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I)

The Executive Summary

This research was conducted to establish the capacity and practices of decentralized land
institutions and the extent to which each contribute to protecting rights to customary lands in
the post conflict Acholi sub-region. It contributes to the current joint efforts of Trócaire and the
JASLF to explore options and processes by which people in Acholi can demarcate map and
register customary land as one of the solutions to land disputes and land rights protection. Local
land institutions (LLI) are mandated by the law to manage and administer land. As formal
institutions, their effectiveness is determined by the levels of capacity and practices. Despite their
existence, little is known about their functionality and funding making it difficult for the
community to access their services, and further reinforcing the perception that registration is not
possible for customary lands. It is envisaged that the outcomes of this assessment shall firstly
inform the community on the roles and functionality of these institutions and subsequently
increase their demand for land demarcation, mapping and registration, and also provide
government with valuable information that feeds into the proposed DLB amalgamation process.
In scope, 7 out of 8District Land Offices, all (8) District Land Boards, and 64 of the 71 sub-counties
were assessed. To substantiate the specific findings from the assessment, consultations were
made with the MLHUD and Civil society with a focus on land, both at local and national levels.
Four key parameters were assessed; these were financing, staffing, functionality and
management of these institutions. Focus group discussions were conducted in each of the
Districts and self-administered questionnaires were completed; interviews with stakeholders
including 3 prominent cultural institutions, opinion leaders and selected political leaders were
conducted. Information from these sets was corroborated to draw succinct conclusions on
findings, to inform respective sets of key recommendations to different actors.
Snapshot of Findings and Implications
Generally, the research findings show significant gaps in the capacity and practices of the District
land institutions across the Acholi Districts. It was noted that financing of the three institutions
i.e. DLOs, DLBs and ALCs was insufficient to meet the financial needs of their operations, at least
below 40% of estimated budgets. This implied an underperformance by each institution, and low
quality of service delivery. In fact, in many instances, charges are levied on applicants for land
registration to cover costs that should have been financed by local and central government.
These costs only serve as a disincentive to the majority poor, vulnerable groups and individuals
who may desire to register their land under the customary tenure system on the account of
affordability of costs involved.

xi

In terms of staffing at the District Land Offices, findings indicate huge understaffing at only 26%
of staff positions occupied in seven1(7) Districts. This is significantly low in view of all technical
services DLOs are expected to deliver. Insufficient staffing implied dependence of affected land
offices on neighbouring Districts for technical backstopping. This has time and cost implications
that would negatively impact land services delivery by these offices. Consequently, a backlog of
applications to be processed was noted across seven (7) DLOs.
The research defined functionality as processes involved in the execution of roles and mandates
of the respective institutions and existing levels of required inputs and logistics, in delivery of
services. The research analysed levels of functionality based on efficiency and effectiveness of
service delivery in accordance with legal and policy mandates respectively. It was established
that all 3 land institutions; that is the District Land Boards, Area Land Committees and District
Land Offices were so incapacitated as to be unable to function normally. DLOs lacked the very
basic resources such as means of transport, other office equipment and furniture, and with zero
or minimum practice of ICT in management of the large amount of data involved, in fact, all the
8 DLOs manually process land records. The feedback on the Boards was that they held irregular
meetings and took long to process applications for certificates of registration and titles. Similarly,
the ALCs lacked most of basic logistics for facilitating field work. These gaps, by implication
impacted on the functionality and delivery of quality service, and further, diminished public trust
and confidence in these institutions.
Management of the District land institutions had gaps too, as indicated by the findings. These
gaps included minimum or no supervision, irregular meetings, at which minutes were not
effectively recorded by half of the DLOs in reference to DLBs minutes.

II)

Summary of Recommendations

The research proposes a number of recommendations under 4 headings 1) Constitution 2)
Financing 3) Management 4) Functionality

Constitution
The constitution of the District Land Boards (DLOs) need to be fast tracked by the District
Executive Committees as soon the terms of office of existing office holders expire; the MLHUD
should expedite the process of approval of the committee as soon as Districts submit proposed
lists of District Land Boards and once the MLHUD approves the proposed Board, District Councils
should issue appointment letters promptly and without any delay.

The Constitution of the Area Land Committees (ALCs)


1

The Sub-County council in consultation with the District Executive should fast track the
constitution of respective ALCs at the expiry of terms of office of serving ALCs and thereafter,
issue appointment letters to all ALC members currently working without appointment letters.
All the study districts except Amuru
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The District and Sub-county should expedite ALC induction as soon as they assume office.
The District and MLHUD should continuously plan and deliver trainings and capacity building
to ALCs.

Staffing at the District Land Offices (DLOs)




Districts should expedite the process of filling up current vacant technical positions in the
land offices to meet the requirement of 6 technical officers namely: District Land Officer,
District Physical Planner, District Surveyor, District Cartographer, Registrar of Titles and
District Valuer
Districts should improve the working conditions and motivation of technical staff through
provision of relevant tools, equipment, and facilitation in order to attract and retain the best
technocrats.

Financing
Financing of District Land Board




Districts should make it mandatory for the DLBs to draw work plans with budgets attached to
enhance reporting, accountability and auditing of its operations.
MLHUD should, for supplementary budget support, plan and release funds in time to the DLBs
operations.
The Districts should consistently allocate budget and funds to DLBs based on work plans and
the budget of DLBs, and ensure the timely release of such funds.

Financing of Area Land Committees





District councils should develop a financing framework that harmonizes remuneration for
Area Land Committees across all sub counties in each District in Acholi sub-region.
The ALCs should develop realistic annual work plans and budgets and table such in time to
feed into overall sub-county and, or District’s annual plans and budgets.
Districts and, or Sub-counties should ensure timely release of funds to finance the operations
of ALCs.
District Councils should harmonize rates charged on applicants by the ALCs to enhance
affordability for all.

Financing of District Land Office



xiii

Districts’ planning and budgeting should prioritize financing land offices, and allocate funds
according to work plans and budgets of the land offices as much as it possible.
The MLHUD should consider offering direct financial support to land offices (in form of
supplementary allocation or for specific needs and activities)



All intended support, as may be requested by the land offices, should be released in time for
intended engagements.

Management Issues
Management of the District Land Boards






DLBs should plan and hold regular meetings to fast track processing of applications and create
incentives in the population to apply for registration of their lands.
Districts should ensure that DLBs are regularly audited and that the audit report is made
available for public consumption. This is to enforce transparency and accountability on all
activities of the Boards.
District Executive Committees and the relevant technical offices should plan and conduct
regular support supervision of the DLBs.
The MLHUD in coordination with the District Executive Committee should plan and deliver
support supervision and capacity building to the DLBs.

Management of Area Land Committee






ALCs should deliberately plan and conduct regular meetings, or as may be dictated by the
legal and policy requirements. Such meetings should be properly documented and archived
for future referencing.
District and Sub-county Executive Committees should plan and carry out supervision and
monitoring activities of the ALCs.
The District Land Office should plan and conduct periodic support supervision and provision
of technical support to the ALCs.
The MLHUD should sample out of the 71 ALCs in Acholi sub-region to reach out and provide
technical support in collaboration with the District Land Offices.

District Land Offices




DLOs should consistently develop and share periodic reports on their activities with the
district CHIEF Administrative Officer, District Executive Committee – DEC, MLHUD and
development partners.
The DLOs should institutionalize routine office procedural practices and management such as
daily attendance and holding regular staff meetings.



District Executives, office of the CAO should conduct regular monitoring and support
supervision of the DLOs
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Functionality of the Decentralized Land Institution
Functionality of the District Land Boards




District Executives for all 8 Districts must ensure limited political interference in the function of the
Board.
DLBs should act independently and free from pressures from political and economic elites with
interest to acquire land
DLBs should plan and conduct regular community outreaches on land registration and land rights in
partnership with religious and traditional leaders

Functionality of the District Land Office


Districts should prioritize acquisition of basic office equipment to ease the work of District
Land Offices. Such equipment should include transport means, GPS, ICT logistics.
 MLHUD should expedite setting up the computerised land information system (LIS) to all the
Districts in Acholi sub-region.
 Omoro District in particular should expedite the process of securing an office space
designated solely for the land office.
 Districts should support maintenance of existing logistics such as transport, ICT, GPS and
furniture in the land offices to keep them in functional states.
On functionality of Area Land Committee, the research recommends the following: Local government at District and Sub-county should determine a realistic and sustainable
financing strategy to meet the operational needs of the ALCs.
 DLOs and MLHUD should periodically assess and design a coherent capacity building program
for all ALCs across the sub-region.
 Particular training on conducting community education is strongly recommended for all ALCs.
 Districts in collaboration with Sub-county authorities should set up rates for services to be
charged by all ALCs to ensure equity and affordability.
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1.1

Introduction
Background to the Research

Land and land rights in Acholi sub-region are a controversial subject. Land conflicts seem endless
and are transforming into complicated contestations at a time when post conflict Northern
Uganda needed to consolidate resilience and pursue regional development. This is because
rivalry over land is not limited to the locals, but has attracted external interests as well. Current
and past Interventions to finding lasting solutions to land disputes and strengthening rights to
customary land have been undermined by several factors, including limited understanding of the
indigenous knowledge, practices and value systems that have sustained land rights, management
and ownership in Acholi community for many years. The violent conflict and the subsequent postconflict recovery struggles in Acholi sub-region contributed to the disruption of traditional
systems of land management, and the impact of these factors on land rights have been underresearched. Several researches establish that one of the cardinal challenges of land rights is the
boundary question to concretize claimants of ownership of land parcels. This action research
contributes to exploration of available options and processes by which people in Acholi can
demarcate and register customary land as one of the solutions to land disputes and ensuring the
enjoyment of land rights by the people.
However, it is also recognized that central to facilitating these processes are the local land
institutions that exist and operate in accordance with the 1995 Constitution and the 1998 Land
Act. These institutions are the District Land Boards, Area Land Committees, and District Land
Offices. Despite the existence of these institutions, testimonies of local experiences
substantiated by several researches indicate lack of knowledge on their functionality, resources
and funding. This reinforces the community’s perception that registration is costly, cumbersome
and almost not possible for customary land, which accounts for over 90% of land holding in Acholi
sub-region. Making information on these institutions’ roles and functionality available, alongside
wider community level sensitization, would allow for greater uptake of their services by
individuals and groups that wish to get their lands demarcated, mapped and registered. The same
information would provide government with valuable inputs that feed into the proposed creation
and resourcing of the MLHUD’s zonal Office in Gulu. The zonal office, once operationalized shall
speed up the delivery of the Ministry’s services in Acholi sub-region. Information availed by the
assessment furthered the understanding on the existing levels of capacity and practices of the
three local land institutions, and reflected the extent to which their functionality contributes to
protecting land rights in Acholi sub-region.
Trócaire and the Joint Acholi Sub regional Leaders’ Forum (JASLF) conducted this research in the
8 Districts of Acholi region. JASLF/Trócaire closely collaborated with the MLHUD to ensure the
research outcomes benefit the process of setting up the zonal office in Gulu. The outcomes of
i

the study are further expected to support the mapping demarcation and registration processes,
a part of the project on “Instituting the Protection of Rights to Customary Land in Acholi”.

1.2

Context of the Assessment.

Be it a legacy of the conflict or the neo-liberal forces around land markets, the Acholi sub-region
is embroiled in unending resource-based conflict. Although this is no exception to the rest of the
country, a UNDP report established that land conflict is quite prevalent in the PRDP region at
7.9% compared to the national prevalence rate at 5.9% (UNDP, 2015). A combination of factors,
including fertility of the land, oil wealth (Hetz, Myers, & Giovarelli, 2007), a recently displaced
population and a land tenure regulated by weakened state and cultural institutions opened a
frontier for informal contestations and a rush for land (Sjogren, 2014). Speculations about
deposits of oil and other mineral wealth in the region, with unclear information on the exact
location, have heightened anxiety and land disputes (ACCS, 2013). Insufficient consultation and
participation of local communities when government allocates lands for commercial agriculture
or for the exploration of mineral resources on customary land breeds feelings of marginalization
and discontent in the population, thus driving land conflict in the region.
Further, external land interests (investors and state) view the vast, “empty” and underutilized
land in Acholi sub-region as a new frontier for large scale commercial agriculture, evident by the
push for acquisition of land by Madhvani, Mukwano and other groups of investors. Nwoya District
alone hosts over 262 commercial agricultural investments whose farms sit expanses of land
ranging from between 200 to 7,500 acres. These external land interests meanwhile, are ignorant
or negligent about the different forms of land use practices and principles resident within the
Acholi traditional way of life, including communal hunting and animal grazing grounds. Land
disputes take different forms, most commonly in the form of boundary disputes, disputes relating
to inheritance, ownership and management of land (Burke & Egaru, 2011).
A study conducted in 2010 categorized land disputes as: boundary dispute at 34%, land grabbing
at 32% and competing claims to ownership at 32% respectively (Pham & Vinck, 2010). Disputes
over land occur at various levels, these include household and intra-clan land disputes, land
disputes based on inter-ethnic clashes over land and natural resources(Lanyero, 2013) land
disputes with the state over land whose titles/leases are unclear/problematic; and disputes over
property rights related to natural resources and public land(Hetz, Myers, & Giovarelli, 2007).

2

Including Rigil Agrotech Limited, Amatheon AFGRI Uganda limited, and Omer Farming Company in Nwoya among
others
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1.3 The Land Administration and Management Institutions
1.3.1 Overall Land Administration
The overall administration and management of land in Uganda is vested in the MLHUD through
the Directorate of Land Management (DLM). The Directorate works through three departments,
namely; Department of Surveys and Mapping, Department of Land Registration and Department
of Land Administration. The research primarily focused on decentralized land registration
institutions which fall under the Department of Land Administration. To understand issues
around DLIs capacity and practices essentially necessitate the understanding of composition and
mandates as provided for by the law. This section therefore, briefly highlights on their respective
composition and mandates.

1.3.2 District Land Boards (DLB)
The 1998 Land Act CAP 227, sections 56, 57 and 58 provides for the establishment of DLBs
comprised of five (5) members with office tenure of five years, renewable once. The District
Council (DC) is charged with the responsibility to appoint the DLB on the recommendation of the
District Executive Committee (DEC) and approved by the Minister for Lands 3. The DLB holds and
allocates land in the District which is not owned by any person or authority; facilitates
registrations and transfers of interests in land; and causes surveys, plans, maps, drawings and
estimates to be done. The Board compiles and maintains a list of rates of compensation payable
in respect of crops, trees and structures as may be prescribed by the law, and reviews such lists
every year. The Board has a Secretary who is a public servant appointed and paid by the District
Service Commission (DSC). The position holder takes and keeps minutes, holds the seal and all
correspondences of the Board. The operation of the Board is financed from the district
administrative funds. The annual budgets of boards vary from one district to the other,
depending on respective priorities. The DLB is a body corporate and can sue or be sued in its own
name. According to the Land Act 1998 section 60, the DLB shall be independent of the Uganda
Land Commission and shall not be subject to the direction or control of any person or authority
but shall take into account the national and district council policy on land. The Board is
accountable to the district council through the District Executives for all their functions, and
shares reports with the Ministry of Lands. The National Land policy directs the DLBs to execute
their functions as required by law and in a manner that promotes inclusiveness, accountability
and transparency, and stipulates that registration of land should be affordable and simple for
holders of customary land (Government of Uganda, National Land Policy, 2013).
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1.3.3 Area Land Committees (ALC)
The Land (Amendment) Act of 2004, section 64 (1) and (2) requires the appointment of a Land
Committee at Sub County or Divisional level consisting of a chairperson and four (4) other
members appointed by the District Council (DC) on the advice of the Sub County or Divisional
Council. The ALC offers advisory services to the DLB on matters of land registration of processes
leading to acquisition of tiles. The ALCs are mandated to referee both contested and peaceful
land boundaries demarcation, and performs any other function conferred on it by the law. The
records and instruments of the ALCs are kept by the Chairperson, and the Committees may
regulate their own procedures. Committee members are paid such remuneration as may be
determined by the DC on the recommendation of the DEC and the Committee expenses are
charged on the District administration funds (Section 66 of the Land Act CAP 227). However, the
law requires that before appointing any given Committee, the DC considers whether the Sub
County or Division Council has indicated preparedness to assist in the funding of the Committee
and the state of the finances of the District.

1.3.4 District Land Offices (DLO)
The Land (Amendment) Act of 2010, section 59 (6) requires the establishment of District Land
Offices (DLO) to comprise a team of 6 technical personnel; the District Land Officer, the District
Physical Planner, the District Valuer, the District Surveyor, the District Registrar of Titles and the
District Cartographer. The team provides technical services to the DLB through its own staff or
arranges for external consultants to facilitate the Board in the performance of its functions.

1.4 Legal and Policy Context
1.4.1 Overall Context
The functions of land registration institutions are provided for by the laws and policies. For this
research, we reference the 1995 Constitution of the Republic of Uganda, the 1998 Land Act
(Amendment 2010), and the National Land Policy, 2013. These legal and policy frameworks
provide the regime that governs customary land, which is the focus of this assessment. Standards
and procedures, institutions and systems mandated to administer land matters are elaborated
within these frameworks.

1.4.2The 1995 constitution of Uganda
The fifteenth chapter of the constitution article 237 states that land in Uganda belongs to citizens
and shall vest in them in accordance with the land tenure systems provided for in the
constitution, thus it guarantees citizen’s rights to access, use and own land(Government of
Uganda, The Constitution of the Republic of Uganda, 1995). Article 237 (3) of the constitution
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recognizes four tenure systems, the Mailo, Freehold, Leasehold and Customary Land, which is
the focus of this research. The same article 237 (4) (a) provides for registration of customary land
and subsequent acquisition of a certificate of customary ownership as may be prescribed by the
Parliament, and (b) optionally the conversion of customary land to freehold land ownership by
registration. The constitution further provides safety against harmful traditional practices,
particularly as they apply to women. As provided for under Article 26 of the 1995 constitution,
every citizen of Uganda is given rights to own property. Article 33 specifically addresses the rights
of women, and accords them full and equal dignity of person with men and prohibiting ‘laws,
cultures, customs and traditions that are against the dignity, welfare or interest of women or
which undermine their status.

1.4.3 The Land (Amendment) Act of 2010
The 1998 Land Act provides the legal framework for effective decentralization of land
governance, and strengthens tenure of customary held land and promotes resolution of land
disputes. The Act elaborates the roles and functions of the DLBs, District Land Offices, Area Land
Committees, Recorders and the Land Tribunal (Government of Uganda, National Land Policy,
2013). The Land Act further affirms that customary land is to be governed according to the norms
and practices of a community. It further provides for registration of customary land by issuance
of the Certificate of Customary Ownership (CCO) for individuals, families and communities who
voluntarily choose to register+ their lands with government (Government of Uganda, National
Land Policy, 2013).

