
Mid-term Evaluation of the
Somalia Joint Justice Programme
[image: image1.png]FundsReceived (MPTF + non-MPTF; USD)

018 2019 Total
UNDP (incl. IDLO) 1315156 9956515 11,505,103
UN Women 24200 417450 441,650
200,860 569,141 §70,001

11,043,539 12,816,754





Final Report
Submitted to UNDP Somalia  
May 2020

List of Acronyms
A2J – Access to Justice
ADR – Alternative Dispute Resolution
AGO – Attorney General‘s Office 
AWP – Annual Work Plan
BPR – Business Process Review
CAS – Comprehensive Approach to Security CBA – Cost-benefit analysis
CEDAW – Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination against Women 
CPD – Country Programme Document
CSO – Civil society organization
CVE – Countering Violent Extremism DaO – Delivering as One
FGS – Federal Government of Somalia FMS – Federal Member State
GEWE – Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment
GFP – Global Focal Point
HRJP – Human Rights Joint Programme HRPG – Human Rights Protection Group
IDLO – International Development Law Organisation 
IP – Implementing partner
ISSGP – Integrated Security Sector Governance programme JCM – Justice and Corrections Model
JCP – Joint Corrections Programme
JJCS – Joint Justice and Corrections Section JJP – Joint Justice Programme
JP – Joint Programme
JPLG – Joint Programme on Local Governance
JPP – Joint Police Programme
JSC – Judicial Services Commission 
JPSP – Joint Police Support Programme
JS – Justice Sector
KAP-B – Knowledge, attitude, practices/behavior 
M&E– Monitoring and Evaluation
MER – Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting
MIS – Monitoring Information System
MOCA – Ministry of Constitutional Affairs
MoJ – Ministry of Justice
MoV – Means of Verification
MoWHRD – Ministry of Women and Human Rights Development MTE – Mid-term  evaluation
NDP – National Development Plan NGO – Non-governmental organization
OHCHR  –  Office of  the United Nations  High Commissioner  for  Human Rights 
PUNO – Participating United Nations Organisation
RBM – Results-Based Management 
RoL – Rule of Law
ROLSIG – Rule of Law and Security Institutions Group 
SBA – Somali Bar Association
SGBV – Sexual and gender-based violence
SSR – Security Sector Reform
SPU – Specialized Prosecutorial Units
TDR – Traditional Dispute Resolution ToC – Theory of Change
ToR – Terms of Reference 
UN – United Nations
UNDP – United Nations Development Programme
UNEG – United Nations Evaluation Group UNICEF – United Nations Children’s Fund
UNSOM – United Nations Assistance Mission in Somalia
UN Women – United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women 
UPR – Universal Periodic Review
VAW – Violence against Women

Table of Contents
List of Acronyms
(page i)
Executive Summary (page iv)
1. Introduction (page 1)

2. MTE’s Purpose and Scope (page 4)

3. Methodology and Data Sources (page 6)

4. MTE Management Arrangements and Schedule
 (page 10)
    5. MTE Findings & Conclusions by Evaluation Criterion (page 11)



5.1. Relevance (page 11)



5.2. Effectiveness (page 13)



5.3. Efficiency (page 15)



5.4. Sustainability (page 19)



5.5. Impact (page 21)



5.6. Conclusion (page 22)
    6. MTE Recommendations (page 23)    
Annexures
7. Annex A – MTE Evaluation Matrix (page 28)
8. Annex B – Traffic Light Analysis of Key Results (page 35)

9. Annex C – Terms of Reference (page 37)

            10. Annex D – Literature consulted (page 46) 

        11. Annex E – Case Studies (Vignettes) (page 48)

    12. Annex F – Bio-info about Evaluation Team Members (page 57)
    Executive Summary
The Somalia Joint Justice Programme (JJP) has a programmatic focus on a. building the capacity of justice actors and institutions to respond to the needs of the vulnerable including the provision of gender responsive services; and b. addressing social changes in view of supporting the institutional reforms. It thus addresses both supply as well as demand side issues. The JJP supports legal reform through such diverse and inter-related upstream and downstream measures as: a. legal empowerment through legal aid; support for establishing and operating community-based mechanisms (community capacity enhancement/CC and non-violent communication) to support women, IDPs and members of minority clans, seeking justice or redress; b. supporting the establishment of community dispute resolution centers and special prosecutions cells for SGBV cases; and c. the provision of trainings targeting judges, prosecutors, court staff and lawyers, and building the capacity building at community level to promote justice reform. 
JJP interventions include measures to enhance the representation and participation of women in judicial processes (e.g., in the adjudication of cases at CDRCs), by increasing the number of female personnel in justice institutions and capacity building measures. Trainings include transformational coaching for women leaders and traditional/religious leaders to increase the participation of women in traditional justice mechanisms. The life cycle of the JJP spans 30 months (08/2018-12/2020). Participating entities include UNDP, UNICEF, UNSOM-ROLSIG, UN Women, and IDLO. Donors include the EU, the Netherlands, Sweden and the UK. The total budget is US$ 20,299,192. 
The Mid-term evaluation (MTE JJP) serves the purpose of taking stock of progress against planned results at the mid-point of programme implementation. In particular, the MTE is meant to gauge the JJP‘s contribution to enhanced access to justice for marginalized groups and those in vulnerable positions. This includes the most vulnerable women, youth and children as well as members of minority clans. The MTE serves the purpose of accountability to national stakeholders, the Executive Board and funding partners. 
Through a participative approach, the MTE provided different actors and stakeholders with the opportunity to share their insights and recommendations. The MTE is meant to allow for programmatic fine-tuning and planning via evidence-based recommendations allowing to a. capitalize on additional opportunities, b. take corrective actions to resolve outstanding issues and improve project performance for the remainder of the project duration, c. enact adjustments and overall prioritisation of programme activities, d. help in strategizing regarding outcome measurement of UNDP CPD; and e. facilitate a discussion & critique of the strategic direction of the programme.
The scope of the MTE is to assess the relevance of the JJP design, to gauge its effectiveness incl. the implementation status and progress towards achieving expected outcomes and any unexpected outcomes, and identify the likelihood of achieving set objectives. The MTE establishes the efficiency and sustainability of the JJP. It identifies and analyzes lessons learned, best/worst practices, success stories, and provides information on the nature and extent of potential impact. 
The evaluation team consisted of one IC and two national experts based in Baidoa and Kismayo, respectively. Case study interviews were co-facilitated by two local female UNDP experts with previous experience as ex-mobile court and alternative dispute resolution (ADR) support staff. The methodology was based on a mixed method approach collecting and analyzing quantitative and qualitative data from primary and secondary sources, applying purposive sampling.
Primary data was gathered through key informant interviews and focus group discussions with participating organizations, Federal and Federal Member State level institutional partners and beneficiaries, donor representatives, grassroots-level implementing staff,  formal institutional staff (MinJus, AGO, Courts) and traditional justice sector personnel (elders, ulemas, women‘s leaders); ii. ADR, NVC, mobile court beneficiaries), and end beneficiaries. An evaluation matrix served as guiding reference to navigate the semi-structured interviews at central level and during the 3-day field visits to Baidoa and Kismayo.  
Somewhere we need to inform the readers which version of the project document did we use for the MTE? Was it pre-August 2019 where the outputs were changed or the first version?
RELEVANCE:  The JJP‘S relevance must be rated as high in view of its contribution to, or alignment with, several international and national objectives including: i. SDGs 16 & 5; iii. SCR 1325 (Women, Peace and Security); iv. NDP 2017-2019 goal (“Establish independent, accountable and efficient justice institutions capable of addressing the justice needs of the people of Somalia”); v. NDP RoL  Pillar; vi. the Justice & Corrections Model; vii. Justice Sector SP 2018-2020; viii. Security Pact Agreement on a federal justice sector model; ix. Transition Plan & CAS Strands 2B-Police, 2C-Justice, 3-CRESTA/A, 4 P/CVE; x. UNSOM JJCS RoL Mandate (based on various SCRs, i.a.: # 2102/2013), 2358/2017), 2461/2019); xi. UN RoL Framework in line with Justice Sector SP 2018-2020; xii. UNSF Strategic Priorities 3&4; xiii. agency mandates and strategic plans (e.g., UNDP SP & SOM CO CPD).
EFFECTIVENESS:  The advancement against set indicator targets is largely in line with the expectations as well as expenditure levels. Close to half of the result indicators show good to excellent progress, in some cases already exceeding the set target for the entire programme cycle. The remaining indicators show decent or at least some basic advancement. In terms of service delivery, community-oriented approaches comprised such results as training 40 master trainers, on methodology and tools of community conversations ; who went on to train a total of 150 community facilitators across 5 FMS, each with 3 sites for community conversations. 
Access to justice and human rights through was improved quite significantly through such approaches as: a.) legal aid services resulting in 4,000+ beneficiaries (75% women) by end 2019 (against a final target of 8,000 / 50% female; b.) 5,000+ beneficiaries (40% women) using ADR centers, already well beyond the final target of 2,000 users; c.) 1,040 beneficiaries (45% women) using mobile courts (more than double the final target of 500).  
Key results under the “Institutional Capacity” Outcome included substantial contributions towards an agreement on a coherent Justice and Corrections Model (JCM) agreed upon by FGS and FMS. Coordinated support provided to the Constitutional Review Process has recently been the main vehicle for advancing political consensus on the JCM. 2 ROL WG meetings were held at FGS level; a ROL WG was set up in Puntland resulting in 9 RoL coordination meetings by late 2019; the Supreme Court & FGS MoJ conducted 7 consultations in FMS, on the justice model. In addition, institutional and technical capacities of key justice institutions were strengthened through the drafting or review of 45 laws, policies, and legislations. Moreover, a draft road map was produced for the transfer of high-risk and serious crime cases, from military to civilian courts.  
Also, the Somali Bar Associations Secretariat was operationalized, 7 courts in 4 FMS received manual case management systems, all 14 district courts in Banadir FMS received electronic case management systems; and the process of setting up a Judicial Training Institute and a related judicial training master plan has well progressed. Finally, there is now a fully functional SGBV Unit at AGO in Mogadishu, staffed by 4 prosecutors (in line with gender parity); Juvenile Justice diversion guidelines were developed and successfully implemented in 332 cases; and 113 students received legal scholarships (70 and 43 for Mogadishu University and Puntland University, respectively).
EFFICIENCY & SUSTAINABILITY: In terms of programme efficiency, the JJP reaches decent standard and performance levels, as expressed by the impressive 2-year delivery or fund absorption rate of around 90% by agency, and overall. In terms of gender-specific results, the programme has set itself, and for quite a few indicators has reached or even spectacularly exceeded, GEWE-specific participation rate targets. Furthermore, the JJP‘s sustainability can be rated as decent. The likelihood that programme results (including supply-side and demand-side benefits such as advances in the legal architecture/eco-system, infrastructure, institutional and individual capacity; attitudinal changes among the population incl. the victims/survivors of SGBV cases) can be upheld and continued in the long run, obviously again depend on a number of factors that go beyond the remit of the JJP since dependent on the progress and success of the RoL portfolio, at large.

With regards to inclusiveness and participation-levels, the JJP scores high marks, esp. ever since the vertical and horizontal power differentials between FGS and FMS, and MoJ/AGO/the Supreme Court have been taken into account to a larger degree. Stakeholder interviews yielded insights into quite satisfactory levels of buy-in and ownership of JJP interventions and related results, among duty bearers and rights holders. In many respects, it is far too early to measure the impact of activities and new mechanisms. However, the programme stands a decent chance of enhancing social transformation over the long term through the activities and results it has implemented and supported, namely by creating and fostering; i. a conducive environment, ii. perception and attitudinal change at a large-scale/societal level, as well as iii. changes in the behaviour and practices. 

The interplay and ensuing dynamics of these various measures shows some promising results, already, as can be seen in the dedicated sections above, specifically in the sub-chapters about the JJP‘s effectiveness and sustainability. On the other hand, there are a number of potential, hitherto dormant or not yet fully and officially embraced synergies. A case in point is the potential positive impact of the ADR centers with its formula of inclusive representation of clan elders, civil society/women‘s group leaders/“female elders“, and oulema (religious experts in exegisis and interpretation of the sha‘ria or Koranic law). 

The JJP aims to work constructively with existing social structures. Given the clan-based character of Somali society, the regulatory power of tribal elders cannot be underestimated. The current set-up is a step in the right direction in the sense that beneficial, advantageous features of this phenomenon are tapped into while its potential aberrations are better held in check through the ADR set-up than is the case in a traditional xeer/customary law environment. The key problem consists in the disregard for proper investigation and accountability, with tribal elders intervening in favour of their clan members regardless of gravity of the crime committed, leaning on policemen and statutory courts etc. to release culprits or show undeserved leniency.)  

6.  MTE Recommendations

     A - Strategic level:


1.) Taking into the respective value and cost of justice sector sub-systems and the comparative 
value and role of the UN in view of its role to strengthen capacity, introduce innovative features 
and approaches, serve as convenor bringing together stakeholders, support coordination and 
strategic planning via evidence-based data etc., all this with scarce resources serving as JJP 
budget, respect an equitable budget share between the formal and traditional justice sectors;


2.) Design and introduce district clusters served by a single court-house, rather than pursuing 
the approach of one court per district which is financially unsustainable, at least for the time 
being (justice staff only receiving allowances way beyond the pegged salary, for the time being, 
due to budget shortages);


3.) Accelerate finalization of the Judicial Training Institute and use it for pre- and in-service 
training of justice sector staff, as soon as possible;

4.) Revisit the justice and corrections model to identify and address weaknesses and embrace strengths and potentialities of current hybrid, plural legal practice; 


5.) Re-establish the chain of justice (Justice  & Police and Corrections JPs) during the next 
programme cycle by articulating the nexus between holding the perpetrator during pre-trial and 
trial/prosecution and serving a prison term in case of related sentence, incl. the (re)integration 
component;

6.) Consider moving towards/ramping up (elements of) restorative justice (cf. Nepal, South Africa, Rwanda: gacaca for reconciliation/reintegration; restorative justice pilot studies to be taken up on experimental basis; to be up-scaled if found effective); N.B.: Given the complexity of such an undertaking, a wholly independent RoL programme outside the JJP would seem appropriate;

7.) Strengthen UN-internal programmatic coordination through joint programming, both within 
JP/ROL and beyond ROL to tap into dormant potential synergies;


8.) Reconsider MPTF programming restrictions flowing, or derived from, its budget line system 
set up according to sectoral silo logic;


9.) Look into building the body of administrative law and building related legal 
institutional/technical capacity;


10.) Operational Costs: a. formal courts: Find ways for regular payment of JS staff; b. traditional 
JS: Introduce case incentive payments and at least partial transport support for high-risk 
mediation; 

B – Technical/operational level:


11.) Ensure speedy unobstructed transfer of cases of mobile court cases marked for referral to 
the docket at regular district court level, by eliminating gate-keeping etc.;

12.) Governance: Embrace JP modality‘s advantages by doing away with separate bilateral 
single-agency LoAs between a JJP participating agency and specific justice sector entity; by, 
instead, having all participating agencies sign joint high-level UN-IP LoAs with each 
joint/common partner entity, respectively;


13.) Strengthen UN-internal coordination and synergies with gender-specific activities outside 
the JJP, i.a. through better coordination of gender-specific A2J activities currently supported by 
UN Women and/or UNDP both within and outside the JJP, and UNFPA‘s design efforts in view 
of  a legal aid package; 


14.) Gender-specific legal code in hospitals and other critical areas/domains to be revisited;


15.) Organize inter-regional exchange and consider setting up (virtual) communities of practice 
for experience sharing among specific categories of justice sector experts esp. in the informal 
sector (i.e., ADR women’s representatives, CCE MTs/facilitators etc.) who until now do not have 
fora to swap lessons learned and best practices, discuss issues and challenges to develop new 
ideas etc.;
16.) Scale up the use of suitable communication measures to enhance legal literacy and inform right holders about the legal landscape, the purpose of law and architecture of the legal sector, their collective and individual entitlements/rights and available services; 

17.) Enhance the support of the indigent in formal courts, through the SBA;
C – M&E:


18.) Retroactively identify and introduce baseline values and final targets for all those indicators 
that are stilling missing related data points;

19.) SMARTen draft traffic light matrix (in line with revised copy submitted by IC on March 27, 
2020);
20.) Introduce revised traffic light matrix as primary programme monitoring, reporting and 
evaluation tool;

21.) Use representative sampling tool to inform the Key Performance Indicator: 
“Women/vulnerable groups/youth/men having trust in justice services (formal courts and 
alternative dispute resolutions mechanisms)” ; target: “Noticeable increase in levels of trust”;

22.) Design and implement qualitative applied research protocol to test the hypothesis that 
A2J is about a mutually reinforcing, iterative dynamic process of stabilization, security and the 
existence of, and trust in, legal institutions;

23.) Carefully study the strengths and weaknesses of the Puntland-based SPU (specialized 
prosecutorial units) to finetune the model for country-wide replication of forensic labs;

24.) Study the use of, and finetune, the newly existing electronic MIS/case file system which 
was just introduced in Benadir, at the level of the Supreme Court and AGO; so that it can be 
enhanced and a national JS-MIS can be designed and introduced in the future, thus replacing 
the manual case management systems;
25.) Consider if and how M&E and applied research functions could be integrated culminating in a data and research unit ensuring an oversight function; or possibly even an evidence/data-driven policy think tank.
1. Introduction
The Joint Justice Programme is based on the experience of, and lessons learned from, the Joint Rule of Law Programme. Following the recommendations of the RoL JP‘s final evaluation, that predecessor programme was divided into three separate programmes, namely: 1. the Joint Police Programme, 2. the Joint Justice Programme and 3. the Joint Corrections Programme. The Joint Justice Programme (JJP) is a 30-month programme supporting the National Development Plan 2017-2019 goal to ‘Establish independent, accountable and efficient justice institutions capable of addressing the justice needs of the people of Somalia’. At the level of the UNSF, it contributes to Strategic Priorities 3 (“All Somalis benefit from Peace, Security and the Rule of Law, including Justice“) and 4 (“Effective and accountable institutions that respond to needs and rights of all Somalis“).

The JJP budget as per its ProDoc amounts to USD 20,836,974.14. The programme includes a total of five participating agencies, including four UN organisations (the political mission UNSOM; as well as  UNDP, UN Women and UNICEF who fall under the category of funds, agencies and programmes falling under the UN Development System) and IDLO, a non-UN entity. IDLO, which has an intergovernmental organisational status, has as its specific mandate to promote the rule of law in Somalia. The programme was approved by the steering committee of the Somalia Development and Reconstruction Facility on May 23, 2018; and signed by the UN and the Federal Government of Somalia (FGS) on August 14, 2018.

The duration of the programme is from August 1, 2018 to December 31, 2020. Geographically, the programme covers five federal member states (Puntland, Jubaland, South West State, Galmudug and Hirshabelle) and Mogadishu/Benadir. Somaliland is not part of the programme and will have its own separate programme. Prior to the signature of the JJP, its work plan was adjusted downwards resulting in a Prioritization Plan. This prioritization exercise took place as a consequence of advice received on 5th July 2018 from the ROL working group in view of the available budget which was considerably lower than expected (15 million USD in lieu of the projected 20.3 million USD, meaning ¾ of the initially envisioned budget with about equal distribution of the relative shortcomings, per Outcome).

