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Introduction

Since 2010, Keystone has been conducting benchmark surveys of partners of Northern non-governmental 

organisations (NGOs). 66 NGOs have since taken part in these surveys, with 62 qualifying to be included in the 

comparative data set. 

Peace Direct took part in the survey in 2010 and decided to repeat it in 2013. Nine other NGOs have also 

repeated the survey. 

In the survey, partners are asked to rate and comment on different aspects of a Northern NGO’s performance. 

The surveys are conducted anonymously by Keystone as an independent third party: the respondents know that 

the Northern NGO will not be able to identify who said what about them. 

This report presents what Peace Direct’s partners said about Peace Direct compared to benchmarks reflecting 

partner ratings from the whole group of 62 northern NGOs. It also compares Peace Direct’s survey results from 

2013 with those from the 2010 survey. It provides credible data on how well Peace Direct carries out its role in the 

partnership, as seen from the partner perspective.

●● Annex 1 is the questionnaire that was used for the survey.

●● Annex 2 includes the raw quantitative data as well as all the responses given to the open-ended questions of 

the survey. These have been edited to protect the anonymity of respondents.

●● Annex 3 contains a list of Peace Direct partners that have expressed their willingness to take part in follow-up 

interviews, which Peace Direct can conduct should they wish. 100% of respondents expressed an interest in 

seeing the results from the survey. 

Survey process 
The survey process was managed by Keystone Accountability. The questionnaire was administered to Peace Direct’s 

partners in English and French from 25 April to 7 June 2013. Regular reminders were sent to encourage a high 

response rate. The questionnaire was identical to the one used in 2010, with the addition of one extra question 

under the ‘Relationships and communications’ section and changes in the tailored questions, specific to Peace 

Direct.

The questionnaire was administered as an interactive PDF form. It was distributed by Keystone directly to 

partners by email. Partners completed it off-line (they did not need stable internet access to complete it) and then 

emailed their responses back to Keystone. The survey was limited to partners who had a basic level of Internet 

access. We believe this did not make the data significantly less representative. Keystone emphasised to partners 

that their participation was voluntary and anonymous.
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Benchmarks and indexes
Throughout the report, Peace Direct’s results are compared to the 62 northern NGOs listed below. 

ACTEC Mensen met een Missie

ASF-Belgium Mercy Corps US

CAFOD Methodist Relief and Development Fund

CARE UK Minority Rights Group

CARE USA Netherlands Institute for Multipart Democracy 

Caritas Belgium Oxfam Canada

Caritas Luxembourg Oxfam Novib

Catholic Relief Services Peace Direct

ChildFund International Plan International

Christian Aid Practical Action 

Church World Service Progressio UK

Concern Red een Kind

Cordaid Save the Children International

DISOP Save the Children UK

Ecosystems Alliance Save the Children US

Entraide et Fraternité Schorer

Free a Girl Self Help Africa

Free Press Unlimited Skillshare

Handicap International Belgium Solidarité Socialiste

Helen Keller International SOS Faim

Helvetas SPARK

Hivos Tear Netherlands 

IDS/MK4D programme Tearfund

IKV Pax Christi Terre des Hommes Netherlands

International Rescue Committee Trias

International Service Trocaire

Investing in Children and their Societies UMCOR US

Kinderpostzegels V.S.O International

Liliane Fonds/Strategic Partner, National Coordination Team Vredeseilanden

Lutheran World Relief VSF-Belgium

Mennonite Central Committee Wereldkinderen

The Northern NGOs in the cohort operate in different ways and places, providing a variety of support including 

funding, training, moral support, joint advocacy and volunteers. While the NGOs have different goals and 

structures, they all share a common purpose and operating model: they aim to tackle poverty, injustice and 

suffering in developing countries by working in partnership with organisations. This commonality provides the basis 

for useful comparisons through benchmarks. The benchmarks enable NGOs to understand their partner ratings in 

relation to how partners rate other NGOs and see what kind of performance ratings are possible.  However, the 

data needs to be interpreted with care, in light of Peace Direct’s specific context, goals and activities. It is unlikely 

that any organisation would aim to be ‘best in class’ across all performance areas.

The benchmarks are calculated as the average ratings of the 62 NGOs, not the average of all survey 

respondents. This reduces the chance that data is skewed by larger NGOs with larger respondent numbers. 

The performance summary (Figure 3) consists of seven performance indexes. Each index was calculated by 

combining the results from 4 – 10 specific questions in the survey. Most indexes correspond to one of the sections 

of the report. Where questions from one section are more relevant to another index they have been included there 

to increase accuracy.
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Respondents 

Table 1: Response rate

PD 2010 PD 2013 Cohort

No. of partners invited to respond 9 12 10,137

No. of responses received 9 10 3,125

Response rate 100% 83% 45%

The figures in the table above show the total number of complete and partial responses. Similar to 2010, Peace 

Direct’s response rate is very high, due mainly to the small number of partners invited to respond.

Some respondents did not answer all questions. The response rate varies between questions. 8 responses were 

received in English and 2 in French.

For those partners that responded to the survey, the following people were involved in completing the 

questionnaire:

 Insert Table 2: Respondents by staff category

Table 2: Respondents by staff category

PD 2010 PD 2013 Cohort Benchmark (%)

Head of the organisation 78 80 74

Other senior leadership 78 60 65

Manager 44 70 34

Operational staff / field staff 44 60 50

Others 33 0 10

The figures add to more than 100% as several members of staff were often involved in completing each 

questionnaire.

