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PART 1 – RESULTS PROGRESS

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

	Priority Plan Outcome to which the project has contributed. Promote coexistence and peaceful resolution of conflicts (Priority Area 2)

	Priority Plan Outcome indicator(s) to which project has contributed. (2.1) National Reconciliation; (2.2) Conflict Prevention/ Management.


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:  Alternative land dispute resolution system fully operational and managed by a new national Land Agency
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Indicator 1:

Percentage of people who are aware of land rights, alternative land dispute resolution options and the Land Commission (disaggregated by men/women)



Indicator 2:

Number of cases taken in by Land Coordination Centres and resolved (disaggregated by number of cases submitted by men/women and cases resolved involving men/women)   

  

Indicator 3:

% cases holding after 1 yr

	Baseline: (Sept 2012): 

35% of key informants (officials) and 9% of the general population 

(10% men, 8% women)

Target: (Jan 2015):                                     70% of key informants (officials) and 45% of the general population of which at least 30% of women

(disaggregated by % men/women)

Progress:98.5% of key informants (officials), including the Judiciary and 68% of the general population in the ten Districts where the LCCs are operating are aware of their land rights, ADR option and the Land Commission (Source: LCCs activities report and M & E and Program Officer for Alternative Dispute field visits)
Baseline: (June 2013): 

148 cases taken by LCCs

17 cases resolved by LCCs

(not yet disaggregated by cases submitted by men/women and cases resolved involving men/women

Target: (May 2015): 

550 cases taken by LCCs 

200 cases resolved by LCCs, disaggregated by number of cases submitted by men/women and cases resolved involving men/women

Progress:1,250 land dispute cases recorded and 177 resolved with parties signing MOUs. Disaggregated data indicated that 41.44% (518 cases) were reported by women and 58.56% (732 cases) by men (MoV: LCCs activities reports and Monitoring and Evaluation reports).
Baseline: June 2013: no info
Target: May 2015: 75% have held (disaggregated by cases involving women)
Progress:85% of cases resolved have held after 1 year


Output progress at the end of project
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.

2,421 women and 5,987  males directly participated in county outreach   

            activities in project areas.


53% of Liberians in the project areas are expressing their willingness to utilize 

            the land ADR system (18% are women).


Two performance reviews of LC and LCC staff were conducted 

         508 dispute mediation practitioners trained  


LCC staff in the five Counties have followed up 91 cases from  2013 - 2015  

            (Note: Because of limited capacity, LCC staff only followed up cases where MOUs are not upheld by either party to the dispute and either party brings a complaint).

Outcome progress at the end of project
Describe progress made 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 (3000 character limit)? 
1. Reported data shows an increase in the number of persons that are aware of their  

    land rights, land ADR and who preferred to use the Alternative Dispute Resolution    

   (ADR) option through the LCCs.   During the period under review it was  reported   

   from the LCCs that 98.5% of key informants (officials), including County   

   Superintendents, Districts Commissioners, Clan chiefs and the Judiciary, and  68% 

   of the general population in the ten Districts where the LCCs operate are aware of 

   their land rights, land ADR option and the Land Commission. The LCCs are also above target for officials that are aware of the LCC operations and the ADR option.
2. Outreach, education awareness activities implemented by the LCCs have progressively reached more people.  As a result more people are bringing their land cases to the LCCs; in particular women and youth.  The outreach, education and awareness activities included radio talk shows and phone in programs on local radio stations, presentation of LCC messages, distribution and viewing of land resolution program documents. Other awareness activities included sensitization of the communities on ADR through drama performance and through town criers.

3.  The LCCs have recorded an increase in the number and percentage of cases that have been recorded.   1,250 land dispute cases have been recorded and 177  resolved. Disaggregated data indicated that 518 cases were reported by women and 732 by men. The LCCs are above target for recorded cases but below target for resolved cases. This is due to backlogs in surveys and recalcitrant behavior by some disputant during the mediation process, and lack of an enforcement mechanism.

4.  During the reporting period, 85% of cases have held after 1 year after closure of

                 the case files and monitoring of disputants' compliance to MOUs.