The Somalia Justice system is still in need of further maturing and development. Federal Member States (FMS) started establishing their respective justice systems. However, the justice system, particularly at the level of the FMS with the exception of Puntland, still suffers from significant capacity deficits. Moreover, significant levels of corruption and clan influence are affecting the impartiality of courts as well as the overall performance of justice services in terms of court administration and case management. For instance, FMS-based courts and the AGO lack proper procedures to receive and manage cases, the legal justification of court decisions/ruling is poor with sharia law playing a preponderant role. Court rulings at the level of many FMS seem to be permeated by a degree of arbitrariness and legal insecurity which is exacerbated by justice personnel being sometimes prone to collecting informal court fees due to irregular payments received by justice sector staff. In addition, bribery and corruption are concrete risk factors due to weak levels of accountability and oversight.

In light of the above, there is evidence that communities appear to have little confidence in state justice institutions which have a reputation for being corrupt and partial. On the other hand, traditional law and justice mechanisms (the so-called “xeer”) are far from devoid of impartiality. In its traditional format, xeer justice is heavily biased in favour of majority clans. Regardless of whether they are the plaintiff or defendant, majority clan members have an incentive to see their case tried through xeer; whereas for minority clan members these dynamics act as a disincentive to use xeer if their case involved majority clan members on the opposite side of their case. Hence, clan affiliations carry an important weight in xeer since the authority of clan elders is prone to be (ab)used to influence the ruling. Fairness, due process and impartiality are not necessarily the priority, as a “good outcome” might not always be defined by a fair verdict.
Nevertheless, “xeer“ remains an important alternative to the lack of trust and confidence in, or absence of, formal justice institutions. As a matter of fact, traditional courts still remain the main providers of justice services in terms of the overall quantity of cases managed. Especially in locations with weak formal justice institutions, decisions reached by customary tribunals consisting of elders through applying xeer-based arbitration, are often officially registered by the official court system. This  act implicitly confers a degree of official acknowledgment (if not recognition) to traditional dispute resolution mechanisms resulting in mediation or arbitration under customary law.

Official courts in federal member states also heavily rely on traditional justice mechanisms to ensure enforcement of court decisions due to the absence of a functioning mechanism for the enforcement of court decisions under official State law. In many locations the endorsement of decisions by traditional elders is the only way to enforce court rulings. Traditional justice mechanisms tend to be  discriminatory against minority clans who are all habitually excluded from participating in decision making via customary dispute resolution processes. Victims of gender-based assaults are typically not consulted about what kind of remedy they would deem satisfactory since they are not included in the conversation, and females are often represented by male relatives in such mediations. Furthermore,  often, financial compensation is paid by the perpetrator’s family or clan rather than the individual  perpetrator. 
Under customary law, the traditional remedy to re-establish the honour of aggrieved clans/families and the victim of a rape, is for the perpetrator to exact a fine and dowry payment to the family of the survivor, to then marry his victim. Such forced marriages can be assumed by default to be enforced against the will of the survivor, and can thus be likened to righting a wrong with yet another wrong, if seen through the lens of constitutional law and the (human) rights of the survivor. This example highlights the emphasis on traditional notions of collective honour/reputation and related clan relationships, in cases of (S)GBV and in particular, rape; while neglecting or ignoring individual rights.

In fact, collective and individual rights tend to be seen as mutually exclusive in the practice and conceptual logic of customary law. Nevertheless, traditional mechanisms are bound to maintain their key role in providing justice services given the structural weaknesses and capacity deficits of the official court system. Thus, attempts to mainstream respect for human rights, and particularly the rights of women, into customary mediation and arbitration mechanisms and processes are an important intervention strategy to promote human rights in (traditional) dispute resolution, which will continue to play an important role in Somalia‘s justice sector in the foreseeable future. The traditional justice system has emerged as the default in part due to the absence of formal mechanisms for many years, but the shortcomings of the formal system are not the only or key reason why most people still turn to the traditional justice system.
In the recent past, a political agreement on the Justice and Corrections architecture between the Ministers of Justice from the Federal Government and Federal Member States (FMS) was conceived to serve as basic framework within which the Justice and Corrections Model can continue to be defined. The training of justice sector personnel, and the provision of mobile courts, legal aid and awareness services, and equipment/infrastructure, are all long term investments in institution building that will need to be sustained and continued in the future. The delivery of basic justice services to the communities is a pre-condition to increase the legitimacy of the state as well as to support stabilization and transition efforts. To build the foundation of a viable formal justice system and ensure that traditional justice mechanisms are in conformity with human rights standards, the Somalia Joint Justice Programme (JJP) was launched in August 2018.

In line with the NDP’s focus on addressing the challenges faced by women to fully benefit from justice institutions, the JJP design puts emphasis on promoting access to justice (A2J) for the most vulnerable women, youth and children as well as members of minority clans. The JJP addresses both the supply and the demand side. The RRF was revised at the end of October 2019 resulting in a review of the sequencing of the outcome structure (Outcomes 1 and 2 switched places) and grassroots participation through Community Capacity Enhancement/CCE becoming the foundation of the programme. 

While the (new, post-review) first outcome promotes transformational social change to support the institutional reforms and strengthen the demand side, the second programme outcome focusses on building the capacity of justice sector institutions and justice actors to provide gender responsive services. While one of the two outcomes uses a bottom-up approach, the other one is characterized by a ‘top-down’ logic of creating an enabling environment and building the capacity of state institutions and their staff, to strengthen the operation of the formal justice system. 
Key components of Outcome 2 (old Outcome 1) include high-level support towards federalisation, state and institution building and support to the formal justice sector, by building a federal architecture, policies and legislation, and allocating resources towards developing new institutions and basic service delivery in the Federal Member States. Furthermore, intervention strategies and key activities to strengthen the supply side include support to establishing special prosecutions cells for SGBV cases; training of judges, prosecutors, court staff and lawyers; increase of women personnel in justice institutions; as well as specific legal reform.

Meanwhile, Outcome 1 (formerly Outcome 2, with a slightly different wording) focuses on community driven security and justice initiatives, thus complementing the higher-level work under Outcome 2. The demand side is strengthened through specific measures designed to increase the participation of women in traditional justice mechanisms; sensitize about existing legal rights and services; and support community-based legal aid mechanisms for women seeking justice or redress, through legal counsel aiming at legal empowerment, and transformational training for women leaders, traditional elders and religious leaders. Community-level dispute resolution mechanisms and mobile courts also fall under this Outcome.
The statement of Outcome 2, which has as its focus the supply side, reads as follows: “Formal Justice system and institutions framework is agreed and established to ensure presence across Somalia to provide increasingly equitable, transparent and professional basic justice services“. It has four Outputs, which are: Output 2.1: The Justice Model is rolled out through political dialogue and functional management structures at both FGS and FMS levels; Output 2.2: Justice Institutions are increasingly transparent and accountable; Output 2.3: Justice institutions have increased capacity to standardise and deliver; Output 2.4: Key legislation, policies and guidelines pertaining to justice are operationalised, functioning and adopted. The 1st Outcome‘s statement is “Men, women and children are safer and accessing basic justice and human rights services“. The Outputs under Outcome 1 are Output 1.1: The justice chain, including policing, is strengthened through community-oriented approaches; and Output 1.2 Improved access to justice and human rights through a multi-track approach.

Accordingly, the JJP‘s theory of change reads as follows: “If the federal and state-level authorities implement an agreed legal framework that articulates the structure and jurisdiction of Somali judicial institutions within a federal framework, and justice institutions (formal and traditional) are strengthened and expanded with the involvement of the communities, then Somali men, women and children will have access to effective, impartial, transparent, inclusive and accountable justice institutions capable of peacefully addressing their basic justice needs. Additionally, Federal and state-level authorities will have access to judicial institutions capable of independently and peacefully resolving constitutional and electoral disputes, protecting judicial independence and facilitating security transition“ (Source: pages 11 & 12 of the Somalia JJP ProDoc ; 25.08.2019 clean version).

In light of the challenges described above, it is clear that the Joint RoL Programme as the JJP‘s predecessor, had to focus on building the foundation in terms of the legal architecture, infrastructure and staffing as well as the capacity of personnel. Accordingly, the JJP was tasked with further deepening the JRoL‘s achievements in terms of justice sector reform, and widen the related geographical imprint. Effectively, the JRoL‘s final results became the JJP‘s baseline status. For example, while JRoL had managed to successfully establish rule of law institutions across all FMS capitals across a total of 20 districts, the JJP was given the task to sustain related concerted efforts to increase the quality of justice services in the capitals by developing the capacities of justice institutions in the FMS capitals; to then expand justice institutions across regional districts with support from the FMS capitals.

The geographical expansion was supposed to branch out radially from FMS regional capitals to additional districts and sub-centers depending on available capacity and funding. Here, the interplay with the JPLG, as well as the Police and Corrections JPs becomes evident, since the expansion of the justice sector segment should ideally be closely coordinated with the expansion of upstream (policing) and downstream (corrections) services without which a functional chain of justice and the concept of RoL cannot be properly implemented.

Hence, the expansion of justice sector institutions is supposed to be complemented by, and complement, the expansion of the civilian administration and local governance council formation in the targeted districts; prior to expansion to other districts using the built capacity of the original set of districts having received JRoL and JJP programme support. Expansion of the programme to other districts in 2020 and beyond is expected to be guided by the mid-term evaluation’s recommendations. Overall, the expansion of the justice and judiciary shall be based on the Justice and Corrections Model political agreement and the roll-out plan, including the modality of mobile courts to complement the police and justice sector deployment in the Transition districts, to ensure A2J and further stabilization.

2. MTE’s Purpose and Scope
Purpose of the Mid-term Evaluation
Since the half-way point of the programme life span was passed in late 2019, a mid-term evaluation (MTE) of the JJP became necessary. Therefore, UNDP and UNSOM ROLSIG hired a team of experts (incl. a Senior International Consultant and a team of national enumerators and data collectors). The MTE was meant to capture lessons learned and best practices in overcoming challenges, implementing interventions, managing partnerships, generating synergies etc. The MTE covered the evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and (early) impact. Other than identifying successes and achievements to date, the MTE also analyzed any current problems that need to be addressed.

The MTE assessed the quality and relevance of the programme’s design, scope, implementation status and the progress towards achieving the expected outcomes including any unexpected effects due to programme implementation. The evaluation was both a backward and forward-looking exercise in that it provides stakeholders with an independent, objective view on progress achieved and whether there is need to readjust any results or activities; while also providing an overview about the likelihood of set targets being reached, and whether the JJP is effectively positioned and partnered to achieve maximum impact. The MTE is to a. contribute towards outcome measurement of the UNDP Country Programme Document ending in 2020; b. review the JJP‘s results in terms of “Leaving no-one behind“ by assessing the programme‘s support of women, children and other vulnerable groups; and c. ensure accountability of UNDP to national stakeholders, Executive Board and funding partners.

Given its JP modality, the JJP‘s multi-agency character was also analyzed, with regard to potential added value thanks to the distribution of tasks, tapping into comparative advantages of specific agencies for specific tasks etc. Likewise, any negative issues (e.g., increased transaction costs, bureaucratic red tape, duplication or overlap, gaps or general lack of coordination etc.) was discussed. Evidence-based findings, conclusions and recommendations provide project management and stakeholders with insight about new opportunities, strategies and corrective actions to resolve outstanding issues; and ideas how to improve project performance for the remainder of the project duration.

Scope of the Evaluation
The JJP MTE takes stock of achievements and general implementation progress at the programme’s mid- point, and recommend possible adjustments and, if applicable, suggestions in view of prioritizing specific outputs and activities. Carried out by a team led by and independent Senior International consultant, the MTE will facilitate a discussion and critique of the strategic direction of the programme after the first half of the programme‘s implementation and provide different actors and stakeholders with the opportunity to share their insights and recommendations for programmatic fine-tuning and planning.

Issues to be assessed included:

A)  Results Achievement:

-Identify the relevance and key results of the JJP as designed within the evolving context of Somalia.

-Gauge how actively the program is contributing to NDP justice priorities and challenges; whether the project is making satisfactory progress towards achieving logframe outputs as well in terms of input and activity delivery; and the likelihood of attaining immediate and long-term outcomes towards establishing independent, accountable and efficient justice institutions capable of addressing the justice needs of the people of Somalia.

-JJP contribution towards CPD outcomes.

-How cross-cutting issues of gender and human rights have been addressed in the program implementation.

-Any indication of benefits accruing to women and other vulnerable groups thanks to the JJP.

B)  Factors affecting successful implementation and results achievement:

-The strategic direction and approach of the programme including partnership and capacity building modalities within the UN, the international community and the government; including the effectiveness and relevance of JP governance structures, with a particular emphasis on UN coordination and Somali ownership at FGS and FMS levels. This shall include external factors, project design and management factors as well as institutional and implementation arrangements; and the collaboration with other multilateral and bilateral donors and implementers in the sector, particularly in terms of fostering synergies while allowing for particular attribution.

-Programme effectiveness and its engagement with the informal sector and the access to justice for the citizens especially the vulnerable people as identified in the programme;

-Sustainability and likelihood of continuation of the programme outcome and benefits after completion of the programme.

-Review of the data generated by the various activities and the analysis conducted by the M&E Goal 16 project; and evaluate how JJP M&E processes, systems and mechanisms can be better linked to other projects and programmes to develop an overarching higher-level result.

The lead consultant’s responsiblilities comprised of the following:
1) Coordination and development of the review methodology;
2) Review all relevant documentation related to the Joint Programme, including the Programme Document and budget, annual work plans, progress reports, previous evaluations and knowledge products;
3) Ensure the timely submission of the inception report and related tools;
4) Following the formal approval of the suggested methodological approach, organize an in- country briefing meeting with fellow team members to train them on the methodology and related tools;
5) Undertake site visits to assess whether the access to justice services are realistic based on the efforts being undertaken by the programme;
6) Gather results linked to the RRF so that a first picture for each indicator can be gathered;
7) Capture  any  unexpected results  stemming  from JJP implementation, including any unforeseen outcomes;
8) Collect  and analyze  lessons learned,  challenges  encountered  and  best  practices obtained during the JJP implementation period to inform the 2nd half of JJP implementation;
9) Draft and finalise a comprehensive review report in English with clear recommendations.
3. Methodology and Data  Sources
The evaluation methodology’s design was customized to match the mid-term evaluation’s specific purpose. It addressed the evaluation criteria and answers the key evaluation questions by means of applying credible techniques for data collection and analysis. The MTE included a foundational review of the evaluation object and context in line with the logical model (theory of change and result framework), the programme’s scale and complexity, a stakeholder review and a diagnosis of the overall programme implementation status including progress against set targets as well as the likelihood of fully reaching them before the end of the programme duration.

In July 2019, the Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) team conducted the UNDP Country Office evaluation for the period 2015 to 2018. Other than that, JJP monitoring relies on a number of different approaches including:

1. Third Party Monitoring of institutions and programme activities.

2. Goal 16 project of the Rule of Law Portfolio UNDP and ROLSIG JJCS also undertakes analysis of data to measure of Sustainable Development Goal 16 indicators for the justice sector (Target 3).

3. Monitoring of implementation through site visits and spot checks directly carried out by JJP staff.

4. A partnership with New York University to measure the impact of the Programme on perceptions, attitudes and behaviours with regard to women’s access to justice in specific locations in Kismayo and Baidoa.

5. A gender analysis of key justice institutions (formal and informal) regarding their responsiveness to women, children and other vulnerable groups is also being undertaken through the Joint Justice Programme.

The data generated through the above-mentioned exercises and processes served as data sources and means of verification. In order to generate findings substantiated by concrete evidence, detailed questions based on the ToR were reflected in the evaluation matrix (cf. Annex A) which served as general orientational guideline for the data collection process, and conversational thread for semi-structured, in-depth interviews with key informants and interactive conversations with focus groups. Whenever focus groups reached internal dynamics allowing the evaluators to become participant observers and listeners for longer stretches of time, this opportunity was fully embraced to gain access to genuine primary data with a higher likelihood it would be less charged with, or even completely devoid of any potential interview bias.
Evaluation criteria and related key questions
The MTE covered the criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact; as well as the LNOB-related dimensions of inclusiveness, participation, equality, non-discrimination and social transformation. Below follows a summary overview of key evaluation questions per evaluation 

criterion, with related data sources:

	Evaluation criterion
	Key evaluation questions 
(see Annex A for detailed evaluation matrix)
	  Data Sources

	  Design Level     
 Relevance
	To what extent is the design of the intervention consistent and aligned with overarching development priorities (SDG 16, CAS / Stabilization and State-building objectives, NDP goals and related SF objectives, UNDP CPD etc.) and is it relevant in terms of addressing the needs, demands and requirements to uphold and defend the interests and legal entitlements of the most vulnerable and socio- economically as well as legally most disenfranchised (girls/children and women, esp. if belonging to minority clans), with special focus on SGBV victims and survivors amongst these categories?
	   Desk review; 
   Key Informant
   Interviews

	 Process level
 Efficiency
 
	To what extent are available resources/inputs (funds, time, human resources, etc.) efficiently implemented in the manner that turns activities into results?
	Desk review of documents incl. M&E data from existing monitoring and evaluation exercises
incl. field
visits
-Key Informant Interviews (bilateral)
-Focus
group discussions with stakeholders incl. direct beneficiaries 
-Field visits to project sites (e.g., legal aid centers, one- stop support centers, mobile court sessions etc.)
-Significant change case studies 

	
	Inclusiveness & Participation: To what extent are the programme design, implementation arrangements and 
process, and the allocation/distribution of programme benefits participatory and inclusive?
	

	
	Ownership: Have duty bearers and rights  holders fully appropriated the project and do they exhibit full ownership  and  participation of project activities and related results?
	

	 Result Level 
 a. Effectiveness
	    To what extent and which of the intervention‘s objectives are being implemented in a way that i s 
     achieving set  targets?
	

	 b. Sustainability
	   What is the likelihood of the results (including supply-side and demand-side benefits such as; a.
    advances in the legal architecture/eco-system, infrastructure, institutional and individual capacity; b.
   attitudinal changes among the population incl. the victims/survivors of SGBV cases) and related benefits of
   the intervention to be upheld and continue in the long run, following the JJP coming to an end?
	

	 c. Impact

	  Gender-specific results: To what extent does the programme improve GEWE-specific targets?
	

	
	  To what extent are advances regarding overall stability and state-building incl. trust in the institutions
   and the State, the development of an equitable and strong legal sector, the general capacity of legal
   personnel, the respect of human rights etc., likely to have a lasting impact; and are there any signs of
   early impact, also including any potential unexpected effects or consequences?
	

	
	  To what extent is the programme enhancing social transformation by creating and fostering i. a conducive
  environment, ii. perception and attitudinal change at a large-scale/societal level, as well as iii. changes in
  the behaviour and practices (incl. a decline in human rights violations actually perpetrated as well as the
 support extended to, and actual individual rights availed to victims and survivors of human rights violations);
 by promoting access to reliable, fair and equitable justice services for all those in need of legal counsel and
 protection against potential rights violations; and those seeking redress of rights violations they had to suffer
 and endure, regardless of their background, affiliation, gender, socio-economic status etc.?

