4

Minutes stakeholder meeting JP1&2, 5 April 2011

Minutes JSC meeting 14 February 2012
Minutes JSC meeting 2 November 2010
Minutes JSC meeting 28 September 2012

Minutes TAP meeting 9 February 2011
Minutes TAP meeting 5 March 2012
Minutes TAP meeting 14 April 2011

JP1 end-of-programme report
JP2 end-of-programme report
JP3 end-of-programme report
P4 end-of-programme report

Report of JP1&2 JMV March 2012
Report of JP1&2 JMV, December 2011

Report of JP3 JMV August 2011
Report of JIP3 IMV March 2012
Report of JP3 JMV July 2012

JP1&2 : Key action points to accelerate impleménadf peace building programmes

PBF exit strategies for UNFPA implementing partners
RM Matrix_JP1-OHCHR 170412

JP2 RM matrix (including UNICEF)

JP3 exit strategies document

Joint Monitoring template for UN Joint ProgrammedJiganda

Minutes of joint meetings JP1&2, 6 May 2011
Minutes of joint meetings JP1&2, 25 May 2011
Minutes of joint meetings JP1&2,10 June 2011
Minutes of joint meetings JP1&2, 2 September 2011
Minutes of joint meetings JP1&2, 6 February 2012

Minutes of JP3 coordination meeting, 28 March 2011
Minutes of JP3 coordination meeting, 11 May 2011
Minutes of JP3 coordination meeting, 14 July 2011
Minutes of JP3 coordination meeting, 25 August 2011
Minutes of JP3 coordination meeting, 2 March 2012
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Minutes of JP3 coordination meeting, 31 May 2012
Minutes of JP3 coordination meeting, 16 July 2012

OHCHR document « Changes made to the initially @yl main activities »
OHCHR document “Budget changes NTF to JSC, 28 Gepe2012”
OHCHR annual work plan draft 7 November 2011

Note to file from UNFPA and UNICEF
Uganda eligibility decision letter from UN ASG pedouilding support to UNRC Uganda, 4 June 2010

UNDP (2011-2) Various emails of synergies discussio

UNRCO, PowerPoint on Conflict drivers in Northergasda - A focus on Acholiland. PBF retreat Feb 2011
UNRCO, Analysis of Uganda PBF Programmes’ Contidyuto the PBF PMP

Correspondence between UN RC and Executive CododiPTFO on no-cost extension, 3 April 2012

Consolidated comments on the draft PPP Uganda] eoraéspondence between PBSO and UNRC, 26
August 2010

Other references
ACORD (2011) Social Contract for the AdvancemenE€ohabitation and Peaceful

Annan (2010) The risk of return: Intimate partneience in Northern Uganda’s armed conflict. Joufoa
Social Science & Medicine 70

Annan, Blatman, Horton (2006) The state of youtth youth protection in Northern Uganda: Findingsriro
the Survey for War Affected Youth — report for UNHE

Tim Allen (2010) Bitter roots: the ‘invention’ of gholi traditional justice. In Allen & Vlassenroatds) The
Lord’s Resistance Army: Myth and Reality

Tim Allen and Koen Vlassenroot (2010) The Lord’'ssR&nce Army: Myth and Reality

Ronald R. Atkinson & Julian Hopwood (2012) Integngtthe land conflict monitoring tool with new
initiatives on land in Acholi

Coalition for Peace in Africa (2012) Report of thnking policy and practice training held for UNrp@ers
in Northern Uganda

Coalition for Peace in Africa (2011) Local capaastfor peace training for UNFPA, UNICEF, OHCHR and
partners in Northern Uganda

Conciliation Resources (2010) Initiatives to enel tivlence in Northern Uganda: 2002-09 and the Juba
peace process. Accord, update issue 11

Conciliation Resources (2012) Regional Civil Socieask Force Meeting, Bangui, CAR, 6 September 2012
Conciliation Resources (2012) The Voice of Peacardi-May 2012
Conciliation Resources (2012) The Voice of Peaeb, 012