1.4.4 The National Land Policy 2013
The National Land Policy aims to achieve sustainable and equitable socio-economic development
through optimal land management and utilization in Uganda. Part of its strategy is to update and
harmonize all land use related policies and to strengthen institutional capacity at all levels of
government.
A review of the literature indicates that implementation of these legal and policy frameworks is
constrained by limitation of resources, stringent bureaucracy and corruption at all levels
(Joireman, 2007). The capacity of the Lands Ministry and District level land institutions as well as
the JLOs is over stretched in performance of their functions. The statutory land Institutions have
faced difficulties with devising a comprehensive, legitimate, accessible and cost-effective
framework to address the roots and structural causes of land conflict (Government of Uganda,
National Land Policy, 2013). Consequentially, over 90% of the communities in Northern Uganda
hold land under customary land tenure system due to social, cultural and economic benefits over
formal land systems, particularly the ease of access to traditional institutions and leaders on
matters of land rights.
v

1.5

Research Rationale, Purpose and Objectives

1.5.1 Rationale
Security of rights over the communal customary land tenure system in the post conflict Acholi
sub-region is formally vested in both customary and statutory land administration systems by the
1995 Constitution of Uganda and 1998 Land Act. The Land Policy 2013 has expounded on the
required infrastructure and implementation modalities. The functionality of these structures, if
effective, would be reflected in positive land relations that guarantee the rights to access, use
and control or ownership by the locals. Communities in Acholi sub-region face huge challenges
of persistent resource based conflict, the infamous land disputes that have undermined the
overall economic recovery of the region.
This research on government land registration systems aims at establishing the levels of capacity
of the decentralized land administration systems to deliver on their respective mandates and
therefore their contribution to protection of rights to communal and customary land. The
outcomes of the research will provide evidence-based information on the current staffing levels,
financing, functionality and management practices in these systems.
The research findings and accompanying recommendations are important information for
lobbying and advocacy towards improving the capacity and practices of these land institutions.
As a part of the researches being undertaken by JASLF and Trócaire, information generated and
disseminated is expected to increase the understanding by the Acholi community on the services
and functionality of the DLBs, ALCs and DLOs, and thus increase demand for, and utilization of,
services each is mandated to provide. Overall, the research was part of the several efforts
towards supporting land tenure security. It is therefore expected to contribute to the overall
desire to strengthen the security of communal customary land tenure in the post conflict Acholi
sub-region.

1.5.2 Purpose of the Research
The research was commissioned to ascertain the current levels of capacity and practices of the
government land registration institutions at district and sub-county level in Acholi region. The
research focused on how these institutions in their current states are working to contribute to a
secure customary land tenure that protects and promotes land rights of all groups and individuals
in the backdrop of persistent resource related conflicts, particularly land disputes in the subregion. It further aimed at determining any deficiencies with a view to strengthen advocacy for
improvements in the capacity and practices of the DLBs, ALCs and DLOs. Thus the objectives of
the research entailed;-
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1. To establish the levels of financing and staffing of the decentralized land registration
institutions (DLBs, ALCs and DOs) in Acholi sub-region, in relation to respective mandates by
end of July 2017
2. To ascertain the effectiveness of functionality and Management of DLBs, ALCs and DLOs in 8
districts of Acholi sub-region in relation to respective mandates by end of July 2017
3. To establish the extent to which the DLBs, ALCs and DOs are contributing to a secure
customary land tenure in Acholi Sub-region
4. To generate recommendations that inform advocacy and actions of relevant stakeholders and
institutions towards improving performance of DLBs, ALCs and DLOs in the post-conflict
Acholi sub-region

1.6

The Conceptual Framework

According to the 1995 Constitution and 1998 Land Act protecting land rights under customary
tenure is enshrined in both statutory frameworks and institutions, and long held customary and
traditional principles and practices. The decentralized statutory land institutions (DLBs, ALCs and
LOs) are mandated to provide administration and management functions over land at district and
sub-county levels. In collaboration with the Traditional institutions, the DLBs and ALCs register
land and issue CCOs to applicants on customary land. Their performance is however dependent
on the levels of capacity they hold at a given time and the nature of institutionalized practices.

Figure 1.

The Conceptual Framework
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The level of financing, staffing, functionality and management practices are indicative variables
that measure the levels of performance of the decentralized land administration institutions. In
the ideal situation, the DLBs, ALCs and DLOs will deliver quality services and contribute to
promoting land rights if they had the required capacity and practices. Satisfactory performance
means efficiency, effectiveness, transparency and accountability, and inclusiveness in the
functioning of these institutions. While the legal and policy regime recognizes and upholds the
roles of each, the resulting multiplicity of parallel roles often confuses processes and actions of
protecting land rights.
The research was therefore designed to assess the capacity and practices of the local land
institutions in ensuring the enjoyment of secure land rights by the community of Acholi subregion. The attainment of the desired state of affairs is, however, also mediated by external
factors including the policy and legal environment as presented in the conceptual chart above.
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2.
2.1

Review of Related Literature
Introduction

This chapter reviews research reports from academia, CSOs/NGOs, Development Partners and
government bodies on themes related to the proposed research. It fosters the understanding of
the extent of coverage of previous researches and works on land rights institutions, and
subsequently identifies gaps and appropriately situates the intended research. It reviewed
literatures on post conflict land disputes and land rights, land registration and land rights in a
predominantly customary tenure regime, and most importantly, a critical review of the capacity
of decentralized government land administration and their management systems.

2.2

Land Disputes and Land Rights in Post-Conflict Northern Uganda

Whereas land conflict is a national problem, occurrence in Northern Uganda, particularly the
Acholi sub-region ranks highest (UNDP, 2015). The forms of disputes are various; involving transstate boundary disputes, inter-district boundary, inter-clans and within the smallest units such as
family and clans (Government of Uganda, National Land Policy, 2013). For Northern Uganda, land
disputes are attributable to a combination of the legacy of the two decades armed conflict, and
conditions created by the neo-liberal forces of demand for land for economic interests. As a
conflict legacy, it is understood as a common occurrence that armed conflicts distort important
social relations as physical displacement changes, ends or suspends existing rights and
obligations pertaining to land and property, especially where the basis of a claim depends on
physical occupation, or social position(Unruh & Williams, 2013).Post conflict communities thus
face difficulties while re-accessing pre-displacement family or clan lands, or re-establishing rights
and retaining land and property rights(Hetz, Myers, & Giovarelli, 2007). Such challenges are
compounded due to weakened or disintegrated statutory and customary institutions that are
crucial to the administration of land based resources in the post conflict recovery processes
(Unruh & Williams, 2013). As a result, the number and nature of disputes over rights to access
and use of land can overwhelm both traditional and statutory land adjudication systems as well
as potentially stifle investment and economic growth (Hetz, Myers, & Giovarelli, 2007). Land
disputes are inevitable under such circumstances where the question of rights is unclear, and
situated within a context of weak rule of the law, weak and corrupt authority and disrupted social
relations (Nakaye, 2011).
Mabikke (2011) establishes that the Acholi community views government authorities with legal
mandates to address land tenure issues as state orchestrated agents who are corrupt,
untrustworthy and with ulterior interests. A lack of trust in the land institutions combined with
the post-conflict rearrangements in property relations create very particular challenges for post
conflict recovery and development, which may lead to unstable land tenure regimes (Kandel,
2016).
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2.3

Customary Land Tenure in Post Conflict Setting

Literatures on land tenure systems show that in most African countries, formal tenure covers less
than 10% of land; implying that more than 90% of land is held under customary land tenure. A
report published by (UNDP, 2015) indicates that 97% of land in PRDP4 regions is held under the
customary land tenure system (UNDP, 2015). Customary tenure means that land is owned by a
community whose members have user rights, and that there is no private ownership, but every
member in the group is guaranteed access to land (Besteman, 1994).
Significant importance is therefore attached to land under customary tenure, since it both serves
as an economic resource for agricultural production and livelihoods, and as a source of social
status, political power and cultural heritage and belonging (Sjogren, 2014). Customary land is
recognized for its roles in securing local tenure, this in view of the failures by many African states
to establish the formal tenure system. The rights are understood as a cluster, in which different
individuals hold different rights, such as the right to farm, graze, obtain water, gather wild plants,
spiritual sites and hunt wild game, these lands, it is believed, are owned by tribal chiefs in trust
for their communities(Besteman, 1994). In post conflict, customary tenure systems can undergo
substantial changes as people are displaced and where the land in question becomes the subject
of covet to multiple interests (Unruh J. D., 2001).
While customary tenure systems may be dynamic, equitable and flexible, sometimes this positive
view is not recognized or respected by the state, which sees customary land as backward, and
rather promotes formal land titling(Amanor, 2007) and (Berry, 2002). Both the colonial and postcolonial governments have dismissed customary tenure as rigid and restrictive in nature and
therefore put a significant level of constraint on economic development. The chief financier of
land reforms in Africa, the World Bank, views customary tenure as a system that does not provide
tenure security due to the vagueness of customary land law and the overlapping legal system. It
is also argued that under customary tenure systems, land use is irresponsible and inefficient
because it lacks private ownership and rights, as land largely remains unregistered and thus
carries no proof of documents to their user rights.
Land disputes therefore persist as the customary tenure fails to respond to land appreciation,
increasing population and other exogenous factors including technical changes, improved terms
of trade for agriculture, or non-agricultural demand for land (Deininger & Castagnini, 2006). It
further implies that customary tenure is failing to preserve tenure security due to its openness
to competition by many interested parties. It is no longer protective or egalitarian (Berry 2009),
but rather entails a layer of access at individual and communal levels (Peters, 2009).
But land tenure security is one of the most important institutional needs in a post conflict
situation due to its link with food security (Unruh J. D., 2003). War situations, however,
significantly affect both the formal and informal tenure systems, and reduce their legitimacy to
manage land relations (Unruh J. D., 2001).
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2.4

Land Rights in Post Conflict Setting

Regulations of rights to land in Africa take place within the context of multiple normative orders,
which are composed of plural legal systems, and with increasing pressure on land resources, land
rights become an increasingly complicated issue to analyse and address (Derman, Odgaard, &
Sjaastad, 2007). The rural population thus continues to hold their land rights through the rules
and processes of local tenure in the context of legal pluralism. This means that customary rules
and norms are unstable and not fixed, but flexible. Claiming land rights depends on who one is
and the claim one can assert, where one is standing and can turn to, and the resource one may
wield to help secure a judgment in their favour(Toulmin, 2007). Berry (1997) argues that while
land rights are embedded in social relations and are negotiable, not all actors are equally
successful when claiming their rights.
Land rights in post conflict settings present a huge challenge to return and resettlement of
displaced populations, and the recovery processes in general (Leeuwen, 2010). Land rights are
about legitimacy on two fronts; firstly it links to identity based occupation which is supported by
oral history before displacement (Toulmin, 2007). This therefore, provides justification for claims
of rights to re-occupy pre-conflict or historical lands or territory from where claimants were
dislocated (Unruh J. D., 2003). Secondly legitimacy of the formal and informal land dispute
resolution systems to guarantee land rights is crucial. Unruh (2001) writes that these systems are
weakened by the war, which not only lead to ineffectiveness but also render them open to abuses
and non-compliance by some contenders.
In the Agrarian African community, rights to land are embedded in a secure customary tenure
system, which has been largely viewed as backward, tribal and inefficient (Myers, 1994).
Subsequently, customary systems have been legally and administratively fought by the colonial
and post-independence states through centralization of land administration, withdrawing
authority from traditional administrators into the hands of government and their appointees.
These all worked to suppress and weaken rights to land within the indigenous regimes for
ordering and managing those rights (Wily, 2006). In post war situations, land dispute resolution
is hampered by the evidentiary problem between formal and customary tenure systems. Formal
land dispute resolution by state institutions recognizes claimants in possession of land
documents as rightful owners, based on evidence of documents provided, while the peasants or
small holders whose claims mostly depend on customary evidence that connect them to the
community and community land, based on history of occupation and physical signs of occupation
playing a significant role in this connection may not be favoured in dispute resolution(Unruh J.
D., 2001). This justifies the need to document or register customary land as provided for in the
1995 constitution of Uganda and the Land Act 1998.
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2.5

Land Administration Systems and Land Rights

Land administration and management in Uganda is heavily decentralized to district and subcounty levels. As a land reform agenda by the NRM government, decentralization and statutory
land governance and administration was aimed at improving land tenure security and the
resolution of land disputes (Kobusingye, Leeuwen, & Dijk, 2016). The process of devolution of
power to administer lands at LG and LLG means redefining land governing roles at the local levels
and restructuring relations between customary and statutory institutions. This division of
responsibilities is grounded in the 1998 Land Act (Amendment 2010) and the National Land Policy
of 2013. Nonetheless, the central government/MLHUD is rethinking its current land
administration strategy by establishing MZOs at regional levels to ease access to land registration
services such as titling currently centrally managed at the Ministry in the capital Kampala.
Decentralisation of land governance in the post-conflict Northern Uganda has been inconclusive
and inconsistent partially due to interruption caused by the conflict but also due to resource
constraints (OAG, 2011). It is noted that the community lacks awareness on both statutory and
customary land laws through which they could claim their rights to land (Hetz, Myers, &
Giovarelli, 2007). A World Bank study report showed that less than 15% of the population in
Northern Uganda was aware of or had any knowledge of the 1998 Land Act (World Bank, 2009).
Similarly, Rose Nakaye puts it that 90% of the population in Northern Uganda did not know about
land laws and policies (Nakaye, 2011). Under this situation therefore, preference for customary
land is accentuated by the limited confidence the community has in other tenure systems, due
to fear of risks of land expropriation, land grabbing, or mistrust in state mechanisms for resolving
land disputes(UNDP, 2015). The preference for customary land tenure is further incentivised by
the ease of accessibility to traditional leaders, who are custodians of customary land and are
readily available to mediate and resolve land disputes, unlike the statutory systems.
Thus, despite the fact that the Land Act was passed in 1998, no functioning tribunal was in place
to arbitrate disputes over land (World Bank, 2009). Even in districts where land tribunals existed
their functions were hampered by lack of the required financial resources and expertise
(Government of Uganda, National Land Policy, 2013). A World Bank report 2009 indicated that
the statutory land structures did not function effectively and in some districts in Acholi subregion, did not exist at all. The report further points out that they were weak and non-functional,
as evident by poor records with incomplete information at the Land offices in most districts in
Lango and Acholi region, and worst of all, that some districts were unable to produce records
because they did not exist at all(World Bank, 2009). The NLP further acknowledges capacity
limitations of the Lands Ministry and the decentralized land institutions as well as the JLOS in
performing their functions. These statutory land Institutions have faced difficulties in innovating
comprehensive, legitimate, accessible and cost-effective frameworks to address the root and
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structural causes of land conflict and disputes (Government of Uganda, National Land Policy,
2013)
There exists a lack of clarity about the roles of informal and formal institutions in land
administration, a gap that often-confused consensus building on implementation of land laws
and policies by the state institutions (Deininger & Castagnini, 2006). Consequently, people have
lost trust in those institutions as they fail to ascertain or even protect claims to land, causing
disputants to keep seeking for redress from one institution or another until their issues are
resolved(Kobusingye, Leeuwen, & Dijk, 2016). The problem of institutional capacity and
proliferation has led to failure to solve land disputes, as cases keep piling up and new ones
emerge leading to a backlog of cases in courts, though mediation roles of the traditional
institutions, in many cases, have resolved disputes and restored relations.

2.6

Focus on the Auditor General Audit Report

While several actors have conducted researches and studies on Land rights institutions this
research acknowledges the benchmark key findings in the 2011 Uganda Auditor General’s Audit
report on Land Administration and Management institutions focused at national and District
level.
The report reveals that while all Districts may have DLBs and ALCs, the process of constituting
them in place takes between 8 to 19 months at the expiry of the old Board. The ALCs on the other
hand are not issued with formal appointment in time, and thus may function without such a legal
requirement. Without a board in place, land registration processes are halted. Similarly, without
appointment letters to ALCs decisions taken may not be legally binding. The Auditor General
attributes this to non-compliance with the appointment guidelines. The report further shows that
the MLHUD only conducted half of the planned inductions of Boards and Committees due to
limited funds. This gap impacts the performance of the two institutions due to limited knowledge
of their mandates. Similarly, the audit established that training of DLBs only covered less than
half of what the Ministry planned to conduct from 2006 to 2010. The gap was due to the limited
number of trainers and delayed appointments of the DLBs by the District Councils.
Financing remains a huge challenge, in fact, the Auditor General reported that 80% of the
planned budget of DLOs as not being funded. This implies that the DLOs are underperforming
due to limitation of finances to carry out designated functions. Moreover, even the small grants
received were not spent based on a work plan and budget. The report further revealed that this
was due to capacity deficiency to draw budget by the DLBs. The ALC is the most inadequately
financed compared to DLBs and DLOs as revealed by the report. The District councils, on reason
of limited financial resources, did not determine the remuneration to be paid to the Land
Committees. Similarly, the respective sub-counties never committed to supplementing district
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support to the committees. This, the AG reveals has forced the ALCs to charge applicants a fee
for their services, a gap that breeds corruption.
The Audit further established that staffing at the District Land Offices was below the required
standards. The law5 requires that every District must have a functional Land Office, comprising
of six technical personnel; including the District Land Officer, District Registrar of Titles, District
Staff Surveyor, District Physical Planner, District Valuer, District Cartographer and a Secretary to
the Board, all of whom are appointed by the District Services Commission. The AG report
establishes gaps of more than 1position on average, already indicative of under-capacity to
perform as required by the law. Other factors aside, the report attributed such gaps in staffing to
failure of the DSC to recruit, fill and retain all positions in DLOs as required by the law. The AG
reported that the DLOs thus resort to obtaining technical supports from other Districts to fill in
such gaps. By implication a gap in staffing causes delays in processing land transactions, and
makes the process costly for applicants.

2.7

Conclusion and Situating the Research

While this action research appreciates several findings from similar studies conducted on
government land registration systems, we justify this assessment on same institutions in view of
changing context that comes with new dynamics in land relations and impacts on land rights. The
AG report assessments dates back six years and may not therefore reflect the current states of
the local land registration system under study
Secondly, the AG Audit covered the whole country and its findings therefore do not give detailed
attention to Acholi sub-region, in fact only Gulu district was sampled and included in the 23
districts reported on. As a post conflict setting, the AG audit did not appreciate the post war
context. A post conflict setting is faced with multiple and special needs that include restoration
of state institutions as they are significantly impacted by war and the difficulties involved in doing
so to build legitimacy in the aftermath of such conflicts(Unruh & Williams, 2013).
Thirdly, more Districts have been created with consequential constraints on national budget and
associated effects on District allocations. In 2011, there were 7 Districts in Acholi sub-region,
Omoro District was carved out of Gulu in the year 2015 and, thus reducing the size of Gulu
significantly.
Fourthly, the NLP was rolled out in 2013, after the AG audit. The AG report notes that one of the
constraints in implementation of the 1998 Land Act was the absence of a policy, and this raises
the question of what changed since 2013 within the land administration sector, and particularly
with respect to securing land rights for vulnerable groups and individuals in a predominantly
customary land tenure and a post -conflict setting.
5
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Equally important, the available literatures including the AG audit report have limited focus on
how large-scale land interests, including by investors, politicians and state-connected elites affect
the performance of decentralized land institutions in terms of impartiality, transparency and
accountability. The case of Madhvani Sugar versus communities in Amuru over land granted to
the former by the DLB of Amuru in 2012 and some of the hotly contested land bonanzas in
western Acholi districts point towards integrity questions, but also how that relates to the
functioning of the local land institutions in securing customary tenure, is of interest to the
research.
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3.
3.1

Research Methodology
The Design

The research applied both Qualitative and Quantitative designs. The qualitative approach was
used to solicit and synthesize opinions and views of selected respondents/stakeholders and
service users on all key variables and parameters of the study. The quantitative approach on the
other hand addressed the quantifiable aspects of the three District land institutions with regards
to current levels of capacity in staffing/constitution, management, functionality, and funding.

3.2

Data collection techniques

3.2.1 Interviews
Key Informant Interviews (KII) were administered to opinion leaders, cultural leaders, District
leaders, CSOs, the Lira based Zonal land office and the MLHUB. Interviews were administered to
the three District land institutions namely; District Land Boards, Area Land Committees, and the
District Land Offices.

3.2.2 Observation
The observation method was applied to compliment data collection by other techniques like
interviews. The technique particularly addressed physical evidence with regards to the capacity
of the offices under study such as office space, furnishing, tools/equipment, staffing, transport
and communication, and regularity of processes.

