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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
 

(i) Project data 
Th  p oj ct ‘Judicial Reform: empowering magistrate-c v   soc  ty co   bo  t on fo  G  n  ’s 
new democratic future’   n f om the 1st December 2011 to the 30th November 2013, but 
some activities were prolonged until the end of March 2014. It had an overall budget of USD 
425,000 and the UNDEF contribution accounted for USD 200,000 (47%). UNDEF was the 
larger single donor, and the further funds were provided by an individual grantor (Mr Milt 
Lauenstein1) that made available USD 125,000 and by the United States Institute of Peace 
(additional USD 100,000, unplanned at the time of the Project Document). 
 
The grantee was Swisspeace (a Swiss NGO), which managed the project as a spin-off of 
their larger project BEFORE. The grantee relied on the collaboration of two implementing 
partners, the Regional Council of Civil Society Organizations (CROSC, the Kankan branch 
of the National Council of Civil Society Organizations -CNOSCG) and the Association of 
Magistrates of Guinea. 
 
The aim of the project was to contribute to the process of reform of the judiciary through the 
 st b  shm nt of   ‘new social contract on justice’   nk ng  p C v   Soc  ty O g n s t ons, 
magistrates and auxiliaries of justice. 
The project strategy was based on two subsequent components (Outcomes), as follows: 

- Outcome 1  – Increased capacity for advocacy, monitoring and judicial oversight, to 
be achieved through: 

o Training needs assessment of magistrates, CSO and key judiciary personnel. 
o Conduction of training for each target group addressing the needs identified 

in the needs assessment. 
o Sub-g  nts to  oc   CSOs to  mp  m nt  t    st 10  n t  t v s to ‘advocate and 

promote public awareness of the need for judicial reform to local, community-
based constituencies.’ 

- Outcome 2  – Enhanced capacity for dialogue and collaboration between civil society 
and judiciary on ways to improve the judicial system so that is more responsive to 
needs of the civil society, to be achieved through: 

o Two joint regional CSO- judiciary workshops. 
o Setting up of a joint civil society-judiciary platform. 
o 
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the achievement by the platform of a higher level of visibility – although it is concluded that 
the platform has already achieved some visibility, more important steps remain to be made; 
iii) the further involvement of the platform in the process of reform of the judiciary.  
 
Some major institutional and legal reforms passed since 2014 (such as the approval of the 
special status of judges, the establishment of the Superior Council of Magistrates, and the 
finalization of the Action Plan of the judicial reform) should have a positive effect as enabling 
factors of the achievement of the sustainability of the major legacy of the project, the civil 
society-judiciary platform.  
 
 

(iii) Conclusions 
 

 
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results; this is proved by the fact that about 81% of the budget was allocated to project 
activities, with a minimal impact of further budget items. The rescheduling of some activities 
had some minimal impact in terms of budget due to double travel costs and renting of 
meeting space; this is justified and was well managed. The project cash suffered of a theft of 
USD 18,000, and a judicial action has been initiated against the suspect responsible (a 
former member of the staff.) The grantee refunded the project with own funds.  

 
 In terms of impact  the project contribution is very high for the Output 1  

(capacity building and dialogue) while the short time  elapsed since the entering in operation 
of the platform prevented the materialisation of signs of impact of the Output 2  
(collaboration to the process of reform.) However, the potentialities for the major legacy of 
the project (the platform) to contribute to the materialisation of the project impact are realistic 
and some early signs are encouraging.  

 
 The pre-conditions  for the achievement of the lost -lasting effects  of results 

are still to  be met , and this is by large due to the mentioned delays. The deployment 
countrywide of the project is maybe the most critical of these conditions, and could have 
been mitigated since the project design. 

 
 There are two elements making up the UNDEF added value  of this 

intervention; they are the high reputation of the UN system in Guinea, which proved to be a 
useful element of credentials for the project staff throughout the life of the intervention; and 
the low administrative and bureaucratic pressure on the grantee, which proved to be a key 
element that facilitated the various cycles of replanning of the project activities.  
 
