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• Findings based on an impact assessment the Solomon Islands Community 
Governance and Grievance Management (CGGM) project (2021) 

– Collaboration with Solomon Islands Ministry of Provincial Government and 
Institutional Strengthening (MPGIS) 

– Project funded by the Australian Government and the World Bank

• The CGGM project aims to strengthen community grievance management 
capabilities and linkages to the State

– The project was iterative, adaptive and delivered through a partnership approach

• According to the World Bank (2017), the CGGM project aimed:

‘to work through government (understanding that it was impossible to create the 
desired connections without working through these systems) and be responsive to 
the various provincial and community operating environments’

• Considered a ‘notable exception’ among justice and governance programs in 
Solomon Islands (see Teskey 2020) and viewed as remarkably successful and a 
model donor intervention.
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Introduction



1. CGGM project built on rigorous research and performance measurements

2. Research approach, methods and high-level findings

3. Community dynamics connecting citizens to the justice sector and the State

4. Whether there is a future for community officers among the donors
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Presentation structure



CGGM impact assessment
• 400 participants across 25 communities in four provinces, made up of:

• 995 individual, mainly quantitative, beneficiary surveys :

– Rennell and Belona; Makiria-Ulwa; Central and Malaita provinces

• Focus groups (for women and men) and Community Officer (CO) interviews 
carried out for each community sampled (about 400 in total)
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Source: CGGM Mid Term Review Presentation (2018)



A donor intervention informed by research
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• The design of the CGGM project was 
informed by significant research

• The Justice Delivered Locally report 
(Allen et al 2013) found:

– many strengths of existing local level dispute 
management systems

– challenges facing more formalised and state 
driven institutions

– since RAMSI, police presence has largely been 
concentrated in urban areas (especially 
Honiara)

– a desire for greater state responsiveness to 
local conflicts as:

“citizens clearly appreciate and want a 
functioning state justice system, but 
judge the current manifestation to be 
falling short” (p. 45). 
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• An evaluation was conducted of an early 
Community Officer trial project (Dinnen & 
Haley 2012)

• It found COs were working in two broad areas: 
– assisting community leaders managing disputes

– liaison between communities and the RSIPF

• More success working with community 
structures, such as chiefs and community 
leaders. 

• But less successful at improving linkages: 

‘local expectations about improved police 
responsiveness and the forging of close 
working relationships between the COs and 
the RSIPF have been disappointed. This is 
largely because the RSIPF has so far been 
incapable of providing adequate levels of 
support. (p. vii).



Why considered a model donor intervention? 
• The CGGM project rolled-out iteratively with variation between provinces

• Traditionally donor assisted justice initiatives have focussed on strengthening 
formal institutions and central agencies

– Consequently, they have struggled “to demonstrate real results for their intended 
beneficiaries” (Cox et.al. 2012:9; Teskey et.al. 2020:47; see also Porter et.al. 2015 )

• CGGM project is a notable exception in that it focussed on informal systems and 
institutions serving rural communities

– Programmatic pivot informed by the Office of Development Effectiveness’ evaluation of 
Australian law and justice assistance 

• In many respects the CGGM project is a model donor intervention

– Its design was evidenced based with clear measurable objectives

– takes account of the political, economic and social context

– informed by deep long-term research with extensive community consultation (2009) 

– implementation in an iterative and adaptive manner

7



Trends from baseline data 
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Figure 1: Frequency of selected types of disputes by province
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Figure 2: Patterns of resort for drug and alcohol related disputes



Findings from mid-term beneficiary survey 
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Figure 3: Perceptions on the overall performance of the CO 
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Project data from logbooks 
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Table 1: Conflict resolution processes pursued by Community Officer (province) 

% of disputes reported 
resulting in … 

Direct mediation 
by CO

Mediation by 
community 

member

Referred to 
police

Other Marked 
‘resolved’

