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PEACEBUILDING FUND (PBF)
ANNUAL PROJECT progress report 
COUNTRY: Sri Lanka
REPORTING PERIOD: 1 january – 31 December  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Programme Title & Project Number
	

	Programme Title:  Support for Sri Lanka national reconciliation efforts by addressing grievances of the concerned sections of the population through targeted resettlement of the last of the conflict affected internally displaced persons. 
Programme Number (if applicable)      
MPTF Office Project Reference Number:
  
	
	


	Recipient UN Organizations
	
	Implementing Partners

	List the organizations that have received direct funding from the MPTF Office under this programme:  UNHCR and UNICEF



	
	List the national counterparts (government, private, NGOs & others) and other International Organizations:   Ministry of Resettlement, Resettlement Authority, Northern Provincial Government, Regional Director of Health Services, the Assistant Commissioner of Local Government, Local Government Body (Pradeshiya Sabha), National Water Supply and Drainage Board and the NGOs Rural Development Foundation (RDF), Sevalanka Foundation (SLF), SOND and EHED Caritas. 

	Programme/Project Budget (US$)
	
	Programme Duration

	PBF contribution (by RUNO) $ 1,200,000
	
	
	Overall Duration (months)  18 Months
	

	
	
	
	Start Date
 (dd.mm.yyyy) 15.06.2015
	

	Government Contribution
(if applicable)
Approximately $232,300 (U$92 per family) as resettlement grants and in-kind support 
	
	
	Original End Date
 (dd.mm.yyyy)
	14.12.2016

	Other Contributions (donors)

(if applicable)
     
	
	
	Current End date
(dd.mm.yyyy)      
	

	TOTAL:
	$ 1,200,000
	
	
	


	Programme Assessment/Review/Mid-Term Eval.
	
	Report Submitted By

	Assessment/Review  - if applicable please attach

 FORMCHECKBOX 
     Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
  No    Date:      
Mid-Term Evaluation Report – if applicable please attach          
 FORMCHECKBOX 
    Yes           FORMCHECKBOX 
  No    Date:      
	
	Name:      
Title:      
Participating Organization (Lead):      
Email address: 




PART 1 – RESULTS PROGRESS

1.1 Assessment of the current project implementation status and results 
For PRF projects, please identify Priority Plan outcome and indicators to which this project is contributing: 

	Priority Plan Outcome to which the project is contributing. N/A - IRF Project

	Priority Plan Outcome indicator(s) to which project is contributing.      


For both IRF and PRF projects, please rate this project’s overall achievement of results to date:  FORMDROPDOWN 

For both IRF and PRF projects, outline progress against each project outcome, using the format below. The space in the template allows for up to four project outcomes.
Outcome Statement 1:  Tamil confidence in the government and the peace process is increased as a result of sustainable resettlement of remaining IDPs.
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Indicator 1:

Number of families who return to their own land in Jaffna and Trincomalee



Indicator 2:
Percentage of IDP families reporting satisfaction with the resettlement process and support  received


Indicator 3:
Percentage of IDP families who become re-displaced or returned to the  displacement camps or host families

	Baseline: 0 in newly released lands
Target:   2,525 families
Progress:As of end October 2015; 1,851 acres of land has been released in Jaffna and Trincomalee districts. A total of 1,640 families have registered to return, of whom 745 families have physically returned to their places of origin. The remaining families continue to visit their land on a regular basis but are unable to return due to the unavailability of basic facilities at the point of return. 
Baseline: 0
Target: At least 75% of the targeted population.
Progress:Out of the total returning population, the most vulnerable families (about 30%) were selected for the transitional shelter and WASH assistance. Recipients of the above assistance under IRF have expressed their satisfaction and contentment in being able to return to their places of origin. However, they remain concerned about the availability of other facilities, such as access to schools, health services, transportation, electricity, prospects for livelihoods, etc., that are not available in their places of return.  
Baseline: 0
Target: Less than 5% of IDP families become re-displaced or returned to the  displacement camps or host families
Progress: Thus far, 745 families (29.5%) have returned to their places of origin and none have been subjected to re-displacement nor returned to the displacement camps or host families. 


Output progress
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome in the reporting period (1500 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.
• In total, 113 vulnerable IDP families were monitored at the place of displacement to ensure voluntariness of their return and informed decision making. During the reporting period, 28 focus group discussions, benefiting 205 families, were conducted. Diversity in age and gender among the focus groups were ensured at all locations. 