 

Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures
If sufficient progress was not made, what were the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How were they addressed (1500 character limit)?
1. Delays in signing AOC between UN-Habitat and Land Commission caused delayed  disbursement of funds for field activities.

2. Low achievements during 2014 was due to the EVD epidemic. This

   scenario was not foreseen and could, therefore, not have been captured in the risk management matrix. 

Outcome Statement 2:  Overlaps eliminated and synergies established with the Justice and Security Hubs;
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Indicator 1:

Joint activities undertaken with Hubs



Indicator 2:
Output Indicator 2.1

Number of referrals by Hubs to LCCs or vice versa

Indicator 3:


	Baseline: June 2013: 0 joint activities 
Target:   May 2015: 6 joint activities   
Progress:7 joint activities were held between the Bong LCC and the Gbarnga Hub
Baseline: Jun 2013: 1 referral 
Target: May 2015: 30
Progress:1 referral
Baseline: 
Target:      
Progress:     


Output progress at the end of project
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.

1. The Bong LCC received 1 referral for  land conflict through the Public Service Outreach Office of the Gbarnga Hub. The land conflict was reported to the Hub by some citizens of Kayata in Suakoko District and a referral was subsequently made to the LCC. 

2. The Bong LCC had a meeting with colleagues from the Gbarnga Hub  and discussed  strategies for fostering joint activities since both entities'work focussed on peace  consolidation.

Outcome progress at the end of project
Describe progress made 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 (3000 character limit)? 

1. Regional Justice and Security Hubs were part of the Land Dispute 

    Resolution Taskforces (LDRT) in Bong and Lofa LCCs.   

2. The Bong LCC  and the Gbarnga Hub agreed to collaborate in using the Hub's complaint  mechanism, and to conduct joint outreach activities through community engagement. 

4. Seven  joint activities were held between the Bong LCC and the Gbarnga Hub. This was above the target.

Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures

If sufficient progress was not made, what were the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How were they addressed (1500 character limit)?
The joint activities target was surpassed by Bong LCC/Gbarnga Hub alone. The referals target was not met. This was seen as good news as more community members were thought to bring land cases to the LCCs and o the courts. It is believed that the joint outreach activities were effective in guiding community members on where to take their cases according to their needs and/or preferences. More importantly, the joint outreach activities resulted in many cases being brought to the Bong LCC.
Outcome Statement 3:  Policies and transition strategy established for alternative dispute resolution
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Indicator 1:

Policy drafted



Indicator 2:
Transition strategy agreed



Indicator 3:


	Baseline: (Oct 2013)0 policies
Target: May 2014: Land dispute resolution policy drafted
Progress:Land ADR Policy drafted and awaiting inputs from taskforce members. 
Baseline: (Oct 2013)0 strategies
Target: Aug 2014: Transition strategy finalized; Jan 2015:ADR policy drafted

 

Progress:Transitional strategies have included: 

1. Advocacy and involvement of county judges to support the ADR system in Counties where the LCCs are operating. 

2. Engagement of the MOJ and Justice sector for the practice of ADR system

Baseline: 
Target:      
Progress:     


Output progress at the end of project
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.

1. 3 Land Dispute Resolution Taskforce (LDRT) meetings held at national level (reports attached)

2. 21 LDRT meeting held at county level. 

Outcome progress at the end of project
Describe progress made 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 (3000 character limit)? 

1. National Land ADR Policy Intent Statement completed at working forum in May 2014.  

2. Draft Land ADR Policy completed, awaiting inputs from taskforce members.

3. 2 transitional strategies  agreed with Ministry of Justice and the Justice Sector 

Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures

If sufficient progress was not made, what were the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How were they addressed (1500 character limit)?

Outcome Statement 4:  Improved understanding of urban disputes, and their effects on women, as well as the displaced, for Land Commission/New Agency
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Indicator 1:

Number of studies on urban  land disputes, including effects on women, and resettlement solutions



Indicator 2:

Indicator 3:


	Baseline: Jun 2013: 0 studies
Target: May 2015: 2 studies
Progress:Two studies were combined into one. The syudy report was completed in August 2014 (final urban land dispute report attached)
Baseline: 
Target:      
Progress:     
Baseline: 
Target:      
Progress:     


Output progress at the end of project
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.