	


Evaluation design (method of data collection and analysis)
Both primary and secondary data were used for the purpose of the evaluation. Primary data was collected via qualitative and quantitative approaches. Whenever possible, data was triangulated to assess and ascertain its accuracy. Data was collected from existing documentation/literature as well as through direct interviews with key informants selected from among JP participating agencies (including 4 PUNOs and IDLO), and from among counterpart institution staff at central and regional level (site visits/field research). Said interviews were held bilaterally and in focus groups. Key informants  included male and, to the extent possible, female members of formal and informal justice sector bodies (top-down/supply side); as well as grassroots-level beneficiaries (bottom-up/justice sector demand side).
As mentioned, the evaluation matrix served as main data collection framework or guidance, as well as practical tool to classify and categorize data. As such, it played a key role in terms of confronting, cross-checking and validating data provided by different sources on specific issues. This allowed to distinguish data bias from valid specific stakeholder perspectives. Attempts were made to include key informants that are not available for a direct meeting or cannot be accessed due to time restrictions or safety/security-related limitations, through remote interviews by telephone/skype and/or exchanges in writing (by e-mail or letter). In addition, the MTE also included a detailed discussion of the theory of change. This helped in revisiting the relevance of the programme and the robustness of the result framework architecture. 
The sequence of work phases to be followed consisted of i. the inception stage, ii. the data collection phase, iii. the data analysis and write-up phase, and finally iv. the report presentation and validation phase. Data collection was carried out at central and decentral levels, both including the interviewing key informants from legislative and executive branch of the government as well as UN and Ministry staff. The presentation of analytical findings, conclusions and recommendations (validation phase) included a maximum of stakeholder entities.
Sample design and limitations to the evaluation
Data was collected among different stakeholder categories including technical and managerial staff at UN JP PUNOs, decision makers and technical experts at ministerial level, within formal and informal justice institutions in accessible federal member states, etc.; as well as respective participating entities‘ (PUNOs and IDLO) focal persons etc. Other than interviewing key staff of implementing partner agencies/institution, a sample of beneficiaries (of such activities as capacity building interventions etc.) from the federal and FMS tiers of the legal sector, was interviewed.

Rather than a quantitatively representative sample, purposive sampling was employed using related techniques (such as typical and deviant case sampling, expert sampling etc.) for direct interviews. Techniques applied included expert sampling; maximum variation sampling as well as homogeneous sampling for beneficiary selection; and typical and critical case sampling during the mapping of case studies. Partial elements of randomization (availability etc.) were introduced by delegating the actual selection of beneficiary informants to UNDP staff. 
Unlike the various sampling techniques that can be used under probability sampling (e.g., simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, etc.), the goal of purposive sampling is not to randomly select units from a population to create a sample with the intention of making generalizations (i.e., statistical inferences) from that sample to the population of interest. Contrary to a quantitative research design, the main goal of purposive sampling is to focus on particular characteristics of a population that are of interest to the MTE. Hence, the sample being studied is not necessarily mathematically/scientifically representative of the population, but this is not considered to be a weakness but rather, a deliberate choice.
The field visits were carried out to collect information among programme demand-side actors (beneficiaries) and supply side entities; including the verification of reported achievements and qualitative data gathered through in-depth interviews with key informants, focus group discussions, and observations. The final sample of regions to be visited was determined among the five FMS participating in the JJP (i.e., South West State, Jubaland, Galmudug and Hirshabelle, Puntland; among which the first two FMS mentioned above were finally selected) based on the security situation and related accessibility of project sites and beneficiaries.

Key informants and focus group participants were selected with the support of, and organized by, UNDP programme staff in Mogadishu, Baidoa and Kismayo. Translation services during bilateral interviews and focus group discussions with Somali beneficiary interviewees were ensured by the national consultants. In both Baidoa and Kismayo, a local female legal expert who had recently joined UNDP after having served as ADR and CC facilitators, respectively, participated during the interview sessions to provide technical backstopping services in terms of translation and logistical co-facilitation. 

The fact that all the translators had already built a modicum of professional social rapport with at least some if not most of the interviewees over several years helped in kick-starting the conversations and probably allowed to dig deeper than would normally have been case the case. 
Main limitations faced by the lead consultant (other than the linguistic barrier vis-à-vis non-English speaking interviewees)  were the limited number of locations visited, the relatively short duration of the field visits with obvious ramifications for the time available for interviews, and the inability to visit project sites and meet with beneficiaries, outside the vicinity of the secured UN airport bases. The need to heavily focus on the focus group interview format turned out to be a blessing in disguise since conducting group meetings allowed to immediately cross-check and triangulate information and tap into the wisdom of (small) crowds.    
A specific tool other than the evaluation matrix which covers all evaluation criteria, is the results matrix (Annex B). The results matrix measures the effectiveness of the various interventions by way of attributing a colour coding to progress in advancing towards set 1st targets. This effectiveness measurement tool is based on the original RRF which is expanded by additional columns for progress tracking, by year, for annual and cumulated progress. Since the ToC, Outcome-output structure, results and related indicators underwent a review in 2019, resulting in a revised RRF introduced as of Q4 last year, it was not possible to systematically confront 2018 with 2019 progress data for every single indicator. 
Moreover, some indicators were pitched at too low a level, covering activities rather than outputs. Furthermore, some indicators did not present robust target and/or progress data. To side-step both issues, the effectiveness analysis was carried out using a sub-set of key output indicators for which solid and in most cases, both 2018 and 2019 data was available (cf. annex; sources: Somalia UN MPTF; and the annual programme progress reports for 2018 and 2019).
4. MTE Management Arrangements and Schedule
The team of Consultants worked independently with general support and guidance by UNDP’s Portfolio Manager on Rule of Law and Security, as well as a. the UN Rule of Law Global Focal Point (GFP) ; b. the United Nations Assistance Mission in Somalia’s (UNSOM) b1. Joint Justice and Corrections Section (JJCS) and b2. Rule of Law and Security Institutions Group (ROLSIG) ; and c. the United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OCHR) – Human Rights Protection Group (HRPG).
The national consultants carried out the data collection and pre-analysis tasks as agreed upon during the briefing sessions with the international consultant, following the validation of the draft tools by the UNDP Portfolio Manager and other relevant evaluation stakeholders. In terms of the timeline, the initially foreseen approach of winding up the evaluation before the end of the year 2019 could not materialize due to delays in the contracting process. Given the precondition of the IC under-going the specific one week on-site security training in Mogadishu prior to being able to carry out the any field visits outside the UN base, the whole schedule had to be postponed until early 2020. The final mission schedule for the mission read as follows:
a) 5-15 December: Initial remote briefing of IC by Portfolio Manager and Justice Technical Specialist followed by granting IC access to complete documentation (some 80 programme-related documents incl. ProDoc, assessments, internal exchanges, mission and back-to-office reports were sent by e-mail) (1 day/Day 1) ;
b) 16 December - 8 January: Reading background literature & preparing Inception Report (5 days/D.2-6) ;
c) 9 January-5 February: Review of Inception Report by JJP Team ; validation of methodology including data collection tools ; further study of background literature by IC;
d) 6-13 February: Finetuning of methodological tools together with national evaluation team members; travel to Somalia; start of in-country phase; IC attending SSAFE training in Mogadishu; during this period, preparatory technical meetings and interviews with UNSOM compound-based PUNO stakeholders ; follow-up w. national data collectors; further study of background literature (3 days; Days 7-9) ;
f)  14-19 February: Meetings/interviews with JJP PUNO staff and IDLO; scheduling of and conducting interviews with central level institutions in Mogadishu; field visit to Baidoa for field-level data collection (6 days; Days 10-15) ;
g)  20-24 February: Trip to Nairobi to conduct stakeholder interviews w. donors (5 days; Days 16-20) ;
h) 25-28 February: Stakeholder interviews in Kismayo; data analysis (4 days; Days 21-24) ;
  i)  29 February-March 5: Final interviews; final data analysis and drafting of preliminary findings, con-
  clusions, and recommendations; preliminary debriefing with UN-internal senior management of JJP’s  
  PUNOs ;    close-out powerpoint presentation to stakeholders IC‘s departure from Nairobi (6 days; Days 25- 

  30) ;
j) 5-26 March:  Finalizing  preliminary draft  report  for  review  and  comments by  stakeholders (12 days;  Days 31-42) ;
k) 27 March-10 April: Draft report reviewed by stakeholders; consolidated comments on draft report shared 
with IC for consideration and integration into the report, as applicable ;
l) 11-15 March: Final editing of report and submission of revised final evaluation report for validation and
endorsement (3 days; Days 43-45).
5. MTE Findings & Conclusions by Evaluation Criterion
5.1. Relevance
In the new RRF (following its review in October 2019), the ToC and the RRF are inextricably linked since the Outcome/Output logic is encapsulated in the ToC, and, vice versa, the RRF result chains articulate the ToC. Whereas the stability, policing and custodial/corrections aspects of the chain of justice were part of the wider RoL programme framework, the current generation of JPs pursues these interrelated goals through separate JPs. Meanwhile, the core element of the JJP ToC is focussing on A2J- and RoL-related supply and demand side elements. However, it also refers to constitutional and electoral law which is also linked to general State-building including political security and stability as condition and correlate of constitutional buy-in and electoral stability. This hints at the double bind between the demand for equitable, fair, reliably functioning high-quality public services dispensed by (in this case, justice sector/legal) institutions; and support for the polity that can provide and maintain such a machinery.
Likewise, public trust in the quality of such services and concrete demand in the sense of using legal services offered, will inevitably wane if in general, the State is perceived as weak, corrupt, partisan etc. In both senses, tendencies can gain positive or negative momentum. If the dynamics are such that quality services are being offered then chances are, that the legal machinery will gain in stability via public buy-in and support, with further positive effects on the overall stability of the State. If, however, institutional stability and related security gains are not stable and were they to always quickly evaporate, then trust in the ability of the State to sustain control and maintain formal justice sector institutions providing quality services will also suffer.
In short, without stability, the ToC is predicated on the assumption that public service provision will suffer, while the availability of State-operated impartial services contributes to stabilization. The working hypothesis to be further discussed during the review of the ToC is that security is a precondition and sine qua non for sustained, universal high-quality provision of formal justice services dispensed through state institutions on a routine basis; whereas the presence of even minimal, effectively understaffed low-capacity services in remote, unstable areas can have a stabilizing effect among society since building trust in formal institutions and the State‘s willingness and ability/capacity to care for the population, thus potentially directly and indirectly contributing to stabilization.
The JJP‘s programmatic focus is on addressing social changes needed to support the institutional reforms and seek to strengthen the demand side ; by building the requisite specific technical capacity of justice actors and institutions to provide adequate and gender responsive services, specifically to vulnerable people. Community participation in justice reform is writ large across both Outcomes. The demand for access to justice delivery services and solutions is addressed through such diverse responses as legal aid and legal empowerment, transformational training for women leaders, traditional elders and religious leaders to increase the participation of women in traditional justice mechanisms, setting up special prosecutions cells for SGBV cases as well as community dispute resolution centers, mobile court mechanisms, and support for establishing community-based mechanisms to support women seeking justice or redress. For instance, the community conversations are a platform for communication within the local community, and between the community and the authorities. They are not so much a communication tool for PUNOs, even if facilitated by the JJP through support of local NGOs and master trainers.
Institutional readiness and capacity to deliver such services is bolstered via targeted measures such as supporting the training of judges, prosecutors, court staff and lawyers including through a dedicated national training center; promoting the increase of female personnel in justice institutions including through the provision of legal scholarships for women; supporting law review by legal drafting experts; support to the Somali Bar Association (SBA) and training of Prosecutors (AGO) and judges on such issues as Serious Crimes (SGBV and Violent Extremism). Last but not least, the JJP provides technical support to the legal reform initiative aiming at an agreement on a Justice and Corrections Model (JCM). 
The JJP is aligned with, contributes to, springs from or is based on the following international, national or UN-specific obligations, commitments or programmatic frameworks, namely:

1. Sustainable Development Goal 16 on peace, justice and strong institutions ;

2. Sustainable Development Goal 5 on gender equality and empower all women and girls ;

3. Security Council Resolution 1325 on women, peace and security ;

4. Supporting NDP 2017-2019 goal to “Establish independent, accountable and efficient justice institutions capable of addressing the justice needs of the people of Somalia” ; 

5. National Development Plan Rule of Law Pillar: ‘To achieve a stable and peaceful Federal Somalia through inclusive political processes, establishing unified, capable and accountable security institutions and establishing independent, accountable and efficient justice institutions’ ;

6. Justice and Corrections Model ; 

7. Justice Sector Strategic Plan 2018-2020 ;

8. Security Pact o Agreement on a federal model for the justice sector ;

9. Well-established methods of countering violent extremism, based on education and community support and justice ;

10. Transition Plan and CAS Strands 2B Police, 2C Justice, 3 CRESTA/A and 4 P/CVE ;

11. Aligned with UNSOM JJCS Rule of Law Mandate based on  Security Council Resolutions incl. # 2102 (2013); 2158 (2014); 2221 (2015); 2275 (2016); 2346 (2017); 2358 (2017); 2408 (2018); 2461 (2019) ;

12. UN RoL Framework: JJP design responding to needs of justice institutions & judiciary in the Justice Sector SP 2018-2020 ;

13. Contributing to UN Strategic Framework‘s Strategic Priorities 3 & 4 (SP 3: All Somalis benefit from Peace, Security, Justice & the Rule of Law ; SP4: Effective and accountable institutions that respond to needs and rights of all Somalis) ;

14. Aligned with respective agency mandates and strategic plans at international and national level (e.g., UNDP SP & SOM CO CPD).

5.2. Effectiveness
As the traffic light analysis of key JJP results (cf. Annex 8) shows, half of the identified key output indicators for which data is available are on track or at least show some achievement, with the other half being fully on track or already having achieved and exceeded the final target of the JJP life cycle. 

Results under Outcome 1: Justice institutions are present across Somalia and are increasingly delivering in accordance with a federal framework and providing equitable and professional basic services to the Somali people; SUB-OUTCOME 1 STATEMENT: Adequate services are provided to vulnerable people based on community participation in justice reform
Under the A2J service delivery-related Outcome 1‘s Output 1.1 (“Justice chain, incl. policing, is strengthened through community-oriented approaches”), results by end 2019 comprised the training of 40 master trainers on the methodology and tools of community communications; with these master trainers then training 150 community facilitators (30 in each one of the 5 pilot locations). Meanwhile, Output 1.2 (“Improved access to justice and human rights through a multi-track approach”) showed the following key results:

-ADR: A total of 6,337 cases (excluding referrals to statutory courts) were heard and concluded, by late 2019. The 1,286 cases in year 1 (2018) were by far outshone by the 2019 performance, since the caseload (5,051 in 2019) almost quadrupled. Importantly, the cumulative figure reached by the end of 2019 already exceeded the final target set for the end of the JJP cycle. In 2019, some 40% of the beneficiaries were women, which is an encouraging proportion which, however, can still be increased. 

-The caseload of the newly introduced mobile courts increased from 256 in 2018, to 1,040 in 2019. The set targets of 200 in 2018 and 500 in 2019, were exceeded in both cases. The cumulative number of beneficiaries was 1,296, almost reaching gender balance (44% female beneficiaries, 2018 and 2019 combined). 

-The roll-out of legal aid services (concentrated in Puntland, for the time being) picked up considerably, by 2019, but is still somewhat lagging behind the set targets, in terms of absolute numbers: Cumulatively (2018+2019), 5,721 had been heard by the end of the second year of implementation. In 2018, there were 1,653 cases, of which 607 involved legal aid (F: 469/M: 138) and 1,046 fell under the category of para-legal support (F: 869/M: 177). Annual figures for 2019 increased by roughly factor 2.5 (4,068 cases; F: 3,012 or 74%; M: 1,056 or 26%). While annual and cumulative figures did not fully reach set respective targets, interestingly, the gender ratio target was largely exceeded, across the board (2018: 81%; 2019: 74%; cumulatively, 76%, of female beneficiaries, against the target of 50% women).

-Justice service provision for SGBV victims slowly picked up, in 2019, in the pilot areas of Puntland (86 cases) and Banadir (79). 

-On the downside, the activity area that showed the least progress was the planned development of a strategy on providing justice to recovered areas, with a focus on Lower Shebelle. This activity was only added to the RRF in September/October 2019, hence, for 2018 and 2019 no results could be expected. By late 2019 discussions about setting up capacities to start service delivery in newly recovered areas were being ramped up with Afgoye District Court Judges and SWS MoJ and Courts. An important reservation in this regard would be that the situation might be altogether too volatile to use formal justice (incl. via the deployment of mobile courts, esp. during the initial phase) among a traumatized population, since a purely formal justice process might unwittingly end up polarizing people and communities even more. Therefore, alternative measures ought to be considered, including restorative justice, reconciliation, and mediation. 
Results under Outcome 2: Men, women and children are safer and accessing basic justice and human rights services; SUB-OUTCOME 2 STATEMENT: Drawing from community consensus, key justice institutions are strengthened to deliver on the priorities identified in the community dialogue with enhanced sustainability
-Under the second Outcome‘s Output 2.1 (“Basic principles for a justice model agreed upon by FGS and FMS”), 2 ROL WG meetings were held at FGS level. Moreover, a RoL Working Group was successfully established in Puntland and subsequently, 9 RoL coordination meetings were held, in 2019. The Supreme Court and FGS MoJ jointly conducted 7 consultations on the justice model, at FMS level. Further, support was provided to the public expenditure review. 

-Meanwhile, under Output 2.2 (“Institutional and technical capacities of key justice institutions established and informed by community dialogues”), a total of 14 laws, policies and legislations were drafted or reviewed, with another 31 underway. This bodes well for the set final target of 23 being reached and surpassed, by end 2020. 

-The target of providing adequate justice services to vulnerable people based on community participation in justice reform, in 45 districts, was met in 2019. A draft road map and strategy were produced for the transfer of high-risk and serious crimes cases, from military to civilian courts. Thus, the 2019 annual target was met and the first transfers of high-risk cases are expected to take place, this year. 

-The Somali Bar Associations Secretariat became operational in Mogadishu, Puntland, Jubaland and Southwest. 135 lawyers were trained by end 2019, well beyond the final JJP target of 30. In addition, an SBA delegation (7 members, including the SG) conducted an exposure visit to Rwanda; and an SBA information desk was established at Banadir Regional Court. 7 courts in 4 FMS were equipped with manual case management systems. Banadir‘s 14 districts all received an electronic case management system. 

-Also, the process of setting up a Judicial Training Institute and related judicial training master plan had well progressed, by late 2019: a related Framework Options paper was developed and FGS/FMS stakeholder consultations were held. In addition, a fully functional and, in terms of staffing (among the four staff, 2 are male and 2 female), fully gender-balanced SGBV Unit, was established at FGS AGO. 

-Juvenile Justice diversion guidelines were developed and implemented, benefitting 332 cases. Moreover, a total of 113 legal scholarships were handed out (70 to study at Mogadishu University; 43 for Puntland University). In terms of gender parity, about a third (32%) of the scholarship recipients were female. 50 prosecutors participated in an Annual Prosecutors Conference, 10 judges and 17 prosecutors received specialized training on serious crimes (SGBV and violent extremism). 

-The intended final result of the envisioned Justice and Corrections Model is a political agreement endorsed by all FMS and FGS. The process is on-going and has shown some progress in that beyond an initial model presented in early 2018 (MoJ‘s Jowhar Agreement), by August 2018 a revised version reflecting the independence of AGO and the Courts system, as well as the delicate equilibrium between FGS and FMS, was approved at FGS and Cabinet level. In 2019, the process further evolved, in that an FGS/MOCA Master Plan on Constitutional Reform was developed and related FGS consultation sessions were held, while related FMS-level consultations have started and are currently underway.  

5.3. Efficiency
The extent to which available resources and inputs such as funds, time and human resources are efficiently used and implemented in a manner that turns activities into results, denotes the degree of efficiency of the efforts. In terms of making use of the human resources available, the design of JJP activities has a systematic focus on building the institutional capacity. The overall architecture of the justice system is supported through high-level, state-building related support to constitutional, policy-related and legal drafting. Moreover, institutional and sub-sectoral capacity is built through specific training measures (for the AGO, MoJ, Court staff) as well as extension, outreach, para-legal and complementary mechanisms including community conversations, legal aid, ADR centers, mobile courts etc. 