Overall (777) 52 16 20 13 52

Renbel (219) 73 6 17 3 41

Makira (220) 58 13 16 13 56

Central (92) 23 12 18 47 57

Malaita (246) 38 29 25 8 56
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Impact assessment approach

• Selected CO-host communities that participated in the baseline and mid-term 
review surveys

• repeated cross-sectional survey data (different to a panel)

• unable to replicate approach and coverage of baseline (time and financial constraints) 

• Three separate research instruments were developed for this impact assessment 

• Beneficiary survey, CO survey and focus group protocol

• each of the surveys was digitised by Akvo Foundation and uploaded to tablets

• enabled live monitoring of each team’s progress and timely cleansing, analysis and 
visualisation of the data



Sampling approach and site selection 
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Community Governance and Grievance Management (CGGM) Project Surveys: 

Province
Project 

Commenced
Baseline Study Mid-term Study

Impact 

Assessment

Renbel 2015 2015 Late 2016 2021

Makira 2016 2016 Late 2016 2021

Malaita 2018 2018 N/A 2021

Central 2019 2019 N/A 2021

• Producing a comparable data set necessitated a similar sampling strategy to 
previous studies 

o However, site selection differed across the four provinces, so we utilised a 
different approach for each province:
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Baseline survey overview for Makira-Ulawa (Makira) province

Ward
Ward

Population*
Community

CO Host or 
Non-Host

Estimated 
Community 
Population

Households 
Sampled

Surveys 
Conducted

Proportion of 
Community 

Surveyed

Ugi 1370
Hunuta Host 200 10 19 10%

Su’uwasi Host 90 10 20 22%
Tawarodo Non-Host 60 10 20 33%
Hakanipua Non-Host 200 10 17 9%

Bauro West 4450

Tawangisi Host 91 10 19 21%
Kokana Host 300 8 14 5%

Kaonasugu Host 400 8 16 4%
Makirima Host 180 10 18 10%

Manitwaniuhi Host 520 10 22 4%
Kaokaoragana Host 240 7 18 8%

Hunarite Non-Host 50 7 18 36%
Mapunga Non-Host 156 10 20 13%

Waiae Non-Host 45 10 20 44%
Waita Non-Host 190 8 13 7%

Bauro Central 5168

Mwanibeua Host 211 10 19 9%
Ngorangora Host 280 10 20 7%

Tawani Host 300 11 19 6%
Arohane Host 400 10 21 5%

Mwanihuki Non-Host 150 10 20 13%
Huro Non-Host 162 7 15 9%

Baunasugu Non-Host 150 9 18 12%
Risu Non-Host 130 8 16 12%

Mu’u Non-Host 105 8 16 15%
Togori Non-Host 95 9 19 20%

Total 200 436
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Mid-term and impact assessment survey overview for Makira (CO-host communities)
Community details Mid-term survey Impact Assessment survey

Ward Community
(host only)

Estimated 
Community 
Population

Households 
Sampled

Surveys
Conducted

Proportion of 
Community 

Surveyed

Households 
Sampled

Surveys 
Conducted

Proportion of 
Community 

Surveyed

Ugi
Hunuta 200 - - - 8 16 8%

Su’uwasi 90 7 14 15% 8 16 18%

Bauro West

Tawangisi 91 - - - - - -

Kokana 300 - - - - - -

Kaonasugu 400 16 32 8% 16 32 8%

Makirima 180 - - - - - -

Manitwaniuhi 520 16 33 6% 16 32 6%

Kaokaoragana 240 - - - - - -

Bauro Central

Mwanibeua 211 - - - - - -

Ngorangora 280 16 32 11% 16 32 11%

Tawani 300 - - - - - -

Arohane 400 16 32 8% 16 32 8%

Total 71 143 80 160

• In Bauro West, Kakaona village selected as one of a few female CO-host sites  
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Faadila

16 HHS – 32 

Surveys



17

Lalibaolo

24HHS – 48 Surveys
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Target and actual surveys conducted:

