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Evaluation is the systematic assessment of an ongoing or
completed intervention. It usually examines the interven-
tion’s design, implementation, and effects to determine its
worth, quality, value, and importance. Evaluation helps
to ensure accountability to the intervention’s funders and
other stakeholders as well as increase understanding of
and learning from the intervention, its context, and its
theories of change to improve future interventions. The
process of performing an evaluation can be approached

in many ways.

This chapter will help you:

Understand how the intended uses and audience of
your evaluation should guide its design and meth-

odology.

Become familiar with how to integrate conflict sensi-
tivity into all stages of planning and conducting your

evaluation.

Consider ways to make your evaluation more inclusive

and gender sensitive.

Become familiar with multiple evaluation approaches
that can be used in environmental peacebuilding
interventions as well as their respective benefits and

limitations.
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Evaluation is the systematic assessment of an
ongoing or completed intervention’s design,
implementation, and effects to determine its
worth, quality, value, and importance. Eva-
luations often utilize monitoring data in addition to
collecting more in-depth information that examine
the how and why of an intervention. These assess-
ments can take place at various points during an
intervention’s implementation, from beginning to end
and even some time after an intervention concludes.
Decisions regarding when and how to evaluate
should be driven by the objective of the evaluation
itself, which in turn is linked to learning questions'

and accountability needs.

INTERVENTION
CYCLE

stouNo‘s

EVALUATION

1. For more information on learning questions, see Chapter 2
(Design).

Evaluations are often undertaken for accountabi-
lity purposes. Accountability means being res-
ponsible for doing the work that you said you
would do; conforming to certain standards,
norms, or requirements in doing that work; and
being transparent about the process, effects,
and results of the work. There are multiple kinds
or directions of accountability: upward to funders,
downward to beneficiaries or participants, horizontal
to peer organizations, and inward accountability
within an organization (Simister 2018) (see Figure
4.1). Upward accountability focuses on fulfilling
specific commitments to take actions and achieve
results, as well as accounting for how money and
other resources were used. Downward accounta-
bility focuses on accountability to beneficiaries or
other participants, particularly community members,
non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and local
administrators (rather than funders), considering who
benefits how much and how, as well as opportunities
for local people to participate in the initiative. Hori-
zontal accountability focuses on sharing information
with peer organizations, adhering to informal and
formal agreements, and meeting shared standards.
Finally, inward accountability focuses on adhering
to the standards and procedures of the organization

undertaking the intervention.

Although evaluations frequently focus on upward
accountability as a condition of funding, other forms
of accountability are also important in the context of
environmental peacebuilding. Downward accounta-
bility is particularly important because it addresses

participation and stakeholder engagement, which
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can build local support for the intervention and substantially influence whether the benefits are sustained
after the initiative ends.? Moreover, horizontal accountability and inward accountability are important in

helping organizations, practitioners, and decisionmakers to learn what works under what circumstances

and thereby improve environmental peacebuilding interventions.

y

Horizontal
Accountability
PEER focuses on sharing

information, adhering

ORGANIZATIONS  [00cn s
'O Informal and rorma

agreements, and meeting

shared standards

Figure 4.1: Types of Accountability
Source: ELl, drawing upon Simister 2018.

2. On the diverse stakeholders, see Box 4.1; on M&E as interven-
tion, see Chapter 2 (Design).
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Evaluations are also conducted for learning. This is especially the case for environmental peacebuilding,

where theories of change are still evolving and evidence supporting them is often modest.

Box 4.1: Something to Consider—Different
Stakeholders

©)

Learning-oriented evaluations
investigate why and how some-
thing happened, with the aim of

LEARNING increasing understanding and
improving current and future
interventions. Like accountability, learning can
be for different audiences: for the intervention team,
for the community or other stakeholders, for partners
or the wider sector or field, for academia, and for

funders. Like accountability, understanding who the

Learning for and accountability to different kinds
of stakeholders has important implications for how

an evaluation is conducted. Consider:

What are these stakeholders interested in learn-
ing from an evaluation? What do they care
about? What do they expecte

What will these stakeholders consider to be valid
evidence? Equally as important, what kinds or

sources of evidence might they question?

What standards, norms, or cultural consider-
ations are relevant to the stakeholders? How
will these affect how you conduct and share

an evaluation?

When in doubt, refer back to the personas that
you have developed during the design process

(discussed in Chapter 2 (Design)).

learning is for and what they want to learn can help
determine the focus of an evaluation. How learning
is undertaken can likewise support the attainment of
environmental peacebuilding objectives. The more
participatory and frequent evaluation activities are,
the more stakeholders will learn, and—generally
speaking—the more effective the evaluations and
interventions will be. Learning-oriented evaluations
can also help build trust and support among stake-

holders.



Before diving into how to conduct an evaluation of
environmental peacebuilding work, it is important
to note a few specific challenges. The first notable
challenge to evaluating environmental peacebuilding
interventions is linking the environmental and
peacebuilding dimensions. As a practical matter,
it is often relatively straightforward to monitor and
evaluate changes in the environment and natural
resources; similarly, there are established and tested
techniques to monitor and evaluate efforts to resol-
ve conflict and build peace. It can be challenging,
though, to ascertain whether and how environmental
changes may have contributed to changes in pea-
ce and security—or whether the changes in peace
and security were due to other factors unrelated to
environmental changes. This is made more compli-
cated by cases in which outcomes related to conflict,
peacebuilding, the environment, and other concepts
related to an intervention’s theory of change have

not been well defined.

Options for an evaluation to link the environmental

and peacebuilding dimensions include:

e Based on your theory/ies of change, start with

the specific causal linkages that you anticipated.

e Use multiple methods and data sources collected
over time (often through the process of monitoring)
and as part of the evaluation process to build a

picture of cause-and-effect relationships.

O Survey and interview information can be
complemented with satellite imagery to
construct a picture of what happened,
when, and to what effect.’

O Diverse sources are useful for triangulation
and understanding the different dimen-
sions that are being evaluated, but they
have their limitations in tying it all together.

o Ask stakeholders via interviews, focus groups, or
surveys about their perceptions of the connections
between the environment and conflict or peace

situations.

O For example, have improvements to the
environment (documented through the
various methods and data sources men-
tioned above) resulted from or contributed
to increased truste To peace?

O Similarly, have changes to the conflict
context resulted in any changes to the
natural environment?

O Did the conflict or fragile context affect
the intervention in any way2 Were these
impacts anticipated?

e In retrospect, were there any other indicators
that you wished you had tracked to be better
able to evaluate the environment-conflict-peace

linkages®

3. See, for example, Emerson, Muhweezi, & Ayul 2017 (eva-
luating the Boma-Jonglei-Equatoria Landscape Program).

T Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
of Environmental Peacebuilding




Another challenge to environmental peacebuilding = @ Even if an evaluation of the long-term impacts

evaluations is understanding their long-term is not possible, is it possible to assess leading
effects. Changes to the environment as well as the indicators of success; what has happened so far
conflict context often manifest over extended time- that makes it likely to contribute to sustainable,
frames (Kupermintz & Salomon 2005; Swain 2016). positive change?

As a practical matter, funding cycles often require I
P ’ 9y 4 O Make sure your evaluation includes an

long-term reforms or changes to be pursued throu- assessment of sustainability, potentially

gh a series of shorter-term interventions, with each including sociopolitical, environmental,
intervention lasting on the order of a year or a few institutional, and financial sustainability
years. As a result, transforming conflict—including (see Box 4.4).

through environmental pathways—requires multiple
interventions, with evaluations often at the end of
each intervention. In such situations, the evaluation
of a single intervention, particularly those focusing
on accountability, necessarily focuses on the time-
frame covered by that intervention, providing earlier
interventions as context and not yet knowing if the
outcomes of the particular intervention will actually

manifest or be sustained over the longer term.
To address these challenges, consider the following:

e Isit possible to allocate resources to assess long-

term impacts?

O For example, is it possible to set aside
funding or budget for an evaluation 1-5
years after an intervention has ended?