1. Urban Land Disputes report completed (Report reflects on specific and realtime comflicts in two areas in Greater Monrovia and provide improve understanding and effects of urban disputes on women. The report also offers recommendations for resolution of urban disputes)
Outcome progress at the end of project
Describe progress made 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 (3000 character limit)? 

The study provided real time information for urban land conflict resolution.
Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures

If sufficient progress was not made, what were the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How were they addressed (1500 character limit)?
One study was conducted instead of the two that was initially planned. Nevertheless the study still covered both thematic areas adequately (urban land disputes including effects on women, and resettlement solutions).
1.2 Assessment of project evidence base, risk, catalytic effects, gender at the end of the project
	Evidence base: What was the evidence base for this report and for project progress? What consultation/validation process has taken place on this report (1000 character limit)?
	1. National Working Forum

2. National LDRT meetings (2)

3. County level LDRT Meetings (21)

4. Information Networking with local and international NGOs, CSOs and CBOs in land dispute resolution sector.

5. The Land Coordination Centers (LCCs) in the five counties have reduced the threat and frequencies of occurence of violent land conflicts. The Land Commission (LC) and its partners  have trained communities' mediation practitioners and established communities' mediation committees that are helping resolve land  cases using tradition mediation methodologies, that could have otherwise resulted in violence among people and communities, if the LCCs were not present. 

6. The national Land ADR policy drafted awaiting inputs from taskforce members 

7. Former disputants have also recognized the efficiency and timeliness of the ADR system and are encouraging members of their communities to utilize same, by taking cases to the LCCs.

8. Community and family relations are being consolidated


	Funding gaps: Did the project fill critical funding gaps in peacebuilding in the country? Briefly describe. (1500 character limit)
	The project provided fund to continue the support for the work of the Land Commission and Land Coordination Centers for the implementation of the land disputes prevention and resolution system in Liberia mainly focus on the ADR system.

	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)
	1. USAID's LCRP project provided training and logistical support for some the LCCs. 

2. NRC provided field support for the operation of some of the LCCs. 

3. Transitional strategy with MOJ/Justic sector has increased 

    collaboration on the ADR policy in particular for the MOJ "Access to Justice Project" 

4. County authorities are requesting for extension of the work of the LCCs in other districts of their counties where the LCCs are not operating and have continuously requested the LCCs to intervene in land cases in their communities; similarly, other County authorities are also requesting the services of the LCCs in their counties where the LCCs are currently not operating and as such more funding is needed to ensure such expansion.


	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)
	LCCs in the various counties established land mediation centres in different locations of the Districts and Communities to peacefully resolve land disputes. Mediation practitioners from different mediation centres can preside over land dispute in different centres. Where a disputant expressed dissatisfaction with any mediation practitioner, that practitioner was changed to enhance transparency. This has reduced the risk of conflicts in many communities, thus promoting peaceful co-existence.

	Gender marker: 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)
	Women, youth and other disadvantaged groups are provided equal access to LC and LCCs facilities and equal opportunity to land dispute resolution mechanism using the ADR system at the LC and LCCs. Moreover, documentation of land disputes are catalogued according to gender.

The orginal gender marker for the project was 2. It is still right because women are now considered vital in land dispute resolution in contrast to pre-project male dominance as key decision makers; women and youth are provided equal access to the project 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)
	1. There is a need to increase funding for the LCCs because some of the donors (LCRP and NRC) who were co-supporting the LCCs have ended their programs.

2. UN-Habitat had to allocate additional funds to the Land Commission to boost LCC operations midway through the project; adequate budget is recommended for the operation of the LCCs as they respresent the success of the land ADR process and this momentum should be maintained. 