Mainstreaming human rights and engendering the practices of xeer-based mediation make efficient use of existing customary processes, but there are strong indications that even more can be done. For  instance, the tribal elders or, alternatively, the entire ADR committee (i.e., tribal elders, women‘s leaders, ulemas) could become an (even more) important asset for large-scale reconciliation and reintegration dynamics, in dealing with the (potential) future aftermath of the current armed conflict with al-Shabab via a transformative and reconciliatory approach favouring integration rather than traditional retribution or a modern punitive logic. Similarly, the status of the ADR centers and the so-called “informal“ customary approaches of dispute settlements show promising additional potential to strengthen access to equitable and quality justice services including women and the disadvantaged (minorities etc.). 

Elements of the highly participatory and inclusive community-based programme design and implementation arrangements, esp. non-violent communication trainings in ADRs or the innovative community conversation approach, are still being finetuned and tested out. There is evidence that the approach has already shown promising results, as is the case with the mobile court and ADR center modalities. A current weakness of the mobile court approach is that, due to security limitations and related concerns of court staff, the system is limited to relatively modest distances from regional urban centers, low frequencies and narrow time windows for court sessions; with the obvious negative ramifications in terms of coverage, accessibility, quality of service delivery etc. 

Also, whenever a case is supposed to be transferred to the statutory court in the respective regional center, of which the mobile court is an extension, the follow-up by court clerks sometimes leaves to be desired. There is anecdotal evidence that, apparently, the SOPs for case transfer (which are spelled out in the LoAs) are not always fully respected due to lack of capacity, incomplete understanding or ignorance of procedures set, or lacking motivation etc.. The transfer mechanism is exposed to the above-mentioned gate-keeping phenomenon and might benefit from related refresher trainings and, in particular, the introduction of monitoring measure, complaint mechanisms and penalties for offenders (i.e., negligent or corrupt clerks). 

Viewed from a systemic macro-perspective, synergies between different components of the Rule-of-Law portfolio seem to never have been completely tapped into. During the RoL programme, there was no synergies despite the fact that it was formally a joint programme, since activities were not inter-linked. This resulted in a complex programme with an unwieldy management structure that did not generate any tangible benefits in terms of synergies. Following the evaluation of the RoL JP, the current set of RoL-related programme components that had previously co-existed under the umbrella of said all-encompassing JP, emerged as independent stand-alone JPs in their own right ; the JJP being one of them. The idea was for these smaller entitites (the various JPs, i.e.) to generate efficiencies and become more nimble, responsive, economical etc. It was foreseen in the design of the JPs landscape that in managing the implementation of the individual programmes, the interfaces and synergies between them would be actively sought out and articulated. This, however, seems to apparently have proven more difficult than expected, or was simply neglected.  
Thus, following the re-arrangement of the overly complex RoL JP’s programmatic sub-components, the police/corrections chain remained delinked from the justice system: The police programme does not deal with criminal justice but only basic policing ; similarly, the present JPP does not engage in police development or the rule of law aspects of provision of policing services. In terms of police support through the JPP, UNODC is now developing basic police training material and also working on capacity development of the CID, through INL. Both have no direct interlinkage with the prosecutors. However, there are other dormant synergies at the interface of the prisons system which has the police as entry point and the corrections system as final module to deal with convicts and enforce prison sentences. Re-establishing an integrated complete justice chain would, logically and in the opinion of a number of key stakeholders at central and field/regional level, likely result in enhanced levels of general systemic performance that could outweigh any challenges caused by increased levels of complexity in terms of programming, coordination and implementation.   
In terms of using available resources, the justice system is encouraged to self-finance. One possible way of doing so is a formal system of court fees. Unfortunately, such fees are a deterrent factor for indigent, destitute individuals seeking redress of injustice. In addition, there is qualitative evidence for a lack of communication about the legal, official court fees; as well as of gate-keeping by some callous and corrupt individuals within the court system who accept or ask for bribes and thus undermine popular trust in the quality and impartiality of the court system, and indirectly, state institutions and the concept of democratic government “of, for, and by the people“, as a whole. There is also a lack of public awareness about the availability of (new and old) justice service options. For instance, in Baidoa, a mobile court beneficiary interviewed had not yet heard about ADR centers.
In terms of internal programme tracking, monitoring and oversight as well as reporting to MPTF/donors and Government, different mechanisms and approaches are used. These include:

1.      Third Party Monitoring of institutions & programme activities

2.     Goal 16 project of UNDP RoL Portfolio 

3.     ROLSIG JJCS: justice sector M&E (Target 3; also addressing SDG 16)

4.     JJP team:  monitoring of implementation through site visits and spot checks

5.   Partnership w. NYU to measure transformative impact of programme on perceptions, attitudes, behaviours with regard to women’s A2J (Kismayo & Baidoa) 

6.  Gender analysis of key justice institutions (formal & informal) regarding responsiveness to vulnerable groups (women, children, minorities etc.) 

7.    IEO evaluation of  UNDP SOM CPD 2015-2018 (in July 2019)

Through the prism of result-based management principles, there is a concern when it comes to the result indicators since the SMARTness can be enhanced (no or incomplete baseline data, gender disaggregation/gender mainstreaming of targets, formulation of indicators etc.). Linked to this, there is a need to improve on the tool-kit of available data sources/MoVs. For instance, the success of capacity development interventions such as the extent to which training interventions induce transformative change in terms of skills/practices, is generally measured insufficiently: Counting the number of participants in a training is but a poor proxy for knowledge transfer and building actual skills that will lead to actual transformative change. An important exception  was a NYU-run study on the impact of NVC training, in the sense of transformative change. In terms of the pitch of indicators, some output indicators are pitched too high, namely at the Outcome or impact level (example: “No. of basic principles of federalism of justice sector agreed upon”) while others are pitched too low, at mere activity level (e.g., “no. of participants actively engaged in CC”). 

Last but not least, the findings emerging from the budgetary analysis are as follows:

i. Basic data (cf. annual report 2019) used for analysis
(Disclaimer: IDLO figures are part of the UNDP figures as per the figures shared for analysis)
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ii. Funds received
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iii. Expenditures
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Findings: The raw budget figures show a dramatic surge in funding received, from 2018 (less than USD1.8m) to 2019 (more than USD11m), as well as regarding expenditure (some USD1.5m in 2018 vs. roughly USD8.7m in 2019). Both in terms of funding received and monies spent, the lion’s share went to UNDP, UNICEF coming in a very distant second and UN Women, third. (N.B.: IDLO’s budget being paid out by UNDP, their substantial share is part of the UNDP figures as shown by the financial system; UNSOM does not receive programme funding under the development budget.) 

The relative delivery rate (in other words, agency-specific funds absorption of proportionate spending of funds received and allocated, per agency) was by far the highest for UNDP, at 98% (incl. IDLO), in 2018. Unicef did not spend any of the money received in and for, 2018, but compensated the following year by spending in excess of the funding received for 2019 (113% delivery rate). For both years combined, the delivery rate was hovering around 90% for all agencies (UNDP incl. IDLO 89%, UN Women 91%, UNICEF 87%, JJP total 89%). 
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Overall, at the end of 2019 (year 2 of 3 of the JJP life cycle), the JJP had received 63% or, roughly, two-thirds of the total planned budget envelope (USD12.8m of USD20.3m). In terms of expenditures against the total 3-year planned budget, the JJP has so far spent 56% of the initially foreseen programme resources. Given that high-cost operational activities were gradually rolled out in 2019 and will be implemented in additional programme regions, in 2020, the trend of increasing fund absorption is bound to continue. Provided the related funding will be received, the overall planned budget is  thus likely to be fully absorbed. 


To conclude, some assorted findings regarding programme efficiency comprise:

i. Justice Model: The dialogue about the Constitutional Review process recently initiated by JJCS with UNSOM-PAMG (Political and Mediation Group) has shown momentum and possibly some of the outstanding issues at a technical level can be resolved before the actual Constitutional Review process is concluded. In this regard, UNSOM can potentially play an important convening role among the legal fraternity by drawing upon some global best practises and practical examples of low cost legal models to be shared with the Somali justice and judiciary.

ii. UN-internal programmatic coordination both within JP/ROL and beyond ROL can be further strengthened. Examples for dormant potential synergies would be: 

a.  CCE & UNICEF social norms community approach & JPLG ; 

b.  al-Shabab child soldiers (teenagers): Unicef interfaces and synergies regarding the Integrated Childhood Programme ;
c. potential future restorative justice approach vs. current role of (ADR) elders in DDR

d. fully harness the role of tribal elders in and for, mediating inter-clan conflicts/wars ; e. IOM/UNHCR work with IDP re A2J ;

f. UN Women’s stand-alone “Women in Peace“/WTLG programmes interfacing with the JJP; MoGender/Jubaland advocating for draft bill to legally enforce ban on i. FGM, ii. forced early marriages, iii. child care in divorce cases (alimony), iv. property rights in divorce cases).

iii. LoAs: There has been an evolution from, initially, only one LoA via MoJ, to the present status of separate LoAs for MoJ, AGO and Judiciary. However, different P(UN)Os each went on to sign their own separate LoA, respectively, with the same IP/supported counterpart institution. This is not efficient.

iv. Efficiencies: It is difficult to assess the monetary savings realized via the justice services dispensed via the traditional community-level justice, reconciliation and mediation institutions. In effect, the bulk of incidences that require the intervention of non-core family legal staff, para-legal experts or mediators, is resolved outside the statutory (sub-)sector of the official formal court system. The ADR center‘s mediators do not receive an official salary but are mostly self-sustaining. In addition, costs are externalized and borne by the defendant, since according to anecdotal evidence, part of the penalty in mediated settlements goes the respective (sub-)clans represented by the tribal elders. The elders thus at least indirectly benefit from rulings that involve penalties of direct or indirect monetary value (camels, sheep etc.) that need to be handed over to the victim‘s (sub-)clan as a remedy for the committed wrong or transgression.

Benefits to clan elders officiating in the ADR center might also materialize by extension, at the second or third degree, in terms of non-monetary gains. For the clan elders represent the clan and if the clan receives reparation in the form of livestock etc. then this will result in boosting the elders‘ status, network, influence, reputation etc. which might then again allow them to reap monetary proceeds, further down the road. - The important point in all cases (i.e. immediate and/or delayed, direct and/or indirect, monetary and/or non-monetary gains) is that the burden is externalized and no costs accrue for the plaintiff or the (traditional) justice system, per se. Given the caseload handled by this sub-system, it becomes clear why the related efficiencies (no salaries, freeing up official system) are tremendous. 

Another related efficiency in-built within the traditional community-level culture of mediation, finds expression in the concepts of “islah“ (reconciliation) and “solha” (peace, harmony, tranquility) which denote non-expert, non-elder preventative and mitigatory mediation. This “informal-in-the informal/traditional“ mechanism serves as initial filter in resolving issues that might otherwise escalate and end up at court, adding to the caseload and related backlog. For the time being, this informal aspect of the traditional system does not seem to have appeared on the radar of JJP planners, and arguably not even the MoJ planners, yet. 

5.4. Sustainability
The entire JJP result architecture hinges on the principle of capacity development in view of enhancing access to quality justice services thus addressing the demand side, and strengthening the supply side by building sustainable systems in the justice sector. The capacity building approach is thus very broadly defined, encompassing the legislative and policy eco-system and overarching legal architecture (constitution justice and corrections model, and  defining the relationship between MoJ, AGO, and the Supreme court; as well as the FGS-FMS interplay and equilibrium), the physical infrastructure (court houses, ADR centers) and equipment, as well as trainings and other measures in support of building individual capacity which, taken together and combined with the aforementioned elements, culminates in and ultimately constitutes, systemic capacity to deliver just and equitable high-quality services. 
By supporting the development of the justice sector’s SGBV capacity, the JJP addresses the cross- cutting issues of gender and human rights through the programmatic design of its result chains as well as its operational implementation. Conceptually, gender and human rights mainstreaming was applied via gender-specific beneficiary targets (e.g., 50%+ female beneficiaries of A2J service delivery under Outcome 1) under the service delivery Outcome, specific SGBV upstream and downstream responses, scholarships for female students, the transfer of juvenile defendants to children‘s/juvenile courts (and related prisons), adding women’s representative contingents to the composition of ADR mediators and upgrading human rights and gender knowledge of all ADR panel member, etc. Another important human rights-related breakthrough is the upcoming gradual reduction of court martial (equaling execution) of captured lower-risk anti-government combatants, and handing them over to civilian courts. 

The issue of participation, grassroots-level popular involvement and ownership is not only essential in terms of efficiencies. At the strategic level, the ownership of Somali counterparts (both in the formal sub-sector, involving MoJ, Judiciary at FGS/FMS levels; and at grassroots level, including CCE, NVC, ADR etc.) of activities and related results under the umbrella of the JJP, is high. In terms of the programme design and management, the operational and implementation-related arrangements are anchored in regional and grassroots/community-level support. For instance, the traditional justice sector has hitherto been and remains, the backbone of dealing with the vast majority of cases. Hence, incorporating this sub-sector was a strategically wise decision. In terms of staffing patterns, Somali female staff is quite well represented among PUNOs. However, on the side of government counterpart institutions, gender (and possibly also clan) differentials are still prevalent. 

Some success stories and key concerns in terms of the JJP‘s sustainability would be: 

1 - Concern: The impartiality of service delivery in the formal sector is put at risk by the unstable payment of formal JS staff which creates DSA-dependency (some staff practically make a living by attending trainings that pay a per diem to attendees) and creates conditions susceptible to the phenomenon of gate-keeping and related corruption.

2 – Success stories/best practices:

a. Gender mainstreaming and strengthening of the human rights approach via the ADR centers and thus in concerned programme areas, by extension, possibly or even quite likely, into the practice of solha, which along with xeer is the de facto backbone of the current Somali justice system 

b. The 4.5 key of majority/minority clan representation in the ADRs (nation-wide, in general, a shift to a 5.0 rule is now being considered, which would grant minority clans equal say and relative weight, according to the logic “one vote per clan“ regardless of clan affiliation and majority/minority concerns)

b. NVC is empowering women to become active agents of justice at community level;

c. Scholarships/study support to female students of law: Apparently, the most brilliant legal scholar in recent times was a female from a Southern region;

d. Women‘s exchange initiative (female ADR members from Kismayo visiting Puntland etc.)

e. In terms of mainstreaming human rights and promoting national reconciliation it must be noted that prior to the design of the road map and strategy for the transfer of high-risk and serious crimes cases, from military to civilian courts, the culprits (captured al-Shabab combatants, but also defectors) used to be subject to court martials treating them as terrorist combatants, resulting habitually in death sentences and ultimately, summary execution. 

Regarding flexibility and responsiveness, the review of the JJP ToC enhanced the adaptability and relevance of the programme model. This was achieved through adapting the formulation and sequencing of Outcomes including the addition of sub-outcomes; and correspondingly adjusting programmatic assumptions linked to the ToC and risk assessment. 

a. Sub-Outcome added: “Inclusive community dialogue on justice and security issues leads to the development of action plans at local level that informs the support for institutional strengthening, federalization of the justice sector, financial sustainability, and the establishment of accountability mechanisms. The programme focuses on delivery of the action plans that will improve access to justice for vulnerable groups, especially women and minority groups. These local plans would then lead to the emergence of basic principles for support to Somalia’s justice framework. This community based change process will support innovative thinking and evidence-based learning for Rule of Law programming”: 

-Indicative Outcome 1:  “Justice institutions are present across Somalia and are increasingly delivering in accordance with a federal framework and providing equitable and professional basic services to the Somali people”; became the new Outcome 2, under the revised RRF (Oct. 2019), reading:  “Drawing from community consensus, key justice institutions are strengthened to deliver on the priorities identified in the community dialogue with enhanced sustainability“

-Indicative Outcome 2: “Men, women and children are safer and accessing basic justice and human rights services”; became new Outcome 1 (2019 RRF): “Adequate justice services are provided to vulnerable people based on community participation in justice reform“. 

Related assumptions changed from: a. Long-term donor commitment to support justice; b. Security situation will not severely deteriorate; c. Justice & Corrections Model and Constitutional review process will advance; d. Police will increasingly assume responsibility for security/law and order in the context of overall security in coordination with justice institutions; e. Federal and State authorities, supported by international partners, will create political space for justice reform… to;

-Security maintained to a minimum to allow for the community dialogue and for participants to have a safe space to explore issues;

-Decisions from action plan will involve as many community members as possible so that the community can take ownership and ensure its sustainability;

-To sustain transformation, decisions from the community dialogue need to translate into tangible results. The assumption is that the administration will be keen to build its legitimacy and be willing to respond to the requests from the community and provide political support and financial resources to deliver on these action plans.

Currently, the Programme foresees a financial analysis that would lead to a revenue model. The financial analysis was mentioned during the Rule of Law Technical working group meeting on 5th March, 2020. Once finalized, the details of the official revenue model need to be properly communicated and related fees truthfully enforced. At the same time, the unlawful practice of levies collected by corrupt gate-keepers who abuse their position to impede access to justice through extortion, needs to be prosecuted as a criminal offence.

5.5. Impact
The Supreme Court and FGS MoJ jointly conducted 7 state building-related consultations on the justice model, at FMS level. There currently is a window opportunity in terms of further increasing levels of trust in State institutions and, by extension, the democratic State model: Provided the regional idiosyncrasies and omnipresent desire to have these reflected in a fair degree of autonomous decision-making are taken into account, overall stability and state-building would likely benefit thanks to enhanced relations between FMS and FGS. 

In terms of popular support to the institutions, trust levels vis-à-vis state institutions and the State model as such, the provision of mobile courts, legal aid, ADR centers, SGBV responses, community conversations etc. are likely to have a noticeable impact quite soon after these  novel models and solutions will have been ramped up beyond the rather limited pilot phase/initial stage coverage areas, to nation-wide scale. 

Overall, across the JJP, trainings held in 2019 on legal and policy drafting, justice sector coordination, standardization of case file management, ToTs on judicial training, ADR SOPs, mobile courts procedures, community conversations/non-violent communication etc. counted 1,672 participants (1,150 or 69% male; 448 or 31% female). In line with the evidence presented under the section on programme sustainability (cf. 5.4., above), the efforts to engender the JJP have already shown some promising results, specifically under the A2J-related service delivery components, in terms of the ADR center formula etc. 

Meanwhile, the JJP enhanced social transformation by creating and fostering a conducive environment for resolving civil and criminal law cases, and mediating individual, personal rights violations. It is too early, and in the absence of related data collection tools and mechanisms also technically not possible, for the time being, to gauge any potential change at the level of perceptions and attitudinal change(s) at a large-scale, societal level. Likewise, any large-scale changes in the general behaviour and practices such as a decline in human rights violations actually perpetrated as well as the support extended to, and actual individual rights availed to, victims and survivors of human rights violations, cannot be measured, yet. This is due to both the absence of related data collection instruments, and the short duration for which related programme interventions have been implemented, until now. 

The current JJP design has not yet fully realized the hidden gems that it has within arm‘s length, namely the strategic value of the solha grassroots-level informal-in-the-informal dispute resolution and mediation mechanism ; and the strategic role the tribal elders (who also sit on the ADR centers‘ mediation panels) are already playing in terms of high-stakes reconciliation and mediation efforts, be it in terms of a. mediating between warring clans; or b. through their role as guarantors for individuals who enter the DDR centers to undergo the process of deradicalization and societal reintegration.