O Alternatively, consider the possibility of
a programmatic evaluation (see Chapter

4.4).

e Contextualize the intervention and its evaluation
within the broader suite of interventions and their
evaluations in the same space. What long-term
trends can you observe? Did this intervention
build on other interventions (particularly ones
that your organization undertook)2 Or do they
conflict and overlap2 To what effect?

m Evaluation f' [



Evaluations need to be
gender-sensitive

Women and girls as well as non-bi-
nary individuals have different roles,
vulnerabilities, and opportunities

than men in relation to both en-

vironmental management and to
peace and conflict transformation. Accordingly, it
is important to not assume that people of different
genders were equally engaged, benefitted equally,
or that the intervention was able to capitalize on the
range of benefits that come from effective gender
engagement and empowerment. Box 4.2 further
explores consideration of gender in evaluations
of interventions at the intersection of environment,

conflict, and peace.

Evaluations should focus on
contribution more so than
attribution

Many funders want to know that their investments
have achieved the desired objectives. This is core to
evaluations that emphasize upward accountability.
However, even when it is possible to identify chan-
ges (whether it is to the environment, to peace, or
both), it can be difficult to attribute those changes to
a particular intervention. Environmental peacebuil-
ding interventions take place in complex contexts
with diverse actors and interventions, a dynamic
environment, and many intervening factors. Many
factors influence conflicts and the environment, and
control groups for counterfactuals may be imprac-
tical, ethically questionable, or outright dangerous
(Goldwyn & Chigas 2013). There are often multiple,
similar interventions happening at different scales and

in different geographies, sometimes overlapping.

For example, if an intervention seeks to improve
agricultural livelihoods in a post-conflict setting, there
are often other simultaneous efforts to secure land
tenure, improve land administration, build or restore
irrigation systems, provide seed and other inputs,
train farmers, train government administrators, resolve
disputes over land and water rights, and so forth. If it
is possible to track improvements in livelihoods, how
can an evaluation of a particular intervention attribute
those improvements to that intervention and not the
other dozens of interventions related to agricultural
livelihoods? And how can the evaluator ascertain
whether that intervention and “its” livelihoods impact
strengthened peace, whose improvements might be
due (entirely, largely, or partially) to other peace-
building efforts2 The solution, in short, is to focus
on the contribution of an intervention to the overall

objective, rather than direct attribution.*

4. This is discussed further in Chapter 4.3 (Step 2).

2

J

of Environmental Peacebuilding

' Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation .




Women often have gender-specific
relationships with natural resources
(UNEP et al. 2013). They may be

the main users and managers of certain resources,

be heavily dependent on resource availability for
their livelihoods, or face challenges due to restricted
resource rights. Additionally, women may be affected
by conflict differently than men. In times of conflict,
they may experience limited mobility, forced proximity
to hazards, gender-based violence, or be forced to

take on non-traditional economic or familial roles.

There is growing evidence that inclusion of women in
both environmental and peacebuilding interventions
improves their success and sustainability. Including
women in local peace processes helps establish a
more durable peace (Stone 2014; UNIFEM 2010).
Additionally, UN peacekeeping operations are
more effective in societies with greater female pu-
blic participation and gender equality, which create
opportunities for greater economic development
(Gizelis, 2009). This makes women both important
beneficiaries of and participants in environmental

peacebuilding interventions.

Including and empowering women in environmen-
tal peacebuilding evaluations is essential because
doing so (1) provides a more complete picture of
the intervention and its effects on a greater range
of people and (2) improves understanding of the
roles of women and girls in achieving interventions’
objectives, supporting the ongoing improvement
of environmental peacebuilding. Gender inclusion
means designing evaluations to assess gender consi-
derations in an intervention’s design, implementation,
and effects; incorporating women's voices in the

collection of evaluation information; and building

Evaluation

Box 4.2: Gender in Environmental Peacebuilding Evaluation

a gender-balanced evaluation team.
Evaluation questions related to gender may include:

e Was the intervention’s design gender-sensitive?
How were women involved in the design of the

intervention?

e Did the intervention’s implementation create op-
portunities specifically for women and girls2 What

were these? Were they relevant and appropriate?

O Regardless of the opportunities, were
women and girls actually involved in
the implementation of the intervention?
How?2 How many females participated
compared with how males many were
involved in different aspects of the inter-
vention’s implementation?

O What were the perceptions of different
groups regarding gender inclusion at
different stages?

e How were different genders affected differently

by the intervention?

e How did the inclusion of different genders contrib-

ute to the achievement of intervention outcomes?

O  What were the effects of gender inclusion
on infervention design? Implementation?
Evaluation?




The collection of gender-disaggregated data is es-
sential to understanding the gender dimensions of an
intervention. When collecting gender-disaggregated

information for an evaluation, consider:

e Should interviews or focus groups be separated
by gender?

e Would women feel more comfortable talking to

female evaluators?

e Isit possible to speak with both men and women
in a culturally appropriate and respectful way
while also ensuring people of all genders feel

safe?
In building a gender-balanced evaluation team:

e Proactively hire women to lead or support eval-
uations. This may be challenging in areas where
women are not traditionally formally employed

or perceived as leaders.

o In the event that there are few women evalua-
tors available, provide mentorship and capaci-

ty-building opportunities.

Itis important o remember that being gender sensitive
does not mean focusing exclusively on women. For
example, it may also mean considering how young
men are impacted by the conflict, the availability of
natural resources, and the intervention. Young men
are often forced into illicit occupations in times of
conflict; they may also be compelled to participate

in violence.

Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
of Environmental Peacebuilding
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This section includes basic four-step guidance for planning and conducting an evaluation of an inter-
vention at the intersection of environment, conflict, and peace. Throughout the design and implemen-
tation of an evaluation, there are a few key cross-cutting considerations, including how to conduct a
gender-sensitive evaluation (Box 4.2), the extent to which stakeholders and other members of the public

should be engaged (Box 4.3), and how to right-size the evaluation.

Box 4.3: Something to Consider—Participatory
Evaluations

In each of the steps listed in this section, it is important
to consider who is participating and how. Who is
involved in deciding what to evaluate and how will
affect the focus of your evaluation, what information
is captured, the perceived legitimacy of your evalua-
tion, and how it is used once completed. Participation
and inclusion of various stakeholder groups often
increases the evaluation’s efficacy, legitimacy, and
its eventual use. How stakeholders participate can
also further or undermine your environmental pea-
cebuilding objectives. Take the time to think through
the various options so you can make appropriate

and conflict sensitive choices.

Evaluation



Step 1: Decide for Whom, Why, and What You Will Evaluate

It is essential to define your scope before conducting an evaluation. This includes:

e Establishing who the evaluation is for and = e Exploring whether it is possible to answer

why it is being undertaken. Remember, di-
fferent stakeholders will have different priorities
when it comes o an evaluation (including different
forms of accountability, learning, and adaptive
management).® This is critical for environmental
peacebuilding evaluations: who the evaluation
is for, or who it is perceived to be for, could
affect its legitimacy or even the conflict context.
However, itis likely not possible to address every
stakeholder group's priorities, so carefully con-

sider your options and be selective.

Developing the evaluation questions. Every
evaluation or assessment should be guided by
a few high-level questions. For environmental
peacebuilding interventions, those questions
will likely focus on what has happened to the
environment and why, what has happened with
conflict or peace and why, and what relationship
the two have with each other. It is important to
consider your theory/ies of change and focus
on key “conversion points,” or places where
you have hypothesized a causal relationship
and need evidence to validate it. You should
also consider evaluating the degree to which
the intervention was conflict-sensitive. Finally,
remember to keep in mind scale and timing: on
what level(s) will your evaluation focus, and are
the questions relevant to the timeline? See Box

4.4 for more details.

5. For further information on the different stakeholders, see discussion

of personas in Chapter 2 (Design).

your desired evaluation questions. Given the
context, stage of the intervention, available data,
etc. Environmental and socio-political changes
can and often do happen along different time-
lines, so you need to ensure that it is feasible to
answer all your questions now. Additionally,
make sure you have the information and resources
available to adequately answer your questions,

or revise them accordingly.

Considering how to address the potential
negative impacts of the evaluation. Even if an
evaluation is possible, undertaking it may cause
harm or exacerbate tensions depending on the
timing, content, and context of the evaluation.
Consider how doing an evaluation could affect
ongoing conflicts or tenuous relationships, either
positively or negatively. How can you ensure that
at the very least no harm is done, and at most,
the evaluation helps achieve the environmental
peacebuilding objectives? These considerations
will be further explored as you design the eva-

luation.

Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
of Environmental Peacebuilding
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Box 4.4: Evaluation Criteria

Many evaluations utilize criteria developed by the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD DAC) to frame evaluation questions. These criteria
include relevance, coherence, effectiveness, impact, sustainability, and efficiency. Below are some evaluation

questions related to each of these criteria:

e Relevance relate to broader trends or dynamics in

) ) 2
5 Dss e merenien edkiss e ke the environmental and conflict contexts?

drivers of the conflict or of the environ- e Impact

mental issue? Does it reflect the connec- )
O What are the long-term or lasting effects

tions between environment and conflict ) i i
of the intervention on the environmental

factors?
and conflict contexts?

O Has the intervention adapted over time

" ot has ch Je O  What are the most plausible explana-
as the context has changed?@

tions for those changes?
O How is the intervention relevant to the

needs of different stakeholder groups?
How do these stakeholders perceive the O Isitlikely that new institutions, relation-

e Sustainability

relevance of the intervention? ships, agreements, practices, etc. relat-
ed to the intervention will last? Who will
take ownership of them, and are there
O How does the intervention fit within sufficient resources and political will to
the broader context, particularly as it do so?

e Coherence

relates to other ongoing interventions?
going O Has the intervention addressed the

O How has the intervention coordinated underlying causes or drivers of conflict
with other stakeholderse and/or environmental degradation in a
O How is the intervention coherent with way that s sustainable?
the actions of other stakeholders or O s there sufficient community resilience to
changes to the relevant governments’ deal with future shocks and stressors?
policies? .
o Efficiency

o Effectiveness
O Has the intervention delivered results in

O How effective has the intervention a cost-effective manner?
been at meeting its environmental- and ,
a1 . O How well have resources been used, in-
peacebuilding-related objectives?
What challenges did it face in doing

50¢

cluding environmental, human, cultural,
and other kinds of resources?

O In what ways did the intervention rel

O s the theory of change based on as- Y Y

. b on or maximize local capacities?
sumptions that are still valid?

O How do the intervention’s outcomes Source: Adapted from OECD DAC 2012.

Evaluation



Step 2: Design Your Evaluation Methods and Approach

There are a wide range of types of evaluations and a multitude of ways to conduct an eva-

luation. No matter what approach and methods you choose, the evaluation approach

e Once you know who your evaluation is for and

are clear on what questions the evaluation should
answer, determine a “good enough” way
to get the information using an approach and
methods that are reasonable for answering those
questions and for your stakeholders. Remember,
you do not have to do the perfect evaluation;
you just need to be transparent about what was

done and why.

You do not need experimental methods or an ex-
ternal consultant to do a good evaluation. While
randomized control trials might have been the
“gold standard” in the past, it is important that
you right-size your evaluation approach to
your needs and available resources. This may
mean an internal evaluation, a rapid evaluation,
or even an informal after-action review. Select
an evaluation approach that is fit for the purpose
and congruent with the available resources, and

be transparent about that choice.

%

should match the questions and the context. This means:

e Aim for contribution, not attribution. As noted

above, environmental peacebuilding interventions
take place in complex contexts with diverse actors
and interventions, a dynamic environment, and
many intervening factors. Additionally, changes
in environment and peace happen at different
scales and along different timelines. Instead of
trying to determine what changes can be spe-
cifically attributed to your intervention, look at
the ways in which your intervention contributed
to the observed changes, as well as how your
intervention interacted (positively or negatively)

with other related interventions.

Consider methods that can account for com-
plexity and interdisciplinarity. First and fore-
most, this requires adopting a systems approach.
It also means incorporating multiple methods and
stakeholders with different areas of expertise into
your evaluation, investigating multiple compo-
nents of the intervention, and identifying emergent

outcomes. Incorporating diverse stakeholders'’

Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
of Environmental Peacebuilding
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perceptions in the data collection also helps to
capture more dimensions of the intervention in
the evaluation. Complex systems such as those
common to environmental peacebuilding work
also require an evaluation of both the intervention
process and the outcome. This is because a suc-
cessful process does not necessarily result in the
desired outcome, which can be affected by many
other parts of the system. It is therefore important
to understand if your process was building toward
your objectives, even if the outcomes were not

achieved for other reasons.

Ensure that you revisit or conduct a conflict
analysis. As a first step of any environmental
peacebuilding evaluation, conflict analysis is
essential both for assessing how an intervention
responded or adapted to the conflict and for
ensuring the evaluation itself is conflict-sensi-
tive (Jean, Nelson, & Ris 2019) (see below).
Evaluations should investigate whether an inter-
vention has developed and revisited a conflict
analysis as part of its implementation as well as
to what degree the intervention was responsive
to changes in the conflict context.® If a conflict
analysis or assessment was completed during
the design phase, this can serve as a baseline
for an updated conflict analysis included as part
of the evaluation (Goldwyn & Chigas 2013).
Conflict analysis can also serve as a key input for

assessing an intervention’s relevance, coherence,
effectiveness, and impact (OECD 2012).

6. A timeline tool, as described by Goldwy & Chigas (2013), can be
useful for assessing an intervention’s responsiveness to changes in
the conflict context. Practitioners can use the timeline tool to outline
changes in the conflict context, corresponding changes to the inter-
vention, if any, and how the intervention has remained relevant, or
not, as a result. The same tool can be applied in environmental pea-
cebuilding fo track changes in the environmental context as well.

Evaluation

e Anevaluation is also a good opportunity to re-

visit your theory or theories of change. This
includes checking the assumptions explicitly or
implicitly included in the theory of change, as the
broader context in which an intervention is taking
place has likely changed over time. See Table

4.1 for information on theory-based evaluations.

Regardless of the approach you use, ensure
that your evaluation incorporates methods
that explore unintended consequences. The
complexity of environmental peacebuilding as
well as the limited availability of evidence for
what works makes it important that you look
for and identify any unintended consequences,
both positive and negative. You can do this by
asking open-ended questions in your interviews
or surveys or intentionally seeking information
on changes or effects outside of your theory of
change. This includes speaking with non-targeted

groups, or those who are outside of the intended

beneficiaries or participants of your intervention

(Goldwyn & Chigas 2013).




e Since environmental peacebuilding work is in- against the potential to do harm. See Box 4.6.

trinsically connected with the broader context . .
) o e Remember that evaluation can be an integral
in which it takes place, make sure to evaluate . . )
. . . . part of the intervention. What questions you
your intervention considering the larger .
) . . ask and how you conduct an evaluation can
context in which it takes place.” The success . ) i .
; o ] intentionally or unintentionally affect the success
of environmental peacebuilding work is often T ) ) )
] i o ) and sustainability of your intervention. Consider
linked (directly or indirectly) to other, simultane- ) )
_ _ . this when choosing your approach and method-
ous interventions as well as broader changes in o ) i
. , . . ology. For example, a participatory, inclusive
the physical environment, the political or policy

space, migration, etc. (OECD 2012). You should

make sure to take these changes—and what

evaluation design that takes longer and is perhaps
less objective or rigorous may be better suited

_ _ . to achieving objectives such as developing trust
they mean for your intervention—are taken into
between stakeholder groups.
account.

e Consider the timing of your evaluation. While
® When thinking through your approach, consider , N 9oty .
. ) ) evaluations traditionally happen at the beginning
if your evaluation methods are appropriate , , ,
. . (formative), middle (mid-term), or end (summa-
for and conflict-sensitive to the context. Be ) ) o ]
i o tive, final) of an intervention, it is particularly
mindful of who the evaluation is for and your ) ) ) o
. o, , important in environmental peacebuilding to
intervention’s stakeholders. Will the approach i o i )
. consider the timing of the evaluation. That is be-
you choose be valid to and accepted by them? ) o ]
) ) ) cause environmental peacebuilding interventions
How will the methods employed in the evaluation _ .
take place in complex and dynamic contexts
affect those stakeholders and the context? Are . o
, . that may be dangerous. Additionally, achieving
any data or conclusions sensitive? Is there any ) o e
N environmental peacebuilding objectives often
way that the source of a sensitive statement could ] S ) )
T _ , requires multiple interventions at different scales
be identified putting the person who made it at i ) o
i ] ) o and operating on different timelines. And finally,
risk? How can you avoid exposing participants , .
) ) ) ] ) environmental peacebuilding work may benefit
in the intervention and evaluation to risk2® These i ] i )
from real-time evaluation or ongoing evaluations .

are all essential questions to consider prior to
_ L _ P that can produce timely and actionable findings
conducting an evaluation. ) ) ] )
for immediate use. Consider the following:”
o Relatedly, evaluations should be as participa-
tory as possible without exacerbating ten-
sions. Multiple perspectives should be considered
and consulted. At the same time, transparency,

participation, and inclusion must be balanced

—— : } %
7. See, for example, https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf docs/ FW
PBAAC691.pdf .
8. See Jean, Nelson, & Ris 2019 for more guidance on vulnerable 9. See OECD 2012 for a more in-depth consideration of issues of
and at-risk groups in evaluation. timing for peacebuilding evaluations.

Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
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Has there been sufficient time for the
outcomes you want to evaluate to occur?
Environmental and peace processes can
take a long time, and they often happen
along different timelines. If your evaluation
focuses on outcomes, consider wheth-
er it has been long enough for those
outcomes to manifest.

Given the current context, will conducting
an evaluation now potentially harm your

intervention or make the conflict worse?
Consider if the evaluation would affect
your intervention directly or spark a com-
munity or political reaction that could be
detrimental to the intervention, the conflict,
or the environment.

O s it safe to conduct an evaluation
now? What is happening within the con-
flict contexte Would the evaluation put the
evaluators or other stakeholders at risk?

Box 4.5: Something to Consider—First-, Second-, and Third-Order Effects

In complex, adaptive, and systems change-focused work that characterizes many environmen-

tal peacebuilding interventions, it can help to explore first-, second-, and third-order outcomes.

First-order effects are the immediate results. Second-order effects are the longer-term effects. And

third-order effects are the most significant effects of the intervention. For example:

First-Order Effects Second-Order Effects Third-Order Effects
e Trust, relationships e New partnerships e New collaborations
e Mutual understanding e Coordination e On-the-ground results
e High quality agreements e Changes in perceptions e New institutions

e Changes in behavior e New norms

Mf

&

»‘! f

VSR Evaluation

u"‘.,\‘
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7

Consider the timing of your evaluation and if
you might be looking for first-, second-, and
third-order effects.

Source: Adapted from Innes & Booher 1999.



After considering the points above, it is time to select one evaluation approach or a mix of approaches. Table

4.1 provides a list of potential approaches that may be appropriate and effective for your environmental

peacebuilding evaluation. Remember: your choice of evaluation approach should always be based on the

evaluation objectives, questions, and context.

After Action
Review

Causal Link

Monitoring'®

Contribution
Analysis"

10. Britt 2021.
11. Mayne. 2008.

An informal approach to assess an inter-
vention that can be implemented after in-
dividual activities or at various times during

the intervention cycle.

Centers on a cycle of design, monitor/eva-
luate, and redesign throughout the interven-

tion cycle to support adaptive management.

Explores the extent to which the observed
results stem from an intervention’s activities
rather than other factors. Useful for cases in
which experimental or quasi-experimental

designs are not feasible.

Pros: It requires minimal resources or ex-

pertise. Can be very fast. Provides timely

feedback.

Cons: More subjective with limited pers-
pectives of those who can participate in the
review. Less comprehensive and systematic

than other approaches.

Pros: Supports adaptive management.

Cons: Requires a commitment of time and
resources to regular monitoring and check-
in points.

Pros: Can be done at different levels de-

pending on the level of influence.

Cons: More subjective than some other

approaches.

Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
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Description

Developmental Good for social change interventions in

Evaluation™

Empowerment

Evaluation™

Formative
Evaluation

Most
Significant
Change™

uncertain or complex contexts. Facilitates
real-time feedback for decision making in
evolving and innovative interventions. Uti-
lization-focused. Positioned as an internal

process to an intervention team.

An approach to evaluation that is inclusive
of stakeholders so that they can monitor and

evaluate their own progress and outcomes.

Early-stage evaluation of an intervention’s
development to identify improvements for
design and implementation. These evalua-

tions are likely to be internal and less formal.

An approach that generates accounts of
change and seeks to understand what chan-

ge is most significant and how it occurred.

12. Quinn Patton 2010; Global Evaluation Initiative, 2021.

13. Fetterman 2021.

14. Dart & Davies 2016; Davies, 1996.

Pros: Provides real-time feedback that is

important for environmental peacebuil-
ding work. Focused on the needs of the
intervention team and can support team
capacity development. Supports adaptive

management.

Cons: Can lack structure. Requires a qua-
lified evaluator to facilitate, which can be

costly.

Pros: Fosters sustainability. If used appro-
priately, can increase evaluation’s use as
intervention, develop the capacities of par-

ticipants, and improve inclusion.

Cons: Requires high-level facilitator skills.
Can take longer than other evaluation
approaches. Can be more complicated

than other evaluation approaches.

Pros: Can provide early feedback that is
important for avoiding harm or exacerba-

ting conflict.

Cons: Often relies heavily on internal ca-

pacity. Can slow down implementation.

Pros: Can provide evidence on unintended

outcomes. Gives a strong voice to stake-

holders.

Cons: Requires a good facilitator to review
and identify changes.



Outcome

Harvesting®

Process

Tracing'

Qualitative
Impact
Protocol
(QulP)"”

Rapid
Evaluation

15. Wilson-Grau 2023.

Description

An assessment that begins with documenting
outcomes and then works to understand
how an intervention contributed to those
outcomes as part of an iterative process of

identifying and validating outcomes.

A case-based approach to evaluating
causal relationships to examine possible
explanations. Involves various types of

causal tests.

An approach to impact evaluation that
draws on contribution analysis (see abo-
ve). QulIP provides a “reality check” of
pre-determined theories of change through

narrative causal statements.

An approach for quickly and systematica-
lly conducting an evaluation with limited
resources. lterative and flexible designs
useful for collecting real-time information
to support programming and policies. Can
be helpful for early-stage evaluations of
non-linear interventions employing adaptive

management.

16. Global Evaluation Initiative 2023.
17. Remnant & Avard 2021.

18. Williams 2022.

Pros: Great for identifying unintended con-
sequences or for situations in which the in-
tervention does not have a comprehensive
theory of change. Prioritizes the voices of

stakeholders.

Cons: Requires a high level of expertise
and familiarity with the outcome harvesting

approach. Can be subjective.

Pros: Good for looking at a variety of cau-
sal relationships that might be possible in
complex contexts. Can answer questions

of attribution.

Cons: Can be complicated to undertake.

Pros: Like other method:s listed here, it does
not require experimental or quasi-experi-
mental conditions (such as a control group).
Gives a strong voice to selected stakehol-
ders. Good for understanding unexpected

outcomes.

Cons: Requires the evaluator to be very

intentional in avoiding bias.

Pros: Quick, less costly, timely, iterative,

and can be participatory.

Cons: Shallow or high-level findings. Only
good for evaluating certain process com-
ponents. Limited applicability to long-term

outcomes.

Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
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Realist

Evaluation'

Strategic
Evaluation

Theory-Based
Evaluation?

Description

Focused on understanding what works in
what contexts and for whom. Seeks to ex-
plain the “how” underlying the outcomes.
An important goal is fo test the underlying

theory of change.

Useful for evaluating the strategic approa-
ches of organizations to have environmental
peacebuilding impact, e.g., through strate-
gic plans, impact partnerships, alignment of
programs to strategies, resource investment
in strategies that is commensurate with am-

bition, etc.

Assesses an explicit theory of change to
understand what worked, why, and how.
While this approach is often used with an
existing theory of change, it can also be
used to develop a theory of change at the

start of an evaluation.

19. Van Belle, Westhorp, & Marchal 2021.

20. Intrac 2017.

Pros: Grounded in the reality of the specific

context. Can help identify the right contexts

for certain interventions.

Cons: Since causality is used, claims can

only be modest.

Pros: Provides useful information on strate-
gy and organizational structure. Can help

establish standards.

Cons: Requires a well-developed strategy

fo assess.

Pros: Can help an intervention to explicitly
identify its theory of change. This is important
as environmental peacebuilding interven-
tions often rely on implicit or unexamined

theories of change.

Cons: Can only be used if there is a known
or identified theory of change in place.
This can be challenging for some interven-
tions to develop, or in the case where an
intervention has evolved but its theory of

change has not.