3.2.3 Review of relevant literatures
A number of relevant documents were reviewed including DLI reports, land ministry annual
performance reports for the last three years, minutes, the 2013 land policy, the 1998 Land Act,
Land regulations, local ordinances and by-laws on land. However some of the literatures were
found to be wanting and incomplete. These documents with inadequacies were complimented
by the interviews and observation.

3.2.4 Focus Group Discussions
The FGDs were conducted for the marginalized groups including women, PWDs, the elderly, and
youth. A FGD6 for particular marginalized groups was conducted in 7 of the 8 districts. Only Pader
District did not participate in the FGD because of non-cooperation of some and unavailability of
others.
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3.3

Sampling and sample size

The research employed the purposive (non-probability) sampling technique to select Key
Informants from the MLHUD, CSOs, traditional/cultural leaders, Religious leaders, opinion
leaders and key district offices like the DLOs, LCVs, RDCs and CAOs. All the ALCs, DLBs and DLOs
were considered for the questionnaire interviews. Below is the breakdown and detail of the
actual sample size realized in the course of the exercise.

Figure 2 Table showing list of respondents
Category
respondents
MLHUD
District Leaders

of Title and number
5 MLHUD officials

Mode on Interviews/Data
collection
Key Informant Interviews

4 CAOs

Key

4 RDCs

observation

4 LCV Chairpersons

questionnaire

Informant

Interviews,

checklist

and

8 Chairpersons of DLBs
8 District Land Officers
District

Land 64 ALCs, 8 DLBs, and 7 DLOs

Questionnaires (quantitative)

Institutions
Traditional leaders and 4 opinion leaders

Key Informant Interviews

opinion leaders

3 cultural leaders

CSOs

6 CSOs at national and regional levels Key Informant Interviews
(GNGOF, KINGFO, PNGOF, ZOA, GWED-G,
and HURIFO)

3.4

Tools

The research employed relevant research tools with respect to the different offices/groups
considered for interviews. The tools included i) key informant interview guides for cultural
leaders, opinion leaders, District leaders and the line Ministry/ zonal offices (KII), Focus Group
Discussion guide for marginalized groups, and questionnaires for DLBs, DLIs and DLOs. The
different respondents selected were considered to offer important data from a variety of angles
including policy, legal, operational and managerial vantage points. In this way, there were slight
variations in the interview guides and questionnaires administered to the respondents
considered. The tools were sectioned according to key capacity areas including staffing, finance,
management and functionality of the District Land Institutions. The tools for the marginalized
groups and CSOs focused on the place of the rights of these groups to customary land. The CSO
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tool paid special attention to the security of customary land tenure and how state actors are
protecting or undermining this right.

3.5

Data analysis

Qualitative data including interviews were recorded simultaneously in form of notes. Responses
from the various interviews were grouped according to themes/topics and questions. Recurring
responses for specific themes and questions were admitted as fact wherefrom conclusions were
drawn regarding that given subject. Verbatim quotes attributed to specific respondents are
employed to corroborate findings and conclusions across Chapter IV. Anomalies in data
generated were investigated to assess their merit and credibility and a decision to include them
(or not) in the report was taken.
Quantitative data collected using questionnaires were analysed using IBM SPSS Statistics 20. The
analysis results were presented in the form of frequency tables and descriptive statistics as can
be seen in Chapter IV and annex. A narrative was then written for each of the frequency tables
to put the findings into perspective. Percentages and absolute numbers were used side-by-side
to present the different variables.
Document reviews were an important component of the analysis it helped the team to separate
facts from fiction by double checking claims made during interviews in the relevant documents.
Proper referencing of the documents reviewed was ensured to give credibility and integrity to
the work. A table of reference is provided for at the report’s end in addition to appropriate
footnotes and end notes.

3.6

Ethical Considerations and Good practice

An introductory letter from JASLF and Trócaire was shown to (read to) the respondents before
interviews by the enumerators. This ensured that their informed consent to participate in the
study was openly sought. Further more caution was taken not to reveal the identity of the
respondents throughout the report to ensure that they do not come in harm’s way due to any
information they gave or opinions expressed in the report. Their specific details shall remain safe
with JASLF and Trócaire and the consultants who cannot share them unless permitted by the
same respondents. The research process including planning, data collection, and analysis and
reporting is well documented and accessible to parties that may take interest.

3.7

Limitation of the study

The Ministry, zonal office and the DLOs did not provide the research team with adequate access
to relevant reports and documents pertinent to the study due to either unavailability of such
literature or difficulties with access. This meant that the assessment could not properly benefit
from counter data/information from these higher offices. Some members of the ALCs and DLBs
were just a few months old in office and so could not authoritatively respond to some of the
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questions. However some efforts were made to involve some members of the previous
ALCs/DLBs during the interviews.

4.
Presentation of Findings
4.1 Demographic Information
4.1.1 District Land Boards
Eight District Land Boards were interviewed in the study through their representatives (6
chairpersons, 1 secretary and 1 member). The study established that five (5) DLBs were serving
their first term in office whereas three (3) were serving their second term. There was at least one
female Board member per DLB.

4.1.2 Area Land Committees
All Eight (8) Districts that constitute the Acholi sub-region were considered for ALC interviews.
Sixty four (64) sub counties/ALCs were assessed out of seventy one (71). Agago district (n=14)
and Kitgum district (n=10) provided the most ALC interviews for East Acholi while in West Acholi
Amuru district (n=4) contributed the least ALC interviews.
The respondents comprised thirty eight (38) ALC chairpersons, twenty two (22) ALC members
and four (4) ALC secretaries. Thirty three (33) of the respondents were serving their second term
on the ALC, twenty eight (28) their first term and 3were serving a third term.

4.1.3 District Land Offices
Seven (7) 7of the eight (8) DLO in Acholi sub region were interviewed in this research. Amuru
DLO was not available for interview despite several attempts. Five of the respondents
interviewed for the DLO’s office were substantive District Land Officers. Two of the respondents
were officers in acting positions.

4.2 Constitution of Decentralized Land Institutions
4.2.1 District Land Board
It was established that Seven (7) DLBs were fully constituted with five members each. One (1)8
DLB was not fully constituted due to resignation of a member at the time of the research. The
assessment further noted gender consideration in the constitution of the DLBs as evident by
women’s representative on all DLBs. It was noted that five (5) DLBs had two female members
each and uniquely, One (1) DLB (Agago) had four female members and just one male member.
Figure 3 Table showing women representation on the DLBs
Number of women members
1
2

7
8

Frequency DLBs
2
5

Percent
25.0
62.5

Kitgum DLO, Lamwo DLO, Agago DLO, Amuru DLO, Gulu DLO, Nwoya DLO and Omoro DLO
Amuru DLB (a member who was selected and trained did not turn up to pick the appointment letter)
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4
Total

1
8

12.5
100.0

The assessment further noted that it took less than half a year for the four (4) DLBs to be recruited
since the expiration of the terms of office of the previous Board, while recruitment of two (2)
other DLBs took between six months to a year since the exit of the previous. Regrettably two (2)
DLBs had to wait for more than a year to be recruited since their predecessor left office.
Notwithstanding the duration taken, all Eight (8) DLBs contended that the process for DLB
recruitment was strictly followed. Four (4) DLBs were given appointment letters within a month
after recruitment while four (4) DLBs waited for a length of time between two (2) and six (6)
months to receive their appointment.

Qualification and experience
A person shall not qualify to be a member of a DLB when he/she is less than eighteen years old,
is of unsound mind, is a Member of Parliament, has been convicted of an offence involving moral
turpitude, or has been declared bankrupt. Other requirements for a well constituted DLB include
having a membership that is at least one third female, a member with a qualification and/or
background on land matters, and not be a civil servant at the same time.
The assessment established that members on all the eight (8) DLBs met the minimum
qualifications to serve on the Board. Seven DLBs had at least one third female membership
whereas one (Omoro) had just one female member. The assessment noted that all the eight (8)
DLBs had at least one member with experience and/or background on land matters. Such
experiences are presented by members with vast experiences in land administration from
different sectors, including those who served with Central Government /Local Government or
development partners or as leaders. The DLBs therefore seemed well qualified to execute their
respective duties.

Induction and training
It was established that seven (7) DLBs received induction from the MLHUD while one (1)9 did not.
Further, five (5) DLBs received training while three (3)10 did not. Three (3)11 DLBs were trained by
the MLHUD while one (1) DLB was trained by the District Land Office on topics including land
ownership and registration, and land dispute resolution. The study noted that some of the DLBs
that did not receive training (Lamwo and Omoro) faced challenges in executing their mandates
and had to rely on support from neighbouring districts.

Figure 4 Table showing DLB induction at assumption of office
Yes/No
Yes
9

Frequency DLBs
7

Lamwo DLB
Gulu, Lamwo and Omoro DLBs
11
Pader, Agago and Amuru DLBs
10

xx

Percent
87.5

No
Total

1
8

12.5
100.0

4.2.2 Area Land Committees
Findings on the constitution of ALCs indicate that 54 (84%) of ALCs were fully constituted except
for 10 (16%), which constitutions were partially concluded. 10 ALCs had incomplete membership
due to factors such as death – two (2) members, resignation – three(3) members, and not yet
recruited – one (1) member among others.
It was further established that 36 (56%) of the ALCs interviewed had two female members; 24
(38%) had at least a female member, and 2 ALCs12 comprised 100% female membership. Just two
(2)13 ALCs did not have women members. As shown in the table below.
Figure 5: Table showing gender representation on the ALCs
# of women

Frequency of ALCs

Valid Percent

1

24

37.5

2

36

56.3

4

2

3.1

0

2

3.1

Total

64

100.0

Duration of constitution and issuance of appointment letters
A member of the ALC according to the Land Act 1998 p.35 shall hold office for three (3) years and
may be eligible for further re-appointment for one term. Good practice dictates that once the
term of office of an incumbent ALC expires a new ALC with full mandate and legitimacy be
constituted immediately to avoid contestations and legal problems with regards to decisions they
may make. The assessment noted that duration taken to install new ALCs upon expiration of the
mandate of their predecessors varied from one ALC to another. It took less than six months to
constitute 50 (78%) of the ALCs and between seven(7) months to two(2) years to recruit 14 ALCs
from the expiration of office of the previous ALCs. 25 (39%) of the ALC had not been given an
appointment letter by the time of interview. However 36 (56%) ALCs were issued with
appointment letters in less than six months. Six months is a rather long time to install a successor
ALC and issue them with an appointment letter as was the case for most ALCs in this study. By
implication this means there is serious lack of legitimacy among ALCs for the first few months in
office. This undermines their work and negatively affects land service delivery by the committee.

12
13

Got Apwoyo, Nwoya and Lakwana, Gulu ALCs
Koch Goma, Nwoya and Atiak, Amuru ALCs
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Qualifications and Experience
To become a member of the ALC according to the Land Act 1998, Section 65, Sub-sections 1, 2
and 3, one has to be thirty years of age or more; he or she has not been convicted of an offence
involving moral turpitude; and in the case of the chairperson, he or she is able to speak and write
English. At least one of the members referred to in section 64 shall be a woman. At least one of
the members referred to in section 64 shall be a person with knowledge and experience in
matters relating to land.
It was thus established that members in 56 ALCs met the requirements to be on the committee.
Similarly, findings indicate that 50 of the ALCs had members with experience and knowledge on
land related matters. 64 members of the ALCs were found to be women, giving a ratio of one
woman per ALC. Further, it was noted that 48 ALCs had at least one member with an academic
qualification of UACE or higher while 16 ALCs had primary graduates as the most educated
members, see table 6, below.
Figure 6 Table showing highest academic qualification of members of ALC
Level of education
Frequency of ALCs
Valid Percent
Diploma
Certificate
UACE
UCE
PLE
Total

10
12
6
20
16
64

15.6
18.8
9.4
31.3
25.0
100.0

Whether the relatively good level of education among members of the ALCs translates into better
service delivery is yet to be determined

Induction
Findings indicate that 38 ALCs interviewed underwent induction on assumption of office. 29 of
the 38 ALCs were inducted by the DLO. Meanwhile, 9 ALCs were inducted by NGOs and other
senior District officials.
Figure 7 Table showing induction of ALC members
Yes/No
Frequency of ALCs

Valid Percent

Yes

38

59.4

No

26

40.6

Total

64

100.0
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Training
The research established that 32 ALCs received relevant training since assuming office. Twenty
(20) ALCs were trained by Development partners14while eighteen (18) were trained by the DLOs
with a focus on land mapping, survey and registration, mediation of land wrangles and land
ownership. The untrained ALCs may experience challenges executing their task due to ignorance
of the relevant laws and policies governing their work. This may then lead to legal contestation
of their decisions and costs to the respective Local Government let alone conflict in the
community.
Figure 8 Table showing training of ALC since assumption of office
Yes/No
Frequency of ALCs
Valid Percent
Yes

32

50.0

No

32

50.0

Total

64

100.0

Community Leaders opinion on Constitution of DLIs
Responses from CSOs, opinion leaders and marginalized groups however contradict the opinion
of DLIs on their qualifications and experience. It was mentioned that most appointees to the DLB
and ALC lacked adequate training and background experience on land matters. ALCs in particular
were said to lack adequate understanding of land laws and procedures for land registration. CSOs
shared a common position on the influence of political patronage-client relations in the
appointment of the DLBs and ALCs. It is believed that some of the appointees are beneficiaries
of rewards by politicians for individuals who supported their successes in elective politics.
“Many ALCs do not understand which tenure system is suitable for applicants and what is not
suitable for them. This is why many files stagnate with the board. Even DLB members are not
really technical people and that is why there are several court cases challenging DLB decisions”,
(KII_OPINION LEADER_KITGUM)
It was expressed that decision making by the DLB is heavily compromised by the District council
and executive who are the appointing authority. It was mentioned that the numerous land
wrangles and giveaway of public land in Acholi sub region is due to the fact that appointment to
the ALC and DLB was based on political exercise of patronage and reward for loyalty rather than
on integrity, experience or technical background on land matters. One opinion leader noted;
“Technical ability is not considered in these appointments, it is patronage and subordination. The
executive and council are careful to appoint people to the DLB who will serve their interest and

14

For example ZOA
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since the councillors have the powers to dissolve the board, the board will never go against council
resolutions even if it involves illegally giving away public land”, (KII_CULTURAL LEADER GULU)
CSOs’ opinions supported the finding that there is adequate representation of women in the
composition of the DLIs as prescribed by law. However, it was mentioned that this representation
is only there because of the demands of the law. It was further mentioned that this
representation has limited impact on improving women’s access to and ownership of land.
Further, it was mentioned that other vulnerable groups including PWDs, Youth and the elderly
were not properly represented in these structures, as one respondent noted; “There is good
gender parity in the composition of these institutions according to the provisions of the law.
However, the law is silent on other vulnerable groups like PWDs, the youths, the elderly and PLHA.
These other categories are underrepresented”, (CSO_GWED-G)

4.3 Staffing of the District Land Offices
It was established that five (5) District Land Offices had a District Land Officer while two (2)15 did
not have any16.It was noted that three (3) of the five (5) officers held relevant qualification of LLB,
while two (2) held any other degrees.
Of the seven (7) DLOs assessed, only one (1)17 had a District Valuer. Similarly, only two (2)18 DLOs
had a District staff surveyor, only three (3)19 DLOs had a physical planner, and only one (1)20 DLO
had a district Cartographer. Further, none of the DLO had a District Registrar of Title, and just one
(1)21 DLO had a substantive Secretary to the Board. These findings are summarized in the table
below. The low level of staffing partially explains the current dilemma faced in processing land
documents in the DLOs assessed. The DLOs with staffing gaps often depend on private service
providers and neighbouring districts to do some of the technical work in their docket. This makes
the processes of land registration costly and cumbersome and therefore prohibitive to ordinary
citizens interested in registering their lands.

Figure 9 Table showing staffing levels in 7 DLOs

15

Lamwo and Omoro DLOs
Amuru DLO did not participate in the study but the research gathered the district also had a Land Officer.
17
Gulu DLO
18
Nwoya and Gulu DLOs
19
Omoro, Gulu and Pader DLOs
20
Gulu DLO
21
Agago DLO
16
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S/NO

POSITION

RECOMMENDEDSTAFFING

ACTUAL STAFFING

FOR SEVEN DISTRICTS

FOR THE SEVEN DISTRICTS

1.

District Land Officer

7

5

2.

District Valuer

7

1

3.

District Staff Surveyor

7

2

4.

District Physical Planner

7

3

5.

District Cartographer

7

1

6.

District Registrar of Title

7

0

7.

Secretary DLB

7

1

49

13

TOTAL

Technical Capacity
The assessment established that six (6) DLOs had been inducted in their jobs. Four (4) DLOs were
inducted by the MLHUD while two DLOs were inducted by the relevant District Departments. It
was further established that four (4) DLOs had been trained on land administration and
management, land ownership and registration and the relevant land laws and regulations.
Trainings were provided by the MLHUD, Office of the Chief Administrative Officer and Uganda
Management Institute.

CSO Opinion on staffing of DLIs
Consultations with CSOs confirmed the low level of personnel at the District land offices. By its
structural setup, the District Land offices should comprise 7 technical staff including a Secretary
to the Board. The findings however established huge gaps as most of district Land Offices fall well
short of the required number of the staffing, more over in 5Districts there is no substantive
district land officer. A large number of the DLI staffs also serve in acting capacity without
confirmation. One CSO representative noted; “The staffing level is not adequate. There is no land
office in Acholi sub region that meets the staffing level prescribed by law. This affects the quality
of service they offer and makes the land registration process extremely long”, (CSO_ZOA)

4.4 Financing of Decentralized Land Institutions
4.4.1 District Land Boards
It was noted that only two (2) 22DLBs drew annual budgets. Findings indicate that only one (1)
DLB received funding from the local government to the tune of only 3.5 million UGX, while three
22

Lamwo and Pader DLBs
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(3) DLBs received funds from the central government at amounts ranging from 10 to 11 million
UGX. These funds from either source were released midway the financial year. The DLBs would
then pay members in arrears and sometimes fail to hold regular meetings (every two months) as
provided by the law. Given this funding gap, the DLBs may be hard pressed to carry out tasks which
often lead to backlogs of applications for land registration to be processed.

4.4.2 Area Land Committees – ALCs
Findings show that fifty three (53) ALCs did not draw annual budgets for their operations while
seven (7) that drew budgets received less than 25% of projected funds. Only two (2) ALCs who
drew an annual budget realized 100% funding at the end of the Financial Year.
A similar finding as for DLB reveals that of the twelve (12) ALCs that received annual funding, five
(5) noted that they received the funds at mid financial year while five (5) indicated that they
received the funds at the end of the financial year. Similarly the ALCs have lost a good deal of
morale and have seen stagnation in their work due to poor financial support.
Figure 10 Table showing sources of ALC funding
Offices
Sub County (Lower Local Government)
District (Upper Local Government)
Central/DLM/Ministry of Lands (MLHUD)
Client payment
Fines during mediation meetings
NGOs
Total

No. of ALC
17
3
3
19
1
1
44

Percent
38.6%
6.8%
6.8%
43.2%
2.3%
2.3%
100.0%

The research established that 19 ALCs depended on revenue collected from applicants for
surveying and mapping while 17 ALCs received irregular funding from their respective sub county.
It was also established that eighteen (18) ALCs charged23 between 0 - 50,000/= as mapping costs,
thirteen (13) ALCs levied between 50,000/= to 100,000/= and sixteen (16) ALCs charged over
100,000 Uganda shillings while four (4) ALCs received in-kind payment for every mapping exercise
undertaken. Three (3) ALCs were yet to agree on the amount to charge clients for mapping. Below
is a tabular presentation of ALC charges on mapping private land parcels.
Figure 11 Table showing ALC charges for mapping (transect walk) per unit of land
Charges

No. of ALC

Percent

0-50000/=

18

33.3%

50001-100000/=

13

24.1%

100001/= plus

16

29.6%

23

For a parcel of land ranging from a plot to about five acres
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In-kind/Sodas

4

7.4%

Yet to agree upon

3

5.6%

Total

54

100.0%

It was established that besides normal charges as established above, thirty three (33) ALCs
charged applicants an additional 10,000/= and seven (7) ALCs charged between 5,000/= and
10,000/= as transport or lunch allowance per member of ALC for a piece of work done.
Further findings show that at least three (3) ALCs charged at most 50,000/= for mediating land
wrangles, one (1) ALC charged from 50,000/= to 100,000/= and one (1) other ALC accepted to be
served refreshments only during mediation of land wrangle. Meanwhile, fifty nine (59) ALCs did
not charge nor had any clue about charges for mediating land disputes.