Conciliation Resources (2011) ‘When will this emdlavhat will it take?’. People’s perspectives on
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addressing the Lord’s Resistance Army conflict

CSOPNU (2004) Land matters in displacement. Thentapce of land rights in Acholiland and what
threatens them

Annette Englert & Joseph Okumu (2011) Midterm Rewmig the UN Peacebuilding Programme in Uganda:
Evaluation Report

Government of Uganda (2006) PRDP
Government of Uganda (2012) PRDP2 Grant guidefioelcal governments
GOU Amuru District Local Government/UN 5 years LEIpeacebuilding strategy (2011)

GOU/Ministry of Local Government (2011) Report twe brientation and planning workshop on LED
governance in Amuru district held on 19-11 April

GOU Peace Recovery and Development Plan for Nartganda (PRDP)
GOU Amuru District Local Government/UN 5 years LRIpeacebuilding strategy (2011)

Human Rights Focus (2007) Fostering the transitioflxcholiland: From War to Peace, from Camps to
Home

Human Rights Focus/United Nations Peacebuildingfar (2012) Land conflict monitoring and mapping
tool for the Acholi sub-region

ICTJ Uganda (2012) Reparations for Northern UgaBdiafing, September 2012
ICTJ Uganda (2012) Confronting the past: Truthirtgland reconciliation in Uganda, September 2012

ICTJ JRP (2011) We can't be sure who killed us: Mgnand Memorialization in Post-conflict Northern
Uganda

International Crisis Group (2012) Uganda: No reBofuto growing tensions. Africa report 187
International Crisis Group (2010) LRA: A regionaladegy beyond killing Kony. Africa report 157
International Crisis Group (2011) The Lord’s Remigte Army: End Game? Africa report 182
Justice & Reconciliation Project (2012) Mucwini Matibn annual report

Justice & Reconciliation Project (2012) Projectptreal for stakeholder intervention to support thecivini
mediation process

KICWA (2012) Final report to UNICEF

Andrew Mwenda (2010) Uganda'’s politics of foreigd and violent conflict: the political uses of thRA
rebellion

RLP (2008) Is the PRDP Politics and Usual? Briefiuje No.2

RLP (2009) Breeding Fragmentation? Issues in tlieypand practice of decentralisation in Ugandaués
paper No.1

Refugee Law Project (2004) Behind the violenceseauconsequences and the search for solutiohs to t
war in northern Uganda. Working paper No.11
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Refugee Law Project (2012) NM&PDC: Community docutaey screening of Kwoyelo trial in Acholi sub-
region

Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Developmeaf@l2) Action research on juvenile justice

NRC/United Nations Uganda (2012) Report on drivees)ds and patterns of land conflict in the Acholi
sub-region

OHCHR, UNICEF, UNFPA, Human rights, GBV and chilebfection: A trainers’ guide for Uganda Police
Force

OHCHR (2012) ADR - mediation. PPP for land conftittigation techniques training for Amuru

OHCHR (2012) Land conflict mitigation techniquesoxiew prepared for DRPT in Amuru, 26-7
September 2012

OHCHR (2012) Mediation fact sheet

OHCHR (2012) Nwoya DRPT training programme, Octdhbkr2 2012
OHCHR (2012) Overview of trainings under PBP

(OHCHR 2010) PBF project proposal version 14 Felyr@@10

OHCHR (2012) PPP on concepts of conflict resoluti@thanisms and peace building. JLOS institutions
workshop for Kitgum and Lamwo districts, 7 May 2012

OHCHR (2012) PPP on peace building and transitijustice, 27 September 2012
OHCHR/UHRC (2012) Uganda: Principles, procedurektanls for investigation and documentation of war
crimes, crimes against humanity, crimes of gengaittgations of the laws and customs of war, anchan

rights violations and abuses

Dominic Rohner, Mathias Thoenig and Fabrizio Zitif@011) Seeds of Distrust: Conflict in Uganda.
University of Zurich Department of Economic, WorgiRaper No.54