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

Alternative land dispute resolution system fully operational and managed by a new Land Agency
	Indicator 1.1

percentage of people who are aware of land rights, alternative land dispute resolution options and the Land Commission (Disagrregated)
	(Sep2012): 35% of key informants (officials) and 9% if the general population (10% men, 8% women)
	(Jan 2015): 70% of key informants (officials) and 45% of the general population of which at least 30% of women (disagrregated by % men/women)
	98.5% of key informants (officials), including the Judiciary and 68% of the general population in the ten Districts where the LCCs are operating are aware of their land rights, ADR option and the Land Commission (Source: LCCs activities report and M 
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.2

Number of cases taken in by Land Coordination Centres and resolved (disaggregated by number of cases submitted by men/women and cases resolved involving men/women)     
	(June 2013): 

148 cases taken by LCCs

17 cases resolved by LCCs

(not yet disaggregated by cases submitted by men/women and cases resolved involving men/women

	(May 2015): 

550 cases taken by LCCs 

200 cases resolved by LCCs, disaggregated by number of cases submitted by men/women and cases resolved involving men/women

	1,250 land dispute cases recorded and 177 resolved with parties signing MOUs. Disaggregated data indicated that 41.44% (518 cases) were reported by women and 58.56% (732 cases) by men (MoV: LCCs activities reports and Monitoring and Evaluation report
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.3

% cases holding after 1 yr
	June 2013: no info
	May 2015: 75% have held (disaggregated by cases involving women)
	 85% of cases resolved have held after 1 year



	     
	     

	Output 1.1

Support to LC and LCC outreach work

-core support; technical assisstance


	Indicator  1.1.1

Number of persons directly partcipating in county outreach activities by LC and LCCs(including at least 35% women); % of Liberians (gender disaggregated) expressing willingness to use ADR system
	June 2013: 2850



	May 2015: at least 10,000 (MoV: LCRP data)

June 2013: no data  

March 2015: 50% of genpop and 50% women expressing willingness

	2,421 women and 5,987  males directly participated in county outreach   

            activities in project areas.

53% of Liberians in the project areas are expressing their willingness to utilize 

            the land ADR system (18% are women).



	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.1.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 1.2

5 LCCs supported

-core staff funded and operational

1 new LCC set up staff recruited, trained

-dispute resolvers trained

	Indicator  1.2.1

Performance reveiws of LC and LCC staff

Dispute resolvers trained

	Jun 2013: 0 performance reveiws 
	May 2015: 30 (1 per LCC staff member)



	Two performance reviews of LC and LCC staff were conducted 

 

	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.2.2

Dispute resolvers trained
	Jun 2013: 273 community members trained, (209 men and 64 women/30% women)
	May 2015: 750(including at least 40% women)



	508 dispute mediation practitioners trained  
	     
	     

	Output 1.3

LCC staff follow-up
	Indicator 1.3.1

# of resolved cases LCC staff have followed up in 1 year establshment
	Jun 2013 no baseline 



	Mar 2013: 150 cases (MoV: LCC database)
	LCC staff in the five Counties have followed up 91 cases from  2013 - 2015  
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 2

Overlaps eliminated and synergies established with the Justice and Security Hubs;

	Indicator 2.1

Joint ativities undertaken with hubs
	June 2013: 0 joint activities 
	May 2015: 6 joint activities
	7 joint activities were held between the LC and the Gbarnga Hub
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 2.1

Harmonised activities with Hubs

-joint outreach trips

-Land trainings by LC to Hub staff

-Referrals


	Indicator  2.1.1

# of referrals by Hubs to LCCs or vice versa
	Jun 2013: 1 referral



	May 2015: 30



	1 referral
	     
	     

	
	Indicator  2.1.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 2.2

     
	Indicator  2.2.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator  2.2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 2.3

     
	Indicator  2.3.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator  2.3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 3

Policies and transition strategy established for alternative dispute resolution
	Indicator 3.1

Policy drafted; 
	Jun 2013:  0 policies
	January 2015: Land dispute resolution policy drafted
	Land ADR Policy drafted and awaiting inputs from taskforce members.
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.2

transition strategy agreed
	Jun 2013:  0 strategies
	August 2014; Transitiona Strategy finalized
	Transitional strategies have included: 