●● 60% of respondents declared themselves as male and 40% as female (PD 2010: 56% and 44%; cohort 

benchmarks: 63%, 33% and 4% who preferred not to say).

●● 100% of Peace Direct’s respondents rated the survey process as useful or very useful (PD 2010: 100%; cohort 

benchmark: 81%).
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The Net Promoter Analysis
Keystone uses a technique of feedback data analysis increasingly common in the customer satisfaction industry 

known as Net Promoter Analysis (NPA)1 to distinguish between three profiles of constituents. As Peace Direct 

considers how to improve in light of the survey findings it is extremely important to develop distinct strategies to 

work with each of these constituent profiles. 

The “Promoters” are constituents that rate Peace Direct as 9 and 10 on the 0-10 point scale used in the survey. 

These are Peace Direct’s champions. They are highly likely to be wholehearted participants in activities and 

consistently recommend Peace Direct to their friends and colleagues.

The “Passives” are those who give ratings of 7 and 8. They do not have major concerns, but they are not 

particularly enthusiastic about, or loyal to, Peace Direct. With the right encouragement, they could well become 

Promoters.

Those who provide ratings from 0-6 are categorized as “Detractors”. They have fairly negative perceptions of 

the partnership with Peace Direct and common developmental objectives are likely to be negatively affected as a 

result.  

Many organizations find it useful to track their ‘Net Promoter score’ (commonly referred to as NP score). To get 

an NP score, one subtracts the proportion of detractors from the proportion of promoters. It is not uncommon to 

have negative NP scores. The most successful organizations generally have high NP scores. Data from thousands of 

companies show a clear correlation between high Net Promoter scores and corporate growth and profitability.

Keystone believes that the customer satisfaction approach is even more relevant to development and social 

change than it is to business. This is so because those who are meant to benefit from the intended change are key 

to bringing it about. In this survey context, the practices and policies of Northern partners can profoundly affect 

the performance of their Southern partners. Surveys such as this provide Southern partners with a safe space to 

express what they honestly feel about their Northern partners, and enable more open, data-driven dialogue for 

improving performance by both.

NPA also provides an effective way to interpret survey response rates. A growing number of organizations 

include non-responses to surveys as Detractors. Keystone did not take that approach in this report. The data 

reported here is only for actual responses. 

Due to the small number of Peace Direct’s partners, it is not possible to report results between different 

respondents sub-groups (e.g. depending on their location, grant size received, etc.) without compromising the 

anonymity of respondents. For this reason, comparisons between different demographics are not included in this 

report.

Occasionally in this report, next to the NP analysis, we provide an analysis of the mean ratings given by 

respondents, as it helps further understand the distribution of perceptions and comparisons with the other NGOs in 

the cohort. 

1  ‘Net Promoter’ is a registered trademark of Fred Reichheld, Bain & Company and Satmetrix. For more see: www.netpromotersystem.com, 
as well as the open source net promoter community at www.netpromoter.com.
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Reading the charts
The chart below shows how a specific NGO (‘NGO X’) is rated across four areas: phasing, changes, core costs and 

explanation. This chart is composed of the following elements: 

●● The bars show the range from the lowest to the highest NP score within the cohort of NGOs. In this case, for 

‘phasing’, NP scores range from -15 to 85. 

●● The data labels on the bars show the average NP score for the cohort of NGOs and NGO X’s specific NP score for 

the survey (as is the case for Peace Direct there will be both 2010 and 2013 scores). For ‘phasing’ these are 25 

and 31 respectively. 

●● The percentages in circles on either side of the chart show the total percentages of NGO X’s 2013 respondents 

that can be seen as ‘promoters’ on the right (i.e. gave a rating of 9 or 10) and ‘detractors’ on the left (i.e. gave 

a rating from 0 to 6). The chart does not show benchmarks for these figures. 

DET % PRO %NET PROMOTOR SCORES

Figure 1  Sample Graph
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Explanations

Core costs

Changes

Phasing

The chart shows how much respondents agree with the statements:

1 ‘The payments are made in appropriate phases so we can easily manage our cash flow.’

2 ‘NGO X allows us to make any changes that we need to about how we spend funds.’

3 ‘NGO X makes an appropriate contribution to general / core costs.’

4 ‘NGO X  clearly explains any conditions imposed by the original donors who 

 provide the funds.’
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Global Cohort  
Average NP Score

NGO X 
2010 NP Score

Global Cohort  
NP Score Range
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53
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Next steps 
Some next steps are suggested below, which may be useful for Peace Direct to consider. 

a Discuss the report at board level. 

b Discuss the main findings with your own staff and Southern partners to verify and deepen the analysis and 

demonstrate that feedback is taken seriously. For this you can organise follow-up interviews with respondents 

included in Annex 3. The discussion should focus on three main issues: (i) the areas where Peace Direct needs 

improvement, (ii) questions arising from the findings that need more interpretation to better understand and 

(iii) understanding the evolution of the survey results between 2010 and 2013.

c Identify opportunities and constraints and then identify specific actions for making improvements, in 

consultation with partners. 

d Identify ways of ensuring that feedback is collected on an ongoing basis and that agreed performance quality 

objectives are maintained.

e Consider separately the three categories of partners – promoters, passives and detractors – and elaborate 

specific strategies of engagement with each one of them. 

f Strengthen a culture of continual improvement, mutual respect and open dialogue with Southern partners. 

g Discuss whether Southern partners could collect similar benchmarked feedback from their constituents and use 

it to report performance. Partners may be able to develop internal benchmarks within their work. 

h Consider developing some common approaches and facilitating learning between partners. 

i Collaborate with other Northern NGOs that are tackling similar issues to share best practice and drive-up 

standards in the sector.

j Repeat the survey in 12 to 24 months to monitor progress.

k Ask non-responders one simple question about why they did not answer the survey.

l Consider publishing this feedback report and similar such reports in the future. This can strengthen the links 

between performance, reporting and funding decisions, creating powerful incentives for improvement. A 

growing number of the organizations in the benchmark dataset have published their Keystone partner survey 

reports.2

Keystone would be happy to discuss these next steps with you and offer advice and guidance about how to 

implement them.  