4.4.3 District Land Office
The study established that six (6) District Land Offices drew an annual budget. Of these, it was
noted that five (5) DLOs realized less than one quarter (0-25%) of their budgets in the FY
2016/2017. One (1) DLO realized funds for only two (2) quarters of a proposed budget in the
same FY (See table below).
Figure 12 Table showing Percentage of DLO of funding vis-à-vis annual budget in the FY 2016/17
% funding

Frequency of DLOs

Valid Percent

0-25%

5

83.3

26-50%

1

16.7

Total

6

100.0

It was established that three (3) DLOs24 received funding ranging from4-10 million UGX from the
DLG in the FY 2016/2017. Two (2)25 DLO received UGX 6 million each from the Central
Government in the FY 2016/2017.
Again, findings indicate that funding for five (5) DLOs26 for any given FY always delayed for
different reasons including low collection of locally raised revenue by the district and low
prioritization of the department. It was further established that funds allocated to the DLOs in
the FY 2016/2017 was not sufficient to finance main activities and general operations. This
therefore led to failure to execute some key activities such as committee meetings hence
undermining service delivery.
24

Omoro, Gulu and Lamwo DLOs
Kitgum and Pader DLOs
26
Omoro, Gulu, Lamwo, Agago, and Kitgum DLOs
25
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CSO Opinion on financing of District Land Institutions
CSOs alluded to the finding that government land institutions including the ALCs, DLBs and DLOs
were not well funded. It was also reiterated that these institutions relied on application fees
charged on applicants to finance operations. This cost transfer increased the cost of formalizing
land ownership beyond the capacity of most citizens on one hand and on the other constrained
the execution of activities of the DLIs. One CSO representative had this to say;
There are a lot of demands on the land institutions and yet the money to finance their operations
is not there. The DLBs cannot sit or carryout community awareness because there are no funds to
do this. The same applies for the DLO and the ALC”, (CSO_GWED-G)

4.5

Management of the Decentralized Land Institution

The research defined management to include compliance to requirements of management
practices such as meetings, audits and accountability, monitoring and supervision, sanctioning
and regulatory mechanisms as may be applicable to respective institutions under assessment.
Institutionalization of these practices is considered to improve effectiveness and efficiency in
delivery of services to citizens on land administration and management.

4.5.1 District Land Boards
According to the findings, only one (1)27 DLB had audit reports in the last three years while six (6)
did not. One (1)28 DLB was created in less than six months at the time of the assessment. It was
further established that five (5) DLBs met on a quarterly basis, one (1) 29DLB met every two
months and one (1)30 DLB met every half year.
Figure 13 Table showing frequency of the DLB meetings
Period

Number of DLBs

Valid Percent

Quarterly

5

71.4

Every two months

1

14.3

Biennially

1

14.3

Total

7

100.0

27

Omoro DLB
Omoro district Land Board
29
Agago DLB
30
Nwoya DLB
28
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Meetings
Attendance of meetings varied across the DLBs as per the findings. Accordingly, four (4) DLBs had
an average attendance of five (5) members, two (2) had an average attendance of four (4)31
members and one (1) DLB had an average attendance of six (6) members in the last three (3)
meetings. Similarly, findings show that documentation of minutes for seven (7) DLBs followed a
standard format which included agenda items, communication from the chair and reaction,
reading of previous minutes, committee reports, and action points/resolutions. It was further
established that four (4) DLBs prepared quarterly reports while three (3)32 DLBs did not.

Allowance and Remuneration
The assessment established that DLB members across the seven (7) Districts were paid a monthly
allowance of between 70,000/= and 330,000/= each per sitting. There was variation across the
amount of allowance paid for the different DLBs studied. Distinctively however one (1) DLB
received 350,000/= after every two months. Further, it was noted that only one (1) DLB received
a transport allowance of about 180,000/= on a half yearly basis. It should be noted that these
payments tend to be casually referred to as transport refund and allowances by DLB members
but they always mean the same things. The Land Act CAP 227, section 62 sub-sections 3 stipulates
that the Board shall meet at least once in two months during which meeting they would be paid
an allowances. Therefore all eight (8) DLBs studied seem to be getting fairly adequate rates of
allowance for their work though not on a regular basis due to funding gaps.

Support Supervision
It was established that four (4) DLBs received support supervision from the DLOs, District
Executive Committees and MLHUD while (4)33 DLOs did not. The issues addressed in the support
supervision included land ownership and registration, land dispute resolution and land
laws/policies.

4.5.2 Area Land Committee
Frequency of official ALC meetings
The research findings show that 29 ALCs did not conduct any official meetings since constitution,
15 met on a quarterly basis; 10 met every two months; eight (8) ALCs met monthly and seven (7)
met fortnightly. 14 ALCs met only when there was an activity. 33 ALCs had an attendance of five
(5) members, eight (8) of ALCs recorded an average attendance of six members, six (6) ALCs had
an attendance of four (4) members, and two (2) ALCs registered the lowest attendance of only
31

Kitgum and Omoro DLBs
Kitgum, Nwoya and Amuru DLBs
33
Gulu, Kitgum, Agago and Omoro DLBs
32
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two (2) and three (3) members respectively. Findings show that 45 ALCs documented committee
minutes in standard format inclusive of meeting agenda, issues discussed, and action
points/resolutions while three (3) ALCs conceded to not writing minutes in such an orderly
format. 16 ALCs did not write minutes of their meetings. Gaps in record keeping especially in
minutes writing imply a huge potential for community conflict should parties call into question
ALCs’ decisions affecting their land mapping and demarcations.
Figure 14 Table showing average quorum of the last three ALC meetings
ALC members attendance inFrequency (no. of ALCs)

Valid Percent

official meetings
Two

1

2.0

Three

1

2.0

Four

6

12.2

Five

33

67.3

Six

8

16.3

Total

49

100.0

Non Response

15

Total

64

Reporting
It was further indicated that 35 ALCs prepared quarterly reports on their activities while 12 did
not do so and, 17 ALCs neither knew about nor prepared reports on their operations. Though the
ALCs are independent bodies they have an obligation to keep a record of their activities with the
Recorder (sub county chief/Chairperson) in order to account for funds that may be advanced by
the Sub County and/or account to their appointing authority i.e. the sub county/district council.
Thus failure to prepare regular reports by over a third of ALCs implies that they are unaccountable
and negligent at their tasks which may translate into poor service delivery to clients.

Remuneration
The assessment noted that only four (4)34 of the 64 ALCs assessed were paid a periodic allowance.
However, it was noted that 25 ALCs received a meeting allowance of not more than 15,000/= for
every meeting attended. Poorly facilitated ALCs would not be motivated and equipped to
conduct their designated tasks. Further, giving freedom to ALCs to charge clients at will and
without regulation for mapping work could breed corruption and make their services
unaffordable to clients.
34

Palabek Gem, Lamwo; Agoro, Lamwo; Paboo, Amuru; and Lalogi, Omoro ALCs
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Support supervision
Only a few (17, 27%) of the ALCs interviewed received support supervision from any agency at
all. Most ALCs (47, 73%) did not receive support supervision from any agency. The ALCs which
received support supervision got it from relevant district departments followed by NGOs and
DLM/Line ministry. The support supervision provided by these agencies to ALCs tackled land
mediation and administrative issues among others. If not given continuous support supervision,
the ALCs could be prone to making frequent administrative and legal errors during their work given
their members’ often humble background and education. This would undermine the services they render
and cost them/respective Local Government when their decisions are contested and overturned by
disputing parties.

4.5.3 District Land Office
Office management and Practices
It was established that five (5)35 DLOs developed annual work plans of operation, while only four
(4)36 developed and shared periodic reports. For routine office practices, it was noted that four
(4) DLOs maintained a staff meeting minutes file, four (4) DLOs kept a daily staff attendance
record though only three (3) DLOs were actively using it. Again, it was found that 6 DLOs had
made available statutory land registration forms for easy access to the public.

Support supervision and technical backstopping
The assessment noted that only five (5) DLOs received regular support supervision from the office
of the CAO while six (6) received support supervision from the line ministry/relevant district
department. It was further noted that monitoring and supervision was as well provided by the
district council, and Chairpersons of DLBs. It was also noted that the common issues addressed
included roles of district land service providers; implementation of the CCO; compliance with
relevant policies; regulations and laws; and land registration process.
Figure 15 Table showing support supervision to DLOs by different Bodies
Entities

Number of DLOs

Percent

Office of the CAO

5

55.6%

The district council

2

22.2%

Relevant head of department

1

11.1%

Chairperson District Land Board

1

11.1%

Total

9

100.0%

35
36

Nwoya, Gulu, Lamwo, Agago and Pader DLOs.
Nwoya, Gulu, Agago and Kitgum DLOs

xxxi

Collaboration
The assessment noted that three (3) DLOs worked closely with the DLBs to implement DLB
resolutions while three (3)37 did not. Similarly all seven DLOs were noted to have engaged in
community sensitization on land matters, and further findings indicated that five (5) DLOs did
this on a monthly basis. Community engagements, as revealed by the findings, were commonly
held on land dispute resolution, information dissemination and consultation during mapping and
surveys. Consultations with CSOs however rated such engagement as ‘very insignificant’ and did
not contribute to any changes.

Staff remuneration
Through interviews, it was noted that substantive staffs in six (6)38 DLOs were paid according to
the government scale as per respective office and responsibility held. Further interviews with the
land offices revealed that staff members in five (5)39 out of the seven (7) land offices felt less
motivated to perform at their jobs. They observed that low motivation was attributed to low pay,
underfunding of the department and poor facilities for work.

CSO opinion on Management of DLIs
CSOs supported the management of DLIs through sensitization of the community on land laws
and ADR mechanisms. Other CSOs were involved in advocacy and training of community leaders
such as LCs, elders and traditional leaders on land rights while others offered facilitation to the
district land offices to reach out to the community.
“We work with the DLO to improve land administration through awareness creation and training
of legal aid services to empower local community leaders to mediate land conflict which in turn
improves land administration. We also include gender aspects to involve women in land
discussions because they have an important role to play in land administration”, (CSO_HURFO)

4.6 Functionality of the District Land Institutions
4.6.1 District Land Boards
The research assessed functionality of the DLBs focusing on land registration and titling, quantity
and quality of community outreaches, and processing of titles when customary land is converted
to freehold land holding. A sum of 613 applications for the last five (5) years of acquisition of
different kinds of land registration, titles and certification by all the 8 DLBs put together. 92 of
the 613 applications were successfully processed, which gives a processing rate/speed at 15%, a
remarkably low rate. The low rate of processing applications is attributed to financial gaps,
corrupt tendencies in the DLOs and low staffing levels as earlier noted in this report. It was further
37
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established that three (3)40 DLBs had not presided over land mapping, drawings and estimation,
while three (3)41 DLBs had conducted 137 such exercises. Similarly, three (3)42 of eight (8) DLBs
had not registered any land since assumption of office whereas one (1)43 DLB registered 30 and
another DLB44registered 80 parcels of lands.
In terms of rates of compensation, it was found that three (3)45 DLBs had an inventory of
compensation rates for crops, tree, land and structure, while three (3)46 others did not have in
place such rates as necessary for managing land acquisition by government for public use. It was
further noted that only two (2) DLBs47last reviewed the rates at least a year ago.
Further findings indicate that five (5) of the eight (8) DLBs engaged in community sensitization
while two (2) 48did not. Four (4) DLBs in the various districts contended that the community had
limited knowledge on charges and the processes involved in acquisition of certificates or titles.
The research determined that five (5) DLBs conducted meetings or dialogues while three (3) DLBs
disseminated print materials including posters to sensitize the community on land matters.
According to the findings, sensitizations commonly focused on land dispute resolution path ways,
land laws and policies as well as charges and costs involved in land registration.
It was however a good sign to note that seven (7) DLBs confirmed availability of statutory forms
(application forms) for public use, although they all agreed to the fact that usage was significantly
low.
Inquiry into duration of time taken for conversion of different land holdings/tenure system
revealed differences across the Boards; it took two (2) DLBs between 0-2 months, two (2) DLBs
between 3-4 months, two (2) DLBs between 5-6 months and two (2)49 others more than seven
(7) months. For instance, it took four (4)50 DLBs between 5-6 months to issue certificates of
freehold title for an applicant with leasehold, while two (2)51 DLBs observed that it took them
more than seven (7) months to offer lease titles to applicants for public land allocation.The
process of converting land holding from leasehold to freehold is regulated by Section 28 of the
Land Act CAP 227. It should normally take no more than four months according to the above legal
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provision. It should therefore be noted that a significant number of DLBs don’t meet the statutory
time period for processing applications for conversion from leasehold to freehold land. This has
negative implications for clients who may need this documentation to advance their businesses
through acquisition of credit/bank loans among others.
Figure 16 Table showing duration taken by DLBs to convert customary to freehold tenure
Time period
3-4 months
5-6 months
More than 7 months
0-2 months
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency of DLBs
2
2
2
1
7
1
8

Percent
25.0
25.0
25.0
12.5
87.5
12.5
100.0

Valid Percent
28.6
28.6
28.6
14.3
100.0

4.6.2 District Land Offices
Figure 17 Table showing levels of equipment and logistics in District Land Office
Office equipment

ICT and accessories
Computer
Office Printer
Scanner
Photocopier
Internet access
Camera
GPS
Transport Means
Motor Vehicle
Motor Cycle
Furniture
Office Chair
Office desks/table
Office Shelves
Office Cabinet
Office Safe
xxxiv

No. of DLOs in In Use
possession
Total

Not
Use

6 DLOs
5 DLOs
3 DLOs
3 DLOs
1 DLO
2 DLOs
2 DLOs

5
5
1
3
1
1
1

4
0
2
0
0
1
1

1 DLO
1 DLO

1
1

0
0

5 DLOs
5 DLOs
4 DLOs
4 DLOs

46
13
10

4 DLOs

4

in Additional information

Only Gulu Land Office

An average of 6 chair per DLO
An average of 2 tables per DLO
An Average of 2 shelves per DLO
3 DLOs had an average of 7
cabinets each
0

The research assessed functionality of the DLOs by the following parameters; office logistics,
transport means, record system, furnishing, implementation of Board‘s resolution and
community outreaches. Accordingly, the findings show that most land offices did not have in
place important equipment, including ICT logistics, transport means and essential furniture.

Record systems at DLOs
The research established that five (5)52 DLOs had a record system in place, all of which were
manual systems. All the DLOs shared a common position that the manual systems no longer
suffice the needs of record keeping. Findings further indicate that the current systems and
practice did not provide security of information; indeed the DLOs feared that documents were at
risk of being lost.

Use of Consultant/External Expertise
The research established that four (4)53 DLOs used the services of external consultants as a means
to fill up technical deficits within their offices. Findings showed that common areas for which
consultants were sought included surveys and mapping, cartography and training services.
It was further established that all seven (7) DLOs sought technical support from neighbouring
districts whenever they felt constrained. Meanwhile, four (4)54 DLOs offered technical support to
other DLOs in the sub region in the areas of survey, mapping and training services.

4.6.3 Area Land Committees
At the sub-county and parish levels, the functionality of the Area Land Committee in registration
of land is crucial to securing rights to customary land. The research thus conducted assessment
of ALC functionality with regards to possession of logistics to facilitate their works, levels of
engagement with the community, availability of relevant forms/stationery for initiating
registration processes at lower level, and processing of CCOs.

Figure 18 Table showing logistical capacity of the ALC
Tools/equipment
Measuring tapes
Tools (pangas, axes etc.)
Gum boots and protective clothing
Stationery
Camera and GPS device

52

No. of ALCs (out of 64 per item)
28
46
47
19
7

Omoro, Kitgum and Amuru DLOs were non-responses to this question
Gulu, Lamwo, Agago and Kitgum DLOs
54
Omoro, Gulu, Pader and Agago DLOs
53
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Percent
44%
72%
73%
30%
11%

The study found that forty seven (47), that is, 73% of ALCs owned Gum boots and protective
clothing. We further established that forty six (46) that is 72% possessed tools such as pangas
and axes). However less than half twenty eight (28) (44%) of the ALCs interviewed had their own
measuring tapes. Meanwhile only nineteen (19), (30%) had access to adequate stationery
supplies. A huge gap was noted inadequacy of documentation gadgets such as GPS, camera or
recording devices for purposes for helping capture evidence of land deals and activities. Only 7,
11% of the ALCs interviewed had such gadgets such as camera.

ALCs engagement in community education on land
It was established that forty one (41) (64%) of 64 ALCs were involved in community sensitization
with varying choice of approaches from one ALC to another. While thirty six (36) (47%) of ALCs
used word of mouth55, twenty seven (27) ALCs (37%) used dialogues/social gatherings, Six (6)
(8%) used print materials and, five (5) (7%) used the local FM radios. It was also noted that thirty
one (31, 47%) ALCs disseminated information on steps in registration and transfer of land rights
whereas twenty nine (29, 45%) covered dispute resolution path ways, land laws and policy was
addressed by thirty three (23), (36%) ALCs, and charges and costs involved in registration of
interests were covered by twenty two (22) (34%).

Community opinion on functionality of DLIs
It was also mentioned that there is limited interface between the DLIs and the community due
to limited sensitization programs by the DLIs. One participant in a FGD pointed out;
“There is very little understanding of the activities of the DLIs in the community. I have never seen
them in the community to talk to the community and sensitize them. If you need any service, even
just a simple inquiry you have to travel to Kitgum”, (FGD, Women Lamwo)
The community perceived the land registration process as unnecessarily long, corrupt and
expensive. It was mentioned that the whole process of land registration is tedious and does not
inspire applicants to register their land. The DLIs take long to review application files which affect
the community’s uptake of land registration. One participant in a FGD noted;
“I think the process from land inspection to getting a title is too long. The DLO and DLB who offer
these services to the community and should be available for the community to consult are not
available. It can take you a whole year to see the chairperson of the DLB and many people lose
interest in the process. Imagine a simple mistake that can be corrected in a day when files are
deferred, the file will have to wait”. (FGD, Women Lamwo)
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5.
5.1

Summary and Recommendations
Summary Overview

Whilst all the Districts had successfully constituted respective Land Boards, the duration of time
taken to do so and to issue official appointment letters were irregular. Delays in processes of
constitution and issuance of appointment letters imply either a halt in service delivery for the
period the Board waited to be issued with appointment or illegality of all activities conducted
prior to the Boards being duly appointed. Legally, these delays contravened section 56, 57 and
58 of the Land Act as amended. It further creates fertile ground for contestations over land deals
and consequent engagements in unnecessary costly legal battles in courts. The AG found a similar
situation in its 2011 audit of land institutions.
In all these processes, the MLHUD only sanctioned and endorsed proposed new Boards of all the
8 Districts. It was noted from the interviews with officers at the lands Ministry that, the Ministry
did not have any influence over the selection of members of the board hence acting within the
confines of the law. This implies that if selection of such members were not merited by guidelines
in place, there are chances of compromise of quality, competency and integrity in processes and
outcomes. The independence of the Board is largely an outcome of the constitution process that
puts them in place. The concern that, as the research shows, DLB appointment in most of the
districts is influenced by local politics which pre-determine whether the Boards serve the interest
of the population or those who appoint them.