1. Advocacy and involvement of county judges to support the ADR system in Counties where the LCCs are operating. 

2. Engagement of the MOJ and Justice sector for the practice of ADR system

	     
	     

	Output 3.1

LDRT work supported

- LCCs convene LCC county meetings

- LCCs provide data/analysis

-LCC works with national LDRT on transition

	Indicator 3.1.1

# Land Dispute ResolutionTaskforce meetings at national and county level
	June 2013: 8 national meetings 3 at county level
	May 2015: 16 meeting at national national level and 20 at county level
	 3 Land Dispute Resolution Taskforce (LDRT) meetings held at national level  and  21 LDRT meeting held at county level.
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.1.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.2

     
	Indicator 3.2.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.3

     
	Indicator 3.3.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 4

Improved land administration capacity for Land Commission/New Agency;
	Indicator 4.1

     
	Jun 2013: 0 surveyors


	May 2015: 4 mobile surveyor teams (covering all 6 LCCs)


	Surveyor team established covering the 6 counties.
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.1

Surveying teams established and utilised

-core support to teams

-surveys undertaken

	Indicator 4.1.1

# of surveys requested/carried out
	Jun 2013: 0 surveyors
	May 2015: 300
	132 land dispute survey request and surveyed 17
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.1.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.2

OUTCOME 5: Improved understanding of urban disputes, and their effects on women, as well as the displaced, for Land Commission/New Agency
	Indicator 4.2.1

Indicator 5.1: Number of studies on urban  land disputes, including effects on women, and resettlement solutions
	Jun 2013: 0 studies
	May 2015: 2 studies
	Two studies have been combined into one and study output (report) is ready. Find the final urban land dispute report as attached. The study provided realtime information for urban land conflict resolution..
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.3

OUTPUT 5.1:  Study on Urban land disputes and women 

- research study on resettlement

- realtime case studies 

-research

	Indicator 4.3.1

Indicator 5.1: RecommendationS produced for uban land dispute systems, improving women urban tenure security and resettlement solutions
	Jun 2013: there is no urban land disputes policy in place/operational
	April 2015: urban land dispute issues  including effects on women incorporated into land disputes policy
	Urban Land Disputes report completed

Report reflects on specific and realtime comflicts in two areas in Greater Monrovia 

     and provide improve understanding and effects of urban disputes on women.  Report offers recommendations for resolution 

	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     


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)
	Initially, some of the county land commissioners, surveyors and chiefs fell that the functions of the LCCs were going to overlap with their roles, which was not the case. After seeing the impact of the ADR they are willing to work with them and are even transferring cases to LCCs.

	Lesson 2 (1000 character limit)
	Lack of compensation for voluntary mediation practitioner really affected their commitment to the mediation activities. 

	Lesson 3 (1000 character limit) 
	ADR method is well accepted by the people because it enhances traditions and relationships, does not favour any participant due to position or relation, and it is provided at no cost to the disputants.

	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).
Martha Oberly Tells Her Story

Martha, 52, resides in the market town of Salayea, Lofa County.  

Several years back, a “stranger” named Amadou Dialo moved to Salayea in search of livelihood. He made a strong impression on Martha as a good businessman and potential neighbor. After several discussions, Martha agreed to allow Amadou to build a shop on her land, in a prime commercial location, next door to her own shop. She says they talked about how long she would let him stay there, but believes the discussions had not been concluded. Meanwhile, Amadou commenced building his shop, ending up with a sturdy bright blue building. He and his girlfriend worked there selling drinks and snacks. 

In mid-2011, Amadou passed away suddenly, with no conclusion on the land discussion and no payment done according to Martha. 

However, Amadou’s girlfriend, Oretha Gbehgbeh, 26, tells a different story: she believed that Martha and Amadou had a clear agreement that Martha would let Amadou use the land rent-free for 25 years, and that she, as Amadou’s effective wife and heir, should be able to stay in the shop. Martha disputed this, and demanded that Oretha get out of the shop and off the land. 