5.6. Conclusion
The JJP was designed to promote access to reliable, fair and equitable justice services for all those in need of legal counsel and protection against potential rights violations. The programme’s Outcomes, Outputs and activities are of great relevance in that they address upstream and downstream issues of significant importance, both in terms of state-building, fostering the social contract, and ensuring access to justice, esp. for those seeking redress of rights violations they had to suffer and endure, regardless of their background, affiliation, gender, socio-economic status etc. 
The JJP is properly aligned with relevant international, national and UN-specific policy frameworks and action plans. The adjustment of its ToC, which ensured it fully reflects LNOB principles, was an expression of programme responsiveness in that it finetuned and sharpened the initial approach, by putting stronger emphasis on community-based mechanisms and processes to ensure A2J (incl. ADR, legal aid centers, mobile courts, NVC-CCE etc.). To quote an MoJ interviewee: “The JJP‘s relevance can be assessed as high to very high, since providing crucial support in terms of training, technical advisory support, facilities and equipment. Without the support of the support and guidance provided through the JJP, the justice sector in its current form would not exist.“

In terms of project effectiveness, the JJP is making satisfactory progress towards achieving outputs as per the logframe as well as delivery of inputs and activities. Given the delivery to date, the likelihood of the project attaining most of the planned outputs over the coming year(s) seems likely. If indeed the high-level goal of establishing fully independent, accountable and efficient justice institutions capable of addressing the justice needs of the people of Somalia can be reached soon, obviously depends on much more than the provision of planned inputs; since overarching state-building, Rule-of-Law and governance, and security-related dynamics situated well beyond the scope and remit of the JJP come into play here, as well.  

In terms of programme efficiency, the JJP reaches decent standard and performance levels, as expressed by the impressive 2-year delivery or fund absorption rate of around 90% by agency, and overall. In terms of gender-specific results, the programme has set itself, and for quite a few indicators has reached or even spectacularly exceeded, GEWE-specific participation rate targets. 

The JJP‘s sustainability can be rated as decent. The likelihood that programme results (including supply-side and demand-side benefits such as advances in the legal architecture/eco-system, infrastructure, institutional and individual capacity; attitudinal changes among the population incl. the victims/survivors of SGBV cases) can be upheld and continued in the long run, obviously again depend on a number of factors that go beyond the remit of the JJP since dependent on the progress and success of the RoL portfolio, at large.

But in terms of inclusiveness and participation-levels, the overall programme design, along with its implementation arrangements and process, and the allocation and distribution of programme benefits, the JJP scores high marks, esp. ever since the vertical and horizontal power differentials between FGS and FMS, and MoJ/AGO/the Supreme Court have been taken into account to a larger degree. Stakeholder interviews yielded insights into fully satisfactory levels of buy-in and ownership of JJP interventions and related results, among duty bearers and rights holders. In many respects, it is far too early to measure the impact of activities and new mechanisms that have only just started in many cases only about a year ago. 

However, a judgment can be passed on the likelihood of the programme enhancing social transformation over the long term through the activities and results it has implemented and supported, namely by creating and fostering i. a conducive environment, ii. perception and attitudinal change at a large-scale/societal level, as well as iii. changes in the behaviour and practices (incl. a decline in human rights violations actually perpetrated as well as the support extended to, and actual individual rights availed to victims and survivors of human rights violations):

The interplay and ensuing dynamics of these various measures shows some very promising results, already, as can be seen in the dedicated sections above, specifically in the sub-chapters about the JJP‘s effectiveness and sustainability. On the other hand, there are a number of potential, hitherto dormant or not yet fully and officially embraced synergies. A case point is the very promising impact of the ADR centers with its formula of inclusive representation of traditional/clan elders, civil society/women‘s group leaders/“female elders“, and oulema (religious experts in exegisis and interpretation of the sha‘ria or Koranic law). 
However, strengthening ADRs does not mean that building the formal system should be discontinued. The logic of the zero sum game does not apply, here. Rather, both (sub-)sectors stand to benefit from further working on their own respective strengths, striving for a hybrid dual system; or a unified hybrid system in which judicial checks and balances would be formalized and made transparent. Whereas in reality, official verdicts are often subject to an unofficial yet in reality ultimately essential and binding review by clan-based mechanisms, ideally, the opposite would become true.
Given the clan-based character of Somali society, the regulatory power of tribal elders cannot be underestimated. The current set-up is a step in the right direction in the sense that beneficial, advantageous features of this phenomenon are tapped into while its potential aberrations and negative influences (such as tribal elders intervening in favour of their clan members regardless of the crime committed, leaning on policemen and statutory courts etc. to release culprits or show undeserved leniency etc.) are better held in check through the ADR set-up than is the case in a traditional xeer/customary law environment. 

The JJP‘s impact and, by extension, the overall systemic health and performance of the justice sector would benefit tremendously from the elimination of corruption or perceived corruptibility, of justice sector institutional staff in the formal sector. This would go a long way in terms of generating buy-in for the vision of developing an equitable and strong legal sector. 

6.  MTE Recommendations
A - Strategic level:
1.) Taking into the respective value and cost of justice sector sub-systems and the comparative value and role of the UN in view of its role to strengthen capacity, introduce innovative features and approaches, serve as convenor bringing together stakeholders, support coordination and strategic planning via evidence-based data etc., all this with scarce resources serving as JJP budget, respect an equitable budget share between the formal and traditional justice sectors;
2.) Design and introduce district clusters served by a single court-house, rather than pursuing the approach of one court per district which is financially unsustainable, at least for the time being (justice staff only receiving allowances way beyond the pegged salary, for the time being, due to budget shortages);
3.) Accelerate finalization of the Judicial Training Institute and use it for pre- and in-service training of justice sector staff, as soon as possible;

4.) Revisit the justice and corrections model to identify and address weaknesses and embrace strengths and potentialities of current hybrid, plural legal practice:


a. Map the xeer in all regions to identify commonalities and differences, to then engage in an  
evidence-based discussion about the possibilities, as well as the potential pros and cons, of 
harmonizing the xeer to further formalize the informal to the extent necessary and helfpul, by 
building on the promising model of the ADR centers to mainstream gender and human rights 
into the practise of traditional, customary mediation and jurisdiction;   

b. Map actual justice sector model to gauge differences vis-à-vis the official model (review existing flow chart to differentiate a descriptive, truthful “status quo/as is” design from the aspired-to, ideal process) to ban unlawful clan-biased interference by clan elders in favour of indicted perpetrators or sentenced felons belonging to their respective clan; but also to launch a discussion about the dormant potential for enhancing A2J, that could be mobilized and realized by fully assuming and tapping into the positive aspects of de facto hybrid nature of the justice system (in this respect, compare examples of legal pluralism and related best practices from other countries incl. village/
laymen‘s courts and tribal elders‘ tribunals in  Guinea-Bissau, gacaca courts in Rwanda,  village courts in Bangladesh, traditional justice in PNG, traditional justice and mobile courts in Timor Leste, legal pluralism in Comoros and Mayotte etc.);


c. Professionalize ADR (by introducing equipment like a proper ADR case management filing 
system, computers for typing up depositions, decisions etc.);

d. Consider how underlying inequities (majority/minority clan, gender) can be better addressed; e.g., consider to use the judiciary for addressing individual justice as redress mechanism to punish the perpetrator under criminal law and ask for monetary repair to be paid to the victim as an individual (rather than the victim’s clan) under civil law if it cannot be treated under criminal law as part of the criminal case; and use traditional justice to address clan-based reconciliation; criminal justice proceedings should go ahead for domestic violence and sexual assault cases, regardless of any informal or civil settlement;


e. Restorative justice: formalize post-release reintegration by strengthening linkage between 
DDR process, technical and vocational training, community conversations, community service 
(including at ADR centers); 

f. Study possibilities of enhancing the capacity of the islah/solha complex in the traditional 
community based segment, as preventative measure to stop quarrels and differences between 
parties from escalating and exacerbating to the point of acts of violence and other 
transgressions being committed;

5.) Re-establish the chain of justice (Justice  & Police and Corrections JPs) during the next programme cycle by articulating the nexus between holding the perpetrator during pre-trial and trial/prosecution and serving a prison term in case of related sentence, incl. the (re)integration component;

6.) Consider introducing (at least some elements of) restorative justice (cf. Nepal, South Africa, Rwanda; incl. South-South cooperation drawing on experience of mediation/truth and reconciliation professionals from those countries including Rwandan gacaca staff since those laymen courts were also mobilized as additional fora to serve the purpose of reconciliation and social reintegration); restorative justice pilot studies to be taken up on experimental basis including the use of traditional justice and community-based approaches towards easing tensions, negotiated solutions and consensus building (solha etc.) ; N.B.: The complexity of such an undertaking might warrant for the interventions to be framed as a wholly independent programme outside the JJP, but still under the remit and umbrella of the RoL portfolio; 
7.) Strengthen UN-internal programmatic coordination through joint programming, both within JP/ROL and beyond ROL to tap into dormant potential synergies: 
a.  CCE & UNICEF social norms community approach & JPLG; 
b. al-Shabab child soldiers (teenagers): Unicef interfaces/synergies re Integrated Childhood Programme;

c. in addition to using formal justice for dealing with high-risk/high-profile al-Shabab indictees, building on experience and data from clan elders role in the DDR and inter-clan war mediation, consider emulating Rwanda‘s approach using gacaca courts to also manage transitional justice – NB: by pilot testing ADR centers‘ value for transformative justice using mediation and reconciliation between communities with al-Shabab fighters; such an approach would be most timely in view of the overall security situation for otherwise there remains a risk of an endless spiral of violence in terms of clans seeking redress of killings by eye-for-eye style revenge against al-Shabab perpetrator‘s respective (sub-)clan/family;
d. Enhance coordination with IOM/UNHCR’s A2J work for IDPs (add to JP or joint programming); 

e. UN Women’s stand-alone “Women in Peace“/WTLG programmes interfacing with the JJP; MoWHRD/Jubaland advocating for draft bill to legally enforce ban on; i. FGM, ii. forced early marriages, iii. child care in divorce cases (alimony), iv. property rights in divorce cases);

8.) Reconsider MPTF programming restrictions flowing, or derived from, its budget line system set up according to sectoral silo logic (a cross-silo/holistic SDG approach under the new SF might be hampered unless this is addressed);

9.) Look into building the body of administrative law and building related legal institutional/technical capacity;

10.) Operational Costs: a. formal courts: Find ways for regular payment of JS staff; b. traditional JS: Introduce case incentive payments and at least partial transport support for high-risk mediation (ex.: interclan war Kismayo over water borehole resulting in 40 casualties); NB: b. to be handled at community-level through community conversations;
B – Technical/operational level:

11.) Ensure speedy unobstructed transfer of cases of mobile court cases marked for referral to the docket at regular district court level, by eliminating gate-keeping etc. (NB: the LoA entails detailed ToRs stipulating transfer delays and technical steps, however, these are not always followed since exposed to gate-keeping/corruption, lack of knowledge/understanding etc.); consider related refresher trainings and, in particular, the introduction of monitoring measure, complaint mechanisms and penalties for offenders (i.e., negligent or corrupt clerks);
12.) Governance: Embrace JP modality‘s advantages by doing away with separate bilateral single-agency LoAs between a JJP participating agency and specific justice sector entity; by, instead, having all participating agencies sign joint high-level UN-IP LoAs with each joint/common partner entity, respectively (do away with the current practice of overloading the LoA with specific technical details such as ToRs so as to speed up the signing of the agreement; operational details to be addressed through separate subsequent decree-type addendums to the LoA);

13.) Strengthen UN-internal coordination and synergies with gender-specific activities outside the JJP:
a. the coordination of gender-specific A2J activities currently supported by UN Women and/or UNDP both within and outside the JJP, and UNFPA‘s design efforts in view of  a legal aid package; 
b. UN to facilitate dialogue and coordination between MoJ and the Ministry of Women and Human Rights Development given overlaps in A2J work (cf. Jubaland, where MoWHRD, supported by UN Women and UNFPA, is preparing an ambitious access-to-justice programme for survivors of GBV including domestic violence, under-age marriage, FMG etc.);

c. through UN-internal coordination mechanisms and fora, broker agreement with SGBV database stakeholders to develop the existing case registration database (conceived under the humanitarian Gender sub-cluster and operated by UNFPA) into a full-fledged case flow/management database able to aggregate data and calculate performance indicators (such as success rate, average duration of cases etc.) for evidence-based M&E and applied research purposes, in the interest of strengthening SGBV A2J services and genuine RBM;
14.) Gender-specific legal code to be revisited (e.g., life-threatening following wife battery/domestic violence still require the agreement of the husband; cf. vignettes about abused wife with dead foetus in her womb who would have died had the husband not finally agreed to the operation after his clan elders weighed in on him in the last minute);

15.) Organize inter-regional exchange and consider setting up (virtual) communities of practice for experience sharing among specific categories of justice sector experts esp. in the informal sector (i.e., ADR women’s representatives, CCE MTs/facilitators etc.) who until now do not have fora to swap lessons learned and best practices, discuss issues and challenges to develop new ideas etc.;
16.) Initiate a legal rights and A2J communication campaign: 
a. Ramp up sensitization/communication (through a media campaign possibly also involving community conversation platforms to the extent feasible) so that people know about their rights including the underlying basic tenets (civic education), and the services available to them; 
b. Use a communication campaign (radio, tv, social media, community theater, newspapers, ulemahs etc.) to inform the public about official legal court fees and court fee exemptions (once those have been clarified), and at the same time crack down on existing practices of corruption (gate-keeping: illegally applied overhead fees or “premium“ for regular service etc.) by prosecuting such as criminal offence;

c. Consider possibilities of introducing mechanisms (block-chain, if possible) to protect a process from such practices, and at the same time identify and denounce corruption; 
d. Consider the strategic value of using ADR centers and/or community conversations as legal resource information conduits (study international examples of legal information centers in South Africa, Timor Leste, Nepal... including related services, materials and equipment, staffing structure, budget);
17.) Enhance the support of the indigent in formal courts, through the SBA;
C – M&E:

18.) Retroactively identify and introduce baseline values and final targets for all those indicators that are stilling missing related data points;
19.) SMARTen draft traffic light matrix (in line with revised copy submitted by IC on March 27, 2020);
20.) Introduce revised traffic light matrix as primary programme MER tool;
21.) Use representative sampling tool to inform the Key Performance Indicator: “Women/vulnerable groups/youth/men having trust in justice services (formal courts and alternative dispute resolutions mechanisms)” ; target: “Noticeable increase in levels of trust”;
22.) Design and implement qualitative applied research protocol to test the hypothesis that A2J is not simply predicated on the sequence of stabilization of an area leading to the stability of, and trust in, institutions; and that, neither, sustainable stabilization is predicated on the presence of justice services (as well as other, public/social, services); but that, rather, it is about a mutually reinforcing, iterative dynamic process;
23.) Carefully study the strengths and weaknesses of the Puntland-based SPU (specialized prosecutorial units) to finetune the model for country-wide replication of forensic labs;
24.) Study the use of, and finetune, the newly existing electronic MIS/case file system which was just introduced in Benadir, at the level of the Supreme Court and AGO; so that it can be enhanced and a national JS-MIS can be designed and introduced in the future, thus replacing the manual case management systems;
25.) Consider if and how the M&E and applied research functions (incl. under the three previous recommendations) could be integrated culminating in a data and research unit ensuring an oversight function; or possibly even an evidence/data-driven policy think tank (cross-pollination with the JTI  curriculum and hands-on research assignments for in-service trainees should then also be considered).

	  7. Annex A – MTE Evaluation Matrix
	
	

	Evaluation criteria
	Key Questions (and sub-questions)
	Indicator(s) / Measures of Success
	Data Sources/ Means of Verification
	Data Collection Method(s)/ Tool(s)
	Method(s) for Data Analysis

	A. Relevance
(JP’s design and
focus)
	-Does the programme continue to be relevant to the FGS and FMS priorities in governance, by properly addressing its key challenges; also taking into
account any potential changes due the evolving overall context of Somalia?
-Is the JP contributing to achieving systemic transformative change as measured and reflected by existing top level national and sectorial
outcome/impact level indicators (SDG, NDP, CAS)? And if so, to what extent?
(cf. impact criterion)
	-Qualitative metrics incl.
population’s perception of
and degree of satisfaction
with services rendered,
knowledge about them etc.:
-% of public confident with
the justice system
(disaggregated by age and
sex) at all levels
- % of Adult population with
confidence in the respect for
human rights, political rights
and civil liberties-Degree of
conflict sensitivity (is the
programme design and/or
implementation set-up
conflict sensitive?)
	-NDP; CAS; UNSF;
CPD; JJP; key
informants (MoJ FGS
& FMS; JRoLSIG; RoL
WG; GFP; AGO;
MoWHRD; JJP
management incl.
senior staff of
PUNOs & IDLO) ;
-Desk review of
related key literature
(key strategic
documents incl.
ProDoc etc.)
	-Key informant interviews
-Review of ToC
-Programme/policy mapping to identify similar or related
programmes
(contribution/attribution of
results; gap analysis; synergies)
-Mapping of result
chains to assess
degree of articulation and
alignment of JJP results with UNSF outcomes; and JJP strategic pitch
	-Critique of JJP‘s
results
architecture in
terms of
inherent logic
and logical
alignment of
outputs with
expected
outcomes
-Design of
results chain
(still relevant?
holding up
against RBM
logic etc.?)
-Review of ToC-
inherent logic as
such as well as
vs. ToCs of other
related
programmes in
the
policy/strategic
programming
landscape
(other JPs etc.)

	B. Effectiveness
(of JJP
implementationof activities as
measured
primarily by
progress against
Output
indicators‘ set
annual and
cumulative
targets)
	-Is the programme effective in responding to the needs of the beneficiaries, and are there any
tangible results, so far? In particular, to what extent has the JJP been effective in its engagement with the informal justice sector, to leverage access to
justice for the most vulnerable citizens especially children, girls, and members of minorities?
-To what extent are the stated outcomes and outputs for the JJP Programme on track vis-à-vis results
indicators‘ set targets?
-To what extent have JJP results contributed so far to the UNSF and NDP/CAS results in the area of
Foundational issues related to Rule of Law?
-What has been the JJP‘s contribution towards UNDP CPD outcomes, so far?
-What factors have contributed to achieving or hindering achievement of the intended outputs and outcomes?
	-Qualitative data-Various
performance indicators as
reflected in results
framework and/or M&E
matrix (JRLOS, UNDAP, A2J
JP, CCPD etc.); against these
metrics, collect/collate/map
historical and most recent
monthly/quarterly/yearly
progress data (“as is”/status
quo to measure actual
performance delivery at
activity/output level and
effect at higher result level
(JP Output, UNDAP
outcomes etc.): number of
milestones reached or
surpassed etc. and reasons
for actual performance
realized/results achieved
	-Key informant
interviews & Focus
Groups
-Desk review of
implementation and
review reports (incl.
FGS/FMS M&E
report, PUNO/IDLO
and IP reporting, JP
consolidate progress
reports, UNSF/DaO-
related reviews of JP
implementation etc.)
	-Quantitative analysis of JJP
performance indicators
-Mapping of geographical and time spread
	-Data
triangulation
across different
types,
categories, data
sources (e.g.,
quantitative/
qualitative;
statistical data
from various
reports or
surveys etc. vs.
oral data from
stakeholder
interviews)
-Ranking tool
(Likaert scale)
for qualitative
outcome-level
proxy measures
-Trend curves
mapping data

	C. Efficiency
(of Programme
Implementation
incl. JJP
management
processes and
their
appropriateness
in supporting
delivery)
	-Is the programme management strategy effective in delivering desired/planned results? Are the
intervention strategy, related modalities and the implementation process achieving results efficiently?
-Did the actual or expected results (outputs and outcomes) justify the costs incurred? Were the resources effectively utilized (could the same
results have been reached with less resources, or higher results been achieved with the same resources, if used differently)?
-What factors have been contributing to implementation efficiency? What would be (potentially) more efficient ways and means of delivering more and better results (outputs and outcomes) with the available inputs?
-Do the programme’s activities overlap with or duplicate other similar interventions (funded nationally and /or by other donors) or have there
been any meaningful synergies?
-Have any catalytic effects been registered, in terms of results/impact, efficiencies or sustainability?
-Are there specific indications for reduced transaction costs due to the adopted JP governance and implementation mechanisms incl.
financial/general management? And conversely, did transaction costs increase in specific areas or not? If so, do gains outweigh losses; in other words, is the JJP/DaO approach worth it?
-Were DaO principles applied to the letter and if not, why so? Is there room for enhancing DaO and thus, overall JP efficiency and effectiveness?
-To what extent has the JJP/One UN approach contributed to the achievement of the results? Has the partnership between UNSOM and UNCT-AFP/PUNOs proven efficient; and/or have there been any inefficiencies (transaction costs, delays, overlaps etc.) observed?