5.2 Administration Summary
5.2.1 Area Land Committee
Delays in the constitution of ALCs contravened section 64 of the Land Act as amended. It halted
service delivery and denied interested individuals and groups from registering their land. It
further implied that for land which registration processes was supervised by a committee without
the backing of appointment letters, such registration could potentially face legal challenges.
While it was established that three quarters of the ALCs’ members qualified to be on the
committee, only 50% had been inducted. This finding puts in question how over 35 land
committees operate without prior orientations. They could engage erroneously, contravene
policy and legal provisions with negative consequences for the land rights. . There are further
chances that certain errors may lead to legal battles, and land conflicts.
Similarly, only half of the ALCs in Acholi sub-region had been trained, while half were not. The
committee may not adjust appropriately to complexities that come with the evolving land rights
issues at the community level.
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5.2.2 District Land Offices
The staffing levels in all the District Land Offices did not meet the required number of the six
technical officers. With the exception of Gulu District Land Office, the 7 other districts relied on
services of technical personnel from sister districts whenever there were needs. This causes
delays in processing of land registration, and additional costs which are often passed on to
applicants/service consumers. Importantly, the entire region does not have a District Registrar of
Titles. High costs of land registration alongside delays makes it nearly impossible for the poor and
vulnerable individuals and groups to secure their land rights through holding evidential
certificates that authenticate and legitimize claims. This dilemma was strongly advanced in the
Focus Group Discussions for marginalized groups across the sub-region, that generally had
limited confidence and trust in the Land Officers to deliver quality services.

5.3 Financing Summary
5.3.1 District Land Board
As noted in the findings, six of the DLBs did not draw an annual budget except for Lamwo and
Pader Districts. This implies that most Boards do not have deliberate plans of action besides
meetings, to inform financial projection and planning. It is thus difficult to establish efficiency
and effectiveness of usage of funds allocated to facilitate the execution of their functions.
The Boards are generally underfunded, with inconsistencies in schedules of fund releases (and
actual amounts) vis-à-vis needs of the Board. The study established that the Ministry, though not
obligated to finance the operations of the Board, for very specific purposes provides funding to
the Boards. This provision could fill in gaps from the consolidated release that comes through the
Local Governments. Supplementary funding from the Ministry could effectively be utilized if DLBs
projected against existing funds from the LGs and planned engagements.

5.2.2 Area Land Committee
Perhaps the most underfunded local land institutions, according to the findings, are the ALCs.
Similar to DLBs, up to 75% of ALCs lacked budget, yet the seven that prepare a budget hardly
realized more than 25% of their income targets. However, whatever meagre resource that was
received by ALCs could not be audited due to the lack of a framework to benchmark efficiency
and effectiveness. Meanwhile, the only certain source of financing available to ALCs is the charge
levied on applications for land mapping and other services of the committee. Without a guideline
to regulate determination of charges, the exercise of the committee discretion may financially
put a heavy burden on service consumers, and deter the vulnerable from access and utilization
of the services. Further, the ALCs can be tempted to over-charge citizens and may practice
unrealistic charge discrimination based on their own judgment of the capacity of applicants to
pay.
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A look from another angle revealed that even with the little resources that are received by the
committee these are received irregularly. This irregularity has a strong bearing on the
committees’ activities and, further justifies the unregulated charges levied on the applicants.

5.2.3 District Land Offices
The research established that DLOs across the sub-region were significantly underfunded, a gap
further exacerbated by late releases of resources by the district. Consequently, the DLOs were
unable to conduct activities such as ALC and DLB induction and trainings, carry out community
outreaches, implement resolutions of the DLBs, acquire necessary logistics and undertake
learning visits.
The under-resourced land offices are responsible for the low level of work morale in these offices.
Lack of essentials such as transport means, computers, record systems, tools and equipment for
field based activities put a significant burden on the work morale of the technical team, with
consequences on capacity and functionality of the land offices to deliver quality services.
Although six (6)56 out of eight (8) DLOs drew annual budgets, not more than 25% of estimated
funding was realized for the FY 2016/2017, in fact some of the District Land Offices did not receive
funds from their respective LGs at all in the same financial year, nor a supplementary funding
support from the central government save for Kitgum and Pader district Land Offices. It was
noted that Development Partners (NGOs and CSOs) that undertake interventions on land pursue
non-financial collaboration with the district land offices and do not provide direct financial
support.

5.3

Competence and Technical Capacity

While a number of capacity building initiatives have been undertaken, it is important to
acknowledge that more could be done in that respect. Enhancing the technical capacity of staff
in the land offices is a process that should be pursued continuously to match changes within the
land laws, human resource and context of land administration and management in the Acholi
sub-region. This requires continuous assessment and evaluation of emerging land issues within
respective Districts to inform the design and implementation of capacity building activities
required by the team to deliver quality services to applicants. For instance, conflict sensitivity in
dealing with the land under contention is critical for the current context in the Acholi sub-region.
Limited knowledge on existing land laws and policy as well as imminent changes in the same laws
and policy regime leads to uninformed decisions in management and administration of land
rights issues.
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5.4 Management of the Local Land Institutions
5.4.1 District Land Board
As shown by the findings of the research, Board meetings were irregular and limited to processing
of applications for land registrations. We noted that there were backlogs of applications pending
review and approval by the Boards. This, as commonly shared by CSOs, delayed processing of
certificates of land titles, which negatively impacted public confidence in DLBs.
As a public entity that spends public funds, transparency and accountability are basic
requirements that must be fulfilled. The research established that financial audits were not
regularly conducted, and yet continually, the DLBs were funded. Misuse of public resources may
arise, and value for money spent may not be realized. Nonetheless, at least four (4)57 of the eight
(8) DLBs prepared quarterly reports on their activities, including management of finances.
Meanwhile, the other four (4)58 of the eight (8) DLBs that did not prepare quarterly reports lacked
accountability of performance, good practices for replication and learning for further
improvements.
Having installed the DLB in place, a continuous process of capacity building should follow to
reinforce the relevance of mandate of the committee in the unstable context that challenges land
rights and governance. Support supervision, monitoring and evaluation of activities of the Board
by the district councils and MLHUD are meant to enhance learning and inform capacity building
activities of the Board. The study findings show that four (4)59 out of eight (8) Boards had received
support supervision while four (4) had not, this implies that there are limited checks and balances
in the operations of the Boards, gaps that could be exploited for selfish purposes, and in addition,
erroneous processes in the work of the Boards that may go on without correction. Limited or no
supervision of the Boards makes it difficult to measure performance in respect to their mandates;
and to diagnose, prescribe and deliver trainings that are relevant to existing gaps or needs.

5.4.2 Area Land Committee
The research focused on management practices such as committee meetings, periodic reporting,
and support supervision amongst others. A look at committee meetings and documentation of
proceedings and reporting on their activities varied across ALCs. Up to 29 out of 64 ALCs assessed
did not hold a meeting since formation. This was more common with ALCs in Eastern Acholi than
Western Acholi partly due to differences in the context in relation to land matters. While half of
the ALCs documented their activities and compiled quarterly reports, some 17 ALCs had no idea
this was a requirement in the management of the land committees. By implication, limited
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evidence exists on the workings of these committees. This means that ALCs that operate with
such gaps are likely to face challenges in areas of transparency and accountability, and miss out
on reflective learning from their own processes, and therefore further improvements in
execution of their mandates.
Support supervision to ALCs is irregular and limited in scope (17 out of 64 ALCs reached).Limited
or no support supervision leaves the ALC to function without concrete checks and balances on
their activities, a gap that reduces accountability and transparency. Further, without support
supervision it is a practical challenge to assess and understand ALCs’ capacity needs and what
challenges the respective committee faces to inform planning support and technical guidance on
the discharge of their mandates.

5.4.3 District Land Offices
Management of land offices has significant implications for the efficiency and effectiveness in the
delivery of services to land service consumers across the spectrum. The research findings
indicate that not all DLOs had work plans60, only four (4)61 of the eight (8) compiled periodic
reports. Further, management practices such as staff meetings and daily attendance sheets were
not well institutionalized, at least in practice, across the land offices in the sub-region. These
gaps, for four (4) districts particularly, were attributable to lack of supervision by the relevant
bodies of the district. Laxity in supervision and monitoring of activities of the land office creates
room for under-performance and creates an environment for abuse of office by the technical
officers. Similarly, lack of written reports undermines accountability and transparency in the land
offices, since there would be no evidence of how the office resources are used. Clear benchmarks
for reporting, as a practice, must be put in place through the development of realistic plans of
action. There is need for relevant organs of the district to plan and effectively supervise and
collaborate with the district land offices to ensure adherence to procedures, and increase
responsiveness to the needs of the population.

5.5 Functionality of the Decentralized Land Institution
5.5.1 Overview
Assessment of the functionality of the local land institutions focused on the routine processes,
roles and responsibilities of each of the structures under study. The research sought to establish
effectiveness and efficiency to responding to land registration needs of communities in Acholi
land. The section further assessed logistical and expert related capacities and, informal
institutions existing (unwritten rules of engagement) within each of the institutions and impacts
on processes and outcomes.
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5.5.2 District Land Board
The research noted that the levels of functionality varied across the 8 DLBs. Some (3) 62 DLBs are
serving their second term in office while the other 5 are new. The Land Boards, according to
section 59 of the 1998 Land Act play important roles such as holding and allocating public lands
and processing registration of land for conversion from customary to formal land ownership
(freehold and leasehold). Findings indicate that 4 DLBs63 had not allocated any single parcel of
land, while 264 DLBs had allocated 110 parcels of land. The findings on all aspects of the functions
of DLBs indicate that none of the land boards maximized outputs and outcomes since assumption
of office, which is indicative of capacity gaps in terms of resources and technical support from
the land offices, save for Omoro district which had just been constituted and inducted its board
by the time of the research. The influence of patron-client relations playing at the District may
undermine fairness, equity, inclusion and the overall performance of the Boards. If appointments
of persons to constitute Land Boards are political rewards to individuals who supported the
success of a chairperson LCV of a district, there are possibilities of conflicting allegiance to serve
either interests of political leaders or the interests of the communities. Either way, the
independence of the Board, levels of resources and capacity are important factors to consider in
the performance of its roles.
Boards’ interactions with the community on land matters need to be consistent and well planned.
Earlier, the research findings alluded to the fact that Boards did not have sufficient funds to
facilitate their activities including community outreaches. A lack of well-planned and coordinated
community sensitization on themes which are relevant to existing gaps and needs may be
unhelpful in providing solutions to land rights challenges faced by the population in Acholi subregion.

5.5.3 Area Land Committees
In Western Acholi where the land problem is quite pronounced and land markets thrive, the
functions of the Area Land Committees are crucial. In Nwoya District for example, the process of
issuance of CCOs is under pilot by ZOA in collaboration with the MLHUD, DLBs, DLOs, and ALCs in
the two sub-counties, (Alero and Lungulo) playing central roles in the processes. The research
findings however indicated that generally the ALCs are not adequately funded and therefore lack
basic logistics to facilitate their work. Such deficiencies constrain the roles that ALCs could play
to promote easy registration of land by the rural community. It further leaves ALCs with little
option other than to transfer the total costs of such activities as surveying and mapping parcels
of land on to applicants. The burden of heavy costs involved in securing the services of ALCs act
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as a disincentive and a deterrent to communities, particularly the poor and marginalized groups
and individuals from applying for registration of their land.
Capacity to conduct community mobilization and sensitization on new land laws, or even to
mobilize communities to participate in current land debates at local level is hindered by lack of
knowledge and understanding on the part of ALCs, and limitation in capacity to sensitize
communities effectively. Most of the ALCs still rely on social gatherings and community dialogues
which have limited reach and audiences to conduct community sensitization.

5.5.4 District Land Offices
Research findings from seven district land offices65show that Land Offices are hugely deficient in
basic office logistics, including ICT, transport, and for Omoro district, office space. Filing systems
are largely manual, laborious and difficult to maintain, moreover with risks of damage and losses.
Inadequacies in hard-ware logistics including office space have slowed work, and further made it
impossible to deliver specific tasks that require specialized equipment. It was noted that
community outreaches to educate the public on land, to support dispute resolutions and to
nurture meaningful collaboration with land stakeholders were limited due to these gaps, in fact,
the land offices are redundant save for primarily focusing on processing applications for
registration and titling

5.6

Recommendations

It is prudent to state, based on key findings and subsequent analysis, that the local land
institutions are largely limited in capacity and practices to deliver quality services in a context
where land rights are increasingly faced with challenges that relate to the legacy of a two decade
long conflict, and the neo-liberal forces of demand for land. The research thus makes the
following sets of recommendations for formal and informal land institutions and other land
actors at national and local levels, to contribute to improving the capacity and practices of the
local land institutions.

5.6.1

The MLHUD and Central Government

5.6.1.1

Constitution of the Local Land Institution



MLHUD should expedite the process of approval of DLBs as soon as districts submit their
proposed lists of Boards.
MLHUD should offer advisory support to DECs in the process of constituting the Boards, to
ensure adherence to legal and policy guidelines and quality outcomes.
Ministry of MLHUD should continuously plan and deliver capacity building activities to ALCs
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5.6.1.2



Financing

MLHUD should, for supplementary budget support, plan and release funds in time to the DLBs
The MLHUD should consider offering direct financial support to land offices (in form of
supplementary allocation or for specific needs and activities)

5.6.1.3 Management of the Decentralized Land Institutions



The MLHUD should plan and deliver support supervision and capacity building to the DLBs.
The MLHUD should sample out of the 71 ALCs in Acholi sub-region to reach out and provide
technical support in collaboration with the district land offices

5.6.1.4 Functionality of the Decentralized Land Institution



MLHUD should periodically assess and design a coherent capacity building program for all
ALCs across the sub-region.
MLHUD should expedite setting up of a computerized land information system to all districts
in Acholi sub-region

5.6.2
5.6.2.1








The process of constituting the Boards needs to be fast tracked by the District Executive
Committees (DECs), through the district councils in each of the 8 districts upon the expiration
of terms of office of existing Boards
Sub-county councils in consultation with the District Executive should fast track the
constitution of respective ALCs at the expiry of terms of office of serving ALCs.
As soon as the MLHUD approves a proposed Board, District Councils should issue
appointment letters promptly.
The Districts and Sub-counties should expedite ALCs’ induction as soon as they assume office.
Districts should continuously plan and deliver capacity building activities to ALCs.
The sub county council and executive should issue appointment letters to all ALC members
currently working without appointment letters.

5.6.2.2
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Upper and Lower Local Governments
Constitution of ALCs and DLBs

Staffing at the District Land Offices

Districts should ensure current gaps in technical positions in the land offices are filled to meet
the requirement of six technical officers.
Districts should improve the working conditions and motivation of technical staff in order to
attract and retain competent and committed technocrats.

5.6.2.3









Districts should make it mandatory for the DLBs to draw work plans with budgets to enhance
reporting, accountability and auditing of operations.
The Districts should consistently allocate sufficient financial resources to DLBs based on work
plans and budgets of DLBs, and ensure timely release of such funds.
District councils should develop a financing framework that harmonizes remuneration of ALCs
across all sub counties in each district in Acholi sub-region.
The ALCs should develop realistic annual work plans and budgets and table such in time to
feed into overall sub-county and, or district annual plans and budgets.
Districts and, or Sub-counties should ensure timely release of funds to finance the operations
of ALCs
District Councils should harmonize rates charged on applicants by the ALCs to enhance
affordability for all.
Districts’ planning and budgeting should prioritize land offices, and allocate funds according
to the work plans and budgets of the land offices.
All intended support, as may be requested by the land offices, should be released in time for
planned purposes.

5.6.2.4
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Financing

Management of the Decentralized Land Institutions

DLBs should plan and hold regular meetings to fast track processing of applications and create
incentives in the population to apply for registration of their lands.
Districts should ensure that DLBs are regularly audited and audit reports made available for
public consumption.
District Executive Committees and the relevant technical offices should plan and conduct
regular support supervision of the DLBs.
ALCs should deliberately plan and conduct regular meetings, or as may be dictated by the
legal and policy requirements. Such meetings should be properly documented, archived and
made available for public consumption.
District and sub-county Executive Committees should plan and carry out supervision and
monitoring activities for ALCs.
The District Land Office should plan and conduct periodic support supervision and provision
of technical support to the ALCs.
DLOs should consistently develop and share periodic reports on their activities.
The DLCs should institutionalize routine office procedural practices and management such as
daily attendance and holding regular staff meetings.
District Executives, office of the CAO should conduct regular monitoring and support
supervision for DLOs

5.6.2.5













District Executives for all eight (8) districts must ensure limited political interference in the
function of the Boards.
DLBs should, at all times, resist political interference in the execution of their mandates and
serving community. They should exercise independence, impartiality and ensure autonomy
and integrity in decision making processes. The Boards should seek and maintain strong
collaboration with the ombudsman bodies including the IGG office to deter political and
economic elites from interfering into their works.
DLBs should plan and conduct regular community outreaches on land registration and land
rights.
Local government at district and sub-county should determine realistic and sustainable
financing strategies to meet the operational needs of the ALCs.
DLOs should periodically assess and design a coherent capacity building program for all ALCs
across the region.
Particular training on conducting community education is strongly recommended for all ALCs.
Districts in collaboration with sub-county authorities should set up standard rates to be
charged by all ALCs to ensure equity and affordability.
Districts should prioritize acquisition of basic office equipment to ease the work of District
Land Offices. Such equipment should include transport means, Global Positioning System
devices, and Information Communication Technological logistics.
Omoro District in particular should expedite the process of securing an office space
designated solely for the land office
Districts should support maintenance of existing equipment in the land offices to keep them
in functional states.

5.6.3
5.6.3.1
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Functionality of the Decentralized Land Institutions

Civil Society Associations/NGOs/INGOS
Constitution/staffing of the Local Land Institution

Advocate for timely constitution of ALCs/DLBs and full staffing of DLOs across the sub region
to ensure holistic land service provision to clients and the community
Support capacity building efforts for ALCs and DLBs by co-sponsoring with government
induction and training workshops.
Secure and provide relevant supplies, equipment and tools for the various land structures
given the often tight government budget

5.6.3.2



Advocate for prioritization of the land sector through increased funding and investment in
the national annual, medium term and long term planning.
Provide specific budget support to the land sector such as towards land demarcation,
documentation and/or formation of Community Land Associations for more secure
customary land rights in the sub region.