=

Description

Multiple Interventions (i.e., Projects and/or Programs)

Cluster Assessments of a group of related or similar  Pros: Identifies higher-level results and lear-

Evaluations?  projects that can produce broader lessons.  nings, making it more useful as a general

Thematic Covers one theme or sector across different learning exercise for that field, theme, or
or Sector projects. sector. May require fewer resources for tra-
Evaluations vel and primary research/data collection.
Meta An assessment of existing evaluations to i e g el sl s Resele
Evaluations explore lessons learned, larger patterns, across inter‘ventions. S lnclfpr i ersaesiig
(Evaluation and otherwise glean knowledge that is omg:am ffpeeis:

Synthesis)??  useful. Cons: Can be difficult to evaluate a cluster

or projects using the same criteria. Compa-

rability can be challenging.

While there are numerous approaches to evaluation,  adaptive programming. These approaches recognize
the ones shared here show promise for environmental © that it is unlikely that there will be a control group or
peacebuilding work because they seek to unders- = case available and that environmental peacebuilding

tand the multi-dimensional nature of change, gather + work happens within complex systems with various

diverse perspectives, seek to understand the various = dynamics.

V)

causal mechanisms behind outcomes, and support

#

e

21. Sanders1997.
22. Uusikly& &Virtanen 2000; Stufflebeam 1974.
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Step 3: Conduct the Evaluation

With your approach and methods outlined, it is time to undertake the evaluation.

During the evaluation, consider the following: EVALUATION

e Make sure to communicate what you are = e Ensure that your evaluation examines the

doing before and during the evaluation. differentiation in effects or impacts among
Stakeholders should be clear on what the eval- different groups, particularly women and other
uation is for, when it will take place, and what it historically marginalized groups. Interventions at
entails before it starts. Additionally, depending the intersection of conflict and the environment
on the length of time the evaluation takes, you can affect different groups or communities in vary-
may want to provide updates to stakeholders and ing ways; while some people are empowered,
allow for their feedback as part of the account- others may feel excluded or marginalized. Elite
ability and learning process. This is particularly capture of resources or new institutions is also a
important if either the evaluation or the conflict concern.? Good evaluations will explore the full
context changes. If possible, build in discrete variety of an intervention’s effects by gathering
activities for sharing updates with and openly diverse and inclusive information that captures
gathering feedback on the evaluation process multiple and even divergent perspectives.

from a variety of stakeholders.
Y e Related to all of the above points, make sure

® Monitor the evaluation process closely to you have a plan in place to ensure informed
ensure you are doing no harm. Even if your consent, confidentiality, and anonymity.
evaluation was planned to be conflict-sensitive While it is always important to protect the auton-
(see Box 4.6), it is impractical to account for omy and agency of people participating in an
every possibility beforehand. Check in with key intervention or its evaluation, this is all the more
stakeholders during the evaluation process, mon- important in an environmental peacebuilding
itoring contextual indicators that are relevant to context where participation can have substan-
your intervention and include questions about tial negative impacts for individuals or groups,
the evaluation, and its impact as part of your including intervention staff and evaluators.?* The
methodology. ways in which you protect confidentiality and

anonymity and secure informed consents will be
highly dependent on your evaluation, stakehold-

ers, and the context.

23. See Stark et al. 2022 for additional information related to parti-
cipatory natural resource management.
24. See Jean, Nelson, & Ris 2019 for an in-depth discussion of risks.




Box 4.6: Something to Consider—Conflict-Sensitive Evaluations

Even if you are evaluating an intervention with peacebuilding objectives, conflict

sensitivity is not guaranteed. To make sure your environmental peacebuilding

does not exacerbate the conflict context, consider the following:

e Have you conducted a conflict analysis (or =~ ® How can you share evaluation results with
has one been conducted recently) that can community members and other stakeholders
be used to inform your evaluation design? in a way that promotes peace and avoids

. i exacerbating conflicts?2 What information

e How will including some stakeholders and

o _ should you share to balance transparency

not others in interviews, focus groups, etc. . o . .

) ) i ) with avoiding worsening the conflicte

affect the conflict dynamicse Might certain

stakeholders perceive your data collection
process as unfair or illegitimate, depending
on who is included2 What kind of implicit

political messages might you be sending?

e Who should be part of the evaluation team?
What message(s) will their participation
send? How might their involvement affect
your ability to conduct the evaluation? For
example, if you hire local evaluators, how
might their involvement be perceived by dif-
ferent stakeholder groups (who may be of a

different gender, ethnicity, or background)?

e How might the way you go about conducting
the evaluation, including the questions you
ask and the language you use, negative-
ly affect conflict dynamics2 How can you
conduct the evaluation in a way that avoids

negatively shaping people’s perceptions of

the conflict or other stakeholders?

Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
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Step 4: Once the Evaluation is Complete

Once your evaluation is complete, it is essential to make sure that you use the evaluation in a way that
supports your intervention and future interventions. As you use the evaluation, one of the challenges is to
balance the transparency of reporting results with the need to avoid harming participants or otherwise
negatively affecting the context. All of this requires conflict sensitivity. Based on your intervention, the stage

of your intervention, and the results, consider the following:

e Share your results. Sharing your results is im- way in which you share evaluation results could

portant for both accountability and learning.
Funders will want to know how the intervention
progressed, and there is an important need in the
field of environmental peacebuilding generally
for more evidence on what does and does not
work, and under what circumstances. Community
members and other stakeholders or beneficiaries
will also want to know about the results, which
should be shared with them in an appropriate
and relevant way. Developing a communication
plan can help you think through what people
care about in advance, and ensure you present
evaluation results with context. It can also help
you think through the risks related to what infor-

mation you share and how (see below).

But share your results in a contextually ap-
propriate and conflict-sensitive way. What
you share, and how you share it, will depend on
the stakeholders and the context. For example,
while funders may request a long report with as
much quantitative data as possible, community
members may not. Instead, they may want to
see a presentation, in their local language, that
highlights the results that affect them and their

lives. You will also want to consider how the

Evaluation

affect the intervention or the context. Sharing
positive outcomes with spoilers may prompt them
to sabotage the intervention’s work, undermining
its long-term sustainability. Sharing how one
group benefited and another group did not may
prompt refaliatory behavior. Alternatively, sharing
how collaboration led to positive environmental
outcomes could further cement trust between

different groups.

e Use your results. Many
evaluations sit on shelves, un-
read or underread. Evaluations

can be a valuable source of

learning, particularly on envi-
ronmental peacebuilding. Make a plan with your
stakeholders to use the results and disseminate
them, and document that plan. You can also use
the outcomes when planning future interventions
by returning to the evaluation as you design your
next program or project, or by sharing it with the
wider environmental peacebuilding field through

a presentation or white paper.




Programmatic evaluations assess the effecti-
veness of a group of projects (a program) and
identify what is working and what is not at the
intersection and amalgamation of those projects.
Programmatic evaluations often assess the relevance,
coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability,
and impact of a set or portfolio of projects with a
shared objective, documenting high-level lessons
learned and best practices, and determining the
progress made toward the program'’s stated objec-
tives as well as the reasons why a program did or
did not achieve those objectives (Walter et al. 2017).

Programmatic evaluations
can be useful for a range
of reasons:

e Programmatic evaluations are especially im-
portant because they can identify long-term
impacts and synergistic effects across projects
operating at multiple scales and characterized
by interconnected stakeholders and systems. This
is especially useful for environmental peace-
building work, as change may take a long time
to manifest and is often the result of multiple in-
terlinked projects (Kupermintz & Salomon 2005;
Swain 2016). Programmatic evaluations can help
practitioners and decisionmakers understand how
different projects affect one another and how
various projects alter environmental and conflict
landscapes over time, reinforcing or undermining
one another, and creating ripple effects across

sectors, time, scales, and geographies. Box 4.7

summarizes such a programmatic evaluation of
more than 25 years of programming by EcoPeace

Middle East.

Where an organization has started a new line
or group of projects under a specific program
area, a programmatic evaluation can help the
organization to learn from an initial tranche of
projects and decide whether to continue that pro-
gramming, scale up, or refine project design and
implementation in particular ways. For example,
the UN Peacebuilding Support Office undertook
a thematic review of more than 70 projects that
the UN Peacebuilding Fund had supported to
inform future programming directions. For more

information, see Box 4.8.