UNCDF/MOLG (2012) Amuru honey project

USAID (2007) Land matters in Northern Uganda: Amythgrows, anything goes: Post-conflict “conflicts”
lie in land

UNICEF (2012) UNICEF Peacebuilding, Education artvédcacy Programme
Uganda Human Rights Commission (2012) Picking @ppileces in Acholi sub-region

Uganda Human Rights Commission and OHCHR (2011“dist has not yet settled: Victims’ views on the
right to remedy and reparation: A report from tiheager north of Uganda

UHRC/UN Uganda (2011) Human rights baraza: a haokllom conducting community public meetings

UHRC/OHCHR (2012) Clearing the ground: Housing, d.amd Property Rights in post-conflict Northern
Uganda

UHRC (2010) Land or else: Land based conflict, eddility and disintegration in Northern Uganda

UHRC/UN Uganda (2012) A pocketbook for police osibdiuman rights standards
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UNFPA (2012) Good practice in Food for the Hung\GPrevention
UNFPA (2012) Good Practice in ACORD Uganda AreagPam, Kitgum Field Office

UNICEF (2012) Report of the validation workshopamtion research for juvenile justice in northern
Uganda

UNICEF (2012) Diverting juvenile cases: a challemgécholi districts. Research and evaluation sumyma

UNICEF (2012) Review meeting: diversion of childiarconflict with the law. Organized by Northern
Police Commander, 24 September 2012

UNICEF Uganda PCA Quarterly Review of GUSCO, 8 Astg2012

UNICEF (2005) Report on the situation of childredavomen in the Republic of Uganda

Uganda Peacebuilding Priority Plan, October 2010

UN Uganda (2012) Report on Drivers, Trends andeRagtof Land Conflict in the Acholi sub-region
UN Uganda (2012) Mental health and peace buildingdaholiland

United Nations Uganda (2011) Identification of ggwelctices in land conflict resolution in Acholi

United Nations Uganda (2012) Policing Post-confficholi sub-region: Progress, Challenges, and
Opportunities.

United Nations Uganda (2009) UN Peacebuilding aadoRery Assistance Programme for Northern
Uganda 2009-2011 (UNPRAP)

United Nations Peacebuilding and Recovery Strategiorthern Uganda (UNPRAP)

United Nations Uganda (2011) Mental Health and Bleaitding in Acholiland

United Nations Uganda (2012) UNJPIII End of Programarrative report summary

UNPBF, Application guidelines for the UN PBF, UNaeebuilding Fund website

UNPBF, UN PBF ToR and Rules of Procedure for th& BBC (template)

UNICEF (2012) Uganda conflict analysis: UNICEF Raadding, Education and Advocacy Programme
Uganda Peacebuilding Priority Plan, final Octob@t@

UNDAF 2010-2014

World Bank (2008) Northern Uganda Land Study

WFP Gulu Sub office (2012) Peacebuilding progranitader/Agago Purchase for Progress Brief

WFP Gulu Sub office (2012) Peace building programntassava value addition project brief
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Annex F: List of interviews

Date

Interview/Focus Group Discussion

29 October 2012

RCO initial debrief

PBF focal points

UNICEF

30 October

JP1&JP2 IPs

JP3 IPs

RC

31 October

UNDP

UNCDF

Uganda Police Force

FGD UN Heads of Agencies

FAO

1 November

OPM

WFP

OHCHR

former RCO

2 November

JP1 agency staff Gulu JP122

JP IPs

UHRC

JP2 agency staff and IPs

JP 3 agency staff and IPs JP32

JP3 IPs

P4 IPs (RA2)

3 November

RLP (SO3)

5 November

RCO

TA District Chairman Gulu

NRC
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Date Interview/Focus Group Discussion

ALREP

OPM

6 November UNDP, UNFPA. UNICEF debrief

BFs value addition skills training (Odek sub
county)

BFs ARC

UNICEF

BFs youth centre (Gulu district)

Enterprise Uganda

RCO

7 November Local government LED (Pabbo)

BFs LED beekeepers association (Pabbo)