5.6.3.3


xlvii

Financing

Functionality of the Decentralized Land Institution

Provide capacity building to the various land structures to improve documentation especially
through installing electronic record keeping systems.
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APPENDIXES
Appendixes1: Research Tools
INTERVIEW GUIDE: DISTRICT LAND OFFICES
Introduction
Good morning/afternoon
My name is ………………………………………………and I am doing data collection on behalf of Trócaire
Uganda. Trócaire is an NGO in Uganda working on land rights and justice. Trócaire is currently
collaborating with the Joint-Acholi Sub-region Leaders’ Forum - JASLF to implement a project on
Instituting the Protection of Rights to Customary Land Ownership in Acholiland. The organization
is involved in a series of Researches, including the Assessment of the Capacity (Staffing, Financing,
Management and Functionality) and Practices of Government Registration System in Acholi SubRegion, for which I am here. You have been purposively selected as a respondent in this research.
I would like to ask you a few questions, and also request you to permit me to verify the
existence/availability of some of the items asked about in this tool. I would like to commit that
information obtained from this exercise shall solely be used for the purpose of the research and
nothing else. So shall we begin!
INSTRUCTIONS
 This tool is to be administered to an officer at the district land office, preferably the District
Land Officer. Some variables are observables, the data collection team must pay close
attention and note down whatever is in place that relate to the capacity of the DLO.
PART A: STAFFING
1. Staffing of the DLO
S/NO Position
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

l

District Land Officer
District Value
District Staff Surveyor
District Physical planner
District cartographer
District registrar of titles
Secretary DLO
Other………………………

Occupied = 1
Vacant = 2

If occupied, level of qualification

2. Staff induction
a) Have the current staff members of the DLO been inducted on their jobs?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
b) If yes in 3 (a) who conducted the induction? (view induction report)
1. Directorate of Land Management
[ ] (code)
2. Department of Land Registration
3. NGO/Development Partners
4. Office of the Chief Administrative Officer
5. Hired Consultant
6. Others (specify)…………………………………………….
3. DLO training
a) Have the staff members of the DLO received any other training since assuming office?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
b) If yes, by whom? (multiple response category)
1. Directorate of Land Management
[ ] (code)
2. Department of Land Registration
3. NGO/Development Partners
4. Office of the Chief Administrative Officer
5. Hired Consultant
6. Others (specify)…………………………………………….
c) If yes, list the trainings (topics) covered?
4. Support supervision
a) Has the DLO received any support supervision visits from the line Ministry/DLM or the
relevant district department?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
b) If yes in 4. a) above, then how often?
1. Monthly
[ ] (code)
2. Quarterly
3. After every 6 months
4. Once a year
5. Others (please specify) …………………………………………………………………………….
li

c) If yes in 4. a) above, specifically does the district supervise the operations of the DLO?
1. Yes
2. No
d) If yes in c) above, who does the supervision at the district?
1. District Council
[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)
2. Relevant head of department
3. Chief Administrative Officer
4. Chairperson District Land Board
5. Others (Please specify)…………………….
e) If yes in 4.a) above, what were the issues addressed during the support supervision?
5. Use of external consultant
a) Do you use external Consultant for tasks that you may be unable to do?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
b) If yes, how often?
1. All the time there is an activity
[ ] (code)
2. Quite often
3. Once in while
4. Not at all
c) For what purpose/s do you engage external consultant most? (Please tick as may
apply)
1. Surveying and Mapping
[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)
2. Cartography services
3. Training services
4. Researches and assessments
5. Physical planning
6. Property (Land) valuing
7. Others (please specify)……………………………………………………………………………….
6. Support from other district land offices
a) Do you seek support from other district land offices for tasks that you may be
constrained from performing?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
b) If yes in 6. a), what kind of support do you seek most?
1. Surveying and Mapping
[ ] (code)
2. Cartography services
lii

3. Training services
4. Researches and assessments
5. Physical planning
6. Property (Land) valuing
7. Others (please specify)…………………………………………………………………………
c) If yes in 6. a) above, do you then access the support?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
7. Has your office been contacted for support by other District Land Offices?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
8. If yes in 7 a) above, what kind of support have you given to other Districts Land Offices?
1. Surveying and Mapping
[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)
2. Cartography services
3. Training services
4. Researches and assessments
5. Physical planning
6. Property (Land) valuing
7. Others (please specify)……………………………………………………………………………….
9. Staff motivation
a) Are staff members at the DLO paid according to government scale for their
respective offices?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
b) Do you feel motivated as technical staff in the Land office to perform as required by
the laws/job description?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
c) If no in 9.a., please explain why?
PART B: FUNDING
10. Does the DLO draw an annual budget? (view budget for FY 2016/2017)
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
11. If yes, what was the percentage of funding vis-à-vis annual budget in the FY
2016/2017?
1. 0 - 25%
Code [……]
2. 26 – 50%
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3. 51 – 75%
4. 76 – 100%
5. 100% plus
12. Sources and amount of funding of the DLO
SOURCE
AMOUNT
District Local Government
Central Government/Ministry of Land
Other (specify)
TOTAL
13. Were the funds for the FY 2016/2017 readily available for the DLO’s use?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
14. If No in 15. a) above, please explain?
15. Was DLO’s funding in FY 2016/2017 sufficient for its operation?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
16. If not in 8.2 above, what key items/tasks could not be executed because of
inadequate funds?
PART C: MANAGEMENT OF DLOs
17. Internal Control System
S/NO
Item

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Availability Usage (if yes)
1=yes
1= In use,
2=no
2=Not in use

Condition
(if
yes) 1=Updated
2=Not Updated

Work plan
Budget
Minutes files
Daily attendance record
Periodic reports on activities
of the lands office
Application
forms
for
registration and transfer of
interests/rights
to
land;
specify………………………………..

18. Does the DLO get regular administrative support supervision from the office of the
CAO? (Records of supervision visits by office of the CAO or DLM)
liv

1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
19. Cooperation between DLB and DLO
a) How closely is the DLO working with the DLB to ensure objectives, goals and
targets of the department are met from time to time?
1. Very closely
[ ] (code)
2. Closely
3. Not closely
4. Do not cooperate at all
b) If not closely, please explain why?
20. Implementation of DLB resolution
a) How effectively does the DLO implement resolutions of the DLB from time to
time?
1. Very effectively
[ ] (code)
2. Effectively
3. Not effectively
4. Very ineffectively
b) If not effectively, please explain why?
21. Community engagement
a) Do you engage with community on land matters?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
b) If yes, how often?
1. Monthly
[ ] (code)
2. Quarterly
3. Once in six months
4. Once a year
5. Others (please specify)……………
c) If yes in (21, a), on what issues do you engage community? (multiple response
category)
1. Awareness creation
[ ] (code)
2. Information dissemination
3. Consultations during mapping and surveying
4. Land dispute resolution platforms
5. Others (specify)……………
d) If no in 21 (a), please elaborate the reasons why?
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FUNCTIONALITY, PART D:
Office equipment, furnishing and supplies
23. Information Technology
S/NO IT Item

Availability If yes, count #

If yes, condition #

1=yes

Running Broken

2=no

down

1. Computer
2. Printer
3. Scanner
4. Photocopier
5. Internet
6. Camera (digital)
7. GPS device
8. Other…………………………………
Record system and information management
24. Do you have a record system in place?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
25. What kind of record system do you have in place?
1. Manual system
[………………………….] (code)
2. Electronic system
3. Other (specify) …………………………………………………..
26. If yes, does the system meet the records demand of the District Land Office?
1. Yes
[ ] (code)
2. No
27. How effective is it?
1. Very effective
[ ] (code)
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2. Effective
3. Not effective
4. Very ineffective
28. Please explain?
29. If electronic, what functions does it serve?
1.
Record keeping
[….,……,.….,…..,…..] (code)
2.
Information dissemination
3.
Electronic certificates
4.
Others (specify) ….……………………………………
30. How secure is the record system used by the DLO?
1.
Very secure
[ ] (code)
2.
Secure
3.
Not very secure
4.
Totally unsecure
31. Please explain your answer in 30. above?
32. Transport
S/NO Means
Availability
If yes, count #
If yes, condition #
Yes = 1

Working Broken

No = 2

Down

1. Bicycle
2. Motorcycle
3. Vehicle
4. None
5. Others
…………………………………

33. Office furnishing
S/NO Furniture

Availability

If

Yes = 1

count #

No = 2
1. Chairs
2. Tables
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yes, If yes, condition #
Good

Bad

3. Shelves
4. Cabinets
5. Office Safe
6. Others ……………………………………….

Level of independence of Land Offices in the performance of its roles
34. a) Do you experience interference in the functionality of this office?

b). What is the nature of the interferences?
1. Political

[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)

2. Briberies
3. Intimidation

c) What are causes of this interference?
1. Vested interests of different stakeholders

[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)

2. Ignorance of the population on land laws and policies
3. Ignorance on procedures involved in registration of land
4. Land disputes
1. Others please specify…

d) What are the common sources of interferences?
1. Traditional leaders

[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)

2. Politicians
3. Applicants for registration of land
4. District leadership
5. Ministry of lands, housing and urban development
6. Investors (local and foreign)
7. Others; specify please
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35. What are the main challenges of the District Land Office in conducting its duty?

36. What recommendations do you give to improve the capacity and functionality of the DLO?

INTERVIEW GUIDE: DISTRICT LAND BOARDS
Introduction
Demographic
a. District:……………………………………………………………………..……………….
b. Position in the DLB:………………………………………………………….…………
c. Term in office (first or second):……………………………………………………
Formation/Constitution
1. Formation of DLB
a) Is the DLB fully constituted? (discontinue interview if not constituted at all)
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
3. Not constituted at all
b) If No in 1. a) above, give reason for answer?
2. How many of the Board members are women?
1. 1
Code [……]
2. 2
3. 3
4. 4
5. 0
3. How long did it take to constitute the current DLB?
1. 1 – 6 months
Code [……]
2. 7 – 12 months
3. More than a year
4. Two years plus
4. Are the processes for appointment of the DLBs strictly followed?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
5. If No in Q. 4 above, please explain?
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6. After recruitment, how long does it take for the DLBs to be given appointment letter to
commence their work?
1. Within a month
Code [……]
2. 2 – 6 months
3. 7 – 12 months
4. Not yet given appointment letter
7. Does any member of the Board have a background (training or experience) on land
matters?
1. Yes

Code [……]

2. No
8. Do members of the DLB meet the minimum requirements for occupying their office?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
9. What is the highest academic qualification of the current DLB members?
1. Degree
Code [……]
2. Diploma
3. Certificate
4. UACE (A Level)
5. UCE (O Level)
6. Others (specify) …………………………………………………………………………….
10. Are term limits of the DLBs adhered to? (five yearly two terms)
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
11. Induction
a) Has the DLB received any induction since assuming office?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
b) If yes, by whom?
12. Training
a) Has the DLB received any other training since assuming office?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
b) If yes, by whom?
1. DLM/line Ministry
Code [……]
2. Relevant district department
3. NGO
4. Other (specify)………
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c) On which topics were the DLB members trained?
13. Support supervision
a) Has the DLB received any support supervision visits from the LG, CG or development
partners?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
b) If yes, by whom?
1. DLM/line Ministry
2. Relevant district department
3. NGO
4. Other (specify)…………………………………………………………………………………………..
c) If yes in Q. 13. a) above, what issues were addressed during the supervision?
14. Do you use the services of an external consultant?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
15. If yes in Q. 14 above, what is the extent of use of external consultants by the DLBs?
1. All the time there is an activity
Code [……]
2. Quite often
3. Once in while
16. On what issues does the committee use the services of an external consultant?
Funding
17. Does the DLB draw an annual budget?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
18. If yes, what was the percentage of funding vis-à-vis annual budget in the FY 2016/2017?
1. 0 - 25%
Code [……]
2. 26 – 50%
3. 51 – 75%
4. 76 – 100%
5. 100% plus
19. Sources and amount of funding of the DLO
SOURCE
AMOUNT
Sub County Local Government
District Local Government
Central Government/Ministry of Land
Other (specify)
TOTAL
lxi

20. At what time of the year are these funds available for use by the DLB?
1. At the beginning
2. Mid-year
3. Towards the end of year
4. Other (specify)……………………………………………………………….
21. Board remuneration
Payment, amount and regularity per year (FY 2016/2017)
S/NO PAYMENT
AMOUNT
1.

Meeting allowance

2.

Stipend/salary

3.

Other (specify)

Code [……]

FREQUENCY

4.
5.
6.

22. Does the Board have audit reports for the last three FYs? (view copies)
1. Yes
2. No
23. If no in Q. 22, give reason for answer?

Code [……]

Management and administration
24. What is the number of parcels of land held and allocated by DLBs since the beginning of
their term of office?
1. Number of Land parcels held …………………………..
2. Number of Land parcels allocated …………………………………..
25. What is the number of maps, drawings and estimates conducted by the DLB in the last
one year?
26. What is the number of land parcels successfully registered or transferred by DLBs since
assumption of office?
1. Number of land parcels registered ……………………………………….
2. Number of land parcels transferred ……………………………………………..
27. Do you have any up to date list of rates of compensation payable in respect of crops,
trees, land and structure?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
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28. When was the last review of rates of compensation by the DLB?
1. 1 year ago
Code [……]
2. 2 years ago
3. 3 – 4 years ago
4. 5 – 6 years ago
5. 7 – 8 years ago
6. More than 9 years ago
29. How frequently has the DLB been conducting their meetings?
1. Every two months
Code [……]
2. Quarterly
3. Biennially (six months)
4. Annually
5. Other (specify) ………………………………………………………………………………
30. What has been the average quorum of the last three Board meetings?
1. 2
Code [……]
2. 3
3. 4
4. 5
5. 6
31. Are Board minutes documented in a standard format? (agenda item, issue, action point,
responsible person)
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
32. Are quarterly reports prepared by Board as required by law? (view copies)
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
33. Awareness/access to land service information
a) Do you deliberately sensitize people on land service information?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
b) If yes above, by what means do you sensitize the people? (multiple response
acceptable)
3. Word of mouth
Code […………………………..……]
1. Print material
2. Meetings/dialogues
3. Local FM radios
4. Other (specify)………………………………………………………………………………………………..
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34. What land service information is disseminated by your office? (multiple response
acceptable)
1. Steps in land parcel registration
Code [……]
2. Charges and costs involved in registration
3. Dispute resolution path ways and steps
4. Land laws and policies
5. Other (specify)……………………………………………………………………………….
35. Are locals aware of the steps and charges involved in processing land titles/certificates?
1. None of them
Code [……]
2. Just a few
3. About half
4. Most of them
5. All of them
36. Are the statutory forms for land title/certificate application available to the public?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
Period of application for titles/certificates
37. How long does it take the DLB to convert customary to freehold tenure?
1. 0 – 2 months
Code [……]
2. 3 – 4 months
3. 5 – 6 months
4. More than 7 months
38. How long does it take the DLB to covert leasehold to freehold tenure?
1. 0 – 2 months
Code [……]
2. 3 – 4 months
3. 5 – 6 months
4. More than 7 months
39. How long does it take for DLBs to issue certificate of title to an applicant for lease of
public land held by DLB?
1. 0 – 2 months
Code [……]
2. 3 – 4 months
3. 5 – 6 months
4. More than 7 months
40. How long does it take for conversion of leased public land to freehold by the DLB?
1. 0 – 2 months
Code [……]
2. 3 – 4 months
3. 5 – 6 months
4. More than 7 months
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41. How long does it take for the DLB to issue a lease title?
1. 0 – 2 months
Code [……]
2. 3 – 4 months
3. 5 – 6 months
4. More than 7 months
42. How many applications have been submitted and processed by the DLB since
assumption of office?
1. # submitted …………………….
2. # processed to completion ………………………………
Independence/autonomy and integrity of the Board
43. a) Do you experience interference in your roles as a committee?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
b). If yes in a) above, what are the nature of the interferences?
4. Political
[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)
5. Briberies
6. Intimidation (specify what kind of intimidation faced)
7. Other……………………….( please specify)

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

c) What are causes of these interferences?
Vested interests of different stakeholders
Ignorance of the population on land laws and policies
Ignorance on procedures involved in registration of land
Land disputes
Others (please specify…….)

[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)

d) What are the common sources of interferences?
8. Traditional leaders
[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)
9. Politicians
10. Applicants for registration of land
11. District leadership
12. Ministry of lands, housing and urban development
13. Investors (local and foreign)
14. Others; (specify please….)
44. What are the main challenges of the District Land Board in conducting its duty?
45. What recommendations do you give to improve the capacity and functionality of the DLB?
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INTERVIEW GUIDE: AREA LAND COMMITTEES
Instructions
 Enter the code of choice in the space provided on the right hand side of the question


Enter the codes of choice for multiple response questions in the space provided on the
right hand side as well

Demographic
d. District:………………………………………………………………………….………………………..
e. Sub county:…………………………………………………………..………………………………….
f. Position in the ALC:…………………………………………………………………….……………
g. Term in office (first or second or third):……………………………………………………
Formation/constitution
46. Formation of ALC (discontinue administering the tool if not constituted at all)
c) Is the ALC fully constituted? (should be four members including Chairperson)
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
3. Not constituted at all
d) If No in 1. a) above, give reason for answer?
47. How many of the committee members are women? (ALC should have at least one
women representative)
1. 1
Code [……]
2. 2
3. 3
4. 4
5. 0
48. How long did it take to constitute the current ALC?
1. 1 – 6 months
Code [……]
2. 7 – 12 months
3. More than a year
4. Two years plus
49. Was the process for appointment of the ALCs strictly followed?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
50. If No. in 4.2 above, please explain?
51. After recruitment, how long did it take for the ALCs to be given appointment letter to
commence their work?
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1. Within a month
Code [……]
2. 2 – 6 months
3. 7 – 12 months
4. Not yet given appointment letter
52. Do members of the ALC meet the minimum requirements for occupying their office?
(Should be able to read and write etc.)
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
53. Do you have a member of the committee with experience/training on land matters?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
54. What is the highest academic qualification of the current ALC members?
1. Degree
Code [……]
2. Diploma
3. Certificate
4. UACE (A Level)
5. UCE (O Level)
6. Others (specify) …………………………………………………………………………….
55. Are term limits of the ALCs adhered to? (three yearly two terms)
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
56. Induction
c) Has the ALC received any induction since assuming office?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
d) If yes, by whom?
1. DLM/line Ministry
Code [……]
2. Relevant district department
3. NGO
4. Other (specify)…………………………………………………………………………………………..
57. Training
d) Has the ALC received any other training since assuming office?
1. Yes
Code [……]
1. No
e) If yes, by whom?
1. DLM/line Ministry
Code [……]
2. Relevant district department
3. NGO
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4. Other (specify)…………………………………………………………………………………………..
f) If yes in 12. a) above, on which topics were the ALC members trained?
58. Support supervision
d) Has the ALC received any support supervision visits from the line Ministry/relevant
district department or development partners?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
e) If yes, by whom?
1. DLM/line Ministry
Code [……]
2. Relevant district department
3. NGO
4. Other (specify)…………………………………………………………………………………………..
f) If yes in Q. 11. a) above, what issues were addressed during the supervision?
59. Do you use the services of an external consultant?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
60. If yes in Q. 14 above, what is the extent of use of external consultants by the ALC?
1. All the time there is an activity
Code [……]
2. Quite often
3. Once in while
61. On what issues does the committee use the services of an external consultant?
Funding
62. Does the ALC draw an annual budget?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
63. If yes, what was the level of funding vis-à-vis ALC annual budget in FY 2016/2017?
1. 0 - 25%
Code [……]
2. 26 – 50%
3. 51 – 75%
4. 76 – 100%
5. 100% plus
64. What are the sources of funding (and how much) for the ALC? (multiple response
category)
1. Sub county (Lower Local Government)
Code [………………………]
2. District (Upper Local Government)
3. Central/DLM/Ministry of Lands (MLHUD)
4. Others (specify)
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65. How much was the annual funding of the ALCs in the FY 2016/2017? (add up from all
sources)
66. How much does the ALC charge for mapping (transect walk) per unit of land?
67. Does the ALC have all the tools and materials it needs to do mapping and draw
sketches?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
68. If No. in 21.2. above, which of these items does the ALC not have? (multiple response
category)
1. Measuring tapes
Code [……,……,……,..……]
2. Tools (pangas, axes etc.) for bush clearing
3. Gum boots and protective clothing
4. Stationery
5. Other (specify)………………………………………………………………………………………….
69. At what time of the year are these funds available for use by the ALC?
1. At the beginning of FY
Code [……]
2. Mid-year of FY
3. Towards the end of FY
4. Other (specify)……………………………………………………………….
Other comments.
70. Remuneration of ALC committee members
S/NO BEING PAYMENT FOR
AMOUNT
FREQUENCY
COMMENT
SPECIFY
1.

Meeting allowance

2.