• 370 vulnerable families, including 74 female headed households, were selected to be transitional shelter recipients under this project. Construction of 210 shelters in Trincomalee and 160 shelters in Jaffna are ongoing. 

• Under the purview of UNHCR, the construction of 70 latrines in Trincomalee and  60 latrines in Jaffna are currently ongoing.
• Under the purview of UNICEF, 15 household latrines have been constructed, benefitting 60 returnees, in Trincomalee. Another 271 latrine constructions are ongoing in resettlement areas in the North (166 latrines) and East (105 latrines).
• The rehabilitation of 20 dug wells is ongoing in resettlement areas in Jaffna. In Trincomalee, 140 households are gaining access to treated drinking water through the main grid, with UNICEF supporting the household water supply connections.
•Mine risk education, designed for specific risk-taking population groups, including returnees, was provided for 350 resettled families.
 

Outcome progress
Describe progress made during the reporting period toward the achievement of this outcome. This analysis should reflect the above indicator progress and the output achievement. Is there evidence of the outcome contributing to peacebuilding and to the specific conflict triggers? Is the theory of change that underpins the project design still relevant for this outcome (3000 character limit)? 
Since the implementation phase of the project has just commenced, it is too early to see results at the outcome level in terms of overall Tamil confidence in the government and peace process. However, important progress has been made interms of land release and returns.  

During the planning phase, the sector-based assessments and consultations were participatory and engaged relevant local authorities in prioritising needs, designing interventions and initiating action plans. In addition, both UNHCR and UNICEF facilitated discussions around the needs of the IDP families involving both national and provincial level authorities, thereby strengthening coordination and communication between the different levels of government. This will reinforce confidence of IDPs in the ability and willingness of the government to address their needs and help them re-establish their lives in their places of origin.
The project is on par with the identified government priorities of wanting to find durable solutions for the remaining displaced persons due to conflict. The project outputs are seen as a starting point in achieving this goal by government officials at both central and local levels. The assistance provided through the IRF is exemplified among development actors, as well as the external parties, to indicate the renewed government will to assist the remaining displaced communities of the North and East. 
The theory of change used holds.

Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures
If sufficient progress is not being made, what are the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How are they being addressed and what will be the rectifying measures (1500 character limit)?
Since the commencement of the project in mid-June 2015, key challenges for achieving timely construction targets have been the monsoon weather and shortage of construction materials in the areas of return. Therefore, limited results can be reported in this annual report, particularly at the outcome level. 

However, the planning and preparatory phase is complete with all sector assessments finalised, action plans developed and beneficiaries selected. Through this process, consultations have been held with relevant government counterparts and partnerships established for the implementation phase.

Another key challenge in the North has been the reluctance of returnees to resettle in Thellipalai division, Jaffna district due to the risk of mines, as well as limited access to quality education and health services. In addition, direct access roads have not been released by the Government and people have to take longer routes to access their areas of origin. To safeguard people from the current threat of mines, Mine Risk Education (MRE) is being provided to those resettling in the targeted areas. The provision of transitional shelter, water and sanitation facilities, health services and MRE through this project will contribute to addressing some of the concerns of the returnees and increase their confidence in the resettlement process. At the same time, the UN continues to advocate with the Government for release of land for direct access roads and improved access to services   

1.2 Assessment of project evidence base, risk, catalytic effects, gender in the reporting period
	Evidence base: What is the evidence base for this report and for project progress? What consultation/validation process has taken place on this report (1000 character limit)?
	The evidence base for this report are sector-based needs assessments available with local government authorities; activity plans; beneficiary lists; UNHCR/UNICEF field officer monitoring visit reports and focus group discussion reports. Both UNHCR and UNICEF field officers directly monitor progress at site, as well as consult with key stakeholders on progress made.    



	Funding gaps: Did the project fill critical funding gaps in peacebuilding in the country? Briefly describe. (1500 character limit)
	Despite the renewed will of the government to resettle the last remaining IDPs in the country, it has limited resources to achieve durable solutions on behalf of them. The fact that many development actors had withdrawn their support since the end of the conflict did not help the transformation in the political will to implement speedy resettlement. Hence, IRF funds were directed towards the immediate resettlement of the remaining IDPs in the newly released areas, with the hope to assist the government in solidifying its quest in reconciliation and peacebuilding. It is still too early to see the impact at the outcome level of this project. 