WFP

BFs cassava value addition

8 November OHCHR

Justice & Reconciliation Project

BFs Mucwini massacre mediation support

AYNET

LC5 Kitgum

RLP

9 November UNFPA & ACORD

BFs ACORD

FAO

BFs Farmer Field Schools (Rackoko dub county)

Pader Girls Academy & CCF

10 November WFP

BFs Purchase for Progress (Paimol)

WFP P4P IP
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Date Interview/Focus Group Discussion

OHCHR/UHRC

Mediation team Patong (BFs OHCHR/UHRC)

UHRC

IOM

BFs female headed households support (Agado)

13 November JP1&2 agency staff

JP3 agency staff

UNAC & RCO

Resident State Attorney, Gulu

14 November UNFPA

UNDP CO

15 November UNDP

OHCHR

UNICEF

JLOS

DFID

16 November Debriefing of field work - preliminary
observations

USAID

Ministry of Gender Labour and Social
Development
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Annex G: Comments of PBF recipient UN agencies on the draft
final evaluation report

CONSOLIDATED COMMENTS ON THE PBP FINAL EVALUATION DRAFT REPORT

UNFPA Comments

UNFPA appreciates very much the detailed analysis and assessment of the PBP project and consolidation of
the findings of the four JPs into one report with annexes of four detailed assessment reports for each of the
JPs. The inclusion of the Do NO Harm principle in the evaluation helps in institutionalizing of peace building
in programming in conflict and post conflict contexts.

UNFPA wishes to submit comments, some of which are clarifications for considerations by the evaluation
team.

Page 10 (and many other instances):
"... the tensions between the GOU and Northern Uganda continue to simmer.*"

UNFPA notes the citation which gives insight to the development context in Northern Uganda. While there
is unquestionably a regional and development divide between the Central and Northern Uganda that is
both historic and political, the references made to tensions between Government of Uganda and Northern
Uganda are misleading because not only has the context changed dramatically through Peace Building
Program (PBP) and other development interventions in Northern Uganda, but it also discounts district local
government and regional representation in central government. The issue is related to tensions over
decentralization and regionalism that still dominate perceptions and power dynamics between central
government and Northern Uganda, and inherent accountability issues.

Page 16 (and other instances):
"With regards to GBV work, an important consideration is to ensure that GBV interventions focusing
on women do not contribute to the (further) disempowerment of men."

Particularly when addressing critical protection needs of vulnerable, conflict-affected populations, do-no-
harm principles are of critical importance. However, no justification and or example have been presented
to explain the contention that GBV interventions can "disempower men." It is true that poorly
communicated messages on women's rights can be ineffective and even harmful in challenging male
dominance, often creating a backlash. However, this does not equate to "disempowering men."
Furthermore, the harm that it does is to women and not men. UNFPA’s work on GBV through PBP engaged
men as partners, promoting women's rights alongside other human rights, encouraging healthy family and
relationship models, and advocating for non-violence are key GBV prevention interventions. The PBD
interventions on engaging men as part of GBV prevention focus on do-no-harm principles in peace-building.
The issue of (further) disempowerment of men does not arise in the course of PBP interventions in
Northern Uganda.
Page 19 paragraph 3 on inefficiencies with regard to community dialogues:

“.. Agencies also noted such inefficiencies, for example with regard to community dialogue work,

where each agency contracted different IPs to include community dialogue on a different topic,

resulting in many IPs covering a certain area, while leaving out other areas.””
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The evaluation report cites the Joint Monitoring Visit (JMV) report stating that dialogues were concentrated
in certain areas whilst leaving out others. The said monitoring visit only observed 3 community dialogue
activities in different sub-counties and the JMV report did not state that community dialogues were
concentrated in one area only.

While UNFPA agrees that concentration of IPs in one area at the expense of other areas potentially creates
duplications and inefficiencies, the focus of the community dialogues depended on the challenges that the
sub-counties faced. This is alluded to in the evaluation report, page 12, under JP2 paragraph 3
“..JP2 included a good community-based example of such a comprehensive approach at community
level.... Through a series of community dialogue meetings, consensus was built on the main “peace
threats” in the community.”