Periodic pay

Stipend, salary
etc.

3.

Mapping,

survey,

estimates
4.

Others (specify) …..

Management and administration
71. How frequently has the ALC been conducting its meetings?
1. Every two months
2. Quarterly
3. Biennially (six months)
4. Annually
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Code [……]

5. Other (specify) ………………………………………………………………………………
72. What has been the average quorum of the last three ALC meetings?
1. 2
Code [……]
2. 3
3. 4
4. 5
5. 6
73. Are committee minutes documented in a standard format? (agenda item, issue, action
point, responsible person)
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
74. Are quarterly reports prepared by the committee as required by law?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
75. Awareness/Access to land service information
e) Do you deliberately sensitize people on land service information?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
f) If yes above, by what means do you sensitize the people? (multiple response
category)
5. Print material
Code […………………………..……]
6. Word of mouth
7. Meetings/dialogues
8. Local FM radios
9. Other (specify)………………………………………………………………………………………………..
76. What land service information is disseminated by your office? (multiple response
category)
1. Steps in registration and transfer of land rights/interest
Code [………………..…]
2. Charges and costs involved in registration
3. Dispute resolution path ways and steps
4. Land laws and policies
5. Other (specify)……………………………………………………………………………….
77. Are locals aware of the steps and charges involved in processing land titles/certificates?
1. None of them
Code [……]
2. Just a few
3. About half
4. Most of them
5. All of them
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78. Are the statutory forms for land title/certificate application available to the public?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
Application for titles/certificates
79. How long does it take for the ALCs to issue a certificate of customary ownership – CCO
to an applicant?
1. 0 – 2 months
Code [……]
2. 3 – 4 months
3. 5 – 6 months
4. More than 7 months
Other comments
80. How long does it take for the ALCs to issue a Certificate of Occupancy – CoC to an
applicant?
1. 0 – 2 months
Code [……]
2. 3 – 4 months
3. 5 – 6 months
4. More than 7 months
81. Other comments
82. How many applications (for Certificate of Customary Ownership and Certificate of
Occupancy) have been submitted and processed by the ALC since assumption of office?
1. # of CCO application submitted …………………….
2. # of CCO application processed to completion ………………………………
3. # of CCO application submitted …………………….
4. # of CCO application processed to completion ………………………………
Independence/autonomy and integrity of the Board
83. a) Do you experience interference in your roles as a committee?
1. Yes
Code [……]
2. No
b). If yes in a) above, what are the nature of the interferences?
8. Political
[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)
9. Briberies
10. Intimidation (specify what kind of intimidation faced)
11. Other……………………….( please specify)
g) What are causes of these interferences?
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10. Vested interests of different stakeholders
11. Ignorance of the population on land laws and policies
12. Ignorance on procedures involved in registration of land
13. Land disputes
14. Others (please specify…….)

[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)

h) What are the common sources of interferences?
15. Traditional leaders
[…,….,….,…..,…..] (code)
16. Politicians
17. Applicants for registration of land
18. District leadership
19. Ministry of lands, housing and urban development
20. Investors (local and foreign)
21. Others; (specify please….)
84. What are the main challenges of the Area Land Committee in conducting its duty?
85. What recommendations do you give to improve the capacity and functionality of the
ALC?
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INTERVIEW GUIDE: MINISTRY OF LAND, HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Personal information (Demographic)
a. Office Bearer (title)……………………………………………………………………………...........
b. Role/Responsibilities at the Ministry……………………………………………………………..
c. Number of years of service at the Ministry:…………………………………...………………

1.
2.

3.

4.

5.
6.

(A) Institutionalization of the structures
How does the MLHUD ensure quality and adherence to standards in the instituting process of
the DLBs/ALCs?
As of today, have all the District Land Boards in Acholi sub-region been issued with
appointment letters, inducted and trained? (Sources of information would be files selection,
induction and training report/file at the Ministry)
How long would take for the Ministry to issue appointment letters and induct the DLBs after
receipt of lists from the district?
(B) Management
What has been the frequency of support supervision by the Ministry to the DLBs and DLOs in
Acholi districts? How helpful has been these exercise to streamlining land administration and
management in securing land tenure and rights under customary land system?
Does the Ministry receive reports from the Districts? How useful are these reports to the
Ministry? Does the Ministry provide feed-back to each district on their reports?
Has the Ministry had any particular experience with decentralized land systems in any of the
districts in Acholi region and what were the issues?

7. What challenges does the Ministry face in the performance of these roles?
(C) Functionality (Ministry-district structures relation)
8. What complementarity roles does the ministry play to foster capacity and practices of land
registration institutions at district and sub-county level?
9. What challenges does the Ministry face while working with the decentralized land registration
systems (DLOs, DLBs and ALCs)?
10. How does the ministry in practice, check and ensure that land rights of marginalized or
vulnerable groups and individuals are protected in the processing of land certificate or even
title, especially in Northern Uganda where land resource conflict is rampant?
11. How does the Ministry ensure that district land structures are protected from influence
peddling by political and economic elites who covet and acquire large chunk of land
fraudulently?
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(D) Capacity support to the Districts
12. Comment on the current capacity and practices of the DLBs and DLOs to deliver land services?
13. What kinds of capacity building has the Ministry offered to decentralized land structures (Land
Offices, DLBs)?
14. a) Are these capacity buildings demand driven or deliberately planned by the Ministry? b) Does
the Ministry do capacity assessment of the decentralized land administration structures, and
how often?
(E) Financing
15. Does the MLHUD finance activities of the District Land Boards?
16. Do the DLBs draw and submit annual budget and financial report on fund disbursed by the
Ministry? What has been the experience so far?
17. Comment on remittance of fund from the Ministry to the DLBs/Land Office in terms of
timeliness and adequacy based on budget.
18. What challenges does the Ministry face with financing activities of the DLBs?
(F) policy reforms and implications to DLBs, DLOs and ALCs
19. What has the Ministry done so far, or is doing to restructure land rights administration system?
How are such changes impacting the capacity and practices of the decentralized land
administration?
20. What has the Ministry done or what is being done to harmonize informal and formal land rights
institution? How would this impact (negatively or positively) the capacity and practices of DLBs,
ALCs and Land Offices?
21. What is the progress with setting up and operationalizing the regional land office in Acholi
region? And how is this complementing or would complement the works of DLBs, DLOs and ALCs?
22. Has the ministry reinstated the Land Tribunal at the districts as per the policy statement 115 of
the National land policy, 2013? How are they working to support the DLBs, Land Offices, and
ALCs?
23. How are the DLBs, DLOs and ALCs contributing to legal and policy reforms on land? How does the
Ministry engage DLBs, DOLs and ALCs in Acholi region in legal and policy reforms on land rights
and secure tenure?
24. Has the Ministry trained DLBs, ALCs and DLOs on the VGGT processes? How are these structures
contributing to the popularization of the VGGT in Acholi sub-region?
25. How is the Ministry engaging DLBs, DLOs and ALCs in the ongoing proposal to amend the Land
Acquisition Acts of government? Do they have roles to play in such important process and what
roles would these include?
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PROPOSED INTERVIEW GUIDE: (CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS - CSOs)
Introduction
 Try to get detailed responses for each question by probing. Curt responses (yes/no)
should be discouraged while administering the guide.


Transcripts should be written in first person singular (verbatim)

Demographic
d. Name:…………………………
e. Area of operation:……………………………
f. Program focus:…………………………………………
g. Land related programs/activities undertaken:…………………………………
Financing
1. In your view, are the land institutions (DLBs, ALCs and DLOs) adequately financed to execute
their mandates?
2. What are the impacts of funding levels on land registration processes?
3. As a land actor, do you think funding levels determines transfer of costs on citizens who would
like to formalize their land ownership?
Management and administration
1. What is the level of CSOs support to the management of the District Land Institutions?
2. Comment on the levels of accountability, transparency of the DLIs
3. Comment on the level of support supervision by the MLHUD to the district land institution
4. Comment on the independence of DLIs in decision making processes of the DLIs
5. What is your view on the oversight roles of the district council in the management of the DLIs
a) Functionality
1. What is your view on the level of inclusiveness in service delivery by the DLIs (protection of
rights of vulnerable groups and individuals including women, disability, youth, elderly, etc.)
2. Comment the availability of, and access to information by the public, including the local
community (land registry and records including land information system)
3. Comment on the effectiveness (time and costs) involved in processing applications for
registration and title/certificate acquisition
4. What is your view on the process of instituting and composition of the bodies/structures of
DLBs, ALCs and LOs (gender, disability, experiences, qualification)
b) Staffing
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An essential part of the functionality of the decentralized land institutions embeds on the levels
of existing technical capacity to deliver respective mandates. We propose to assess the following
areas of the technical (staffing) capacity;1. Comment on the levels of staffing at the district DLIs, quality and expertise
2. Comment on the levels of supervision of the staff and how that impact performance
3. What is your opinion on staff retention, motivation and capacity building within the district
land offices?
4. Comment on the work condition of staff, relations with political leaders, members of DLBs
and ALCs at district and sub-county level respectively

Policy environment and the District Land Institutions
What are your views on the current land laws and policy and its impacts on service delivery by
the DLIs?
What is the level of awareness of the public on national land laws/policies and specifically on the
processes/procedures involved in land titling/documentation?
What platforms exist for CSOs and the public to participate in dialogue around land in Acholi sub
region?

Recommendation
What recommendations would give to improve service delivery by district land institutions
management and administration?

Appendix 2: List of sub-counties/ALCs
Sub-counties sampled
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List of Sub Counties Sampled
Districts

Sub counties

Kitgum

Orom
Namokora
Omiya Anyima
Mucwini
Kitgum Matidi
Lagoro
Labongo Layamo
Labongo Amida
Labongo Akwang
Pandwong Division

Pader

Acholibur
Awere
Lapul
Puranga
Angagura
Latanya
Pader sub county
Ogom

Agago

Adilang
Kalongo Town Council
Lapono
Omiya Pachwa
Parabongo
Agago Town Council
Kot Omor
Lira Palwo
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Omot
Patongo
Arum
Lamiyo
Paimol
Patongo Town Council
Lamwo

Agoro
Madi Opei
Padibe East
Padibe West
Palabek Ogili
Palabek Kal
Paloga
Padibe Town Council
Palabek Gem

Gulu

Awach
Bungatira
Palaro
Ongako
Patiko
Unyama

Omoro

Paicho
Lakwana
Odek
Lalogi
Koro
Bobi

Nwoya
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Alero

Anaka
Koch Goma
Purongo
Got Apwoyo
Lungulu
Koch Lii
Amuru

Amuru
Paboo
Atiak
Lamogi

LIST OF DLBs and DLOs ASSESSED
S/N
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DLBs

DLOs

1.

Kitgum

Kitgum

2.

Lamwo

Lamwo

3.

Pader

Pader

4.

Agago

Agago

5.

Gulu

Gulu

6.

Amuru

Nwoya

7.

Nwoya

Omoro

8.

Omoro
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Local Land Institutions

ALCs

Area Land Committees

DLBs

District Land Boards

DLOs

District Land Offices

MLHUD

Ministry of Lands, Housing and Urban Development

NLP

National Land Policy

VGGT

Voluntary Guidelines on Responsible Governance and Tenure

MZO

Ministry’s Zonal Office

DSC

District Service Commission

FY

Financial Year

CCO

Certificate of Customary Ownership

ADR

Alternative Dispute Resolution

NULP

Northern Uganda Land Platform

Executive Summary
The consultation with the Ministry was a part of the overall assessment of capacity and practices
of the local government land registration systems; the District Land Boards, Area Land
Committees and the District Land Offices in the Acholi sub region. The consultation sought to
lxxxii

establish i) the Ministry’s position on the current levels of capacity of the LLIs, ii) the Ministry’s
support to, and collaboration with same entities, and iii) policy implementation in support of,
and working with the same institutions. We focused the exercise on key variables of the
assessment, namely; financing, staffing, functionality and management of the Land Institutions.
Broadly, findings indicate that the extent to which the Ministry delivers on its mandate in
enhancing capacity and practices of the decentralized land institutions is dictated, to larger
extent, by the levels of financial resource, the political and socio cultural dynamics within a given
context. The legacy of the 2-decade LRA war on social systems of the Acholi community, and
impacts on customary principles and practices that govern land relations significantly affected
land administration and management and subsequently, the current efforts by the MLHUD to
streamline and support local land institutions (LLIs) in the region.
Further views from the Ministry indicate that the current spate of land disputes partially
constrain its efforts to roll out the land program through local land institutions, or to increase its
presence on ground to provide the much needed technical support to these same(local)
institutions. The Ministry officials further observe that Land matters in Acholi region are
complicated and probably over politicized by local elites. The Ministry officials observe that
registration of customary land through the available options such as Certificates of Customary
Ownership and Clan Land Associations are yet to gain popularity and demand as attitudes and
local politics continue to influence the community choices. These conditions, the respondents
believe, impede performance of the local land institutions and deny the Ministry the space to
execute its mandate as per the sixth schedule of the constitution, which puts land as a national
function for which government is responsible
Despite the existing gaps, it was established that the Ministry was able to directly work with
communities, DLBs, DLOs and ALCs in Gulu and Nwoya districts on a few activities in the financial
year 2016/2017, and 2017/2018.

Summary of Recommendations
Recommendations to Government/MLHUD
 Government should increase funding to the Ministry to facilitate execution of its (Ministry’s)
mandates, including capacity building, support supervision and where possible,
complementing LG efforts in financing the LLIs.
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Recommendation to the Ministry of Land, Housing and Urban Development
 The Ministry should plan and conduct regular support supervision to the local land
institutions in Acholi sub-region.
 There is need to strengthen coordination and consistent communication between the
Ministry and LLIs in Acholi region
 The Ministry should plan and conduct regular capacity assessments for the DLBs, ALCs and
DLOs, design and deliver relevant capacity strengthening on existing gaps. The Ministry
should rationally target trainings of District Land Boards and Area Land Committees on land
registration and management, and provide basic logistics to ALCs to be able to effectively
discharge their duties.
 The Ministry needs to consider Acholi region as a region with special needs or challenges and
therefore design and promote specific mechanisms including ADR to address land disputes
while protecting land rights of vulnerable groups and individuals
 The Ministry should fast-track the setting up the MZO in Gulu to provide the much needed
backstopping to local land institutions in Acholi region
 The Ministry should work closely with all critical land stakeholders, including traditional
institutions, religious groups, and political and opinion leaders to popularize land registration
that supports preservation of customary land as enshrined in the Acholi cultural principles
and practices of land management. In doing so the Ministry can work more closely with the
Joint-Acholi Sub-regional Leaders’ Forum (JASLF) which membership covers the
aforementioned groups, and with CSOs, and specifically with the NULP and other CSO
platforms and coalitions.
Recommendation to Civil Society Organizations and Development Partners
 CSOs need to sustainably pressure government to increase funding to Ministry of Lands,
Housing and Urban Development.
 CSOs should effectively monitor and hold responsible the LLIs in their functioning and
management to ensure accountability and transparency. This should include processes such
as demarcation of land boundaries in contested areas, processing of applications where
bribery is likely and internal management of resources.
 Development Partners should appropriately increase their funding support to the Ministry,
particularly on programs that build capacity of LLIs.
 Traditional institutions/leaders should work closely with the Ministry to understand land
registration, guide the processes as ensure land rights under customary land is protected.

lxxxiv

1.

Introduction

The Consultation with the MLHUD aimed at establishing the Ministry’s relations with the
decentralized land registration systems in Acholi sub region. It sought to find out the extent to
which the Ministry supports and works with the local land institutions and how such relations
impact the capacity and practices of these institutions in the 8 districts of Acholi. It involved
interfacing with selected individuals within the Ministry and reviews of relevant documents of
the Ministry. The consultation focused on the following variables; financing, staffing, constitution
of the Boards and Committees, Management and Functionality. The exercise further
benchmarked the 5th chapter of the NLP and the 1998 Land Act that define and commit the
central government to supporting decentralized land registration institutions.

1.1

Methodologies

This sub-component of the research on capacity and practices of LLIs was mainly qualitative and
set out to solicit the views of actors at the Ministry and review relevant information available. It
therefore applied two methods of data collection, interviews and document reviews.

1.1.1 Interviews
The consultation involved administration of Key Informant Interviews (KII) to 5 selected officers
at the Ministry’s headquarters and the head of the Lira Zonal Office of the Ministry of land. Two
separate visits were made to the Ministry, and interviews administered to the above selected
officials on the basis of their positions of responsibilities.

1.1.2 Document Review
Documents considered to provide required information for the purpose of the assessment were
selected and reviewed. These included the Ministry’s Annual Performance Report, Annual Budget
Performance Report, the Annual Ministerial Statements, and sector budget framework papers,
and relevant policy frame works.

2.
2.1

Findings
Introduction

Findings on the consultation are presented on each of the variables under assessment. Attempts
are made to relate some specific findings with those on the same variable on the consultation
with CSOs and the Local Land Institutions to confirm and reinforce findings on given parameters
under assessment.

i

2.2

Constitution/staffing of Local Land Institutions in Acholi districts

The research assessed whether the Ministry had promoted adherence to legal requirements in
the constitution of ALCs, DLBs and DLOs in Acholi Districts, and the duration taken for the Ministry
to sanction proposed DLBs prior to issuance of appointment letters.
It was established that the Ministry had approved the constitutions of all the 8 district Land
Boards of Acholi sub-region with the latest being Omoro District. The Ministry had no
involvement in the selection process as provided for by the law, and therefore, had no direct
contribution or influence on choices of the District executives and the respective councils.
The recruitment of the technical personnel at the DLOs is the responsibility of the District Service
Commission (DSC) of every District. It was noted that participation of the Ministry officials in such
a process was by invitation as deemed necessary by a DSC. With the exception of Nwoya District
where a Ministry official was involved in the recruitment processes of the District Land Officer,
most of the recruitments of the technical officers in the land offices were carried out by the
District Service Commission.

2.3

Financing of District Land Institutions

According to the National Land Policy (NLP) chapter 5 section 101, government shall provide land
rights institutions with resources at all levels. In practice however, financing the local land
institutions is the obligation of the respective District Local Government. The operation of the
District Land Boards is financed from the consolidated funds allocated to the District by the
Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development. The District Land office is financed by
the Districts from locally raised revenue and other sources as may be considered appropriate by
the authorities, whereas the ALCs are financed by the respective sub counties with partial
financial support from the District. The Ministry sometimes, for very specific purposes or
emerging needs, finances activities of the District land offices and Boards, but that does not
constitute an obligation on its part as a Ministry.
It was established that for the current financial year, no specific financial support from the
Ministry had been granted to any of the eight (8) Districts of Acholi sub-region. As already pointed
out above, the Ministry is not obliged to finance the DLBs, but does so for specific activities if it
had sufficient funding. However, in the FY 2016/2017, three (3) DLBs including Gulu, Nwoya and
Kitgum district land boards received between UGX 10 and 11 million for their activities66. It should
be noted that this support to the three (3) DLBs was not part of the consolidated funds given to
each district from which districts are obliged to finance activities of respective BLBs.

66
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Consultation with the District land Boards as stated in the main assessment report

Through interviews, we noted that the Ministry was aware of the limitations of financial capacity
in the District Land Institutions (DLIs) and agrees that such limitations negatively impact the
execution of their functions as required by the law. Through the review of sector budget
framework paper for FY 2016/2017 the Ministry requested for additional UGX 1.6 billion to
complement financial provisions by the Districts from the consolidated fund towards facilitating
regular sitting of the Boards across the country (Government of Uganda (MLHUD), 2017). From
1998 to 2016/2017 the Ministry had been annually allocated a rigid budget level of only UGX 800
million which was meant to cater for only 56 Districts, despite of the burgeoning number of
Districts since ((MLHUD), June 2016). With more than 121 districts in Uganda, such level of
resourcing is insignificant for the MLHUD to adequately support district level land institutions.