Programmatic evaluations can also provide
information regarding how external factors
are affecting programming. For example, an
environmental organization may want to under-
stand how conflict and fragility influence the ef-
fectiveness and sustainability of its programming.
This sort of evaluation can be sensitive, though,
as project staff may be concerned that they are
being judged on factors that are outside the orga-
nization’s mandate, expertise, or control. Rather
than being an accountability exercise, though,
such programmatic evaluations are focused on
learning and identifying ways that projects and
programs can better meet their identified objec-
tives. Box 4.9 summarizes such an evaluation
conducted by the Global Environment Facility
(GEF) of projects it supported in fragile and con-
flict-affected situations (GEF [EO 2020).

Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
of Environmental Peacebuilding
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Evaluating the long-term effects of a suite of projects
requires crafting evaluation questions that seek to
understand synergetic effects of projects across time,
geographies, and scales. Like evaluations more
generally, programmatic evaluations should begin
with a clear objective and a set of questions. Often,
programmatic evaluations will focus on the long-term
and intersecting impacts of environmental peace-
building work or how environmental peacebuilding
projects overlapped, interacted, and/or built off one

another over time and at different scales.

By being able to take a longer time scale, program-
matic evaluations are better able to ascertain (1)

whether benefits were sustained, (2) any unintended

Evaluation

consequences (positive or negative), and (3) linka-
ges between a cluster of related projects. While a
project evaluation usually looks at one project over
a period of one to three years, a programmatic eva-
luation often examines dozens (or even hundreds or
thousands) of projects across 20 or 30 years. Box
4.7 illustrates a program evaluation that examines
an organization’s portfolio of projects across more
than 25 years. Some program evaluations cover a
shorter period. Box 4.8 provides a brief case study
of a thematic review conducted for climate-security
projects supported by the UN Peacebuilding Fund

over seven years.




&

Box 4.7: Assessing the Potential for Environmental Peacebuilding over Shared Waters
through EcoPeace Middle East’s 25+ Years of Experience in Israel, Palestine, and Jordan

EcoPeace Middle East has fostered cooperation between Israelis, Palestinians, and Jordanians to
conserve and restore their water resources for more than 25 years. Its work is frequently cited as an
international model for how concerns and interests around shared environmental resources can be
leveraged to catalyze cooperation and build peace between people in conflict. A team of researchers,
led by Laura E.R. Peters and Jamon Van Den Hoek at Oregon State University and American University,
and with support from a U.S. Institute of Peace grant on Environment, Conflict, and Peacebuilding, is
undertaking an assessment of EcoPeace’s on-the-ground engagement to evaluate (1) whether there is
evidence of a virtuous cycle between environmental and peacebuilding gains (i.e., they are mutually
supportive) and (2) whether gains in one domain depend on gains in the other (i.e., they are mutually

dependent).

Theory of change Developing a research

methodology around
the theory of change

EcoPeace has taken a combined top-down and
bottom-up approach to environmental peace-

building, aimed at encouraging and supporting Developing a research methodology around

people and institutions to cooperate for mutual gy o T e o T e en e s es

gains based on their own self-interest. EcoPeace  6ynd o mixed methodology, including a literature

complements its bottom-up strategies (including review, archival analysis, and six in-depth case

education and awareness campaigns) with fop- gy die 1o tease out the interplay and impacts of

down inifiatives (including policies) fo achieve £ peqces interventions. The team conducted 70+

the necessary changes for sustained and sustai- in-depth semi-structured interviews with diverse

nable environmental and peacebuilding gains at respondents with different degrees of proximity to

local-to-national levels. This research interrogates
that theory of change in light of more than 25

years of experience and evidence.

EcoPeace in Israel, Palestine, and Jordan. Interview
questions sought to understand the sustainability of
programming and its impacts, such as the transfer
effect (i.e., extending the benefits of programming
aimed at cooperation over shared water resources
to political peace) and the spillover effect (i.e.,
extending the benefits of programming aimed
at cooperation over shared water resources to

people and sectors not directly involved).

Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
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Challenging assumptions
of top-down and bottom-up
approaches to change

The research called into question the artificial
dichotomy between top-down and bottom-up
approaches to peacebuilding, which focus lar-
gely on either the state or community level, and
assumes a worldview framed around homogenous
or flat social, political, and environmental stake -
holder groups. For example, the assessment found
that regimes beyond national governments affect
outcomes, with actors wearing multiple institutional
hats and holding multiple interests; accordingly,
considerable influence is wielded outside standard

channels within and across countries.

Challenging assumptions
of discrete efforts leading
to discrete impacts

The research also faced the challenge of esta-
blishing causal relationships between specific
project outputs and desired environmental and
peacebuilding outcomes. Project milestones were
often found to be the result of combined interven-
tions, each with their own set of relative successes
and failures that sometimes change over time in
regard to their influence on broader goals due
to outside influences. Outputs and outcomes are
often separated spatially and temporally and are
rarely linear, and the results of evaluating potential
causality are highly dependent on the start and

end dates framing the analysis.

Overarching challenges
to evaluation

Overarching challenges to evaluation.
The challenges of evaluating the potential for en-
vironmental peacebuilding through this research

are accentuated by several underlying realities:

1. Evaluation methodologies for the field of en-
vironmental peacebuilding are challenging
when the broader conflict is ongoing and may

obscure or undermine gains.

2. Assessing changes in the environment associa-
ted with an intervention, such as changes in
water quality or quantity, is challenging due
to the subjective and dynamic nature of the
environment and its connection with diverse

material and cultural needs.

3. Progress across multiple nested conflicts and
potentials for peace is uneven and nonlinear,
and emphasizing a specific conflict in the
analysis changes perspectives on results and

what coalitions for peace may be needed.

4. Evaluation is challenging when there is not a
single definition or experience of “peace.” For
some, peace may be construed as security and
finding ways to coexist within the broader status
quo, and for others, it may be centered around
questions of social justice and a redistribution

of decision-making power.



Photos taken on the Palestinian (left) and Israeli (right) side of the
same shared cultural and environmental landscape at the site
of an environmental peacebuilding campaign by EcoPeace

Middle East.

Source: Laura E.R. Peters

The full case study of this evaluation is available at hitps: //m-
and-e.environmentalpeacebuilding.org/toolkit. More
information about EcoPeace is available at htips://ecopea-
ceme.org/. For further information on this assessment, please
contact Laura E.R. Peters peterlau@oregonstate.edu and
Jamon Van Den Hoek vandenhj@oregonstate.edu. This work
was supported by a United States Institute of Peace grant on
Environment, Conflict, and Peacebuilding.

Some things to consider prior to conducting a programmatic or multi-program evaluation include:

How will the evaluation measure long-term
impacts and link a program’s environmental
and peacebuilding dimensions through the
various projects included? Evaluators of environ-
mental peacebuilding programs must determine
causal relationships -albeit often in the form of
contribution rather than sole causation- between
inferventions, environment, and peace outcomes

over time and across projects.

Are there consistent or comparable indicators

across projects?

How do the projects or programs build upon

or interact with one another over time?

How can the evaluation account for contex-
tual or secondary factors that influence out-
comes, such as climate change, sociopolitical

change, etc.?

Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
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e When will the evaluation take place? When
the evaluation is conducted, it could determine
whether a program is deemed to have met its
objectives. This is particularly important in en-
vironmental peacebuilding, where programs
typically seek to yield long-term impacts, and the
timeframe of those impacts may vary between

environmental and peacebuilding objectives.

e As with any program, when evaluating the out-
comes of an environmental peacebuilding pro-
gram, it is strongly recommended to examine
whether there were any unintended conse-
quences. These consequences can be beneficial,
neutral, or detrimental to the program. Surveying
the unintended consequences of a program can
help shed light on not only unintended outcomes
stemming from a single project, but also how
projects may have unintentionally influenced each

other or even worked at odds against one an-

other. Understanding unintended consequences

is particularly relevant to environmental peace-
building as the knowledge base regarding the
effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, co-bene-
fits, and other impacts of particular interventions

(and theories of change) is still relatively modest.

While it is relatively common to budget for project
evaluations, often by allocating a portion of the pro-
ject budget to M&E, it can be more challenging to
find funding for a programmatic evaluation. Because
programmatic evaluations assess a group of projects,
this may mean that a programmatic evaluation falls
outside of normal funding cycles or project evalua-
tion mechanisms and thus requires seeking out and
designating specific supplemental resources. As such,
itis advisable to develop program plans and budgets
with programmatic evaluations in mind. Developing
a standardized cycle of programmatic evaluations
can be a useful learning mechanism and a good

long-term investment for organizations.