	Catalytic effects: Did the project achieve any catalytic effects, either through attracting additional funding commitments or creating immediate conditions to unblock/ accelerate peace relevant processes? Briefly describe. (1500 character limit)
	Yes, the IRF funds are the first of limited allocated funds to address the needs of the remaining conflict-affected IDPs in the North and East of Sri Lanka. Following the IRF funds, other UN agencies, development partners and NGOs aligned their programmes to address some of the immediate, yet unmet, needs identified for the returning families, for example WFP is providing unconditional food vouchers for 45 days and cash for work for four months and SAH/SDC, as well as UNDP, are conducting assessments to provide livelihood support. There have been indications that other development partners such as the EU plan on providing permanent housing assistance for the returning IDPs. 

	Risk taking/ innovation: Did the project support any innovative or risky activities to achieve peacebuilding results? What were they and what was the result? (1500 character limit)
	No

	Gender: How have gender considerations been mainstreamed in the project to the extent possible? Is the original gender marker for the project still the right one? Briefly justify. (1500 character limit)
	UNHCR and UNICEF have ensured gender equality in assistance and participation. UNHCR prioritised female headed households in the selection process for shelter. Out of 370 selected families for shelter assistance, 74 are women headed families. The 28 focus group discussions conduced included both genders from different age groups.

MRE programs are designed based on the different target group needs in the villages. Women are a key target group (despite a comparatively low causality rate amongst women) due to the fact that they are the primary care giver of children and play a key influential role in the family. Causality data is disaggregated by age and sex and identifies the activity the victim was engaged in at the time of the incident, which is critical for assessing risks and identifying patterns of risk-taking behaviours specific to a particular sex and age group, as well as designing more tailored MRE. 

In the WASH sector, female headed households are prioritised in the beneficiary selection process. In addition, improved access to water and sanitation facilities has additional benefits for mothers and adolescent girls who are typically tasked with fetching water over long distances, as well as require privacy, comfort and safety when using sanitation facilities. 


	Other issues: Are there any other issues concerning project implementation that should be shared with PBSO? This can include any cross-cutting issues or other issues which have not been included in the report so far. (1500 character limit)
	The weather (Monsoon) continues to hinder excavations and construction work delaying the progress to-date.

Another observation made thus far is that, comparatively, more people are actively resettling in the Eastern Province, whereas progress is visibly slow in the North. This is due to the fact that majority of the targeted communities that were displaced in the North have been living with host families (as opposed to welfare centres) and are therefore reluctant to move to an area that lack basic services/livelihood prospects and has residual risks such as mines. However, in the Eastern Province, the strong commitment of political and operational actors in the resettlement process and engagement with donors and other stakeholders has been a positive factor in expediting resettlement and ensuring access to critical services.  



1.3 INDICATOR BASED PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT: Using the Project Results Framework as per the approved project document- provide an update on the achievement of key indicators at both the outcome and output level in the table below. Where it has not been possible to collect data on indicators, state this and provide any explanation in the qualitative text above. (250 characters max per entry)
	
	Performance Indicators
	Indicator Baseline
	End of project Indicator Target
	Current indicator progress
	Reasons for Variance/ Delay

(if any)
	Adjustment of target (if any)

	Outcome 1

Tamil confidence in the government and the peace process is increased as a result of sustainable resettlement of remaining IDPs
	Indicator 1.1

No of families who return to their own land
	0
	2,525 families
	So far 1,851 acres of land has been released in Jafnna and Trincomalee. 1,640 families registered to return, out of these 745 families have  returned to their places of origin. Remaining families are visiting their land on a regular basis 
	The Government was expecting to release around 2,000 acres of land within 2015 in Jaffna and Trincomalee which belongs to around 2,200 families.  
	     

	
	Indicator 1.2

Percentage of IDP families reporting satisfaction with the resettlement process and support  received
	0
	75%
	30% (only 30% of the IDPs whose land was released are benefitting from the IRF funds, and all of them are happy with the assistance provided)
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.3

 Percentage of IDP families who become re-displaced or returned to the  displacement camps or host families
	0
	< 5 %of the target 2,525 families
	0%
	Out of the families who returned to their places of origin (29.5% ), none have been subjected to re-displacement. A reluctance to move is observed among some IDPs due to the delays/unavailability of basic services/ livelihood prospects etc.   
	     

