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ANNUAL PROJECT progress report 
COUNTRY: Sri Lanka
REPORTING PERIOD: June 2015-June 2016
	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 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 March 2016, 2,836 acres of land had been released in Jaffna and Trincomalee districts. A total of 2,022 families (6,818 individuals) 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 were selected for the transitional shelter and WASH assistance. Through protection monitoring and focus group discussions, UNHCR has not received any complaints (i.e. 100% satisfaction), and notes that overall recipients of IRF assistance have expressed their satisfaction and contentment at 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 yet fully 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, 2,022 families have returned to their places of origin and none (0%) 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.
• 287 vulnerable IDP families were monitored at the place of displacement to ensure voluntariness of their return and informed decision making. During the reporting period, 46 focus group discussions benefiting 574 individuals (262 males and 312 females) were conducted. Diversity in age and gender among the focus groups were ensured at all locations. 

• 374 vulnerable families, including 75 female headed households, were selected to be transitional shelter recipients under this project. Construction of all 214 shelters in Trincomalee and 160 shelters in Jaffna was completed by end February 2016. 

• Under the purview of UNHCR, the construction of 82 latrines in Trincomalee and  60 in Jaffna was completed by end February 2016.
• Under the purview of UNICEF, 145 household latrines have been constructed in Trincomalee benefitting approximately 700 returnees and another 166 household latrines were constructed in the Jaffna benefitting approximately 800 returnees. 

• The rehabilitation of 20 common dug wells have been completed in resettlement areas in Jaffna for 100 households benefitting approximately 500 returnees. In Trincomalee, UNICEF supported household water supply connections through the main grid for 50 households (of the targeted 220) benefitting approximately 250 returnees.

• Mine risk education, designed for specific risk-taking population groups, including returnees, was provided for 1,216 resettled families in Jaffna and 516 families in Trincomalee. 

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)? 
 
Progress has been made in terms of land release by the government and there is a visible interest on the part of the IDPs to return to their places of origin. The project is on par with the identified government priorities of wanting to find durable solutions for the remaining conflict affected displaced persons. 
Through this project, UNHCR and UNICEF is supporting more than 2,000 families (nearly 7,000 individuals) to return to the recently released land and start rebuilding their homes and their lives. This includes access to basic services such as transitional shelter, water, sanitation, health and mine risk education, which have contributed towards building of confidence in the government resettlement process and overall peacebuilding efforts.
The project outputs are seen as a starting point in achieving durable solutions for the IDPs by government officials at both central and local levels. The assistance provided through the IRF demonstrates, among development actors as well as external parties,  the renewed will to assist the remaining displaced communities of the North and East. 

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)?
*At the start there were delays in timely construction of shelter/ latrines mainly due to monsoon weather and shortages of construction materials in the areas of return. All targets have now been met.

*Despite the release of land, there have also been instances in which the returnees were reluctant to return due to the fear of mines and limited access to quality education, income generation activities and health services. UNHCR has addressed general concerns raised by returnees prior to their return, and both agencies provided access to basic services and mine risk education to support their resettlement.   

* Setbacks in delivering outputs related to health services. Mobile clinics were initially proposed as immediate solutions for returnees, however at the time of implementation the situation had evolved with increasing numbers of returnees and the Government requested support for re/construction and equipping of existing health clinics in the North and East. UNICEF is therefore supporting the reconstruction of two health clinics (North and East), as well as related software interventions.

* While UNHCR and UNICEF are working well together to ensure close collaboration, there is a need for the multiple stakeholders involved in the resettlement areas to better coordinate amongst each other. This is particularly with regard to design and quality of infrastructure provided to avoid potential conflicts between returnees.    

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)
	The Government provides initial resettlement support only for land clearance and temporary shelter. The PBF Funds therefore filled a critical gap for longer term shelter and other basic services. Without the PBF support, families would either have been unable to return, or would have returned to very basic living conditions and in potentially highly unsafe locations if they were unaware of the mine risk. 

The IRF funds have therefore enabled the immediate resettlement of vulnerable IDP returnees in the newly released areas, thus assisting the government in solidifying its quest in reconciliation and peacebuilding. 

At project mid-point, it is evident that the need for basic services and livelihood opportunities (to ensure sustainable return) remains high, as additional lands have been returned by the government enabling more families to return to their places of origin. 


	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 one of 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 mobilised critical funding support from the United States to provide food and cash-for-work programmes that supported land clearance, water tank repair, and clearance of access roads. UNDP also mobilised support for basic livelihood assistance in the form of home gardening. The government and other donors, such as the EU, are also looking into 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 vulnerable female headed households in the selection process for shelter. Out of the 374 selected families for shelter assistance, 75 are women headed families. The 46 focus group discussions conducted included both males and females from different age groups.

MRE programs are also 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)
	• Since the resettlement process is ongoing and people have returned in batches, there has been a need for ongoing needs assessments and ground work preparations for each new batch of returnees which has meant that resources had to be diverted from ongoing implementation in other areas. However, resources have been managed effectively and this has not caused any delays in implementation or meeting the planned targets.

• Viability and sustainability of returns is at risk with insufficient access to livelihood/ income generation opportunities 

• As further land is released and new returns get underway, there is a risk of new returnees becoming disheartened in the overall process if they fail to receive adequate support. This could potentially create tensions at the local level, including with returnees in neighbouring areas that benefited from earlier PBF assistance.