 

(iv) Recommendations 
A fir tr2
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 To invite grantees to reflect and propose  solutions  to the need to deploy  
projects  of a pilot nature to the whole territory of the country, in case of their success . 
This could be addressed since the project design phase. (Reference to Conclusion 8)  
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II. RÉSUME EXÉCUTIF 
 
 
 

(i) Présentation du projet 
Le projet «Réforme judiciaire: renforcer la collaboration entre les magistrats et la société 
civile pour  ’ v n   d     no v     D moc  t   G  n  nn »    t  m s  n œ v   du 1er 
Décembre 2011 au 30 Novembre 2013, bien que certaines activités
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œ v   des projets dans le secteur de la justice ; cela aurait pourtant dû être souligné dans 
le document de projet comme un facteur important de risque  po    ’ nt  v nt on. 
 

 Tout au long de  ’ nn   2013 la Guinée a été profondément frappée  par une 
situation sociale  et 
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 Engager les soumissionnaires à baser leur projet sur une logique 
d'intervention  bien structurée  et à viser des résultats  qui soient compatibles  avec les 
ressources disponibles . De ce point de vue, ce projet a été un cas évident de réussite 
(référence à la Conclusion 3).  
 

 Engager les soumissionnaires à inclure  -comme  une partie  intégrante  de la 
conception de leur projet - un plan  solide de suivi  et évaluation . De ce point de vue aussi, 
ce projet 

�ƒ
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III.  INTRODUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT 
 
 
 

i. The project and evaluation objectives 
Th  p oj ct ‘Judicial reform: empowering magistrate-civil society collaboration for Guinea’s 
new democratic future’   n f om th  1st December 2011 to the 30th November 2013, but 
some activities were prolonged until the end of March 2014. The overall planned budget was 
USD 325,000; the UNDEF contribution counted for USD 200,000 and an individual grantor 
(Mr Milt Lauenstein) made available the residual USD 125,000. Additional USD 100,000 
(unplanned at the time of the application to UNDEF) were provided by the United States 
Institute of Peace. USD 20,000 were retained for Monitoring and Evaluation purposes. 
 
The grantee was Swisspeace, a Swiss NGO, which managed the project as a spin-off of 
their larger project BEFORE. The project was implemented in the districts of Conakry (the 
capital city of Guinea and largest judicial centre of the country) and Kankan (the second 
largest judicial centre of Guinea.) 
 
The aim of the project was to facilitate dialogue and collaboration between members of the 
Judiciary and Civil Society as a way to support enhanced access to justice. The key 
mechanism to achieve this objective was the 
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added (see Annex 1). 
 
The evaluation took place in June and July 2014, with fieldwork conducted during the two 
first weeks of July. The stakeholders interviewed are listed in the Annex 4. Both individual 
and group interviews were conducted; they included the relevant project staff, the hierarchy 
of the grantee, beneficiaries of the project (magistrates and civil society organizations) 
media and staff of other international organizations financing projects in the same or related 
areas of intervention. The field interviews were organised in Conakry, Fria, Dubréka; further 
remote interviews were conducted with stakeholders based in Kankan. 
 
 

iii. Development context 
During the past fifteen years the Republic of Guinea has experienced a deterioration of its 
socio-political climate marked in particular by: (i) Its involvement (2000) in a situation of 
political instability which had long BT

1 0 0 1 441ed withierarchy 
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International Monetary Fund (2013 PEFA Assessment).  
 
Given the adverse effects of repeated crises and of major institutional problems, after the 
election some partners of Guinea (European Union, United Nations, regional organizations 
including ECOWAS and others) have revamped or re-initiated a process of mobilization of 
technical and financial support, mainly targeting (i) the strengthening of dialogue between 
political parties, (ii) the reduction of social tensions, (iii) education and training of various 
target groups (youth and women in particular) on basic principles of citizenship and the rule 
of law, (iv) support to major reforms including, among others, the reform of the security 
forces and defense, and the judicial reform.  
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The project design identified four elements of potential  risk  for the project; they were: 
- A slow pace of implementation of the reform of the judiciary; 
- Cross-cutting tensions and divisions among participants to the platform due to the 

electoral campaign; 
- Tensions civil society-judiciary due to the investigations into crimes committed in 

September 2009 (see bullet iv of the chapt   ‘Development context’); 
- Corrupt magistrates and other judiciary personnel participating to the project to 

boycott it.  
The Annex II to the Project Document spells out (among other) the key quantitative 
indicators of performance of the project. They are sound and comprehensive, and provide a 
good basis for the assessment of the main workproducts of the project.  
 