Box 4.8: Thematic Review of Climate Security Projects Supported by the

UN Peacebuilding Fund

Established in 2006, the Peacebuilding Fund (PBF)
is the UN’s primary financial instrument designed
to support and build peace in countries at risk of
or affected by violent conflict. PBF support seeks to
address the root causes of conflict through integra-
ted responses involving national, cross-border, and
regional engagement. To examine past practices,
identify lessons learned, and consider promising
innovations, the UN Peacebuilding Support Office
(PBSO) commissions regular thematic reviews as
part of its efforts fo continuously learn and improve

the effectiveness of peacebuilding.
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The PBSO engaged the UN University to develop
Climate-Security and Peacebuilding: Thematic
Review (Gaston & Brown 2023). The review con-
sidered 74 climate-security and environmental
peacebuilding projects that the PBF supported
between 2016 and 2021. These totaled approxi-
mately $162.7 million and were implemented
in 33 countries. The Thematic Review placed the
PBF-supported interventions in a broader global
context, seeking to assess results, understand good
practices, identify areas for improving program-
ming, and ultimately guide future investments
and policies in climate security. Distinct from pro-
grammatic evaluation in its larger-scale analyses,
approaches, and outputs, the Thematic Review
produced policy and strategic investment inferen-
ces by conducting an overarching assessment of
the entire PBF climate security project portfolio,
analyzing global trends within it, and extracting

findings across projects.

Toolkit on Monitoring and Evaluation
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Methodology

The Thematic Review was conducted through three
core research steps: (1) a global trends analysis;
(2) an analysis of key project themes, cross-cut-
ting issues, and intervention types; and (3) three
geographic case studies. To conduct research, the
Thematic Review drew upon a background litera-
ture review, expert interviews, desk research on
PBF-funded projects, a few in-depth case studies,
and global cross-referencing of indexes such as
ND GAIN, Fragile States, IEP Global Peace, and
the Uppsala Conflict Database Program.

Atthe global scale, the Thematic Review assessed
overall portfolio characteristics including funding
by region, regional diversity, cross cutting and
thematic issues, typologies, and responses. The
Thematic Review's intermediate work analyzed 32
projects to explore theories of change and project
design, which inevitably necessitated country con-
text analysis. In analyzing the theories of change,
the Thematic Review explored common trends,
weaknesses and strengths, and compliance with
PBF guidance, aiming to understand what projects
identify as key change mechanisms and if they
are effective. The Thematic Review primarily used
project documents to extract or intuit theories of
change, using a combination of documentation
with actual outcomes to assess theories of change
in circumstances where they were not clearly deli-
neated or absent. The Thematic Review analyzed

three diverse climate security project case studies

Evaluation

that enabled exploration of cross-cutting and regio-

nal-specific themes and practices in environments fa-
cing different security and environmental challenges,
helping to contextualize the global analysis findings

with contextually specific examples.

Several challenges emerged in conducting the
Thematic Review. One of the first challenges was
definitional: what constitutes climate-security risks
and what is a climate-security project for purposes of
the analysise These questions were ultimately resolved,
with the result that of the 74 projects initially identified,

43 were identified as having a climate-security focus.

The project team faced challenges to theory of
change validation and analysis, as the project
document-based nature of research restricted the
project team’s ability to validate theories of change in
cases when there was a disconnect between project
design and implementation or when a project was
shaped by the implementation process over design.
Theory of change validation was additionally cha-

llenged because ongoing projects constituted over

half of the project sample.




Findings

The Thematic Review produced critical learning
for both the United Nations and broader audien-
ces. The varying centrality of climate securi-
ty dimensions to projects posed the question
regarding how climate security concerns may
be better focused in PBF-funded projects. The
Thematic Review additionally revealed emerging
dynamics and best practices emphasizing the
importance of greater environmental awareness
in conflict awareness; greater efforts to have in-
tegrated approaches, cross-border engagement,
and linkages between human security and climate
change vulnerabilities; and enhancing climate

change-related components in security-related

activities.

Another finding related to
gender and climate security
linkages. The Thematic Review

found that a significant propor-

tion of projects were gender-fo-
cused, with sometimes only superficial climate or
environmental dimensions, rather than climate
security projects with gender dimensions. This
may reflect a broader “trend of not fully realizing
synergies in the gender-climate-security sector”
(Gaston & Brown 2023, p. 5). The Thematic Re-
view observed that natural resource management
and climate change projects are often used as
entry points for empowering women. It noted
the importance of further learning from projects
regarding the synergies between the climate and
environmental dimensions of a project and wo-

men’s empowerment.

The Thematic Review noted that 9 of the 10 coun-
tries that received the most funding from the PBF
were the most vulnerable to climate change, and
6 of the 10 were among the most fragile states;
this highlighted the unique role that the PBF
has in being willing to invest in situations
that other donors may deem too risky. As
such, PBF investments seek to provide “proof of
concept that these approaches can work even in
volatile environments [and] will persuade larger
funds or other donors to pursue similar invest-
ments in the future” (Gaston & Brown 2023, pp.
58-59). Moreover, the Thematic Review found
that climate security projects were often quite
effective at addressing other social issues, such as
the marginalization of women and youth, through
the classic environmental diplomacy mechanism
of bringing together communities over shared

environmental challenges.

By emphasizing learning, the Thematic Review will
help to inform United Nations policy trajectories
and strategic investments while also highlighting
emerging issues and important climate security

themes more broadly.
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Box 4.9: Evaluation of GEF Supporting Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations

The Global Environment Facility (GEF) is a multila-
teral trust fund that provides support to developing
countries to implement multilateral environmental
agreements. The GEF’s work is organized around
five focal areas: biodiversity loss, chemicals and
waste, climate change, international waters, and
land degradation. In previous evaluations, the
Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) of the GEF
had observed concerns regarding the work that
the GEF supports in fragile and conflict-affected
situations. Despite the GEF’s programming in such
contexts, the GEF lacked a definition, policies,
and procedures for designing and implementing

projects in fragile and conflict-affected situations.

The IEO commissioned the Environmental Law
Institute to undertake an evaluation of GEF su-
pport in fragile and conflict-affected situations.

The evaluation sought to answer four questions:

How prevalent is conflict and fragility in the

context of GEF-supported projects?

Does the conflict or fragile context affect the

outcomes of GEF-supported projects?

To what extent do GEF-supported projects take
into account the conflict or fragile context in

their design and implementation?

What conflict-sensitive measures could the GEF,
its Agencies, and partners adopt to improve the
performance and outcomes of GEF-supported

interventions?

Evaluation

In undertaking the evaluation, staff expressed
potential concern that they might be evaluated on
actions (or inactions) that are outside their man-
date, expertise, and control. The GEF is neither a
peacebuilding nor a conflict-management orga-
nization. To preemptively address such concerns,
the evaluation was framed not as an evaluation of
whether projects were fulfilling their obligations but
as an evaluation to learn whether there are
systemic factors that may influence interven-
tion success and identify measures that could
address those factors.

The evaluation assessed the impacts of conflict
and fragility on the design and implementation of
GEF interventions on three scales: globally, at the
country and regional levels, and at the project level.
At the global level, the evaluation examined the
full GEF portfolio, considering the extent, nature,
and results of GEF-funded interventions in countries
affected by fragility and major armed conflict (i.e.,
conflicts with more than 1,000 battle deaths) vis-
a-vis other countries. At the country and regional
levels, the evaluation selected seven situations
of focus using criteria such as regional diversity
and the presence of major armed conflict since
1989. The selected situations were Afghanistan,
the Albertine Rift (including parts of Burundi, the

Democratic Republic of the Congo, Rwanda, Tan-



zania, Uganda, and Zambia), the Balkans (including
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, (North) Macedonia,
Montenegro, and Serbia), Cambodia, Colombig,
Lebanon, and Mali. In each situation, the evaluation
team reviewed the available project documents for
all projects and then selected 6-10 illustrative pro-
jects for further analysis. The analysis utilized both
quantitative and qualitative methods. In addition
to reviewing of project documents, the evaluation
team conducted a literature review and undertook
interviews with project staff, former employees, GEF
Secretariat staff members, GEF Agency staff, and

civil society informants.
Findings

The evaluation (GEF IEO 2020) found that the vast
majority (88 percent) of GEF projects occur in coun-
tries affected by fragility. As of July 2020, the GEF
had invested $4 billion (> 1/3 of its portfolio) in
countries affected by major armed conflict. Second,
the evaluation found that fragility has a statistically
significant impact on all performance indicators,
and conflict and fragility had statistically significant
impacts on a project being cancelled or dropped,
as well as an increased duration of delays. Third,
many GEF projects have already innovated ways to

manage the risks associated by conflict and fragility.