2  Links to these reports can be found here: http://www.keystoneaccountability.org/services/surveys/ngos

Introduction



●● Peace Direct is rated 1st out of 62 in the cohort in terms of ‘overall satisfaction’ (this is based on an index of 

scores when respondents where asked to compare the performance of Peace Direct across seven key areas 

against other NGOs and funders). Its overall satisfaction NP score is 39. In 2010, it was also rated 1st out of 25 

with an overall satisfaction NP score of 29. The picture that emerges from the survey is of an organisation that 

maintains respectful relationships with its partners and brings real added value to them.

●● In five out of six areas of performance, Peace Direct receives overall scores that are above the average for the 

cohort of NGOs. In all areas its scores are however lower than those in the 2010 survey. 

●● Regarding financial support provided to partners, respondents express high satisfaction with the explanations 

provided by Peace Direct on the requirements of back donors and with the contributions it makes to their core 

costs. They feel however, that there is room for improvement in making payments in appropriate phases and in 

allowing them to make changes in the allocation of funds.

●● Overall, capacity building support provided by Peace Direct is rated slightly above the average for the cohort 

of NGOs. In 2010 these ratings were generally higher. Respondents appreciate particularly capacity building 

support in long-term planning/financial viability and in financial management.

●● Other non-financial support provided to partners is rated highly by respondents, with scores similar to the 2010 

levels. Partners particularly appreciate support received for strengthening their presence at the national and 

international levels and for communicating and publicizing their work.

●● The amount of time passing from the initiation of discussions to receiving support is higher in 2013 than it 

was in 2010 and partners consider it to be less reasonable. Similar to 2010, partners do not feel pressured by 

Peace Direct to change their priorities during the negotiation of their agreement. Further, respondents see the 

Figure 2 Overall satisfaction: NP scores for All NGOs
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Figure 3  Performance summary: Peace Direct 

net promoter scores
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Performance summary

agreement finalization process as helpful for strengthening their organizations.  The length and the amount of 

support provided by Peace Direct does not seem however, to always match well the needs of partners.

●● As in 2010, partners value the process of submitting regular narrative reports, to which they feel that Peace 

Direct provides useful feedback. Respondents seem to be generally satisfied with the monitoring and reporting 

activities that take place as part of their partnership with Peace Direct, which they find helpful for improving 

their work. However they feel that Peace Direct does not provide them with enough support for monitoring 

and reporting purposes and they consider that collecting information and writing reports for Peace Direct is 

somewhat burdensome. 

●● Partners are satisfied with the attitude of Peace Direct’s staff with who they feel at ease to raise any concerns 

they may have.

●● Peace Direct is perceived as respecting the partners’ vision, values and aspirations and as understanding their 

strategy. In relation to 2010, respondents feel that they are significantly less involved in shaping Peace Direct’s 

strategy and that Peace Direct has not explained its exit strategy to them. 

●● Similarly to the 2010 survey, a high proportion of respondents feel that Peace Direct understands the sector in 

which they work and has made a major contribution to it.

●● Peace Direct, like many other NGOs in the cohort, although to a lesser extent, receives negative NP scores in 

various areas. It is important to address negative NP scores, even in those cases where these are common 

among other organizations. A negative NP score should never leave an organization indifferent as it means that 

in that area there are more detractors than promoters.

●● Looking ahead, respondents would like to receive more non-financial support in strengthening their 

participatory approaches.  They would also like to receive support for building their technical abilities to deliver 

services and strengthen their presence at the national/international levels.  They would like Peace Direct to 

help them monitor and report in ways that are useful for them and the people they work with and to focus 

more of its monitoring and reporting attention on long-term social changes. They feel that Peace Direct 

improving the timing of its support can further improve their relationship.  They would like to be involved in 

discussions on Peace Direct’s strategy and plans, develop a joint strategy and see their work promoted more by 

Peace Direct.  

Table 3: Priorities for the future: Peace Direct respondents

Non-financial support

1. Participatory approaches

2. Technical abilities to deliver services; Strengthening presence at national/international levels

Monitoring and reporting

1. Help partners monitor and report in ways that are useful for them and the people they work with

2. Focus more attention on long term social changes

Relationships

1. Provide support on time

2. Discuss their strategy and plans; Develop a joint strategy with partners; Promote partners’ work
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Section 1: Partnership profile 

●● Respondents’ geographical distribution is identical to the 2010 survey, with concentrations in Sub-Saharan 

Africa and South Asia. 

●● 80% describe themselves as ‘non-governmental organizations’ (PD 2010: 78%; benchmark: 70%). The rest 

described themselves as ‘not for profit organizations’.

●● Similarly to the 2010 survey, Peace Direct’s respondents describe themselves as predominantly working by: 

‘helping build peace and reconciliation’ and ‘supporting collective action by our members’.