	-Absorption rate of allocated
(estimated and/or effectively
available) funding by JP
output and strategic activity-
BOS/DaO SOPs-related
metrics of operational
performance and robustness
	-JJP progress reports
(monthly, quarterly,
annually) and spot-
checks/back-to-office
reports
-Minutes of
management
meetings (RoL WG,
JJP SC etc.)
-JP ProDoc
-MPTF-UNDP/JJP AA‘s
corporate integrated
admin-finance data
management systems
(ATLAS)
- Previous evaluation
reports and needs
assessments (of JRoL
programme, other
relevant JPs)
	-Financial expenditure
analysis; also, and
especially, in relation to the
actual implementation
progress against planned results (measured by respective performance indicators using RRF and progress tracking matrix
proposed in this report) = Analysis of financial data
(expenditure/absorption rate etc.): budget allocations,
expenditure/by agency/by category of expenditure/by
JP Output/by JP activity; all by year and cumulative
total
-“Jointness” mapping along
results chains and related BPR/CBA-inspired analysis of the JJP‘s operational
coordination and disbursement mechanism
-Tailored interview questions to different groups and categories of key informants (FGS/FMS, IPs, IDLO and PUNO senior managerial and technical JP Programme and A/F staff etc.); incl. individual interviews and focus group discussions
	-Calculating
quantitative
efficiency
metrics (input
vs. output and
relative cost)
-Comparative
inquisitive
analysis guided
by cost
effectiveness
concerns (cf.
related key
questions)
-Cost-per-unit
analysis

	
	-Could a different approach (other than JP modality, specific design of results chains in terms of focus/substance/strategic pitch etc.) have produced better results?
-Are the strategies and tools used in the JP’s implementation effective; and did the strategy adopted and inputs identified prove realistic, appropriate and adequate for achievement of the results?
-Has the partnership strategy been appropriate and effective; or could the collaboration with other multilateral and bilateral donors and implementers in the sector be improved, particularly in terms of fostering synergies (while still allowing for particular attribution)? 
-JP/DaO-related value-added in terms of effective application and mainstreaming of UN Programming principles, partnerships leveraged, responsiveness to change in external needs and requirements, effectiveness and efficiency of governance structure, critical mass (strategic pitch; catalytic effect; leverage?) 
-Is the program management structure operating effectively, producing efficient results and synergies (in terms of reduced transaction costs etc.)?
-How efficient are the management and accountability structures of the programme?
-Are there issues related to the UNDP AA function; or suggestions related to the NEX vs. DEX (or NIM/DIM) implementation modality options?
	
	
	
	

	
	-Has the MPTF and JP-AA funding and fund management arrangement(s) generated hoped-for efficiencies? Or is it disrupting the overall financial implementation of the JP as well as its general degree of cohesion?
-How did its financial management processes and procedures affect the programme’s implementation?
-What are the strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities and threats of the programme’s implementation process? -Is there a suitable M&E framework to monitor and support a well-informed implementation of the targeted results?
-Can data generated by the various activities and the analysis conducted by the M&E Goal 16 project be used for JJP M&E purposes? How can JJP M&E processes, systems and mechanisms be better linked to other projects and programmes to enhance sustainability of the intervention(s) and develop an overarching higher-level result?
	
	
	
	

	D. Sustainability (of JP’s general implementation structure, modalities and processes, in the long run)
	-To what extent are the benefits of the programme likely to be sustained after the completion of the JJP?
-What is the likelihood of continuation and sustainability of the programme outcomes and benefits after completion of the JJP‘s life cycle (end 2020)?
-How effective are the exit strategies, and approaches to phase out assistance provided by the programme including contributing factors and constraints?
-What are the key factors that will require attention in order to improve prospects of sustainability of the JP’s outcomes and the potential for replication of the approach?
-How are capacities strengthened at the individual and organizational level (including contributing factors and constraints)?
-How have the cross-cutting issues of gender and human rights been addressed in the program implementation?
-What are the main lessons that have emerged from the implementation of the JJP, so far?
-What are the recommendations for similar support in future?
-How keen are donors on providing further and/or future funding, i.e. both during and beyond the current 30- month programme implementation cycle?
-Are FGS and FMS IPs as well as grassroots partners (informal courts, ADR mechanisms/local courts, councils of elders etc.) committed, with full “buy-in“ and “ownership” of the programme and its implementation strategies? To what degree do they display a sense of commitment and ownership and is there any tangible proof for this that can serve as
evidence?
	-Qualitative contextual data and high level indicators on political and social stability, economic development etc. (foundational issue indicators’ meta-analysis)
-Review of capacity building related results (cf. related indicators’ progress in light of a parallel discussion of the SMARTness of these metrics)
	-Key informants (IP/FGS and FMS, NGO/CSO
community, PUNO and IDLO senior JJP staff, grassroots-level and institutional beneficiaries)
-Strategic documents (JP ProDoc)
-UNSF and DaO reviews
-Donor community (Development partners)
	-Analysis of risk log and phase-out plan/exit strategy
-Gender and social inclusion analysis
-Document Review
-Key informants at IP level and among stakeholder institutions (incl. PUNOs), INGOs etc.
-Direct observation (visual evidence?)
	-Projection- based analysis beyond end of JP
implementation period (synergy with analysis of effectiveness dimension)
-Triangulation of qualitative data from various sources (based on desk review and discussions)

	E. (Early indications for potential)
Impact
	-Are there any indications for (potential) impact triggered by the JJP?
-Have there been any (potentially)
quick-impact game changing effects
that can be directly or indirectly linked to the JJP (attribution or contribution/ indirect effects via catalytic chain of events that were willingly or unwittingly triggered by JJP interventions)?
-What has been the impact of the programme on the SDGs, in particular SDG16/Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development,provide access to justice for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels, but also SDG5/Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls (and possibly SDG10/Reduce inequality within and among countries)?
	-Qualitative evidence
-Observational data
-High-level results and statements and indicators
(incl. relevant SDG targets)
	-Key informant interviews (at institutional and
grassroots level)
-If applicable, also national data sets (M&E Goal 16 etc.)
-Stakeholder perception/ opinion re any possible negative effects (conflict sensitive?)
	-High-level statistical data sets incl. household or
living standards survey (DHS or equivalent), if available; M&E Goal 16 survey, NYU KAB research and other macro- level quantitative or qualitative research reports/initiatives
-(Early) Impact screening and peace building and social cohesion
-MSC (most significant changes) garnered from formal and informal (key informant or beneficiary) interviews and
desk review
	-Systematically sift through body of
literature to
extract concrete evidence/ human interest stories
-Analysis of narrative/ qualitative data collected through key informant interviews
-If applicable, triangulation of qualitative with quantitative data



8. Annex B – Traffic Light Analysis of Key Results
	Progress Overview Chart (Evaluation Criterion: Programme Effectiveness)
Somalia Joint Justice Programme 2019-2020


	Result
	Target
(N.B.: Extant RRF gaps/inconsistencies in target formulation remedied, here.)

	Status (based on data from UNDP, UNSOM and IDLO)


	
	
	2018
	2019

	Key Performance Indicator:
Women/ vulnerable groups/youth/men having trust in justice services (formal courts and alternative dispute resolutions mechanisms)
	Noticeable increase in levels of trust

	n.a.
	Development of a methodology underway

	Outcome 1: Justice institutions are present across Somalia and are increasingly delivering in accordance with a federal framework and providing equitable and professional basic services to the Somali people; SUB-OUTCOME 1 STATEMENT: Adequate services are provided to vulnerable people based on community participation in justice reform

	Output level indicators (Outcome 1)

	No. of cases/trials heard by ADR centers
	2018: 1,000 individuals
2019: 2,000
2020: 3,000
	1,286
	5,051 (F: 1,958 or 39% ; M: 3,093 or 61%)
Cumulative: 6,337 

	No. of cases/trials heard by Mobile courts
	2018: 200 cases 
2019: 500 cases 
2020: 1,000 cases 
	256 (F: 104 or 41%; M: 152 or 59%)
	1,040 (F: 466 or 45%; M: 574 or 55%)
Cumulative: 1,296 (F: 570 or 44%, M: 726 or 56%)

	Access to Legal Aid
	2018: 5,000 individuals 
2019: 8,000 (50% women)
2020: 20,000  (50% women)
	1,653 (F: 1,338 or 81%/M: 315 or 19%)
- a. legal aid: 607 (F: 469/M: 138) 
- b. para-legal support: 1,046 (F: 869/M: 177)
	4,068 (F: 3,012 or 74%; M: 1,056 or 26%) 
Cumulative (2018+2019): 5,721
(F: 4,350 or 76% ; M: 1,371 or 24%)

	A2J for SGBV victims
	Increase in coverage (implying increase in case count)
	n.a.
	165 cases (86 in Puntland; 79 in Banadir)
FGS AGO SGBV Unit functional 

	Justice in newly recovered areas
	Enhanced access to justice (due to justice initiative supported or in place) in Lower Shebelle 
	No progress

	Q4-2019/Q1-2020: Discussions begun with Afgoye District Court Judges, SWS MoJ &  CJ to deliver services in newly recv‘d areas

	Outcome 2: Men, women and children are safer and accessing basic justice and human rights services; SUB-OUTCOME 2 STATEMENT: Drawing from community consensus, key justice institutions are strengthened to deliver on the priorities identified in the community dialogue with enhanced sustainability

	Output level indicators (Outcome 2)

	Adequate justice services provided to vulnerable people based on community participation in justice reform 
	Total of 45 districts to receive 
adequate justice services (baseline/2017: 21)
	
	Target 45 districts receive increasing improved quality justice services in 2019

	Legal scholarships
	No quantitative target, 30% women
	n.a.
	113 (32% women)

	Support to the Somali Bar Association (SBA) 
	Bar associations established; 
30 lawyers trained
	
	SBA operationalized  in Mogadishu, Puntland, Jubaland and Southwest;
135 lawyers trained;
SBA delegation (7 members, including SG) conducted exposure visit to Rwanda

	Prosecutors Conference and Training for Judges and Prosecutors on Serious Crimes (SGBV and Violent Extremism)
	1 Conference held & Training for Judges and Prosecutors on Serious Crimes (SGBV & Violent Extremism) developed and rolled out
	
	50 prosecutors participated in Annual Prosecutors Conference;
10 judges trained; 
17 prosecutors trained

	Number of laws reviewed by PDLU
	23
	n.a.
	14

	Justice and Corrections Model 
incl. Constitutional Court set up
	Political agreement reached on JCM
	MoJs Jowhar Agreement on JCM Jan 2018 vs.
FGS Cabinet approved version of the JCM Aug 2018
	-FGS MOCA Master Plan on CR developed
-FGS consultation sessions held
-Genuine and broad consultations in progress in FMS via the CR

	Judicial Training Institute est‘d
	Institute in place
	
	Framework Options paper developed;
Federal & FMS Stakeholder consultations held

	Drawing from community consensus, key justice institutions are strengthened to deliver on the priorities identified in the community dialogue with enhanced sustainability  
	-10 of regional capitals with functioning judicial institutions 
-15% increase of average nb. of cases filed
-average time for case to be processed in FMS capitals   
-average nb. of cases; average time for cases to be processed 
	Not applicable
	Ongoing

	Transfer of the high-risk and serious crimes caseload from military to civilian courts (MPCC) 
	Roadmap and strategy developed for the transfer of high-risk cases in 2019; Roadmap agreed  in 2020
	
	Roadmap and strategy developed and stakeholder consultations held



9. Annex C – Terms of Reference
Terms of Reference (TORs)
Senior International Consultant – Mid-term evaluation of the Somalia UN Joint Justice Programme

A. Project Title: Joint Justice Programme, Somalia
B.                 Project Description
The Somalia Joint Justice Programme (JJP), launched in August 2018, is a 30-month programme supporting the Somalia National Development Plan (NDP) 2017-2019 goal to “Establish independent, accountable and efficient justice institutions capable of addressing the justice needs of the people of Somalia”. Since the NDP highlights the challenges faced by women to fully benefit from justice institutions, the JJP seeks to increase access to justice for the most vulnerable groups and particularly women. To this end, the programme will focus on two components. The first one relates to institutions and capacity building of justice actors and institutions to increase their capacities to provider gender responsive services. This will include among others: support to the establishment of special prosecutions cells for Sexual and Gender-based Violence (SGBV) cases, community dispute resolution centers, training of judges, prosecutors, court staff and lawyers, increase of women personal in justice institutions as well as specific legal reform. The second component will address the social changes needed to support the institutional reforms and seek to strengthen the demand side through legal aid and legal empowerment, transformational training for women leaders and traditional/religious leaders to increase the participation of women in traditional justice mechanisms and support for the establishment of community-based mechanisms to support women seeking justice or redress.

The JJP has been undertaking monitoring on a regular basis of its various activities through:

1. Third Party Monitoring of institutions and programme activities.

2. Goal 16 project of the Rule of Law Portfolio UNDP and ROLSIG JJCS also undertakes analysis of data to measure of Sustainable Development Goal 16 indicators for the justice sector (Target 3).

3. JJP team undertakes monitoring of implementation through site visits and spot checks.
4. Further the JJP has been partnering with New York University to measure the impact of the Programme on perceptions, attitudes and behaviours with regard to women’s access to justice in specific locations in Kismayo and Baidoa.
5. Further a gender analysis of key justice institutions (formal and informal) regarding their responsiveness to women, children and other vulnerable groups is also being undertaken through the Joint Justice Programme.

6. In July 2019, the the Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) team conducted the UNDP Country Office evaluation for the period 2015 to 2018.
Purpose of the Midterm Evaluation

· The purpose of the evaluation is to capture effectively lessons learned and provide information on the nature, extent and where possible, the potential impact and sustainability of the programme. ((a) successes to date and (b) problems that need to be addressed, and provide stakeholders with an external, objective view on the project status, its relevance, how effectively it is being managed and implemented, and whether the project is likely to achieve its development and immediate objectives, and whether JJP is effectively positioned and partnered to achieve maximum impact.
· The midterm evaluation will assess the programme’ design, scope, implementation status and the progress towards achieving the expected outcomes and any unexpected outcome achieved during the implementation.
· The evaluation is also aimed to help UNDP to strategize to undertake the following: Contribute towards outcome measurement of the UNDP Country Programme Document which will end in 2020.
· Review the contribution project towards women, children and other vulnerable groups. Ensure accountability of UNDP to national stakeholders, Executive Board and funding partners

· Provide project management and stakeholders with recommendations (a) capturing additional opportunities, as well as (b) for corrective actions to resolve outstanding issues and improve project performance for the remainder of the project duration.

In this context the Joint Justice Programme was also analysed in terms of its progress as a Joint programme within the UN and its relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability.

Therefore several ongoing efforts have been undertaken on a regular basis since the inception of the Joint Justice programme to measure various aspects of the programme. However, a comprehensive evaluation of the entire programme would be required as per the programme document. Within this context, UNDP and UNSOM ROLSIG seeks to engage a Senior International Consultant to conduct a Midterm evaluation as a lead expert. S/he shall be supported by a team of national enumerators and data collectors.
Scope of the Evaluation

As stipulated in the Programme Document, a mid-term evaluation of the Joint Programme will be conducted in order to take stock of programme implementation at the programme’s mid-point and recommend possible adjustments and overall prioritisation of programme activities.

The Mid-term evaluation will be conducted by a team, led by an independent Senior International consultant. The mid-term evaluation will facilitate a discussion and critique of the strategic direction of the programme after the first year and a half of implementation and provide different actors and stakeholders with the opportunity to share their insights and recommendations. It is expected that the evaluation will help extract relevant information that can be used for programmatic fine-tuning and planning.

Issues to be assessed include:
Results Achievement:
· Identify relevance and key results of Joint Programme as designed within the evolving context of Somalia and how actively the program is contributing to NDP justice priorities and challenges. Is the project making satisfactory progress towards achievement of outputs as per the logframe as well as delivery of inputs and activities? Given the output delivery to date, what is the likelihood of the project attaining immediate and long term outcomes towards establishing independent, accountable and efficient justice institutions capable of addressing the justice needs of the people of Somalia

· Contribution of the project towards CPD outcomes.

· How cross cutting issues of gender and human rights have been addressed in the program implementation. Is there any indication of the benefits of this projects accruing to women and other vulnerable groups.
Factors affecting successful implementation and results achievement:

· The strategic direction and approach of the programme including partnership and capacity building modalities within the UN, the international community and the government; this shall also include the effectiveness and relevance of Joint Programme governance structures, with a particular emphasis on UN coordination and Somali ownership at federal level and federal member state level. This shall include external factors, project design and management factors as well as institutional and implementation arrangements Collaboration with other multilateral and bilateral donors and implementers in the sector, particularly fostering synergies while allowing for particular attribution.
· Effectiveness of programme and its engagement with the informal sector and the access to justice for the citizens especially the vulnerable people as identified in the programme; Sustainability and likelihood continuation of the programme outcome and benefits after completion of the programme
· Review the data that is being generated by the various activities and the analysis conducted M&E Goal 16 project and evaluate how the data and information that is generated can be better linked to other projects and programmes to develop an outcome based result for the programme.

FUNCTIONS/KEY RESULTS EXPECTED
The Consultant will be responsible for the following:

· Coordination and development of the review methodology;

· Review all relevant documentation related to the Joint Programme, including the Programme Document and budget, annual work plans, progress reports, previous evaluations and knowledge products;

· In country briefing meeting and submission of inception report and tools

· Undertake site visits to access whether the access to justice services are realistic based on the efforts being undertaken by the programme.

· Collect and analyze lessons learned, challenges faced and best practices obtained during implementation period which will inform improvement for the second phase implementation of the program
· Capture any unexpected outcome achieved that contributed to the milestone of the program
· Gather results linked to the RRF so that a first picture for each indicator can be gathered.
· Draft and finalise a comprehensive review report in English with clear recommendations
DELIVERABLES
· The Midterm evaluation report, totalling a maximum of 20 pages plus annexes, with an executive summary of not more than two pages describing key findings and recommendations, in accordance with the delivery schedule below:

	Deliverables/Outputs
	Estimated
Duration to complete
	Target Due dates
	Review and
approvals Required
	% of total
professional fee
	
	

	1. Inception Report: A concise inception report (max 5 pages) based on a desk review of the relevant documentation outlining proposed evaluation steps and detailed description of the envisaged methodology, assumptions and explanation as to why this is the most appropriate way forward and a brief plan on the scope of work of this assignment, evaluation questions and design, and scheduling as agreed upon in the briefing session as set forth in the next section. It will specifically include a proposed schedule of tasks, activities and deliverables, designating a team member with the lead responsibility for each task or product. Inception meeting and initial
briefing included
	Within 7 working days from date of contract signature by both Parties
	Decembe r 2, 2019
	Portfolio Manager Rule of Law & Security
	10%
	
	

	2. Draft Mid-term evaluation report: Draft report of the programme describing the findings and recommendations for future intervention strategies, lessons learned and best practices for review by Global Focal Points. This will subsequently be shared with donors and Ministry of Justice Federal Government of Somalia and the implementing partners for inputs to ensure the evaluation report meets the required quality  criteria.  Written  feedback  will be provided to the evaluator within 2-3 wees, debriefing included.
	Within 30 days from the submission of the inception report
	January 10, 2020
	Portfolio Manager Rule of Law & Security
	40%
	
	

	3. Final revised and validated Mid-term evaluation report:
i. Data Set and Final evaluation report incorporating additions and comments provided by all stakeholders and submission to UNDP and UNSOM. The report will include:
ii. An Executive Summary
iii. An introduction presenting the Project’s background, thee evaluation objectives and description of methodology used;
iv. Findings of the evaluation as they relate to interview guide and data collection instruments (if relevant)
v. Recommendations for future implementation and management strategies
vi. Recommendations on the management and operational support to the Programme in list of the changing political and security climate the country
vii. Recommendations for the future implementation and management strategies
viii. Gather results linked to the RRF so that a first

picture for each indicator can be gathered.
	Within one month and two weeks of    submission of the draft report
	February 10, 2020
	Portfolio Manager Rule of Law & Security
	50%
	
	

	4. The final report then will be shared 
with the donors and partners
	


 Institutional Arrangement

Reporting Lines
The Consultant will work under the direct supervision of the UNDP Portfolio Manager on Rule of law and Security in close collaboration with, the UN Rule of Law Global Focal Point (GFP) and the United Nations Assistance Mission in Somalia’s (UNSOM) Joint Justice and Corrections Section (JJCS) and Rule of Law and Security Institutions Group (ROLSIG) and United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OCHR) – Human Rights Protection Group (HRPG).