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 2,836 acres of land has been released in Jafnna and Trincomalee. 2,022 families have  already returned to their places of origin. Remaining families are visiting their land on a regular basis 
	Sporadic release of land; findings of unexploded ordinances in the areas of return (created delays, as areas had to be screened/cleared again); lack of livelihood/income generation opportunities; 
	     

	
	Indicator 1.2

Percentage of IDP families reporting satisfaction with the resettlement process and support  received
	0
	75%
	100%

Of the IDPs benefitting from the IRF funds, all of them are happy with the assistance provided

	Information from protection monitoring and focus group discussions
	     

	
	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, none have been subjected to re-displacement. 
	     

	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)
	374 completed
	Adverse weather conditions and limited availability of materials in the areas of resettlement, during the construction phase of the project caused some delays.  
	Increased outputs utilizing the variance in funds due as a result of changes in the project period from 18 months to 9 months_ 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
	287 families monitored at the place of displacement.
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.2.2

Number of focus group discussions conducted at community level
	0
	24 FGDs
	46 FGDs were conducted for different age and gender groups (22 in return location and 24 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)
	311 families have benefited from household latrines     
	     
	     

	
	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
	150 families have access to an improved water source     
	The target will be met by the end of the project
	     

	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 
	Mine risk education, designed for specific risk-taking population groups, including returnees, was provided for 1,216 resettled families in Jaffna and 516 families in Trincomalee. 
	     
	     

	
	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%
	19.6 % increase (421 explosive devices reported by community members during the 11 month period since May 2015 in Valailai). 306% increase (46 explosive devices reported by community members during the 5 month period since November 2015 in Sampur) 
	The figures for MRE coverage is higher due to the fact that UNICEF also includes target families that are due to return, or could return etc.
	     


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)
	To address issues related to beneficiary selection (at the initial stages there were discrepancies between those that received shelter and latrines) coordination was improved between UNHCR and UNICEF, particularly at the field level. 

	Lesson 2 (1000 character limit)
	Community level structures were strengthened to respond to threats from mines/explosive remnants of war through the establishment of three related Information Centres in the recently released villages of Tellipalai and Kopay divisions. These Information Centres have facilitated improved reporting by community members on explosive devises resulting in the identification of new mine fields in the villages. 

	Lesson 3 (1000 character limit) 
	During implementation, strong partnerships between UNICEF and mandated government Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) service providers (such as the National Water Supply and Drainage Board) have led to building shared accountabilities in providing basic WASH facilities to returnees. In addition, the engagement of other state actors in project implementation, such as skilled and unskilled labour from the Sri Lanka Navy and heavy machinery provided by Muttur local authorities, have had positive results in terms of increased human resources and expertise (especially on local contexts); improved relationships between the government and returnees with a clear understanding of roles and responsibilities; increased reach of returnees due to project cost-savings; and sustainability of WASH services. Overall, these results contribute towards trust building in government services and confidence in ongoing peacebuilding and reconciliation efforts.  

	Lesson 4 (1000 character limit)
	While the PBF support caters to many of the initial needs, it does not include support for livelihoods which has been raised in almost all focus group discussions as a top priority. Without access to livelihoods, families are unable to return, or can only return in a partial way. Fortunately for this initiative, other partners such as WFP and UNDP have been able to move in and supplement the PBF support with livelihood assistance. However, in hindsight, a more holistic resettlement package would have enabled better targeting of support to the most vulnerable families, and potentially contributed to building greater confidence on the overall return process. 

	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).
Submitted seperately.
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
	$549,200
	Funds were added to the approved budget from output 1.2




	Output 1.2
	Protection Monitoring of all returnees across new settlements
	UNHCR
	$97,034
	$97,034  
	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. 



	Output 1.3
	WASH and Health
	UNICEF
	$453,536
	$233,604
	     

	Output 1.4
	MRE
	UNICEF
	$42,800
	$34,500     
	 

	Total:
	     
	     
	$1,142,570
	$914,338
	     


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 terms of implementation, certain services are implemented by government partners, such as water supply through the National Water Supply and Drainage Board. However, in areas such as shelter and MRE, the UN partnered with NGOs and CBOs. In conducting protection monitoring activities, UNHCR included the local government authorities, rural development and women development officers together with the implementing partners. This enabled the strengthening and awarenessraising on the needs identified by IDP returnees among the greater public service network.
The secretariat for coordinating reconcilliation mechanisms, that will oversee PBF projects has been established. UNICEF/ UNHCR continue to work closely with the Ministry of Resettlement. Coordination at the field level is carried out by the respective Divisional Secretariats 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. 
Due to the internal budgetary process, UNHCR completed all project activities by the end February 2016. UNHCR initially intended to recruit protection staff under this project, instead  conducted protection monitoring activities with its existing staff. The funds under activity 1.2 have therefore been redirected to output 1.1. and were utilized to build additional 14 shelters and 142 household latrines.
UNICEF project implementation strategy of the health component was revised based on changes in the context and upon request from the Government. Through this project, funding will be used to support the reconstruction of a health clinic in the North and one in the East. In addition, project funds will also be used to support maternal and infant mortality reviews; implementation of the Integrated Nutrition Package; training of health officers and formation of Mothers’/Community Support Groups to promote positive nutrition practices.


� 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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