	Output 1.1

Land, housing and property assistance is provided for most vulnerable returnee families

	Indicator  1.1.1

Number of vulnerable families provided with land, housing and property  assistance  through IPs
	0
	360 Shelters ( Original target)
	260 in progress at different stages
	Adverse weather conditions in the areas resttlement.
	Target increased to 370 Shelters and 130 household latrines to utilise the variance in funds due to changes in project period from 18 months to 9 months as per the internal budgeting procedure of UNHCR.

	
	Indicator 1.1.2

     
	0
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 1.2

Protection needs of newly resettled families monitored
	Indicator  1.2.1

Number of individuals monitored at places of displacement to ensure voluntariness of return and informed decision. 
	0
	50% of the targetted returnee families
	30.5% (113 families) monitored at the place of displacement.
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.2.2

Number of focus group discussions conducted at community level
	0
	24 FGDs
	28 FGDs were conducted for different age and gender groups (16 in return location and 12 in the place of displacement).
	     
	     

	Output 1.3

Essential Sanitation and health services provided for resettling families


	Indicator 1.3.1

Number of families benefitting from a latrine
 

	0
	336 (186 in the North, and 150 in the East)
	15
	The construction of 186 latrines are 50% complete in the North. In the East, 105 latrines are between 30-50% complete.
Note - indicators changed from ‘proportion’ to ‘number’ as resettlement happening more gradually than expected

	The target has increased as a result of savings in the cost of each latrine due to contributions by relevant stakeholders, as well as the beneficiaries themselves

	
	Indicator 1.3.2

Number of families with access to an improved water source
	0
	420 (40 common wells benefitting 5 families each in the North, and 220 household water connections from the national grid in the East
	0
	The construction of 20 common dug wells is ongoing in the North (50% complete)
Note - indicators changed from ‘proportion’ to ‘number’ as resettlement happening more gradually than expected

	Water bowsering was the initial plan for first 3 mths in the North but the govt is handling this. Therefore UNICEF focus is on dug wells. In the East, the water supply grid is being extended to give connections to each household. 

	Output 1.4
Returning population know how to identify mines and UXOs, and know what to do 

	Indicator  1.4.1

Number of returning people provided with MRE
	0
	2,525 families 
	350 families 
	     
	     

	
	Indicator  1.4.2

% increase of Mine/UXOs reported to authorities
	32 explosive devices were reported by the community in Valailai over 1 month
	10%
	74% increase (278 explosive devices reported by community members during the five month period since May 2015) 
	     
	Indicator and target adjusted based on context


PART 2: LESSONS LEARNED AND SUCCESS STORY  
2.1 Lessons learned

Provide at least three key lessons learned from the implementation of the project. These can include lessons on the themes supported by the project or the project processes and management.

	Lesson 1 (1000 character limit)
	UNICEF's engagement between Mine Risk Education agencies, the Sri Lanka Army/Humanitarian Demining Unit (SLA/HDU) and demining agencies resulted in temporary solutions for critical issues faced by villagers. For example, in Valalay Grama Sevaka division, Kopay District Secretariat division, Jaffna District, the villagers found three big explosive devices inside the sea, which posed significant risks for fisherman. Based on the reports received, the MRE agancy took prompt action to remove the explosive deveices with the help of the SLA/HDU and demining agency. This enabled fisherman to resume their livelihoods and increased their trust and confidence in military officers that responded promtly and effectively to safeguard their lives. 

	Lesson 2 (1000 character limit)
	 At the preparatory stage of the project, local government authorities presented UNHCR with a master list of registered returnees for beneficiary assessment. During the joint assessment for beneficiary selection, UNHCR was informed that neither the extended IDP families (2nd and 3rd generation) or the families with individuals holding government jobs should not be considered as beneficiaries. However after much deliberation, the Ministry of Resettlement, Reconstruction and Hindu Religious Affairs indicated that the extended IDP families can be considered as beneficiaries. This prevents discrimination and provides an equal opportunity for all displaced families who are vulnerable to obtain assistance under this project. This was a helpful policy decision for future interventions also.  