Administrative and Logistical Support
The UNDP will provide the following support:

a) When in Somalia, the consultant will work under UNDP ‘duty of care’ and will comply with all UNDP security regulations. SSAFE pre-deployment certification is required for Somalia travel and will be facilitated and paid for by UNDP. The number of days spent in SSAFE training will not be considered as working days;

b) Accommodation at the UN Common Compound in Mogadishu and a living allowance not to exceed the UN Daily Subsistence Allowance (DSA) applicable rate when on duty travel to other cities in Somalia;

c) Cost of a return air ticket not to exceed the cost of any economy class air ticket on the most direct route to join duty station/repatriation travel, terminals and visa. Travel costs will be reimbursed on actuals but not exceeding quotation from UNDPs approved travel agent. The UNDP shall not accept travel costs exceeding those of an economy class ticket. Should the selected individual choose to travel on a higher class, he/she will do so at own cost;

d) The Contractor will be required to have a personal laptop. The UN will provide office space and facilities such as internet connectivity and access to office printers in UN offices as deemed necessary and based on availability.
Duration of the Work
A maximum of forty five (45) working days spread over a period of 2 months.

Duty Station

Duty station will be Mogadishu (Somalia) with field visits to federal member state capitals depending on the security situation. The Consultant may also be allowed to work from home to complete report writing with prior written authorisation by the UNDP ROL Portfolio Manager. The home-based work and the field-based assignment shall be clearly demarcated in the workplan by the consultant in consultation with the Portfolio Manager, Rule of Law.

Qualifications of the Consultant Competencies:

Corporate Competencies:

· Demonstrates integrity by modelling the UNs values and ethical standards;

· Promotes the vision, mission and strategic goals of the UN/UNDP;

· Displays cultural, gender, religion, race, nationality and age sensitivity and adaptability;

· Treats all people fairly and without favoritism;

· Fulfils all obligations to gender sensitivity and zero tolerance for sexual harassment.

Core Competencies:
· Awareness and sensitivity regarding gender Issues

· Accountability

· Creative problem solving
· Effective communication
· Inclusive collaboration

· Stakeholder engagement

· Leading by example

Functional Competencies
· Knowledge of methodologies and best practices for promoting gender equality, equity and women empowerment in general and in Somalia in particular;

· Proven ability to advocate and provide policy advice in gender equality, women’s rights and women’s empowerment;

· Sound practical knowledge on gender issues related to SGBV, social justice and/or economic empowerment and related strategies implemented by government institutions especially in conflict and post-conflict countries;

· Strong analytical, research and report-writing skills including ability to synthesize information from various sources using a combination of data collection techniques (interviews, legal research, observation and FGDs to draw from its key themes/issues to produce well written reports;

· Ability to develop and maintain strong partnerships with decision-makers and to relate to external partners including international organizations and NGOs including women’s organizations, grassroots community groups, etc.;

· High degree of political acumen and sensitivity and demonstrated ability to achieve results in politically and operationally complex environments;

· Ability to assess and prioritize work needs as well as to multi-task and juggle competing priorities;

· Ability to work effectively individually as well as effectively within a team and, harmoniously with people from varied cultures and professional backgrounds;

· Outstanding presentation and strong public speaking, interpersonal and diplomatic skills as well as the ability to communicate effectively with all stakeholders and to present ideas clearly and effectively;

· Good knowledge of the UN System and understanding of inter-agency coordination processes is an advantage.

             Education
· Master’s Degree or equivalent in law, political science, social science or in a related field.

     Experience
· At least 10 years of progressive experience in monitoring and evaluation, with specific expertise in the evaluation of rule of law programmes;

· Proven record in writing high quality analytical reports;

· Familiarity with the UN/UNDP system and UN joint programmes;

· Previous experience working in conflict/post-conflict situations is an advantage;

· Experience with UN implemented programmes funded by multi-donor trust funds an advantage;

· Strong understanding of the linkages between access to justice, human rights and human development;

· Sound knowledge and understanding of the political dynamics in the Somalia and Horn of Africa.

Computer Skills:
· Proficiency in data processing software such as SPSS, STATA and/or other known relevant statistical programmes

· Excellent Microsoft Word and PowerPoint skills

Language Requirements:
· High level of proficiency in both written and spoken English language.

Scope of Price and Schedule of Payments
· Payment will be made in United States Dollar;

· The maximum number of working days payable under the contract is forty-five (45);

· The total professional fee shall be converted into an output-based contract, based on the weighted percentage corresponding to each Deliverable;

· On completion of each Deliverable, the Contractor shall submit an invoice (UNDP Certificate of Payment). Payment under the contract shall be made upon certification by the UNDP Rule of Law & Security Portfolio Manager that the services related to Deliverables specified in Section D above have been satisfactorily performed and the Deliverables have been achieved by or before due dates specified.

Criteria for Selection of Best Offer
The Consultant will be selected pursuant to a desk review of CVs from UNDPs Crisis Response Unit's 
Express Roster
  Signature
 

Name
Doel Mukerjee
Designation
Portfolio Manager, UNDP Rule of Law & Security
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11. Annex E – Case Studies (Vignettes)
I – Baidoa
Case 1 :  Inheritance ; land issue ; formal district court vs. ADR
A middle-aged woman was among the immigrants from Marko to Mogadishu, where she lived in IDPS for almost 11 years. In Mogadishu she used to work in the town as a cleaner one fine day while she and her 12 year old daughter were on their way to work she met with an explosion near Hotel ‘Shamoo’ her 12 year old daughter died while she got injured. 
Her mum died at her early age while her father life enough till her grown up and even arranged her marriage. Her father married three wives being her mum second wife and a third one. The first lady of her dad was having 2 girls while she was alone at her mother’s side and the third one doesn’t bare since she is married (baren) for about 21 years.
Later, her father died of old age. She came for the burial of her father, when the funeral was concluded she  was poor and can’t  able  to get any transport at the point she asked her sisters assist on her transport to reach her destination but failed to get from them. Her father’s  first lady paid her transport in terms  of assistance  of 120,000 Somali shillings equivalent to $50. She left there. After two years she was divorced and her husband chased her away, life challenges affected her thus resulted to flee to Baidoa where her father’s inheritance was.
She called her sibling to ask inheritance share or to give a portion till to share it but they refused furthermore the first claimed that she has already took her share in cash form. She tried to reach the formal district court to get justice, and she fulfill all the requirement processes including payments but when her case was about to be judged some of their clan elder interfered and requested from the court to handover to them though the case was not a criminal case but a civil one. The court then accepted their request and handed over to them for settlement.
The clan elder presented the case into the ADR center. In the first day ADR elders asked some question for the parties and the council/elders pay attention the feedback of every party included the case and asked reference witnesses each.
The session in the second day after the witnesses the ADR send some elder to investigate that matter and come back 2-3 days later. Following the completion of their investigations and determination of the case, the elders then swore her in ,announced their findings and spelt out the solution of the case based on Sheria-law, though it is inheritance and has set of rules and formulas of sharing in Islamic Sharia Law, whereby a quarter of the total wealth was taken by the daughters and one-over-eight by the ladies. The elders then helped the lady further in selling the portion of land and buying another plot for her own and repaying back of 1,200,000 Somali shillings to her step mother. 
Case 2 :  Domestic violence / GBV - female victim minority clan vs. majority-clan husband (xeer vs. al-Shabab sharia court) 
On another cases that the same lady (cf. case above) came across was that she brought a minority-majority case to Al-shabab where her daughter was discriminated, not getting any feeding from her husband and even suffer most with insult and torture with her husband’s family. 
She came to her daughter’s house that located in ‘Bula-Marer’ in Lower-Shabelle Southwest State. The daughter was among the minority clan (BIYOMAL) and her husband was a majority clan (MURUNSADE). The family of the husband was against the lady to an extent that she is from a minority and are not in the same rank. With passage of time. She tried to complain the matter to family elders but the problem still persist. She then went to a near sub-village ‘Jerow’ among Al-shabab controlled areas in Lower Shabelle/ southwest to seek justice for her daughter.