Number of surveys Renbel Makira Central Malaita Overall 

Target 160 192 320 320 992

Actual 160 192 325 318 995

Overview of survey respondents:
% of respondents 
surveyed…

Renbel 
(160)

Makira 
(192)

Central 
(325)

Malaita 
(318)

Overall 
(995)

Gender

Women 51 49 49 49 49

Men 49 51 51 51 51

Age

18-29 10 22 21 23 21

30-59 76 65 67 66 67

60+ 18 13 12 10 12

Identified as person 
with disability 13 15 2 2 7

Held leadership role  
in the community

52 30 48 48 45
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Perceptions of change in dispute prevalence and management ability
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Perceived changes in the prevalence of domestic and family related disputes
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Satisfaction and change in community due to the work the CO in Renbel 
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Satisfaction and change in community due to the work the CO in Makira
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Patterns of resort for dispute resolution 
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Perceptions of who people generally take disputes to when seeking resolution

% of 
respondents  
said 

Renbel (160) Makira (192) Central (325) Malaita (318) Overall (995)

First resort Household (29%)

CO (26%)

Church (22%)

Chief (33%)

CO (27%)

Elder (15%)

Chief (63%)

CO (23%)

Household (9%)

Chief (43%)

Household (18%)

CO (15%)

Chief (42%)

CO (22%)

Household (15%)

Second resort Church (21%)

CO (16%)

Elder (16%)

Chief (28%)

CO (17%)

Elder (16%)

CO (33%)

Chief (29%)

Elder (17%)

Chief (24%)

Church (21%)

CO (19%)

Chief (24%)

CO (23%)

Church (16%)

Third resort CO (21%)

Police (14%)

Church (9%)

Church (16%)

CO (13%)

Elder (13%)

Elder (21%)

CO (18%)

Church (14%)

Church (24%)

Police (17%)

CO (10%)

Church (17%)

CO (15%)

Elder (13%)



Sorting communities

• COs and their 

jurisdictions by level 

of satisfaction

– Where “success” and 

“failure” become 

visible



Very Satisfied “Beneficiaries”

• Personal histories

– The COs had occupied leadership roles in 

villages in the past

• Village specific histories

– Well regarded local institutions of various kinds 

• National history

– By-laws



To me, during the time of area councils, we find it easy to 
manage disputes because we had different types of chiefs, such 
as tribal chiefs and clan chiefs that are based on the community 

structure. Since we lost the area council, the social problems 
were increasing in the community, institutions did not work 

well, leaders did not work together. But through this CO 
program, community life has started to change, social problems 

have now cut down, people start to respect in the community 
and feel ownership of the community.



Unsatisfied “Beneficiaries”

‘There are no by-laws in the community, so police do not respond to our disputes. This is the 
failure of our chiefs, and community leaders.’

‘there is no proper by-law where our leaders, warden and community members should work 
together and set as a guideline for everyone.’

‘Sometimes I used my own expenses for my tour… Generally, it seems like the province does 
not really prioritize my work in the rural areas. (…) It will contribute to my weakness; the 

lack of cooperation from the provincial authorities with me or with my work’. 

‘In almost two years now, my relationship with the provincial and the national government 
has reached its lowest point. I would say that our working relationship no longer exist. For 

example, they fail to support us or paying our salary’



Unsatisfied “Beneficiaries”

• Absence and bias

– Not necessarily malicious: personal circumstances 

change, and expectations were high

• Sudden changes to the local justice scene

– Death and illness



Ambivalent “Beneficiaries”

• Complex justice environments

– Drug and alcohol related disputes seemingly 

more prevalent, though connected to other 

kinds of disputation

– One police “no-go zone”

– Personal style – a police officer or a counsellor?

• A job or vocation?



Post-script

• COs became “Ward Support Officers”

– Climate Change and Economic Infrastructure