	Lesson 3 (1000 character limit) 
	     

	Lesson 4 (1000 character limit)
	     

	Lesson 5 (1000 character limit)
	     


2.2 Success story (OPTIONAL)
Provide one success story from the project implementation which can be shared on the PBSO website and Newsletter as well as the Annual Report on Fund performance. Please include key facts and figures and any citations (3000 character limit).
     
PART 3 – FINANCIAL PROGRESS AND MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS
3.1 Comments on the overall state of financial expenditure
Please rate whether project financial expenditures are on track, slightly delayed, or off track:   FORMDROPDOWN 

If expenditure is delayed or off track, please provide a brief explanation (500 characters maximum):

 
Please provide an overview of expensed project budget by outcome and output as per the table below.

	Output number
	Output name
	RUNOs
	Approved budget
	Expensed budget
	Any remarks on expenditure

	Outcome 1:      

	Output 1.1
	Land, housing and Property assistance
	UNHCR
	$549,200
	$440,359.00
	Funds were added to the approved budget from output 1.2.

The current Operative budget for this output is $ 621,785 excluding indirect support costs.


	Output 1.2
	Protection Monitoring of all returnees across new settlements
	UNHCR
	$97,034
	$75,000.00   
	Please refer to final section of report which explains that these funds have been re-programmed towards output 1.1 since Protection Monitoring has been conducted through existing UNHCR capacity. 
* A detailed revised budget for UNHCR activities under PBF will be submitted seperately.


	Output 1.3
	WASH and Health
	UNICEF
	$453,536
	$155,769
	     

	Output 1.4
	MRE
	UNICEF
	$42,800
	0
	Existing funds have been utilised till the PBF funding was received 

	Total:
	     
	     
	1,142,570
	     
	     


3.2 Comments on management and implementation arrangements

Please comment on the management and implementation arrangements for the project, such as: the effectiveness of the implementation partnerships, coordination/coherence with other projects, any South-South cooperation, the modalities of support, any capacity building aspect, the use of partner country systems if any, the support by the PBF Secretariat and oversight by the Joint Steering Committee (for PRF only). Please also mention if there have been any changes to the project (what kind and when); or whether any changes are envisaged in the near future (2000 character maximum):
In delivering the project results, UNHCR and UNICEF work very closely with the local authorities, implementing partners and beneficiaries themselves. The project also benefits from other forms of assistance that UN agencies have rendered in the form of capacity building of the government land registries etc.

In terms of implementation, certain services are implemented by government partners, such as water supply through the National Water Supply and Drainage Board and mobile health clinics with the Regional Director of Health Services. However, in other areas such as shelter and MRE, the UN is partnering with NGOs and CBOs. In conducting protection monitoring activities, UNHCR includes the local government authorities, rural development officers and women development officers together with the implementing partners. This enables UNHCR to strengthen and raise awareness on the prevailing needs of the IDP returnees among the greater public service network and interested agencies working in the target areas. 

With regard to coordination at the field level, the respective Divisional Secretariats are leading, with support from the UN Field Coordination Officers. UNICEF and UNHCR take place in all coordination meetings, and at the same time, work alongside each other to ensure sequenced targeting of support etc. 

The high-level Steering Committee that will oversee all PBF projects has not yet been established. However, UNICEF and UNHCR are working closely with the Ministry of Resettlement.

Due to the internal budgetary process, UNHCR intends to complete all activities by the end of first quarter in 2016. While it was initially intended to recruit protection monitoring staff under this project, UNHCR has instead conducted protection monitoring with existing staff. The funds under activity 1.2 have therefore been redirected to output 1.1, and the target for shelters has increased to 370, and it is planned to also construct 130 additional household latrines.

� The MPTF Office Project Reference Number is the same number as the one on the Notification message. It is also referred to “Project ID” on the � HYPERLINK "http://mdtf.undp.org" ��MPTF Office GATEWAY�


� The start date is the date of the first transfer of the funds from the MPTF Office as Administrative Agent. Transfer date is available on the � HYPERLINK "http://mdtf.undp.org/" ��MPTF Office GATEWAY�


� As per approval of the original project document by the relevant decision-making body/Steering Committee.


� If there has been an extension, then the revised, approved end date should be reflected here. If there has been no extension approved, then the current end date is the same as the original end date. The end date is the same as the operational closure date which is when all activities for which a Participating Organization is responsible under an approved MPTF / JP have been completed. 


� Please note that financial information is preliminary pending submission of annual financial report to the Administrative Agent. 
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