At her departure she was accompanied by her daughter and a woman from the town. When she arrived and presented her case to judges of Alshabab court. Immediately the perpetrators were called to physically appear in front of the court, whenever they reached the court and they have presented with false witnesses. Alshabab listened the case for both sides and later asked simple questions to the husband (defendant)  like “are you married to this lady? He: “Yes, I am!” And some other that make him astonish and fear then they concluded; if we heard such case again you will be penalized with her divorce plus dowry, jail of 6 month and fine of $200.
Alshabab courts rule out cases of  combination of sharia  and their own judgment like 6 month jail and fine of $200,  furthermore the researcher ask some question to the victim which type of judgment that she was well contented among her cases at the ADR and ALSHABAB COURTS? While she was trying to explain she said “Although I got justice from sides but I am 100% contented with the ADR because it is efficient, have investigation of the case (who is right, who is wrong) unlike Alshabab which did not conduct any investigation but more on creating fear and decisions with no real basis in the Sharia and formal courts”.
Case 3 : Domestic violence / GBV
A mother of six children, four boys and one girl, realized to leave the country due to civil war and prolong droughts that destroyed the country’s living standard. she went to Saudi Arabia to work and sustain her family back in Somalia including her husband. She was away from the country for twelve good years, while she was there she got a chance to bring her husband to Saudi Arabia in order to help her in raising and educating their children but unfortunately he was captured in the first week though he used to enter the country illegal way thus leading him to deport back to Somalia whereas she ‘burnt the mid night oil’ and always transfer bills to her family.
Her husband  think to buy and build a house in Somalia furthermore he asked assistance from his wife in the process but succeed to get an amount of $7,000 of a couple of month each. After a while she decided to come to  the country but encountered something different than she had expected is that her husband’s marriage of a second wife with three children and not plot and house at all. She tried to ask how things happen but was always unresponsive, mixed emotions and anger. A month later one day a lady approached her and ask the rent of the house of the last three month, where the lady started blaming and telling the problem of her husband to his father who was a clan elder. Moreover she didn’t much of a consequence and then tried to report the case to police the police then arrested the husband and brought him to the police station but his father who was a famous and a clan elder released  his son from the cell before his case was transferred to the district court.
The husband was very annoyed about his  spouse’s action , beat and tortured her but the lady who was a victim tried to present her case direct to the formal/district court  to seek justice in addition to that there a need to commit some requirement like registration fee of $70 and $100 for the clerks  Although she managed  to pay all this expenses but the court tired to disrupt the case for almost three month which she didn’t understood. When the court period was over she went to the court  but contrarily faced another obstacle of paying $1000 bribe for the judges in order to listen and solve her case in the court but this time round she was unable it. She decided to close the chapter and survive, 
Her sister  lent her some money to start a business of which she had opened a saloon to decorate brides and arrange wedding ceremonies. In the process she got pregnant after five month later she became sick and weak enough, when her pregnancy reaches six months she was unable to work anymore thus asked the bill for her husband but refused to do so then she emotionally  argued  her divorce he then started punishing and kicking her which eventually resulted bleeding and the death of the fetus in the womb.
She fainted then the police heard the case again and the police has taken her to the hospital. After a few hours the doctors announced an operation of the patient and requested her husband signature on behalf of his child in the womb. He refused to sign the latter but eventually did it when was very conscious. She stayed for four months in the hospital and later left when she is recovered where the doctors remain her an amount of $200 balance. After 3-4 days a neighboring lady advised her to brought the case to ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION (ADR) where community trained elder use to solve civil cases.
Next day the lady went to the center to access justice against her husband, upon listening both parties each party was subjected to a questioning  and answer session and were directed to come with witnesses then the  elder used mixed judgment of Sheria, traditional customary law (xeer) and solh (a form of decision making to solve a dispute)  then the judgment was enter among the elders leading by the chairperson thus the lady should be given the amount she is incurred in the hospital during the miscarriage amounting $200, to be divorced and allowed to take her kids till their grown up and to compensate half of the amount she had incurred while in Saudi Arabia.
Case 4 : Murder case involving policeman
In the first CC session in Howlwadag village, one of the community members had a concern over the killing of his brother by a policeman. The brother was in debt with another person, owing $30. That person asked a policeman to arrest  the brother who owed him the money. The policeman detained the brother and took him to the police station using BAJAJ. The brother escaped from the policeman through his way to the police station. The policeman tried to chase the brother who run away, and fired warning shots who hit the fleeing brother, who died on the spot. 
The policeman and creditor were arrested by the police and brought in front of the court. The policeman (perpetrator)  was released, and the creditor remained in police custody. After some days the creditor was also released. Then, some traditional elders tried to solve the case. Elders brought some burial money to the family but apart from that the family of the deceased is still waiting for justice.
Case no. 5 : Land disputes
A poor man had lost his land after the court decision which ruled the land to a powerful man who grabbed the land. The police enforced the court decision, and the poor man moved into outskirts of the town, and he kept his family belongings to the neighbors. One day the neighbors came together in a meeting and decided to go to the court. The neighbors went to the court in several time without the knowledge of the poor person and stated as witnesses that this land belongs to the poor man.
The court reviewed its decision, and sent a committee to the disputed land. Finally the court decided that this land belongs to the poor people. The neighbors called the poor person, and informed the final decision of the court. The poor person regained to his land/home. 
Pending cases (field research still on-going)
Case 5 :  SGBV
Case 6 :  Murder (perpetrator being police officer)
Case 7 :  Land dispute 
II – Kismayo
Case no. 1 :   Re-negotiation of court sentences to reach sustainable settlement (Xerjajab)
Sometimes, when courts decide on a sentence carrying a penalty in such a way that for example 36 camel have been charged, (ADR) clan Elders will sit and reduce the price of the camel. For example, if it was in the market price for each camel was to be  $400, they will reduce each camel for new price of $300 thus reduces the number of camels to be given if higher-quality camels are purchased ; for example (36-9 =27 camels @ $400/head), so this is called Xir Jajab.
Case no. 2 :   Family dispute / divorce ;  female victim minority clan vs. majority-clan husband (ADR vs. mobile court)
A 34 years old  woman, born in Middle Jubba region along River Jubba. Both parents were from minority clan of Warday tribe and farming was her main economic that the families of the woman depend on. The year 2000, drought and feminine in the horn of Africa lead the family of the lady to become internally displaced (IDP) and settled Kismayo town Dalxis IDP area which hoses a large number of families seeking humanitarians support and help. Her farther was the family bread winner and searches his daily casual work at the seaport as a porter to get his family daily sustenance.
At her teenage age, she joined Farjano primary and secondary school in Kismayo town and completed her primary study in the year 2008. After completion of her primary education, she starts a love relationship with a gentleman who lives in their neighborhood area. The relationship between them moved faster since the man was hailing from Majority clan of Darood sub-clan Mareexan who were ruling clan in Kismayo town during the era of Jubba valley Alliance lead by warlord (Bare Aden Shire - Hiiraale). 
After sometime, they agreed to marry each other since the lady believed marrying the man will improve her living standard and security situation of their family. Both display their relationship and decision to marry each other to both family elders. However, the gentleman‘s family disagree their marriage vow due to the family background of the lady but the suitor took a decision to marry her since they are in a deep relationship and they successfully marry each other although they faced a lot of challenges from the relatives of the husband.
After eight years of happy family life from their marriage with four children, two boys and two girls, conflict broke between them and the husband decided to divorce her since his family pressured him due to the family lineage. After a long discussion between the elders of two families on the marital conflict, the husband accepted to divorce the lady on condition for not paying her dowry which was $200 doller. The lady‘s clan’s traditional elders decided to forward the issues to ADR center in Kismayo town for mediation and final decision of the case.
ADR elders calls for triangle meeting between the elders of the two families and start mediating them on three major issues regarding to the conflict and  among are:- the dowry of the wife, the roles of parents in upbringing the children and the family residence/house. ADR elders took long time to investigate the real situation and collect accurate information after listening elders from both families. ADR elders share the information with mobile court for further intervention and finalization of the conflict solution. 
Mobile court conduct vigorous research on the root cause of the conflict and collect a lot of evidence related to the matter through family visit and personal interrogation of different with good knowledge on the nature of the case. After one Month of information collection and sending fact finding mission to family, they come up the following decision to settle the long running conflict between the two families:-
6 The husband was ordered to pay the dowry of the wife in 30 days’ time and a family bill $150 for children sustenance.
7 The lady and children to stay at the family residence.
8 The lady to take care of children and responsible their upbringing.
Later, both family elders were called for final meeting facilitated by ADR elders and mobile court and final decision were released. Both parties agreed and accepted the final decision of the verdict and signed the agreement. ADR elders requested both elders to forgive each other and appointed a committee for follow up on the implementation of the decision.
Case no. 3 :  Land dispute at Dalsan Kismayo & ADR-led “peacekeeping“ 
This case is about a land conflict between Harti tribe majority vs. minority tribe of Cowramala over resource of Dalsan boreholes. Kismayo is the interim capital of Jubaland state of Somalia and it counts around 210,000 residents including resident and IDPs from neighboring areas which are still under Al-shabaab custody. During the civil war, Kismayo went under the ruling Islamic Court Union (ICU in 2006). Late 2006, Ethopian troops supporting the TFG capture the town after ousting the Islamic Court Union. After short period which the town is under the hand TFG and warlords, Al-shabaab in coalition with Raskambooni troops recapture the town in 2008 after fierce battle with Bare Hiraale (one of the longest warlord ruler in Kismayo). After recapture of the town, Alshabaab and Raskambooni agreed on power sharing system where each sector rules the town on six month basis. 
Al-shabab took the first six Months on condition to handover the rules of the town to Raskambooni sect but Al-shabaab refuse to hand over the ruling process of the town to Raskambooni sect lead by Ahmed on completion of their term. After unsuccessful discussion on their terms, conflict erupted between the two sect based on the management of the town and Alshabaab sect who are well prepared in the first six month of rule prefer to fight with Raskambooni sect instead of handover the rule them. Mass fighting erupted between the two sects which lead the Rskambooni sect to be ousted out of the town and Al-shabaab took full control of the town until 2012, where Raskambooni troops,KDF-AMISOM and Somali National army liberated town  and re-established Jubaland state administration lead by Ahmed Mohamed Islam (Madoobe).
Kismayo is a big town and Economic hubs with sea port and Jubba River but its also opened door to political powers and warlords hurting the source of the town. In Kismayo decades of violation shifts in the control of the city by different clan movement, Majority tribes that strangle power differences is darood sub-clan Harti which mainly has the power of economic  and major business in the city and struggle with minority tribes such Owrmala who lives the outskirt of the town as pastoral community. Their struggle based on water catchment and pastoral land for livestock grazing.
The city has no major source of clean water to drink and human consumption.  After a long research to find a long term solution for the problem of water in the town by business people since fresh water has a good market in Kismayo, local business men from  Harti tribe started surveying the outskirt of kismayo to drill borehole for supply of water to get clean water for installation of Kismayo town house by house in order to get pure clean water and long goals of sustaining economic. During the survey and assessment, the business men get clean water from Dalsan village outskirt of Kismayo town just 14KM south west of Kismayo near Kismayo international airport.
Dalsan village resident consist both families of Harti and Awramala tribe. Awrmala tribe insisted the digging of Boreholes in the area which leads conflict of the two families. The conflict extended which resulted physical fights between the two tripe in the outskirts village of Dalsan. Jubaland administration intervene the matter and called both Elders of the two tribe to come to Kismayo town at Jubaland Ministry of interior for negotiation and mediation but fail to reach a concrete solution to settle the conflict although they even use Military action to end the conflict but situation worsen and the Militia of the two tripe starts guerrilla attacks in the pastoral area resulting the loss of more than forty (40) life.
Elders from Alternative dispute resolution (ADR) and top religious leaders in Kismayo intervene the matter calling both elders of the two clan for negations and mediation after visiting the conflict center and stays in Dalsan village for more than one week. The ADR leaders who involve the dispute were lead by sultan Baqow from Harti tribe and Cawramala minority tribe lead by Sultan Mahamed Farah. After along discussions and investigations on the root cause of the conflict, the catalyst of the conflict. The ADR elders with support from religious leaders and elders from both worrying parties set some action points and agreement for long term solution of the conflict. Both tripe were ordered to pay the blood compensation of deceased persons from each side and final agreement was finalized.
ADR leaders finally settled all the conflicting issues between the two clans and final agreement was signed by both parties in witness by Jubaland state officials. The parties agreed to implement actions agreed while ADR leaders and government officials lead by security actors to oversee and monitor the action for the two tripe in first three months of agreement and business men were ordered to give jobs of the boreholes for the both tribes in such a way of making motivation of the clans to end the conflict. ADR elders successfully reached a long term solution for the conflict between the two tribes. 
Case no. 4 :  Land tenure (majority vs. minority clan)
This is the case of a 30-year old lady, born and brought up in Kismayo under the care of her parents. She got her basic education in Gananae primary and secondary school, Kismayo. When she was 18 years old, her father passed away leaving her under the care of her mother. One year after the death of her father, her mother got married to another man. The lady‘s father also left behind another family with six children, four boys and 2 girls. Her father was fairly rich man with large and flourishing business in Kismayo and several other towns in Somalia. He also owned large plots and big buildings in the town. 
When the lady was 22 years, she fell into love with a caring man who hails from neighborhood area and minority clans in the area.  During her relationship with her boy friend, she faced a lot of challenges from her brothers from different mother who are against her love relationship with her boy friend.  She endured the daring rebukes from her siblings and maintained her love relationship despite the dissatisfaction of  her parents and siblings about her love to a man who hails from Minority clan and a second class people in economic.
However, she got the support and grace of her uncle’s in the dwindling relationships who often gave his advice and courage to make her life decisions independently. Ultimately the lady succeeded her love and finally got married to her lover – her dream husband. After marriage, new phase of live started for the partners with wrecks and low income.  Their living conditions became difficult after her husband lost the casual work he had been doing and earning little income. The lady sought assistance from her family who had plenty of wealth but surprisingly she was subjected to separate from her husband and she will get every support she needs.   
She faced challenges in living conditions and she could not resist the difficult life situation in town IDPs they later settled after failing to pay the rent for house they are living. While she is undergoing these challenges, her brothers refuse for her to partake in inheriting the wealth of her father and to be given her potion. Later, she exposed her problem and issues to alternative dispute resolution (ADR) elders. The elders feel sympathy for her situation and promise her to attain her right local solutions (xeer jajab). EDR elders call for a meeting with her elders, brothers and Uncle to discuss the issue with so that she got her inheritance right from the wealth of her. 
After discussion between ADR elders and her relatives about her right to the wealth of her father, the relative agreed to calculate the wealth of the father and the lady to be given her right soon. After one week, the lady receives good amount of money from the wealth of her father and a portion of land which she permanently settle. She started a business from the money received and her situation improves, Thanks to EDR elders for intervention and solution to the problem. 
Case no. 5 : Land tenure (land grabbing incl. policeman)
A  60-year old citizen in Kismayo outskirt left his area of residence due to fighting between  Alshabab and Ras-Kambon who had over taken the town of Kismayo from Jubba valley alliance in the year 2006, which finally disagreed about the administration of the town, The land owner‘s family was mainly depending on farming in Kamsuma area  where he used to work daily to get sustainees of his family daliy breed.
The family including five children and their mothers fled to Dadaaab refugee camp as asylum seekers where UNHCR registered them and settled the new camp of IFO. They left the house and land unattended but carried away the ownership document of the land for future references. After liberation of Kismayo town in the year 2012, the  family returned to Kismayo town looking to settle again his house but unfortunately the house and the land was taken way by six (6) men including one policeman carrying a gun who threatened to kill the real land owner if he informed the matter to government Justice institution.
To solve the issue, the man seized the ADR who started an investigation and asked the policeman and his friends if they could produce any valid land titles. They then asked the land owner if he could produce any documents or witnesses which he did. He had the land title and his neighbours testified in his favour. The verdict handed down by the ADR was for the policeman and his fellows to vacate the land so that the genuine owner could move back in. The verdict was immediately enforced.
III - UN Women Case Studies
Case no. 1:  Underaged girl raped and killed 
On 24-02-2019 group of men kidnapped, raped and brutally murdered a girl of 12-year age in Galka`ayo, the family of the deceased victim were so busy searching their girl everywhere possible, hoping that they will find their young girl in somewhere, but unfortunately, on 25-02-2019 in early morning a car came in front of the home of the family and throw the dead body of the young girl, her mother was awake and worrying her young girl missing, she suddenly hear the sound of the car, she quickly opened the gate hoping that good news will come but she witnessed a horrific moment she found the dead body of her daughter lying on the road and car starting to accelerate the speed and runs away, the mother went to see the body, but she founds her young girl raped mutilated and murdered, even difficult to recognize her face due to blood and swelling.
When families came out they took the deceased body to the hospital then informed to the police, CID and SGBV unit prosecutor reached the hospital, the police sealed the crime scene, the Unit prosecutor reported to the AG office about the body of deceased, the police started to interview the families of the deceased and neighbors, the police arrested 10 suspects related the kidnapping, raping and killing the young girl,.
The unit suggested that the Forensic lab shall have involved the investigation, in same-day AG and CID commander requested the forensic lab team to travel Galka`ayo to investigate exclusively the case, the AG office participated the investigation process from the beginning till the end, the team from AGO sent to Galka`ayo to support the unit prosecutor. When samples are collected from the deceased body and the suspects, the AG Office requested the supreme court to shift the case hearing from Galka`ayo to Garowe due to security reason, the court granted the AG request the same day all suspects transferred to the growe prison as well as the case.
The same day the team from forensic lab reached Galka`ayo and started to examine the body of the deceased as well as suspected homes and where the body of a young girl found, and any other places suspected. The forensic lab collected 35 samples from the dead body and from the 10 suspects, as we know currently the forensic lab cannot produce the final result due to missing some machines. The team forms forensic lab with samples traveled to the Nairobi in order to analyze and produce results. The result matched only three suspects out of ten suspects. these three two of them are brothers, the forensic lab shared the results to the CID and AGO.
The CID started to make a complete case file adding their investigation with the forensic lab result and shared with Attorney General, due to intensity of the case the AG assigned to lead the case deputy attorney general with Unit prosecutor together. The prosecutor framed their charge on three accusers only who had been identified and matched the samples.
The traditional elder from the accused families tried to negotiate the case with victim`s family, but fortunately, the family told to the elders that the only way to negotiate will be through the justice, they have attempted so many times to drag the case from the judiciary process but they did not succeed, number of traditional elders from perpetrators family met the Puntland President to put him on pressure but the president told them that the case will go through the court only and we will see the outcome of the court process, also they met the AG but never accepted their proposals, still, the traditional elder is active they are trying to influence the final decision of the execution. The traditional elder from the perpetrator made a press release and announced that they will never accept the court decision whatsoever and they disqualified the DNA evidence.
First instant court who has jurisdiction to entertain the case, has started to hear the case, the court held three different hearing session, after hearing the first session the court summoned forensic lab team and asked question-related the forensic lab investigation, the team explained everything to the court in closed session, as well the court summoned the CID commander who was leading the investigation to answer questions. After three different hearing sessions, the judge announced the judgment and ordered to release 7 suspects and sentenced the death penalty to the other three whom their samples matched with deceased body sample.
Defendant Lawyer took an appeal from the first instance court decision. Within 30 days the lawyers of the three perpetrators have taken an appeal from the lower court judgment to the appellate court, the appellate court entertained the case and held another three different hearing session, the appellate court supported the judgment of the lower court and sentenced death penalty to the three perpetrators.
Thereafter, the Defendant lawyer took an appeal from the appellate court decision: Again the lawyers have taken appeal from appellate court to supreme court, the court entertained the case in three different hearing session, in the second hearing sessions one of the perpetrators confessed the commission of the rape with another two people and excluded his brother from the crime, but he denied that he had role killing and mutilating the body of the girl, his brother and the third perpetrator had denied the commission of the crime, The supreme court judges sentenced all perpetrators to the death penalty and supported the previous sentence awarded by appellate courts. the date of the death penalty was set on 12 February 2020 as announced Puntland state. 
The father of the teenage girl who was raped and killed said “justice is upholding, and my daughter has received justice”
Case no. 2: Story of the victim who tried to kill herself
This tragic case occurred in Galka`ayo, a schoolgirl of 18 years of age experienced a very horrific moments, the schoolgirl goes her school usually every morning, she used to know someone who pretends a close friend, the preparator one day obtained a very sensitive pictures from the girl without her consent, one day he called and asked to see each other, when she arrived, he shown the pictures and then threatened to publish these pictures unless she obeys whatever he says, the victim agrees if he promises to keep a secret all these pictures, and he promised but when the perpetrator had intercourse with the girl for several occasion with coercion, the victim decided to keep silent in order to protect her dignity and her family. But unfortunately, when the perpetrator used the girl as he wanted, he published and shared the pictures to the families of the victim particularly the father of the victim and some of his friends.
Before the establishment of SGVB Specialized prosecutorial unit in Galka`ayo, the most GBV cases are settled through informal courts, communities were preferred to the informal court, but since we are established this unit with the help of UN Women the number of GBV cases reported to the law enforcement are increased as well as quite a high number of cases are convicted included this case, when the communities heard that female prosecutors are dealing rape cases and a number of perpetrators are sentenced to 10 - 20 years of imprisonment, cases are brought to the judiciary, the public trust on the justice is gained through this project intervention.
When the victim informed that her picture is shared she bought and drink a poison then she admitted to the hospital, in same day the family of the victim reported to the police, the Unit and police visited the hospital, the police and prosecutor wait till she recovered somehow but the victim was not fit mentally due to shock and scandal, “I want to die, I want to die” the victim said. After a while, she started to narrate her story.
The victim said “we were a friends, one day he took sensitive pictures from me without my consent he kept a secret, one day he called me and said come to me, I went he showed me all pictures and he said to me if you not to do what I said, I will publish your pictures to social media as well I will send to your family, I felt ashamed and afraid, I said what do you want, he said I want to have intercourse with you, and whenever I need you no matter where you will be, you should come to me otherwise I will publish the pictures, I agreed just to protect my dignity as well my families dignity, I use to go whenever he needs me, even sometimes I got his call while am in school, I go his home no choice, several occasion I decided to kill myself, am human I cannot continue in this way, I become dead person walking on street, every day I cried almost 10 hours alone, one day I decided to kill myself I bought poison and dropped my mouth, while am crying, screaming and losing myself a girl saved me and put her finger to my mouth I started to vomit poison then I admitted to the hospital, he sent my photos to my father and some of my families, this moment was the saddest moment of my life”.
The Unit Prosecutor requested the court to issue warrant to arrest the accuser, after two days the police arrested the accuser and forwarded to the CIDs, they started their investigation with supervision of Unit Prosecutor, the CIDs handled the cases very professionally and made extensive investigation and produced a concrete evidence included the pictures shared with the family, they tried to interview the victim, but unfortunately, there were not having female investigator so the female prosecutor interviewed the victim, the female prosecutor, and the investigator worked very closely on this case and jointly produced a complete case file, included concrete evidence showing that the accuser is committed the crime.
Then followed the intervention of traditional elders: The girl who helped the victim when she fell down unconscious narrated the story to the neighbors, then the story came out, the elders of the victim family communicated to the other family in order to hold full responsibility, later on, both families tried to settle the case outside of the formal court, some of the victim`s family want to kill the perpetrator extra-judicially, finally, both parts agreed to settle the matter traditionally, after some days the elders gave award estimated 10 camels and USD 10,000.
The family were reluctant the first stage to seek justice, knowing that they already settled the case in traditional way, but the Unit prosecutor convinced them that they will stand their side and promised that justice will prevail, the Unit Prosecutor explained to the victim family that the perpetrator deserves to be in jail, the Unit Prosecutor took several steps:
1) Informed the traditional elder to not interfere the justice and what elders settled was the civil matter of the case only, otherwise, article 35 of the Puntland rape act will apply, which is the objection of the justice.
2) Convinced the father of the victim to trust the justice
3) tried to calm the victim and gave consultation so that she can be a friendly response
4) interviewed the victim with a female prosecutor in a confidential space
5) explained the nature of the crime
6) explained the process of the case
7) Asked the CIDs to prepare a case file regarding this case
8) framed prosecutor indictment or charges
9) and finally represent the victim before the competent court traditional elders tried so many times to object the justice, argued that the families of the two parts are agreed to the matter, so no need the court and police to interfere what have already settled internally, the prosecutor got the agreement letter made by two families.
The case then went through three different hearing session, the accused denied the commission of the crime, but after hearing the Unit prosecutor argument and presented all evidence included the pictures sent to the victim`s family by accuser phone call and other pieces of evidence, the judge sentenced 15 years imprisonment and $3000 compensation to the victim.
The victim was terrified and morally was down the unit Prosecutor gave her a long day counseling and encourage to testify against the accuser and teach how to overturn all feeling and nightmares, the Attorney General assigned this case to the female prosecutor, since the victim is shocked and traumatized, and tried suicide once, the Unit prosecutor successfully made her feel better, the unit made the victim realize that appearing before the court needs to not be controlled old fears and feelings it needs to be stronger.
While the victim testifying before the judge, two female prosecutor stands with victim side at least to mitigate her feelings and make her stronger during the hearing session. The father said “we are satisfied and found the justice”. The Unit prosecutor promised to the victim that justice will deliver and will do whatever it takes to protect the right of the victim. The victim said “we trusted the Unit prosecutor”.
Now the victim recovered completely, and she continues her school and lived a normal life: “Am so thankful to the Unit Prosecutor, my life has been changed dramatically, I recovered fully, the justice service i had received made me happy, I believe my life would be totally catastrophic if my case settled through traditional settlement, and the perpetrator goes around freely, but now he is in jail and he deserves to be”.
11. Annex F – Bio-info about Evaluation Team Members
I - National Consultants
a. Abdifatah Mohamed is a Somali national who holds a diploma in Monitoring and Evaluation and pursues a B.A. in Information Technology and Communication. He worked as insurance and business advisor in the private sector and also has experience as a Deputy Head teacher in a school in Baidoa, Somalia. His experience in the domain of development work includes previous assignments as applied researcher, community mobilizer and early childhood expert for the non-governmental organization World Vision. Furthermore, he worked as data enumeration and research team leader for UN Women, during a study on community attitudes, behaviour and knowledge about disaster preparedness among refugees and internally displaced persons, in Baidoa. He participated in a number of A2J-related research projects led by NYU, UNSOM, UNDP, MoJ. Mr. Abdifatah Mohamed is a resident of Baidoa, in South-Central Federal Member State.   
b. Abshir Osman Mohamed is a Somali national whose previous professional experience comprises such diverse assignments as NRC monitoring and evaluation officer in a Kenyan refugee camp, enumerator for the UNFPA population assessment survey in Somalia, youth research expert for the Altai international consulting firm, researcher on un-employment opportunities and migrants and the IOM DDR assessment in Somalia, CARE-Somalia project officer, researcher for the UN women/UNSOM monitoring access to justice project in empowering women leadership in Somalia, Education specialist at Somalia‘s Ministry of Education. He is a data collection expert specializing in development research in Jubaland State of Somalia. He holds a university diploma in community development and a bachelor’s degree in Business Administration; and is a resident of Kismayo Town, Lower Jubba of Somalia.
II – International Consultant
c. Dr. Craig Naumann (Germany/USA) has served as UN-IC (UNDP, UN Women, UNICEF, WFP) in 30+ countries. His academic background is in PolSci/Sociology/Social Anthropology (i.a. research into legal pluralism in segmentary societies/case study Pashtun code of honour). Past assignments include: MTE “Women‘s Leadership in Governance Programme“ UN Women Ethiopia; Eval. Human Rights Project UNDP Tanzania; MTE TL UN Women Kenya Strategic Note; Eval. A2J JP‘s Nepal & Rwanda; M&E Review JSP UNDP Timor Leste; CHRAGG/Human Rights Promotion Project Eval. UNDP Tanzania; SDG16 Big Data M&E Advisor (Somalia/PulseLab Uganda); UNDP CPD Eval. Burundi; UNDP CPAP Eval. DRC; PBF Evaluability Assessment Guinea; Strategic Planner RCO Libya; Bahrain HDR Lead Author; IFS review Somalia; SPA AOoP & MinPlanning Afghanistan; DaO Flagship JP Coordinator GEWE Ethiopia.
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				Total MPTF Funds Received						Total non-MPTF Funds Received

		PUNO		2018		Annual 2019		Cumulative		2018		Annual 2019		Cumulative

		UNDP		873,454		8,438,092		9,311,546

		UNDP from UNOPS/DFID										585,000		585,000

		UNDP TRAC								674,702		933,856		1,608,557

		UN Women				441,650		441,650

		UNICEF		200,860		366,111		566,971				303,030		303,030

		TOTAL		1,074,314		9,245,853		10,320,167		674,702		1,821,886		2,496,587
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																				Expenditures (USD)

																				2018		2019		Total

																		UNDP (incl. IDLO)		1,515,442		8,692,486		10,207,928

																		UN Women		7,916		392,460		400,375

																		UNICEF		0		758,709		758,709

																		TOTAL		1,523,358		9,843,655		11,367,013
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																						JJP planned budget (USD)		20,299,192.1

																						Total received (USD)		12,816,754.4

																						Total spent (USD)		11,367,012.6

																						Received/planned (%)		63

																						Spent/planned (%)		56

																						Spent/received (%)		89
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				JP Expenditure of MPTF Funds						JP Expenditure of non-MPTF Funds

		PUNO		2,018		Annual 2019		Cumulative		2,018		Annual 2019		Cumulative

		UNDP		840,741		7,528,716		8,369,457

		UNDP from UNOPS/DFID										229,914		229,914

		UNDP TRAC								674,702		933,856		1,608,557

		UN Women		7,916		392,460		400,375

		UNICEF				455,679		455,679				303,030		303,030

		TOTAL		848,656		9,225,511		8,376,855		674,702		1,466,800		2,141,501
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