16.4 Changes in approved programme RBM should be discussed and approved expeditiously and during
implementation.

Page 29, last sentence in the first paragraph that states

“... Although UNFPA attributed an increase in efficiency due to it’s consortium model of
implementation, IPs reported that they had been notified late of this set-up, and that the roles and
responsibilities were not sufficiently clarified in letters of agreement. IPs were notified late of the

approval of the project time frame extension.”

While the opinions of IPs are noted, this notwithstanding, it would important for such opinions to be
verified on the ground and triangulated with relevant documents for more informed conclusions. A no-cost
project extension approval written communication was received from the RCO’s office at the beginning of
May and the Lead Implementing Agencies were informed of the no cost extension by email (formal letter
sent after e-mail communication) and requested to inform their sub-contractees on May 9" 2012. Sub-
contractees and Lead Agencies shared no-cost extension work plan with UNFPA by June 30" 2012, an
indication that they received the communications immediately it was shared. It should be noted that
process for no-cost extension negotiation was participatory with rationale for the no cost extension
adduced in April 2012 to inform the approval process.

The consortium formulation process was a consensus agreement for UNFPA, IP management and partners.
Such arrangements and the way of working are not detailed in and LOU/ MOU. There were consultations
with all partners at the startup of the programme in 2010. The detailed roles and responsibilities is part
of a bigger monitoring and evaluation framework that informs program design, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation. The roles and responsibilities are regularly reviewed during the quarterly and
annual review meetings that UNFPA holds with its implementing partners and contractees.

The comment on roles and responsibilities could have arisen out of staff turnover, transition management
and institutional memory related challenges. For example, in one of the PBP IPs, between 2010 and 2012,
it had changed senior management three times! UNFPA continuously oriented the new IP management
team on their specific roles.

Page 29 Monitoring:
“... However, many of these ideas were then not followed up in TAP meetings, and agencies faced
systemic constraints (different timelines, different geographic focus, different IPs) to the practical
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enhancement of synergies.”

Page 29, paragraph on monitoring, while it is stated in the report that ideas deriving from Joint Monitoring
Visits were not followed up in the subsequent TAP meetings; UNFPA did follow up on specific
recommendations with the IPs. For instance, in the second Joint Monitoring Visit for JP 1 and 2 the team
recommended that UWONET simplify the tool for monitoring implementation CEDAW recommendations
on GBV. UWONET did simplify the tool. The same applies to the activity on gender budgeting, in the
second training workshop on gender budgeting, a session was included to build capacity of the participants
from both JP1 & JP 2 on how to review a local government budget framework paper to ensure a gender
perspective was taken into account.

ANNEX A JP1 Programme Assessment Sheet

Page 33, paragraph 2, National Counterpart:
The listed national counterparts did not include Refugee Law Project and UWONET yet they implemented
JP1. This needs to be corrected for the list to be complete.

Project end date for JP1 (stated the same for JP2 and JP 3) programme assessment sheets is stated as 30
September 2011 instead of 30 September 2012 for operational closure. This needs to be corrected for
accurate representation of the project period.

ANNEX B JP2 Programme Assessment Sheet

Page 41 Paragraph 2, National Counterpart

The following national counterparts ACORD, Food for the Hungry, Victim’s Voice (VIVO) and iCON were not
mentioned yet they implemented JP2 and their contributions included in the reports. These national
counterparts need to be included for the report to be complete. While UWONET is reported as JP2 IP yet it
is a JP1 national counterpart.

Page 45: Paragraph 2 on Coordination:

.. and in October 2012, the agencies decided to split indicators that had been originally joined.” Ref to
Note to File, 18" October 2012.