The project design includes provision for a sound and regular activity of monitoring ad self-
evaluation (M&E) of the results of the intervention. This applies both to the main activities of 
the project; and to the activities to be carried by sub-grantees. The provision for M&E is 
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(Conakry, seat of the capital city and 
second largest region in the country) 
and 1,986,329 (Kankan, the largest 
region in the country6.)  

 
 Relevance of the 

methodology of intervention: the 
approach of the project is definitely 
sound: by tackling the absence of 
mutual 
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build their capacity to monitor and evaluate the small grants (Activity 4.) 
 
Outcome 1 / Activity 2 (development of the training outline and materials) – The activity 
(broken down in 3 sub-tasks) was fully developed and the outputs delivered on time. In the 
performing of this activity the project management demonstrated a good deal of adaptability, 

which turned to be a critical 
factor of success of the 
intervention. The development of 
the training material was 
originally planned to be entrusted 
to three different local 
consultants (to be hired) expert 
in training and possessing a 
broad knowledge of the themes 
of training and acquainted with 
both civil society and the 
judiciary. Each of these 
consultants was then planned to 
become responsible for the 
production of the training outline 
and materials for one different 
trainee cluster; and its following 
delivery. It turned that none of 
the applicants possessed a 

broad knowledge and understanding of both civil society and the judiciary; this was judged 
as a possible factor of risk for the project (the training messages could have been 
inconsistent), so that the plans were changed and two experts instead of three were hired. 
One trainer was expert in civil society, and the other in judicial issues; these experts were 
tasked to work as a team and to produce together the training outline and materials for all 
the training modules, so as to ensure full consistency of the key messages and materials. 
Together they were then tasked with the delivery of all training sessions, as to exploit to the 
best possible extent their respective competencies.  
 
The SC was involved also in the crucial phases of this activity (change of recruitment 
strategy, development of the training grid, validation of the training material.) 
 
Outcome 1 / Activity 3 (delivery of training) – The activity (broken down in 9 sub-tasks) was 
fully developed according to the schedule. The absolute target of training and trainees was 
achieved (60 judges, 60 CSO members and 60 auxiliaries of justice were trained, 30 each in 
Conakry and Kankan.) The gender target was missed as only 29 women were trained 
instead of the sought 54, 26 of them from CSOs. This is fully justified by the fact that the 
access to judiciary professions in Guinea is still largely dominated by men, so that no 
candidate women were available for the training.  
 
Among the points of strength of this activity the following shall be underlined: i) The project 
management was involved –together with the SC- in the selection of the trainees; this 
helped preventing problems due to the non suitability of the profile of the trainees and to the 
excessive heterogeneity of the trainees groups. ii) The activity included the development of 
pre and post-training questionnaire, indispensible to assess the results of the training 

 
A common regional workshop in Conakry  
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delivered. iii) Each training module was piloted before its full deployment; this allowed the 
tuning of some training outlines. iv) A final debriefing workshop was held with the 
participation of the whole project team, the trainers, some trainees and the SC; this allowed 
to understand the key lessons from the training in view of the further activities of the project. 
  
Outcome 1 / Activity 4 (advocacy and public awareness initiatives – small grant scheme) – 
The activity (broken down in 4 sub-tasks) aimed at financing 10 small-scale grants for an 
overall budget of 30,000 USD. Following an open call for proposal the project received 15 
proposals, which were assessed by an independent proposal assessment committee and 
scored based on a pre-defined selection grid; unfortunately it turned that only 7 proposals 
could be financed within the available budget, so the number of the proposals retained for 
financing was decreased. The activity was conducted within the planned timeframe. The 
achievements of the grants were monitored and self-evaluated based on criteria set during 
an initial training on M&E; this will be further specified and the findings from this analysis 
commented under chapter iv (Impact). There are some points of strength of this activity that 
deserve to be underlined: i) The topics of the selected grants (see Annex 3) clearly match 
with the objectives of the UNDEF project, so that indirectly the grants contributed to raise 
awareness of the need to strengthen the dialogue between civil society and judiciary; all in 
all the grants reached some 
200 direct and 1,500 indirect 
beneficiaries. ii) The process 
for the selection of the grants 
was public and transparent, 
based on pre-defined criteria 
for selection and the results 
were distributed to all 
applicants. iii) Before the 
beginning of their operations all 
grantees were given a 5-day 
training on monitoring and 
evaluation of their grants, so 
that M&E became an integral 
part of the micro-projects. iv) 
Shortly after the end of the 
grants (carried out between 
August 2012 and January 
2013) a 2-day seminar was 
organised to analyse the findings from M&E of the grants and share experiences.  
 