Typologies

Drawing on GEF innovations and experiences, the
evaluation organically developed two notable typo-
logies. The typologies were based on the observations
collected during the evaluation, including the findings
of the in-depth analysis of designing and implemen-
ting GEF projects. The first typology presents the key
pathways by which conflict and fragility affect GEF

projects: insecurity, social conflict, economic drivers,

political fragility and weak governance, and coping
strategies (see figure below). The second typology
identified the approaches to conflict-sensitive pro-
gramming that GEF projects have innovated in the
absence of a broader GEF approach to managing
conflict- and fragility-related risks: acknowledgment,
conflict avoidance, mitigation of risks, engaging in
peacebuilding, and learning. These typologies were
particularly notable for drawing upon a substantial

evidence base of GEF experiences, while also being

consistent with the broader literature.
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COVID-19

While the evaluation was under way, the COVID-19
pandemic erupted. Travel restrictions hindered GEF
project staff from working on the ground, affecting
the ability of projects to establish trust with the local
populations. Such restrictions made it difficult to un-
dertake consultations to develop a project or build
public consensus. The resort to virtual communications
over the phone or internet rendered the projects
distant from local communities. While the pandemic
had some modest effect on the evaluation -affecting

travel- it had a broader relevance, highlighting the

management

peace agreement

importance of adaptive approaches to GEF pro-
gramming. Indeed, one of the notable findings of the
evaluation was that it was often difficult for projects
to adapt nimbly to fragile and conflict-affected con-
texts that are often volatile and dynamic. COVID-19
reinforced the broader relevance of the findings and
recommendations related to adaptability as being
important far beyond fragile and conflict-affected

contexts.

e




Recommendations

The evaluation made five key recommendations: The current GEF Environmental and Social

Safeguards could be expanded to provide
The GEF Secretariat should use the project E , > , :

_ o _ more details so that GEF projects address
review process to identify conflict- and fra- } . ) i
. i ) key conflict-sensitive considerations.
gility-related risks to a proposed project and

develop measures to mitigate those risks. The GEF Secretariat could consider revising its

olicies and procedures to enable projects to
The GEF Secretariat could develop guidance > > . , el
) - i better adapt to rapid and substantial changes
for conflict-sensitive programming. . , i o
in fragile and conflict-affected situations.

The GEF Secretariat and the Agencies should

o ] The GEF Council discussed the evaluation and its
leverage existing platforms for learning, ex-

i ) } findings, and endorsed the five recommendations.
change, and technical assistance to improve

conflict-sensitive design and implementation

of GEF projects.
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Obijectives:

O Design a systematic assessment (evaluation) of your intervention, with a focus on

answering key evaluation questions.

O Ensure that your evaluation aligns with the questions, evaluation users (stakeholders),

approaches, and methods.
O Address accountability and learning-related needs and priorities.

O Capture and link your intervention’s environmental and peacebuilding dimensions

in understanding its contribution to change.

which the intervention took place, gov-
ernment representatives, and the larger
environmental peacebuilding field.

M O Note that increasing the number of users
for your evaluation can increase the com-

When designing your evaluation questions, which will plexity of the answers fo the questions.

in turn inform the selection of an evaluation approach

, e What do you want to learn from this evalua-
and methods, answer the following:

tion? What are the needs or interests of the other

e Who are the intended users of or the audience infended users vis-a-vis the evaluation?
for the evaluation2 How should they be involved .
. . . ) O You may want to revisit your theory of
in the design and implementation of the evalua- h d look :

change and look at places where evi-

tion? List all the stakeholder groups who will use dence is so far lacking or limited.

or be an audience for the evaluation. . ) )
O Your original learning questions are also

O Revisit the Persona Tool in Chapter 2 (De- a good guide.

sign) to review your stakeholder groups. O Remember, you are likely unable to in-

Common intended users include your
team, your organization, your funders,
intervention partners, the community in

clude all users and all needs, so carefully
consider what is feasible to include in the
evaluation.



e What specific questions need to be answered
to address your learning needs and the interests

of other intended users?

O In outlining the key questions, you may
want to include sub-questions.

O Ensure that you include questions that link
the environmental and conflict/peace
dimensions of your intervention.

O In general, itis a good idea to limit the
questions to what you need to know
versus what is nice to know. This makes the
evaluation more manageable.

O Consider using the OECD DAC evaluation
criteria as a guide.

e Can you feasibly answer your evaluation
questionse Consider your project context, stage,

and resources.

O If not, are there other questions that can
serve as a proxy?

e How might your evaluation positively or
negatively affect the conflict context?

O What steps can you take to mitigate risk
and achieve environmental peacebuilding
objectives?

O This is a question to ask repeatedly
throughout the evaluation process.

()

=4

Evaluation Design

Having developed the evaluation questions, it is time
to design the evaluation approach and methods. You

should consider the following:

What approaches and methods will produce
valid and credible information for both your eval-

uation questions and your intended users?

How will you capture and reconcile multiple,

diverse perspectives?

O Should you seek out an interdisciplinary
evaluation team that is able to capture
the complex, multi-faceted dimensions of
environmental peacebuilding?

O How are you capturing different gender
perspectives?e

O How can you include a diversity of stake-
holders in a conflict-sensitive and inclusive
way?

How will you capture unintended consequenc-

es or outcomes?

Are these methods appropriate for the context
and the intended users? Are they culturally and
conflict sensitive? How will you keep stakeholders

safe as you capture their perspectives?

O Are there any considerations regarding
the collection of information from women?2
Such considerations include, for example,
female enumerators and groups with only
women.

O How might your evaluation approach and
methods affect the success of your inter-
vention and/or the larger context, either
intentionally or unintentionally?

O s it safe enough to conduct an
evaluation?

Is this the right time for an evaluation, consid-
ering the evaluation questions you have? Has

there been sufficient time for change to occur?



e Do you have sufficient resources to conduct an
evaluation that incorporates these approaches
and methods? If you are conducting the evalua-

tion internally, do you have sufficient expertise?

O Remember, it is more important to do
an evaluation that is right-sized to your
needs and context than to do a “perfect”
evaluation.

Evaluation
Implementation

As you begin your evaluation, think about

the following:

e Have you communicated your evaluation

plans to relevant stakeholders prior to starting?

O This includes information on the evaluation
purpose, process, and how the results
will be shared and used once complete.
Remember, you should balance transpar-
ency with conflict sensitivity.

e Do you have a plan for providing regular up-
dates to stakeholders during the evaluation?
What strategies can you employ to communicate

with different stakeholders effectively and safely?

O Consider cultural norms, preferred lan-
guage, and gender dynamics of your
audience.

e How will you monitor the evaluation process?

O You may, for example, develop a plan to
regularly consult stakeholders about how
the evaluation is going, monitor contextual
indicators, and assess the potential effects
of conducting your evaluation.

When planning to use your evaluation results, con-

sider the following:

How will you use the findings? Have you made
a plan for responding to the evaluation findings
thatis concrete and includes action stems, persons

responsible, and timelines?

O Ensure accountability by documenting and
sharing your plan with relevant stakehold-
ers.

With what audiences will you share your eval-

uation?

O  Community members, stakeholders affect-
ed by your intervention, funders, policy-
makers, your organization, and others
in the environmental peacebuilding field
may all be interested in the evaluation, or
a sub-set of findings.

In what formats should you share the evaluation?

O Different formats will be necessary for
each stakeholder group; communities may
prefer an in-person presentation in their
own language, while funders may prefer
a full report.

O Ensure that your evaluation is shared in
contextually and culturally appropriate
ways.

How can the way in which you share your eval-
uation contribute to your objectives? How can

you share in a way that avoids doing harm?
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