Table 4: Predominant activities

Means on a scale of 0=Never to 10=All of our work PD 2010 PD 2013 All NGOs

Provide services directly to poor people and communities 6.5 6.4 6.9

Support economic and productive enterprises that benefit poor people 3.6 4.6 4.5

Influence how government & other powerful organisations work (i.e. ‘advocacy’) 5.1 5.2 5.4

Conduct and publish research 3.8 3.4 3.6

Support and strengthen civil society organisations 5.4 6.1 5.4

Help people claim their human rights 6.4 7.1 5.9

Support collective action by our members 9.0 8.5 6.3

Fund individuals 0.4 2.0 1.7

Help build peace and reconciliation 9.7 9.7 5.2

Figure 4 Location of partners 

%

Peace Direct 2010 Peace Direct 2013 Global Cohort  

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

West Europe

East Europe

North America

North America

Australia / Pacific

South America

Central America & Mexico & Caribbean

South Asia

East Asia

Central Asia

Middle East

North Africa

Southern Africa

Central Africa

East Africa

West Africa



Par tn e r  F e e d ba c k  R e p o r t :  P e a c e  D i r e c t    1 3

Partnership profile 

●● 50% of Peace Direct’s respondents have an annual budget between US$ 50,000 and 200,000 (PD 2010: 22%; 

benchmark: 25%). 

●● 56% of Peace Direct’s respondents receive funds and other support from 1 to 4 different organizations (PD 

2010: 78%; benchmark: 47%).

Figure 5 Partner annual budget

%

Peace Direct 2010 Peace Direct 2013 Global Cohort  

0 10 20 30 40 50

More than 5million USD

1million - 4,999,999 USD

500,000 - 999,999 USD

200,000 - 499,999 USD

50,000 - 199,999 USD

10,000 - 49,999 USD

Less than 10,000 USD



1 4  Pa r tn e r  F e e d ba c k  R e p o r t :  P e a c e  D i r e c t

Partnership profile 

●● 60% of respondents have received support for more than five years (PD 2010: 22%; benchmark: 52%).

●● The most important reason why respondents choose to work with Peace Direct is to ‘strengthen our skills and 

organizational capacity’ followed by ‘joint learning and understanding’.  These are different from the 2010 

survey where the most important reason for working with Peace Direct were to ‘strengthen respondents’ 

presence at national / international levels’ and ‘achieve shared goals’.  Other reasons provided by partners 

were: ‘friendly behaviour to the partners’ and ‘promote grassroots peacebuilding and conflict transformation 

globally’.

Figure 6 Length of the relationship 
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Section 2: Financial support

●● 100% of Peace Direct’s respondents said they currently receive or have recently received funds from Peace 

Direct (PD 2010: 100%; benchmark: 92%).

●● The vast majority of respondents (80%) receive grants under US$ 80,000 (PD 2010: 56%; benchmark: 52%). 

The average grant size is US$50,000 (PD 2010: 79,000; benchmark: 229,000).

●● The average period covered by the grant from Peace Direct is 14 months (PD 2010: 13; benchmark: 22). Most 

respondents (89%) receive grants for a period between 7 and 18 months (PD 2010: 46%; benchmark: 48%).

Figure 7 Grant size and Grant length
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Financial support

DET % PRO %NET PROMOTOR SCORES

Figure  8  Quality of financial support
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The chart shows how much respondents agree with the statements:

1 ‘The payments are made in appropriate phases so we can easily manage our cash flow.’

2 ‘Peace Direct  allows us to make any changes that we need to about how we spend funds.’

3 ‘Peace Direct  makes an appropriate contribution to general / core costs.’

4 ‘Peace Direct  clearly explains any conditions imposed by the original donors who 

 provide the funds.’
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●● Peace Direct is rated below the average for the cohort of NGOs for three areas of its financial support. For two 

areas, it is rated lower than in the 2010 survey.

●● Peace Direct is rated highly (7.9 out of 10) for how clearly it explains any conditions imposed by original donors 

(PD 2010: 9.2; benchmark: 8).

●● 40% of Peace Direct’s respondents mostly or absolutely agree (i.e. are promoters) that Peace Direct makes an 

appropriate contribution to their core costs (PD 2010: 22%; benchmark: 35%). 

●● Peace Direct, like most NGOs, is rated low for allowing respondents to make changes to specific conditions of 

the grant, such as the changes they allow respondents to make in spending funds. Respondents give Peace 

Direct a mean rating of 5.9 (PD 2010: 7.2; benchmark: 5.7).

●● 30% of respondents consider that Peace Direct does not make payments in appropriate phases, i.e. sit in the 

detractors’ category (PD 2010: 22%; benchmark: 25%). 
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●● Out of eight comments received in this section, four expressed respondents’ satisfaction with the financial 

support received, four made suggestions for improvement and two expressed some dissatisfaction. Comments 

include:

“Peace Direct gives regular funding that permits to cover the operational expenses of our organization. We 

hope that this funding will increase […]”

“Half of the funds should be allocated in advance.”

Financial support
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Section 3: Non-financial support

●● This chart shows the percentage of Peace Direct’s respondents who said they received capacity building support 

in each area.

●● All respondents report having received capacity building support in all areas, except in ‘board/governance’. In 

2010, respondents generally reported lower levels of capacity building support.

Figure 9  Percentage of respondents who received capacity building support
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Non-financial support

●● The chart shows how useful the respondents who received capacity building support found it. The NP scores for 

Peace Direct’s respondents are shown in relation to the cohort of NGOs.

●● Peace Direct’s NP scores are above the average of the cohort for its capacity building support in 5 out of 9 

areas. In 6 areas however, its NP scores are lower than the 2010 survey results.

●● As is the case for most NGOs in the cohort, Peace Direct receives negative NP scores in various areas.