Outcome 2 / Activity 1 (2 joint CSO-judiciary workch o
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delivered under the Outcome 1, which provided the inputs for the development of the tools to 
be used during a large part of the activities under the Outcome 2. 
 
Outcome 2 / Activity 2 (setting up of the joint civil society-judicial platform) – This activity was 
conducted, but affected by the different factors explained in the opening of this chapter. As a 
consequence, the first platform meeting was organised the 2nd quarter of 2013 (instead of 
the 1st quarter), the 6 informal working meetings were finished by the 1st quarter of 2014 and 
an (unplanned but definitely opportune) public presentation of the platform was organised at 

the end of January 2014. 
Evidence gathered suggest 
that most of the follow-up 
actions to the setting up of 
the platform were de facto 
put on hold; this provoked 
delays to the conduction of 
the following activity 3. 
Overall it must be 

concluded that the delays slightly impacted on the timeline of the activity 2 but did not affect 
the achievement of its objectives: the project adapted in a flexible way to unforeseeable 
events and was able to reschedule some crucial events even at the very last minute.  
 
D   ng  ts f  st  v nts th  p  tfo m ( t took th  n m  of ‘ o  m C v  o-J d c     ’,  CJ)    d th  
foundation for its formal constitution: this will be further commented when discussing 
impacts. 
 
Outcome 2 / Activity 3 (development of the platform Action Plan) – This activity (one single 
sub-task) was conducted mostly impacted by the factors explained in the opening of this 
chapter, and in particular by the fact that after the setting up of the platform the development 
of the Action Plan that had to be prepared by the technical commission of the platform was 
severely delayed. As a result the Action Plan (that was due by the 2nd quarter 2013) was in 
reality finally validated only in March 2014 (three months after the planned end of the 
contract.) In reality and retrospectively the planning of this activity was over-optimistic, as its 
original schedule immediately following the first platform meeting did not take into due 
account the time needed to develop the AP by the newly appointed technical commission 
and the time needed to get to an agreement with the members of the platform. 
 
Outcome 2 / Activity 4 (distribution / promotion of the platform Action Plan) – This activity (3 
sub-task) was largely impacted by the delays in previous phases, and in particular by the 
delays in the development of the AP. As a result, the promotion of the AP was cut short: 
about 300 copies of the AP were distributed against the 2,000 that were originally planned 
and 6 instead of 10 promotional meetings with key stakeholders were held, all of them 
towards the very last weeks of the project extension. 
 
 

(iii) Efficiency 
As described in II.i, the overall planned budget was USD 325,000; the UNDEF contribution 
counted for USD 200,000 and an individual grantor (Mr Milt Lauenstein) made available the 
residual USD 125,000. Additional USD 100,000 (unplanned at the time of the application to 
UNDEF) were provided by the United States Institute of Peace.  

 
�7�K�H���O�R�J�R���R�I���W�K�H���S�O�D�W�I�R�U�P���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H���P�R�W�W�R�����µ�7�R���E�U�L�Q�J���G�H�I�H�Q�G�D�Q�W��
�F�O�R�V�H�U���W�R���M�X�V�W�L�F�H�¶�� 
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working mechanisms and the working mechanisms of the auxiliaries of justice. The same 
percentage had to be able to identify and describe the roles of the other two clusters.  
Achieved: 87% of participants achieved this objective (reported by the project). 
Method of analysis: pre-post training individual test. 
Comments on the validity of the method of analysis: the method of analysis is valid and 
based on well formulated and articulated test templates. However, the target (60%) seems 
definitely low and therefore generous to the project; a 70-75% target would have appeared 
more consistent with the activities undertaken. In any case the results achieved (87%) are 
higher than what could have been reasonably expected. The project missed to inform what 
was the entry level of participants (baseline). 
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Comments on the validity of the method of analysis: Also in this case the method of 
analysis is valid and based on well formulated and articulated test templates. The target 
(60%) seems appropriate for participants with low education to advocacy techniques, but 
the project missed to inform about the baseline situation.  
 