The dispute escalated; the two disputants stopped speaking. Martha took the case to the local district commissioner and court, but they were unable to resolve the case because of lack of written records. As is common, there is no legal record of Oretha’s status as Amadou’s heir; of any agreement between Martha and Amadou; or of Martha’s title to the land (though the entire community agrees that the land belongs to her). 

The local magistrate was trained by the Land Commission’s, so he referred the case to the Land Coordination Center (LCC).

LCC staff spent 3 months working to resolve the case. The elders supported by LCC staff assisted the disputants to find a solution that was acceptable to both parties. Oretha wanted to stay in the house for three years, and Martha initially only agreed to one. Finally the mediation process arrived at a satisfactory compromise: Oretha would retain the shop rent-free for 18 months, with a promise to return it to Martha in good condition at the end and to make no more palava (dispute) over the land. 

The elders and the LCC feel the solution is good because it ends the community unpleasantness, and it respects the effort and time Amadou and his girlfriend put into building the shop. In addition, the elders believe that the compromise will keep Amadou’s spirit from being angry or vengeful at Martha or at the community. Oretha feels the solution is good as it gives her a return on their investment, and recognizes her rights as the effective widow of Amadou. Martha feels the solution is good because it brings peace to her neighborhood. “By myself, I would have said no” to the compromise, she said. “But the elders did not force it on me. They suggested it. From my heart, I am satisfied with the solution. The land palava is solved forever.” 

PART 3 – FINANCIAL PROGRESS AND MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS
3.1 Comments on the overall state of financial expenditure

Please rate whether project financial expenditures were on track, slightly delayed, or off track:   FORMDROPDOWN 

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

     
Please provide an overview of project expensed 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: Alternative land dispute resolution system fully operational and managed by a new national Land Agency

	Output 1.1
	Support to LC and LCC outreach work

-core support; technical assistance

	UN-Habitat
	489,159
	386,611
	     

	Output 1.2
	5 LCCs supported

- core staff funded and operational

1 new LCC set up

-staff recruited, trained

-dispute resolvers trained

	UN-Habitat
	1,094,000
	1,094,000
	     

	Output 1.3
	LCC staff follow-up
	UN-Habitat
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 2: Overlaps eliminated and synergies established with the Justice and Security Hubs;

	Output 2.1
	Harmonised activities with Hubs

- Joint outreach trips

- Land trainings by LC to Hub staff

-Referrals

	UN-Habitat
	20,000
	20,000
	     

	Output 2.2
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 2.3
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 3: Policies and transition strategy established for alternative dispute resolution

	Output 3.1
	LDRT work supported

-LCCs convene LCC county meetings

-LCCs provide data/analyses

-LC works with national LDRT on transition 

	UN-Habitat
	20,000
	20,000
	     

	Output 3.2
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.3
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 4: Improved land administration capacity for Land Commission/New Agency;

	Output 4.1
	Surveying teams established and utilised

-core support to teams

-surveys undertaken

	UN-Habitat
	216,000
	216,000
	     

	Output 4.2
	Outcome 5 Improved understanding of urban disputes, and their effects on women, as well as the displaced, for Land Commission/New Agency    
	UN-Habitat
	30,000
	30,000
	     

	Output 4.3
	Output 5.1: Study on urban land disputes and women

-research

Study on resettlement 

-realtime case studies

-research

	UN-Habitat
	     
	     
	     

	Total
	
	
	1,869,159
	1,766,611
	     


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) (2000 character maximum):
1.
Implementation partnership

UN-Habitat provided valuable technical support and experiences from  other countries such as DRC

2.
Coordination and coherence with other projects and program


Justice and Security Hub


Justice sector


Ministry of Gender and Development (Land Desk Program)


LDRTs bring together all stakeholders in the land sector including government and private institutions

 3.
Modalities of support


Agreement of Cooperation between LC and UN-Habitat 


LCCs operations were under budgeted and UN-Habitat had to allocate additional funds to the Land Commission midway through the project.

 4.
 Support of PBF secretarial and oversight of the JSC

Support for budget revision

� 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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