●● Peace Direct gets it’s highest NP score for capacity building in long-term planning/financial viability (NPS: 20; 

PD 2010: 17; benchmark: -19). 

●● It receives high ratings for the capacity building it provides in financial management (mean rating 8 out of 10; 

PD 2010: 8.3; benchmark: 6.8). 

●● The two lowest NP scores are given for support in the areas of ‘board/governance’ and ‘advocacy & 

campaigning’. 63% and 60% of respondents sit in the detractors’ category for these two areas (PD 2010: 29% 

and 17%; benchmark: 48% and 50%). 

DET % PRO %NET PROMOTOR SCORES

Figure 10  Value of capacity building support
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●● Out of eight comments received, five make suggestions for improvement and three express respondents’ 

satisfaction with the support received. They include:

“We would like Peace Direct to support us in facilitating access to information on initiatives for peace 

consolidation in [country] and in the sub-region.”

“The meeting of several peace building organizations and the shared knowledge between them 

was extremely useful and it learn us in very useful practises from the organizations in the same region of 

Africa.”

●● The chart shows the percentage of Peace Direct’s respondents who said they received support in each area.

●● All respondents report having received non-financial support in all areas, except in ‘protection from threats’. In 

2010, respondents generally reported lower levels of non-financial support.

Non-financial support
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Figure 11  Percentage of respondents who received other non-financial support
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Non-financial support

●● The chart shows how useful the respondents found the other forms of non-financial support they received. The 

NP scores of Peace Direct’s respondents are shown in relation to the cohort of NGOs.

●● In seven out of eight areas, Peace Direct’s NP scores are above the average for the cohort of NGOs. In five 

areas, they are equal or higher in relation to 2010. 

●● Peace Direct gets its highest ratings for non-financial support in strengthening partners’ presence at the 

national and international levels and for communicating and publicizing their work. Mean ratings for these two 

areas are 8.7 and 8.5 out of 10 respectively (PD 2010: 8.7 and 8.3; benchmark: 6.8 and 6.5). 

●● Negative NP scores regarding non-financial support are common for NGOs in the cohort. Peace Direct however, 

only receives negative scores in two areas: support for helping protect partners from threats and achieving 

shared advocacy goals. For these two areas 67% and 40% of respondents sit in the detractors’ category (PD 

2010: 33% and 17%; benchmarks: 51% and 61%).

Figure 12 Value of other non-financial support
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Non-financial support

Figure 13 Requests for non-financial support in the future: capacity building
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Non-financial support

●● Respondents were each asked to identify up to two areas where they would most like to receive support from 

Peace Direct in the future.

●● In the future, most Peace Direct’s partners, as a first choice, would like to receive support in building their 

capacity in participatory approaches.

●● Their second choice is split between support to build their technical abilities to deliver services and for further 

strengthening their presence at the national/international level. 

●● In 2010, their first choice was support for accessing other sources of funds, which is also the first choice for 

respondents across the cohort of NGOs. 
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Section 4: Administration

●● The amount of time passing from the moment discussions were initiated to the moment partners received 

support from Peace Direct seems to be longer in 2013 than in 2010. 60% of respondents report that it took 

4-12 months to receive support (PD 2010: 22%; 40%). 

●● As it can be observed in the Figure 19, partners in 2013 believe that the amount of time that passed until 

receiving support is less reasonable than it was in 2010 (mean rating 7.3 out of 10; PD 2010: 8.2; benchmark: 

7.4).

Figure 15 Time taken to receive support
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Administration

●● Peace Direct receives NP scores equal or above average in five out of seven aspects of finalizing partnership 

agreements listed above. In four aspects its scores are also above those in the 2010 survey.

●● Similar to 2010, Peace Direct is rated highly for not putting pressure on partners to change their priorities 

and for the agreement process helping strengthen partner organizations. Mean ratings given are 8.9 and 9.1 

respectively (PD 2010: 8.7 and 8.6; benchmarks: 7.6 for both).

Figure 16 The agreement process

DET % PRO %NET PROMOTOR SCORES
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●● As is the case for most NGOs in the cohort, Peace Direct receives its lowest scores for how well the length and 

the amount of support provided matches partners’ needs. For these two aspects 60% and 40% of respondents 

sit in the detractors’ category (PD 2010: 56% and 22%; benchmarks: 43% and 45%).

●● 60% of respondents believe that Peace Direct asks for more information during the agreement process than 

other NGOs/ funders (PD 2010: 22%; benchmark: 41%).

●● Five comments were received regarding the agreement process. They included:

“It was our first experience with a donor organization which was flexible and prioritized our needs.”

“Time that passed from initiating discussions to receiving support was due to the finalization of procedures 

that were necessary so that our [agreement] would be administratively effective.” 

●● Peace Direct seems to conduct eight out of nine listed monitoring and reporting activities with a higher number 

of its respondents than the average of the NGOs in the cohort. This is similar to the 2010 survey results.

Administration

Figure 17 Monitoring and reporting activities conducted
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Administration

●● This chart shows the NP scores for respondents who said that each activity applies to them. It excludes those 

who said that the activity does not apply.

●● Peace Direct receives above average scores for eight out of nine aspects. For six aspects, however, it receives 

lower scores than in 2010.

●● Peace Direct receives its highest NP scores for how useful partners find discussing remotely with its staff the 

progress of the projects and the submission of regular narrative and financial reports. For these two aspects 

90% and 70% of respondents sit in the promoters’ category (PD 2010: 67% and 78%; benchmarks: 51% and 

67%).

●● The lowest NP score is given for the independent monitoring that Peace Direct carries out (50% are detractors). 