Triangulation of findings: based on interviews with CSO trainees. However, in reason of the 
delays in the setting up of the platform, very few findings were expected from this analysis. 
The interviews conducted confirm that former trainees have a better understanding of 
advocacy and that they plan to use the techniques learnt during training to advocate the 
interests of civil society within the frame of the reform of justice. No concrete actions are 
reported insofar.  

 
III. Target: 80% of target population reached by the activities of the small grant 
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capacities and reputation of some grantees; contribution to the mitigation of tensions during 
the electoral campaign; and contribution to the management of social conflicts through the 
collaboration between judicial police officers and neighborhood leaders. As reported under 
IV.ii and assessed by the project, the small grants had an outreach capacity of (at least) 
200 direct and 1,500 indirect beneficiaries. This corresponds to a unitary cost of USD 17.6 
per participant, which reveals an appreciable value for money of the intervention. 

 
The interview realised with the beneficiaries of two of these grants confirm the impact of 
these activities at the local level, both at the level of a higher knowledge and understanding 
of the judicial processes; and at the level of a higher capacity to solve the litigations through 
mediation preventing the escalation of conflicts. In the case of one of the two grants it 
emerged the value of disseminating the key messages of the activity through a community 
radio station; and at the Mosque.  

 
In conclusion, there is an overall positive judgment about the impact of this first component 
of the project, and what claimed by the project in the relevant parts of its Final Narrative 
Report (Chapters 6 and 9) is convincing. More in specific, the detailed qualitative analysis 
contained in the majority of the bullets of the Chapter 9 is sound and shared by the 
evaluators; the key emerging elements of impact of this project component are: 

 The decreased mutual mistrust between civil society and members of the judiciary 
thanks to the training and the various meetings that have brought together people of 
these different clusters. 

 The commitment of civil society and members of the judiciary to plan joint actions to 
improve the quality of justice and make it more accessible to citizens. 

 The linking up of auxiliaries of justice pertaining to different professional categories to 
find solutions to problems due to scarce knowledge and misunderstanding of the 
work of the different professions. 

 The increased reputation acquired by the project partners (trainers and oher 
consultants involved) and of the NGOs that were financed under the small grants 
scheme. 

 A higher level of understanding –by district chiefs participating in the project- of their 
role and of its boundaries in helping the resolution of conflicts. 

 
Outcome 2 (Enhanced dialogue and collaboration on how to improve the judicial system so 
that it is more responsive to civil society needs) – The project set for itself some quantitative 
indicators (Chapter 6 of the Final Narrative Report); however these indicators are more 
relevant to understand the effectiveness rather than the impact of this project component.  
 
The analysis of the impact of this project component shall take into consideration the effects 
of the establishment of the civil society-judicial platform and of its first activities. As described 
above, the platform was established with well-justified delays and its operations just started 
at the time of the evaluation; as a consequence, no clear signs of impact could be detected 
at the time of the evaluation, and the following remarks flag the likelihood of this project 
component to achieve its expected impact. 
 

- The setting up of the platform have potentialities of generating the following 
positive effects: 
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o The platform represents a chance and a place for the three clusters of project 
beneficiaries to continue dialogue on possibilities to prevent the escalation of 
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was based on a sound method of intervention that can be replicated with success. The 
impact of such a project will considerably decrease if it will not be generalised to all the 
judiciary districts of the country. Aware of this aspect, Swisspeace conducted a fundraising 
activity for a phase 2 of the project; unfortunately –while some funds may have been 
available from some donors- no dono s’ b dg t co  d b     oc t d to p y th   nd sp ns b e 
off c  costs  nd s      s, wh ch by m ny o g n s t ons       g  d d  s ‘ov  h  ds’  nd  s 
such not financed. This could be easily become a killing factor of the achievements of this 
project. 