The Note to File clearly articulates that the changes were made earlier after project documents were
signed. This is not unusual in RBM efforts to improve measurement of results, project attribution and
precision as contextual realities emerge. The project data entered into EMIS already had the compound
indicators broken down. The Note to File of October 18" 2012 was documentation for retroactive approval
for changes made earlier in the course of project implementation. The evaluation report also alludes to
these changes repeated in the report on page 27, paragraph 2 & on page 37, last paragraph below:

Coordination Page 37:
".... During 2012, the meetings included cooperative planning of joint activities, information sharing
and the need for an M&E plan including adjustments to the RBM®s5,

This statement acknowledged changes made in JP coordination meetings in 2011, and the note to file of
October 18" is documentation for retroactive approval. The note to file of October 18" is not a decision
point, but a documentation of decisions made earlier in 2011 that guided program implementation.
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Page 38: Paragraph 5:
“... There are additional irregularities in reporting. For example, the work done by UWONET on the

prioritization of GBV in the law and justice sector through a focus on CEDAW recommendations, is
listed in various sections of the end of programme, but is not included in the final RBM at the end of

the report...”

While concerns on EMIS reporting format not addressing higher level results is acknowledged, presenting it
as “additional irregularities” creates impression of inconsistencies and departures from agreements. The
term “irregularities” should be removed and replaced with appropriate word with accurate representation
of the evaluation finding. Otherwise the guoted text admits that work was done and reported against in
the various sections of the end of programme report.

Page 46: Sustainability/ National ownership, capacity to national institutions to sustain project results:
“UNFPA likewise made plans to integrate further support under a different Joint Programme on GBV
and by shifting some activities to UNWomen.”

The comment is noted, though noted as having inconsistencies. There was no shifting of activities. There
was internal agreement within the context of UN Division of Labour that certain activities would be led by
UNWomen. The exit strategies indicated that CEDAW activities fall within UNWomen mandate and
recommended that UNWomen takes this forward.

UNICEF Comments

Page 39, in the table, under transparency , accountability column, row Implementation agencies it is mentioned that
"OHCHR relinquished 43,000 USD of unspent funds to UNICEF for its initiative related to diversion'BEIThough the issue
has been discussed in the TAP at the beginning of 2012, this did not push through because OHCHR decided that they
could (and did) spend all the money when the request for no-cost extension was approved by PBSO.

Comments by JP3 Agencies -UNCDF, IOM, UNDP, and FAO

General Comments:

iii. The evaluation lacks a deeper analysis of actual JP3 results achieved; rather it focuses only on the
linkages between livelihoods and peace building. In addition, the evaluation did not consider the
achievements in the areas of FFS, business and entrepreneurship skills trainings impact, LED
processes and catalytic projects initiated, or peer support groups comprised of female headed
households. (This is probably because the report was mostly based on a process monitoring report
(footnote 203, pg 48) rather than on discussions with beneficiaries in the field.);

iv. Perhaps deeper knowledge of livelihoods was needed in order to conduct the evaluation of the Peace
Building Programme;

X. It's not clear whether the evaluators examined for example the FFS, LED forums as participatory
methodologies which specifically address the peace building needs especially conflict management,
social cohesion and “Do no harm” (self-selection of FFS beneficiaries vis-a-vis deliberate
targeting/positive discrimination for certain groups e.g. women and youths. The targeted youth
were mostly those that are idle, the roles of beneficiaries of JP3 now compared to what they were
before the Peace building programmes etc.
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Specific comments;
vi. Page 10: The understanding of the conflict drivers by the consultant deferred slightly from original

programme inception. For example, mental health and GBV were not considered as major conflict
drivers originally. The conflict drivers that were considered during programme design were land,
youth unemployment, weak economic recovery with wealth disparity/inequality, land tenure and
wrangles, oil and other natural recourses as well as regional concerns of LRA/South Sudan or DRC
spill over. (The conflict drivers could have changed over the course of the program — as the effects
of time and program interventions altered the situation);