This was the lowest rated area in 2010 and across the cohort of NGOs (PD 2010 detractors: 43%; benchmark: 

46%).

●● In 2013, Peace Direct is given considerably lower ratings for asking for systematic feedback from partners’ 

beneficiaries (7.3; PD 2010: 8.7; benchmark: 7.1).

DET % PRO %NET PROMOTOR SCORES

Figure 18  Value of monitoring and reporting activities
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Administration

DET % PRO %NET PROMOTOR SCORES

Figure 19 Monitoring and reporting process
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Administration

●● Peace Direct receives NP scores above the average of the cohort of NGOs in six out of eight aspects of 

monitoring and reporting. In six aspects its NP scores are lower than in the 2010 survey.

●● 90% of Peace Direct’s respondents agree that Peace Direct provides them with reporting formats to use (PD 

2010: 88%; benchmark: 82%).

●● Peace Direct receives its highest NP score for the monitoring and reporting being helpful for improving 

partners’ work with 70% of respondents sitting in the promoters’ category (PD 2010: 78%; benchmark: 50%). 

●● It is also rated highly for providing valuable feedback to partners on the reports they submit and for working 

with them to identify useful and relevant ways of monitoring their impact. Mean ratings for these two aspects 

are 9 and 8.8 out of 10 respectively (PD 2010: 9.6 and 8.4; benchmarks: 7.6 and 7.2).

●● Similar to 2010, partners do not feel that Peace Direct provides them with enough funds and support for 

monitoring and reporting and consider that it is quite burdensome to collect information and write reports for 

Peace Direct. For these two aspects 70% and 30% of respondents sit in the detractors’ category (PD 2010: 33% 

for both; benchmarks: 45% and 35%).  

●● Three comments were received regarding the monitoring and reporting of Peace Direct:

“Recording the volunteer hours has helped us to have better understanding about community involvement 

in the process and measure its impact. It also helps us to plan how to increase their participation in our 

work. The template for the impact stories is also very helpful to ask the right question and get relevant 

information to understand the change. Templates introduced to measure pre and post training are also 

helpful to understand the change.”

“More resources could help make better our monitoring, reporting and documentation work. Through 

correct and useful data handling and usage, we can contribute effectively to the research work being 

carried out by various stakeholders on peacebuilding regionally and internationally.”

“Continuous training for measuring the impact of peacebuilding activities, projects and campaigns would be 

greatly appreciated.” 
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Administration

●● Respondents were asked to identify two options from this list that they would most like Peace Direct to do to 

improve its monitoring and reporting in the future.

●● Clearly the top request by respondents is for Peace Direct to help them monitor and report in ways that are 

useful for them and the people they work with. This was also among their top two choices in 2010. 

●● Their second request is for Peace Direct to focus moreof its monitoring and reporting attention on long-term 

social changes. 

Figure 20 Improving monitoring and reporting
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Section 5: Relationship and communications

●● The chart shows responses to the question: ‘How would you rate the amount of contact you have had with 

Peace Direct during your current or most recent agreement?’

●● Perceptions of partners on the amount of contact they have with Peace Direct are very similar to the 2010 

survey results.

●● 40% of Peace Direct’s respondents feel that the amount of contact they have with Peace Direct is about right 

(PD 2010: 44%; benchmark: 41%).

●● 50% of Peace Direct’s respondents would like to have less contact with it (PD 2010: 44%; benchmark: 49%). 

Figure 21  Amount of contact
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Relationship and communications

3  This was an additional variable in the 2013 survey. Benchmarks are only available for the group of 13 NGOs who took part in the survey in 
April-June 2013

Figure 22 How Peace Direct  works with respondents

DET % PRO %NET PROMOTOR SCORES

The chart shows how much respondents agree with the statements:

1 ‘Support (including funding) arrives when Peace Direct  says it will.’ 

2 ‘Peace Direct  understands our strategy.’ 

3 ‘Peace Direct  understands our working environment and cultural context.’ 

4  ‘Peace Direct  promotes our organization in the media and elsewhere.’ 

5  ‘Peace Direct  has explained when it expects to stop working with us.’ 

6  ‘We understand Peace Direct ’s plans and strategies.’ 

7  ‘Peace Direct  involves us in shaping its strategy.’ 

8  ‘Peace Direct  is transparent about how it uses its funds.’ 

9  ‘Peace Direct  has a complaints procedure we could use if we had to.
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Relationship and communications

●● In eight out of ten aspects listed above, Peace Direct is rated above the average of the cohort of NGOs. In six 

out of nine aspects, its scores are lower than in 2010.

●● Peace Direct gets its highest NP scores for respecting the partners’ vision, values and aspirations and for 

understanding their strategy. For these two aspects of the relationship 70% and 56% of respondents give 

ratings of either 9 or 10 out of 10, i.e. sit in the promoters’ category (PD 2010: N/A and 78%; benchmarks: 

55% and 48%). 

●● Similar to most NGOs in the cohort, but quite to the contrary of the 2010 survey, partners consider that Peace 

Direct has not clearly explained its exit strategy to them, with 60% of them sitting in the detractors’ category 

(PD 2010: 0%; benchmark: 41%). 

●● Unlike 2010, 40% of respondents consider that Peace Direct does not involve them in shaping its strategy (PD 

2010: 0%; benchmark: 51%). 
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Relationship and communications

DET % PRO %NET PROMOTOR SCORES

Figure 23 Respondents' interactions with Peace Direct 
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Relationship and communications

●● In all seven aspects listed above, Peace Direct is rated above the average for the cohort of NGOs. In all aspects 

however its ratings are lower than those of 2010.