 
- The achievement by the platform of a higher level of visibility. As above 

described, the platform achieved already some levels of visibility and this is demonstrated by 
the fact that it has been invited by the Ministry of Justice to participate to official discussions 
within the frame of the reform of the judiciary. However, during a conversation with the EU 
Delegation in July emerged that the platform acquired this visibility (in particular to the 
 nt  n t on   dono s’ comm n ty) on y   c nt y  nd th t th  p oj ct   m  n d fo     ong t m  
rather invisible during its implementation. The EUD (which is the official coordinator of the 
dono s’ coo d n t on  n G  n  )   m  ks th t th  p  tfo m sho  d p  t c p t  mo     g     y 
than what is actually doing to the discussions leading to the reform of the judiciary and that 
its participations are until now quite sporadic.  

 
- 
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 VI. CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
 

i. The project was particularly relevant to the country situation and the 
process of reform of the judiciary announced by the President of Guinea since 2010. It has 
acquired even more relevance after the September 2013 election when Guinea finally got rid 
of its recent and difficult political heritage, following the dictatorship period, and –since- the 
Country has embarked in a process of democratic reforms. One of the institutions that has to 
be reformed the most is the judiciary, which is consistently accused of recurrent problems of 
inefficiency, nepotism and corruption. The present government is tackling this aspect with 
determination and some concrete results are already visible: they include the approval of the 
special status of judges, the establishment of the Superior Council of Magistrates, and the 
finalization of the Action Plan of the judicial reform.(See Chapter II.iii) 
 
 

ii. The idea to fac3( )-1g
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appreciable capacity of adaptation to unforeseeable events; from this perspective the project 
was a clear case of success. However, the 
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VIII. ANNEXES 
ANNEX 1: EVALUATION QUESTIONS  

DAC 
criterion  

Evaluation Question  Related sub -questions  

Relevance To what extent was the project, 
as designed and implemented, 
suited to context and needs at the 
beneficiary, local, and national 
levels?  

 Were the objectives of the project in line with the needs and 
priorities for democratic development, given the context?  

 
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ANNEX 3: THE SELECTED GRANTS 
 

 P oj t d’ pp      ’ m   o  t on d     q    t  d     j st c  d ns      g on  dm n st  t v  
de Kankan - Project to support the improvement of the quality of justice in the 
administrative region of Kankan (Association pour la promotion de la gouvernance et 
des initiatives locales (AGIL)) 

 Plaidoyer et sensibilisation sur le droit à la santé en milieu carcéral dans les villes de 
Conakry et Coyah - Advocacy and awareness on the right to health in prisons in 
Conakry and Coyah (Association pour la promotion de la santé en Guinée 
(APROSAG)) 

 Renforcement de la collaboration entre les chefs de quartiers et les officiers de la 
police judiciaire de la commune urbaine de Dubréka pour une meilleure application 
de la justice - Strengthening of the collaboration between neighborhood leaders and 
officers of the Judicial Police of the municipality of Dubréka for a better administration 
of justice (Association guinéenne des femmes pour le développement intégré - 
AGUIFEDI) 

 Sensibilisation des populations de Fria sur le rôle de la justice et de la société civile 
po    ’ nst    t on d’ n  v   t b   d moc  t   - Awareness of the population of Fria 
on the role of the judiciary and civil society for the establishment of a genuine 
democracy (Association des jeunes étudiants et diplômés pour le développement de 
Fria - AJEDDEF) 

 Appui à la Promotion de la reforme judiciaire en Guinée dans les cinq communes de 
Conakry - Support to the promotion of the judicial reform in Guinea in five communes 
of Conakry (Association "Sourire International") 

 Connais ton droit, accomplis ton devoir - Know your rights, do your duty 
(Organisation guinéenne de droit et devoir du citoyen


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projects from the inner parts of the country, where local leaders are more acquainted 
with each other. 

 The implementation of grants has enabled some social groups to meet and discuss 
the divisive problems they face in carrying out 