- Page 13, 2™ paragraph and footnote 31. : The JP3 team is of the opinion that the evaluators did not
contextualize the link between peace building, conflict resolution and poverty/economic recovery.
The PRDP is the GoU framework for addressing conflict and fostering peace efforts and this has to
be recognized clearly. Furthermore the weak economic recovery, wealth disparity and youth
unemployment were identified at the beginning of the programme to which JP3 livelihoods and
economic recovery component hinges on. This guided the interventions in JP3 (Reference -
presentation made in Chobe and inception meeting of PBP, February 2011);

- Executive Summary, page 4.More analysis and clarity is needed on how the evaluators concluded that
women and youth beneficiaries were not catalysts in peace building;

- Page 51 and 52.The statement “UNDP discussions with the Ministry of Finance took more than a year,
after which it was, clear this would not work and UNDP decided on implementation through
Enterprise Uganda instead” does not appear to be true. UNDP had discussions with “Ministry of
Trade” for their possibility of being an implementing partner and not “Ministry of Finance”. The
discussions were held between March 2011 and May 2011 (3 months) and not over a year as stated
in the draft evaluation report. By June 2011, Enterprise Uganda was then selected and engaged as
the UNDP IP for JP3. Implementation commenced right away. (Reference is made to LOA between
UNDP and Enterprise Uganda, dated 9" June 2011).

- The way recommendation 3.2 is written makes it seem like livelihood/economic recovery was not
articulated properly to peace building outcomes. JP3 believes peace building outcomes were
integrated into the livelihood component. For example, FFS integrates conflict management
approach (e.g. group cohesion) and the “do no harm principle” (e.g. self-selection of members).

- Page 13. The following paragraph (46 peer support groups made up of female household heads

received reintegration case management assistance, including capacity building in seed
multiplication and animal traction (all proceeding in JP3). Should read as follows:
“46 peer support groups made up of 820 female headed household heads received reintegration
case management assistance, including capacity-building in sustainable agriculture and integrated
animal management focusing on seed multiplication, animal management and animal traction (all
proceeding in JP3).”

- Page 5. JP3 believes that there was indeed peace building expertise during the design of the
programme. It is not clear whether the evaluator assessed, in detail, the profiles of the team
members who designed the programme). If this factor was assessed, perhaps a footnote would be
useful.
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Comments by JP3 Agency — WFP

The overall finding of a ‘weak’ contribution by JP3 to peace-building is noted. | don’t though take this
to mean that we did not implement quality or worthwhile livelihood interventions (I believe that
we did). Rather, | understand that the evaluators feel that ‘livelihoods’ generally do not necessarily
improve peace outcomes. A livelihoods programme could support peace outcomes when, for
example, it takes steps to ensure that support to some people contributes to social cohesion in
their broader communities. So the way | understand the evaluation finding is that improved
livelihoods may equate to a ‘peace dividend’, but that this is not necessarily the same thing as a
durable ‘peace outcome’. | also understand that the evaluators question whether economic
growth reduces conflict drivers (there is a statement that economic growth contributes to post-
conflict stability but that poverty is not a direct driver of conflict). While | understand these
arguments and think they are interesting, | find them a bit philosophical in the context of a single-
country evaluation. If the link between economic opportunities and peace in a chronically
marginalized and high-poverty area is questioned, then this goes beyond the JP3 and becomes a
criticism of the UNPRAP and indeed the PRDP. It also becomes an argument for greater specificity
in the concept of ‘peacebuilding’ itself.

The above view also seems to have pre-empted a more detailed consideration of whether and to what
extent the JP3 livelihoods activities succeeded in providing increased economic opportunities,
increased agricultural productivity and promoted more diversified livelihoods (as per the JP3 theory
of change). | would have preferred to see more attention given to whether JP3 agencies succeeded
in doing these things, and perhaps provided some additional recommendations on how, more
specifically, livelihoods programmes can contribute to social cohesion and conflict management. It
is not clear to me how the livelihoods activities really could or should have been ‘leveraged’ for
added value/greater impact in these areas.

The evaluation findings on the limits of harmonized planning and synergies in the JP3 are fair. | agree

with the finding that, for the PBP to have been genuinely coherent, the programmes would have
needed to have been planned that way from the design phase.
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