●● Peace Direct receives its highest NP scores for how comfortable respondents feel approaching Peace Direct to 

discuss problems (70% are promoters) and for the attitude of its staff (70% are promoters). The proportion of 

promoters for these two questions was relatively high for all NGOs (PD 2010: 78% and 89%; benchmarks: 62% 

and 60% respectively).

●● A large proportion of respondents have doubts as to whether Peace Direct treats all partners equitably. The 

mean rating given is 7.8 (PD 2010: 8.8; benchmark: 7.3).

●● Five comments were received in this area of which four expressed respondents’ satisfaction. An illustrative 

comment is:

“Peace Direct is our most wonderful partner, we would like them to continue the way they are. We talk 

almost once a month to discuss the plans, we receive follow up emails, reminders, report templates, 

and feedback. Peace Direct even helps us to raise funds through other donors, they support in writing 

professional proposals, as well as in strengthening our M&E systems.”
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Relationship and communications

●● Respondents were asked to select the two options they would most like Peace Direct to do to improve its 

relationship with them.

●● Respondents’ choices are very spread. Their top request for the future would be for Peace Direct to improve 

the timing of its support. Their second choice is split between: discuss their strategy and plans with partners, 

develop a joint strategy with partners and promote more their work. 

●● The last two were respondents’ top choices in 2010 and across the cohort of NGOs.

Figure 24 Improving relationships
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Section 7: Understanding and learning

●● In all four aspects listed above, Peace Direct receives NP scores above the average for the cohort of NGOs. In 

two areas, its scores are above the 2010 survey levels.

●● The majority of respondents believe that Peace Direct has made a major contribution to their sector of work 

(70% are promoters; PD 2010: 44%; benchmark: 45%). 

●● The lowest ratings, but still above average, are given for Peace Direct’s perception by respondents as a 

‘learning organization’ (mean rating 7.7 out of 10; PD 2010: 8.2; benchmark: 7.2). 

DET % PRO %NET PROMOTOR SCORES

Figure 25  Understanding and Learning
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Understanding and learning

●● Respondents were asked to rate how likely they think it is that Peace Direct will make changes as a result of 

their answers to this survey.

●● While the NP score (promoters minus detractors) is higher in 2013 than in 2010, the mean rating is somewhat 

lower (8.6 out of 10; PD 2010: 8.9; benchmark: 7.5). Overall most organizations (66%) repeating the survey 

score equal or higher on this question the second time round. 

●● Comments regarding the survey included:

“We would like Peace Direct to take into account the observations made here, strengthen the areas where it 

excels and make changes wherever necessary.”

“[We suggest] that this should repeated every year if possible.”

Figure 26 Making improvements
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Section 8: Overall satisfaction

●● The chart shows how respondents compare Peace Direct to other NGOs/funders they receive support from, 

across each of the areas listed.

●● In all seven aspects listed above, Peace Direct is rated above the average of the cohort of NGOs and in five 

areas, its ratings are equal or higher than in 2010.

●● Peace Direct receives its highest ratings for the respect it shows to its partners (9 out of 10) and for the non-

financial support it provides them with (8.7). These results are similar to those obtained in the 2010 survey (PD 

2010: 9 for both; benchmarks: 8 and 6.8). 

●● Like for most NGOs in the cohort, respondents give the lowest NP score to how the quantity and type of 

funding Peace Direct provides compares to that of other funders (detractors 20%; PD 2010: 14%; benchmark: 

41%). 

DET % PRO %NET PROMOTOR SCORES

Figure 27 Satisfaction compared to other NGOs/funders
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Overall satisfaction

Figure 28 Peace Direct  can be described as …
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●● Like in 2010, out of 12 different options, Peace Direct respondents only chose two to describe it: ‘caring sister’ 

and ‘wise aunt’. The former is also the most popular choice across the cohort of NGOs.

●● Other qualifiers given by respondents included: ‘caring friend’ and ‘listening and caring partner’. 
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Section 8: Peace Direct’s tailored questions

This section presents findings from the tailored questions that Peace Direct selected to administer to their partners. 

These questions were not asked to any other northern NGOs partners.

If Peace Direct has organised a visit for you to the UK, what has been the most useful part of that visit?

●● 1. Highlighting our work on media; 2. Publicizing our work; 3. Networking with organizations and donors; 4 

Exchange, networking; 5. Capacity building 

●● Know how to reflect my work to international community, develop a media strategy 

●● Meeting and experience sharing with other peacebuilders. Connecting with other funding organizations. 

Understand about other conflict contexts and share lessons learned. Get inspired by work done by others’

●● The Peace exchange visit where we met with all other peace builders from around the world and shared 

extremely useful tips and information and strategies of how to better our work. I learned and got more 

international exposure too. The sharing and exposure visit was the best.

●● Meeting and exchanging with the sister organisations working in the same area. Meeting with decision-makers 

at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Parliament. 

●● Fundraising; Defend the project in front of donors; Present the activities report 

●● Share knowledge

●● Sharing knowledge and experiences with all other organisations 
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Peace Direct’s tailored questions

How is Peace Direct different from working with other organisations?

●● With Peace Direct, it’s more a human relationship rather than a robotic experience of emails. Peace Direct 

communicates regularly, respond efficiently, understand our priorities and context. They support us both 

financially and non-financially. 

●● PD provide very closely follow up and they support and understand our working environment 

●● The approach is very friendly and flexible. Always gives priority to our concerns and needs. We feel appreciated 

and encouraged. 

●● Peace direct is more hands on and further provides non-financial support in important areas like reporting 

and monitoring and technical support. We also get help with gathering more knowledge of our sectors. Peace 

direct takes interest in helping us articulate the impact of our work, promote our work to get more funding and 

constantly wants to know if they are any gaps that they might come in and help. 

●● Peace Direct listens and is not dictative in its strategies and funding or technical support offer. Peace Direct 

works with us rather than only through us. 

●● Regular support, both financial and non-financial, as well as the accompanying approach of Peace Direct, makes 

that it a special organization. 

●● Because we follow the same mission, objective, approaches… 

●● Caring 

●● Focus and value local
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Peace Direct’s tailored questions

How does Peace Direct help you overcome obstacles that you would not otherwise be able to?

●● It helped us in building our credibility at international level, and gave us coverage at international media. Peace 

Direct helped us to reach to funders to whom we might not have been able to reach by ourselves.

●● Meet with different international influencing agencies, speak about our  work in affected  venues that without 

PD we would not be able to do 

●● Listens to us and understands our views/ needs, and supports our decisions. Being flexible and dependable, so 

we can make long-term plans. By supporting us to identify conflict triggers, key messages and sensitive words. 

We are a process-oriented organization and Peace Direct supports us to be this.

●● Peace Direct’s flexibility is welcome, their readiness to understand the context we work in terms of making 

changes in budget lines and time lines makes it easier for our work especially when there are political 

obstacles involved.  Staffing of our organization is also a critical area where Peace Direct has come in to help 

raise funds to cover costs for staff salaries for short periods and also being interested in the general welfare of 

the organization

●● Their expertise, their connections and networks and also their understanding of the international peace building 

and conflict management actors has been very instrumental in the positive change and progression of our 

work.

●● Through its support and multiple exchanges on any point that requires clarification or advice 

●● Thanks to its contribution for risk management and its regular support

●● Encourages us

●● Encourages and strengthens
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Peace Direct’s tailored questions

What would you like us to do more of?

●● To help us connect with organizations working for shared cause, to help us connect with donors and media, to 

help us strengthen our organization and to help us raise funds

●● More lessons from other PD partner 

●● Raise funds for current projects. Connect us with more flexible funders. Help us to develop monitoring and 

evaluation plan that is suitable for us. Support us with more capacity building on specific fields. Promote our 

projects and outcomes

●● Exposure with the UN, exposure to DFIF governance and funding departments, linkages with other government 

aid agencies. Strongly, we would like to get a platform that we can present our work and plans and aspirations 

to the global community through UN.

●● Help enlarge the vision of our organization in order to increase the impact of our actions; Multiply exchanges 

with sister organisations

●● Promote our work at all levels

●● Increase support 

●● Should continue to support us
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Peace Direct’s tailored questions

●● Partners give a mean rating of 9.5 out of 10 for how much confidence they have in Peace Direct understanding 

and helping them reach their ambitions. 

Figure 29 Value of lobby and advocacy support 

net promoter scoresDET % PRO %
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Section 2: Financial support

Peace Direct do regular meetings to facilitate and mentor us when required by us. Peace Direct keep a check 

on our financial systems.

In our case the long gap between transfers make the work difficult and put us in danger of losing our 

community trust I suggest that PD become ready with different solutions; one it’s urgent need for money to 

implement work.

Having a reserve for exchange fluctuation, so that the project does not get affected. In case there is a saving 

at the end of the project, Peace Direct refund the money to us. They always clarify with us if the values, 

policies and goals of the Funding Organizations align with our organization before approaching potential 

funders on our behalf. 

The funding we receive from Peace Direct has supported the drive to capacitate our organization and helped 

to improve the [initials]. However, the funding has not been able to fully cater for the planned strategies 

due to the limitation of funding that Peace Direct has received from back donors, we hope that ultimately 

we will be able to get framework funding - long term funding to help us realize the goals we envision fully 

and rely less on partial funding. 

[We suggest] that Peace Direct funds the total of the core costs of our organization; that a transfer plan be 

made for the regular monitoring of movements of funds that come from Peace Direct. 

Payments should be made in appropriate phases so we can easily manage our cash flow, allocating half of 

the funds in advance

Section 3: Non-financial support 

Peace Direct helps us to improve our efficiency in implementing programs through regular contact, and 

mentorship when asked for. Peace Direct has helped us strengthen our systems. 

Regularly checking the organizational needs and catering to them appropriately. Give feedback to proposals 

and reports prepared by us to improve the standards. Introduce new tools to use in monitoring and 

evaluation and give feedback on progress. 

So far the support has been extremely useful even in our local contexts knowing full well that Peace Direct 

has partners all over the world but choose to also critically listen to and support our work. 

[We suggest] that Peace Direct funs also other areas like Human Rights- Justice - Good governance - Fight 

against gender based violence - Childhood protection in general 

Should take into account non project operational cost.

Section 9: Comments provided by respondents
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Comments provided by respondents

Section 4: Administration

We need only continuations of support to finalise the agreement requirements in time 

It’s all been a learning experience and we would urge Peace Direct to keep it up

Peace Direct should include partners at all levels in the agreement finalization process

 Monitoring and reporting 

All three comments included in main body of report

Section 5: Relationship & communications

We really appreciate the monthly skype calls with Peace Direct to share progress, get feedback, compare 

notes and then follow up through meeting notes. We also started practicing this process with our own field 

staff participant groups. 

All good

Perfect, transparent and regular communication between Peace Direct and [our organization], demonstrated 

by the numerous email exchanges and skype conversations held

Further improve our relations and communication with Peace Direct