2.4

Management of the DLIs

Support supervision and monitoring activities constitute, in the sense of management, the roles
of the Ministry in relation to the decentralized land institutions. The research focused on
establishing the frequency and effectiveness of these activities by the Ministry.
While the 2011 Auditor General’s report indicated that there was annual planning by the Ministry
to conduct support supervision, the consultation noted that no plan was in place to provide
support supervision to the local land institutions for the financial years 2016 and 2017. This was
attributed to limitation of the Ministry’s budget to finance such activities.
The officials at the Ministry noted that poor communication with the LLIs contributed to
inconsistency in provision of support supervision and monitoring to the LLIs. Communication
gaps constrained consultation, support and learning for improvement in policy implementation
and service delivery.
On a positive note, it was established that MLHUD maintained moderate interactions with local
land institutions in Acholi sub-region. Such interactions, as noted by the Ministry Officials, were
constrained by inconsistency in communication with the LLIs. The District Land Offices shared
reports with the Ministry, but the Ministry officials admitted providing slow feedback or not
paying immediate attention to and acting on capacity, financial, and management concerns
presented in those reports.

2.5

Functionality of the DLIs

Consultations with the Ministry reveal that it (the Ministry) complements efforts of local land
institutions through direct engagements with communities and Districts. The Ministry is involved
in enhancing community awareness on land registration through information dissemination on
available options and mechanisms for handling interests of local land owners. A step by step
guide on how household CCOs can be acquired by interested land owners is now available in a
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Luo version and is intended to popularize land registration as one way of protecting land rights.
It was however noted that the Ministry had not adequately prepared the local land institutions
to take the lead in such awareness creation through the use of IEC materials, and other logistics.
The Ministry did not have strong mechanisms in place to work with other land stakeholders,
crucially the traditional institutions who are custodians of customary land, also mandated by the
constitution to participate in governance of customary land. On this note, one interviewee noted
“The Ministry acknowledges the roles of customary institutions in land governances and there is
need to strengthen collaboration with them especially to popularize registration of land in
whichever form they chose”(Respondent, MLUHD).
Actors within the Ministry acknowledged the difficulties involved in intervening through
established systems to avert land grabbing, especially those that involved politically and
economically powerful elites. This was attributed to the growing land markets, mainly informal
in nature, and outright grabs by those with insatiable interest in the land. Respondents further
noted that land matters in Acholi region are further complicated when local leaders politicize
emerging disputes that could be resolved through dialogue and negotiations with land owners.
These dynamics impact negatively on the local land institutions’ mandates and consequently, the
local community in registration of land rights. A MLHUD official noted the following with regard
to complex land disputes in the region and country overall;
Some land disputes are very complicated and there is nothing much that we can do about them
where such contestations already involve very high authorities that are hard to challenge
(Ministry of land Official)
The MLHUD is rolling out the implementation of the NLP in phases. The speed and scope at which
the policy implementation progresses are dictated by the capacity to do so, especially the levels
of funding that are available. It was noted that the land Ministry was among the least funded
Ministries, despite the important nature of its work. Through document reviews, it was
established that the sector budget ceiling as communicated by Ministry of Finance Planning and
Economic Development (MOFPED) to the Lands Ministry was only representing a meager 0.18%
of the national budget for the FY 2017/2018 after suffering a budget cut of 28%67. This has been
a significant constraint on performance of the Ministry, especially in servicing needs of the local
land institutions.
“As a Ministry, we intend to roll out several programs to the Districts, and to build capacity of the
local land institutions, the question is where do we get the money, when we receive less than 1%
of the national budget?” (Ministry of Land Official)
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“We mostly rely on development Partners and now that World Bank funding is back, the Ministry
could deliver some services to local land institutions” (Ministry of Land Official)
Further, views from the Ministry hold it that land questions in Northern Uganda and Acholi in
particular are a legacy of the war that destroyed the social setup of the affected communities
upon which land relations depended. Land disputes, which result from such alterations, continue
to undermine the functioning of local land institutions, which, according to Ministry officials also
impact efforts to streamline and support these institutions. Such disputes further constrain the
Ministry’s efforts to roll out programs through those local land institutions, or even to increase
its presence on the ground to provide technical backstopping where necessary. It is noted that
land matters in the region had been unnecessarily and highly politicized along tribal lines, and
against government, and that the situation has precipitated fast degeneration of trust and
confidence in formal land institutions. The complexities around land disputes deny the Ministry
the space to execute its mandate as per the sixth schedule of the constitution, which puts land
as a national function for which government is responsible. Under the prevailing circumstances,
the respondents from the Ministry believe that the local land institutions may not be able to
perform as expected due to the confusion, politicking, intrigues and manipulations/bribes and
sometimes threats to the persons who occupy these offices.
I want to acknowledge that land dispute in Acholi is a serious challenge to the people who should
be recovering from the conflict and should live peacefully, that is why as a Ministry, we want to
do more in that region, and we are already promoting the CCOs which protect land rights for
holders” (Ministry official)
Nevertheless, the research established that the Ministry was able to interface with service
consumers in Gulu and Nwoya as well as the local land institutions through implementation of
some activities in the financial year 2016/2017, and the first quarter of 2017/2018.

2.6

Implementation of NLP and implications to Local Land Institutions
in Acholi sub-region

The 5th chapter of the NLP commits government through the MLHUD to improve the land rights
administration system to enhance efficiency, ease of access and cost effectiveness in land
management and administration. Government acknowledges that ‘inefficiency in land
administration contributes to land rights insecurity. These inefficiencies are manifested by lack
of proper record keeping, inaccuracies in the land registry processes, frauds and forgeries in land
administration systems’ (Government of Uganda, 2013). Under section 102 of the NLP, the
consultation established the following findings;
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Firstly, it was noted that the Ministry is fast tracking the implementation of the policy in some
selected areas. For the Acholi sub-region, the Ministry is prioritizing the setting up of the MZO in
Gulu to serve Acholi region. A Ministry’s own building where the MZO office is being set up is
within the vicinity of district headquarters of Gulu, and by the time of this consultation, was in
the process of being furnished. Once operationalized, the MZO is expected to significantly reduce
the burden of land registration and processing of land titles.
Secondly, it was noted that mechanisms68 to promote effective participation of land owners,
particularly the vulnerable groups and individuals in land rights administration functions were
quite weak. These mechanisms are yet to be set up while the existing initiatives by the local land
institutions for participation of key stakeholders should be strengthened. This was echoed by a
Ministry official in the following statement;
We conducted a land awareness week in Amuru in May 2017, but this is not enough as people are
largely uninformed about land registration system and processes that are involved. People need
to be involved even in the day-to-day activities of the local land institutions. (Ministry of Land
official)
The Ministry is yet to set up standards to promote cost effectiveness, efficiency and easy
accessibility of land institutions by service consumers at the District level. It is however optimistic
that once the MZO in Gulu becomes functional, close supervision and other technical support
shall be delivered to the DLBs, ALCs and DLOs to ensure compliance, quality and cost effective
service delivery. As an extension of the Ministry to different regions of the country, MZO will be
staffed, financed and maintained sustainably.
The Ministry is yet to fast track several reforms outlined in the NLPs, including strengthening
dispute resolution mechanisms in local land institutions, enhancing capacity and professionalism
in the local land administration institutions and standards for administrators, and to establish a
functional and reliable land information system (this will be better done once the MZO is
operationalized in Gulu).
This exercise established that the Ministry is prioritizing the rolling out of the Land Information
System, which is expected to increase efficiency, enhance ownership, and for urban authorities
boost revenue collection, and finalizing the setting up of the MZOs.
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Making information on land easily accessible by citizens, community mobilization and sensitization, deliberate
involvement of community in boundary demarcation and surveying, creation of platforms for consultation on policy
issues in land.
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2.7

The status of the Ministry Zonal Land Office in Acholi sub-region
5th

The
chapter of the NLP commits government to set up regional land offices as part of the
efforts to reorganize institutional frameworks for land administration and management so as to
restore efficiency, cost effectiveness and equity in the delivery of land services (Government of
Uganda, 2013). We noted that the setting up of the MZOs was one of the top priorities on the
Ministry’s agenda for the FY 2017/2018. Through interviews with the Ministry’s official in charge
of setting up MZOs across the country, it was established that the Gulu MZO will be
operationalized by end of August 201769. The zonal office, when set up is expected to provide
technical support and build capacity of the local land institutions in the whole Acholi sub-region.
In the meantime, it was established that a zonal land office based at the Ministry is directly
handling land matters from Acholi. The Lira MZO which for now is the only functional MZO in
central Northern Uganda serves the Lango sub-region only. Since the launch, the Lango MZO is
supporting mainly capacity building of the LLIs, and provision of regular monitoring and support
supervision.
The policy further states government intention to reinstate the Land Tribunals, this time with a
resolve to adequately resource them. Through interviews with the Ministry officials, we noted
that no conversation in this direction had commenced yet. The officials interviewed were not
certain about the implementation of this policy statement given the limitation of finances faced
by Ministry.

69

But this was not the case by the end of the research in October 2017. It implies that applicants for land registration
continue to suffer delays and high costs as their files will have to be processed from the Ministry’s headquarters in
Kampala.
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3.0
3.1

Synthesis of key Issues and Way forward
Discussions on Findings

Firstly, a lack of oversight and support to District Executives and Councils by the MLHUD in the
processes of constituting and functionalization of District Land Boards significantly contributes to
pitfalls in the integrity of the Boards and ALCs, entrenched patron-client relations, and creates
potentials for corruption in the delivery of land registration and management services. Influence
of political patron-client networks in the appointment of District Land Boards, impacts the quality
and performance of Boards. Chances are high that Boards could become rubberstamps for
corrupt political leaders working to satisfy their own interests rather than serving the
population’s needs on land registration.
While the Ministry’s position was clear on its limits of interactions with local land institutions as
per the 1998 Land Act section 56, 57 and 58, respondents observed that limited financial capacity
to engage regularly with the Districts delayed the Ministry’s supports to DLBs ALCs and DLOs,
including timely induction and training of local land institutions. It was assured by the Ministry
officials that the zonal office would bring the Ministry closer to District level structures for closer
supervision and capacity building. The zonal office may not provide funding to the local land
institutions however.
Low staffing levels were established across all consultations, with the DLOs in all the 8 Districts.
The Ministry attributes gaps in personnel to low revenue allotted in the District budgets towards
beefing up capacities. These gaps slow processes and increase corruption in the land offices.
Subsequently, public trust and confidence in the DLOs are impacted significantly.
In rolling out the 2013 Land Policy, the MLHUD needed to identify priorities for Acholi sub-region
as a special case as far as land relations and rights are concerned. As provided for in the policy,
mechanisms for land disputes resolution that is localized would provide one of the means to
reducing persisting land problems. Continued prevalence of unresolved or emerging contests
over land constrain the ability of the Ministry and local land institutions in registration of land
ownership and securing land rights.
While the Ministry appreciated the capacity and functionality deficits in the local land institutions
in Acholi sub-region, it faces its own capacity limitations towards enhancing efficiency in those
institutions. The Ministry receives less than 1 percent of the national budget against huge
demands for its services ((MLHUD), June 2016). This has stifled the Ministry’s efforts to
strengthening capacity and shaping practices in the local land institutions across the country. The
gaps are exacerbated by low revenue levels in LGs which lead to allocations of meager funds to
support the operations of the local land institutions.

viii

Consistency in communication between the Ministry and DLIs is essential in service delivery. As
established by the consultation, slow and irregular communication causes delays in processing
applications for land registration and acquisition of certificates or title of ownership. This is
because the Ministry may not provide adequate and timely guidance and technical backstopping,
or supervision of processes or even receive timely responses from LLIs.
Lack of planned and financed support supervision by the Ministry to LLIs slows capacity building
and learning, and appreciation of existing challenges brought caused by the difficult context of
the Acholi sub-region. The Ministry’s planning for LLIs in the subsequent period is affected due
to limitations of information on the challenges and opportunities in the LLIs.

3.2 Recommendations
3.2.1 Recommendations to Government/MLHUD


Government should increase funding to the Ministry to facilitate execution of its (Ministry’s)
mandates, including capacity building, support supervision and where possible,
complementing LG efforts in financing the LLIs.

3.2.2 Recommendation to the Ministry of Land, Housing and Urban
Development
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The Ministry should plan and conduct regular support supervision to the local land
institutions in Acholi sub-region.
There is need to strengthen coordination and consistent communication between the
Ministry and LLIs in Acholi region
The Ministry should plan and conduct regular capacity assessments for the DLBs, ALCs and
DLOs, and design and deliver relevant capacity strengthening on existing gaps. The Ministry
could rationally target trainings of District Land Boards and Area Land Committees on land
registration and management, and provide basic logistics to ALCs to be able to effectively
discharge their duties.
The Ministry needs to consider Acholi sub-region as a sub-region with special needs or
challenges and therefore design and promote specific mechanisms including ADR to address
land disputes while protecting the land rights of vulnerable groups and individuals
The Ministry should fast-track the setting up the MZO in Gulu to provide the much needed
backstopping to local land institutions in Acholi region
The Ministry should work closely with all critical land stakeholders, including traditional
institutions, religious groups, and political and opinion leaders to popularize land registration
that supports preservation of customary land as enshrined in the Acholi cultural principles
and practices of land management. In doing so the Ministry can work more closely with the
Joint-Acholi Sub-regional Leaders’ Forum (JASLF) which membership covers the

aforementioned groups, and with CSOs, and work with the NULP and other CSO platforms
and coalitions.

3.2.3 Recommendation to Civil Society Organization and Development
Partners




CSOs need to sustainably pressure government to increase funding to Ministry of Lands,
housing and Urban Development. The current levels of funding inhibit the Ministry’s support
to the LLIs
Development Partners should appropriately increase their funding support to the Ministry,
particularly on programs that build capacity of LLIs.

3.3

Associated Limitations and challenges

The consultation faced several limitations that undermined turnaround time and depths of
findings.
Firstly, it was difficult to find the targeted audience on the initial lists of respondents. The first
visit to the Ministry was futile as most of the officers enlisted were either not ready or out of the
Ministry on official duties outside of or elsewhere in Kampala. The timing of the consultation
coincided with controversial activities on land in Amuru District one of the Acholi Districts, and
several other engagements by Ministry officials in Karamoja and in West Nile regions.
Secondly, access to relevant contacts (respondents) from the Ministry was slow due to heavy
external engagements of the targeted respondents from the Ministry. Most of the officials were
engaged in different parts of the country, and could not easily be available for the interviews.
Also the Ministry’s official websites only provided partially, the materials sought to evidentially
substantiate responses from interviews. It would be helpful if the Ministry could update its
websites regularly with all relevant information for public consumption.
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APPENDIXES
Appendix 1: List of Respondents
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Commissioner, Land Administration and Management
Officer in charge of Land Information System
Land Officer, in charge of VGGT
Officer in charge of Ministry’s Zonal Land Offices
Land Officer in charge of the Lira MZO

Appendix 2: Interview Guide
INTERVIEW GUIDE: MINISTRY OF LAND, HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Personal information (Demographic)
h. Office Bearer (title)……………………………………………………………………………...............
i.

Role/Responsibilities at the Ministry………………………………………………………………..

j.

Number of years of service at the Ministry:…………………………………...…………..……

(G) Institutionalization of the structures
26. How does the MLHUD ensure quality and adherence to standards in the instituting process
of the DLBs/ALCs?
27. As of today, have all the District Land Boards in Acholi sub-region been issued with
appointment letters, inducted and trained? (Sources of information would be files selection,
induction and training report/file at the Ministry)
28. How long would take for the Ministry to issue appointment letters and induct the DLBs after
receipt of lists from the district?
(H) Management
29. What has been the frequency of support supervision by the Ministry to the DLBs and DLOs in
Acholi districts? How helpful has been these exercise to streamlining land administration and
management in securing land tenure and rights under customary land system?
30. Does the Ministry receive reports from the Districts? How useful are these reports to the
Ministry? Does the Ministry provide feed-back to each district on their reports?
31. Has the Ministry had any particular experience with decentralized land systems in any of the
districts in Acholi region and what were the issues?
32. What challenges does the Ministry face in the performance of these roles?
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(I) Functionality (Ministry-district structures relation)
33. What complementarily roles does the Ministry play to foster capacity and practices of land
registration institutions at district and sub-county level?
34. What challenges does the Ministry face while working with the decentralized land
registration systems (DLOs, DLBs and ALCs)?
35. How does the Ministry in practice, check and ensure that land rights of marginalized or
vulnerable groups and individuals are protected in the processing of land certificate or even
title, especially in Northern Uganda where land resource conflict is rampant?
36. How does the Ministry ensure that district land structures are protected from influence
peddling by political and economic elites who covet and acquire large chunk of land
fraudulently?
(J) Capacity support to the Districts
37. Comment on the current capacity and practices of the DLBs and DLOs to deliver land services?
38. What kinds of capacity building has the Ministry offered to decentralized land structures
(Land Offices, DLBs)?
39. a) Are these capacity buildings demand driven or deliberately planned by the Ministry? b)
Does the Ministry do capacity assessment of the decentralized land administration
structures, and how often?
(K) Financing
40. Does the MLHUD finance activities of the District Land Boards?
41. Do the DLBs draw and submit annual budget and financial report on fund disbursed by the
Ministry? What has been the experience so far?
42. Comment on remittance of fund from the Ministry to the DLBs/Land Office in terms of
timeliness and adequacy based on budget.
43. What challenges does the Ministry face with financing activities of the DLBs?
(L) policy reforms and implications to DLBs, DLOs and ALCs
44. What has the Ministry done so far, or is doing to restructure land rights administration
system? How are such changes impacting the capacity and practices of the decentralized land
administration?
45. What has the Ministry done or what is being done to harmonize informal and formal land
rights institution? How would this impact (negatively or positively) the capacity and practices
of DLBs, ALCs and Land Offices?
46. What is the progress with setting up and operationalizing the regional land office in Acholi
region? And how is this complementing or would complement the works of DLBs, DLOs and
ALCs?
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47. Has the Ministry reinstated the Land Tribunal at the districts as per the policy statement 115
of the National land policy, 2013? How are they working to support the DLBs, Land Offices,
and ALCs?
48. How are the DLBs, DLOs and ALCs contributing to legal and policy reforms on land? How does
the Ministry engage DLBs, DOLs and ALCs in Acholi region in legal and policy reforms on land
rights and secure tenure?
49. Has the Ministry trained DLBs, ALCs and DLOs on the VGGT processes? How are these
structures contributing to the popularization of the VGGT in Acholi sub-region?
50. How is the Ministry engaging DLBs, DLOs and ALCs in the ongoing proposal to amend the Land
Acquisition Acts of government? Do they have roles to play in such important process and
what roles would these include?
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Executive Summary
Land questions in the post conflict Acholi sub-region are not just the legacy of the war, but
broadly a combination of economic, political and social interplay at national and local levels.
Land disputes continue to undermine the economic recovery of the region and entrench
marginalization of vulnerable groups and individuals. Whilst various interventions are
delivered by different actors, there is a need to pause and deepen understanding on the
changing dynamics on land calls for researches. Appreciating that contested boundaries are
one of the main causes of disputes, exploration of the processes by which people in Acholi
can demarcate and register customary land as one of the solutions to conflict and to ensuring
the enjoyment of land rights by the people is vital. Core to demarcation of boundary and
registration of land are the roles played by the decentralized land institutions, the District
Land Boards (DLBs), the Area Land Committees (ALCs) and District Land Offices
(DLOs).Consultation with civil society organizations was a part of the major assessment of the
capacity and practices of decentralized land institutions operating in Acholi sub-region. This
study aimed at establishing civil society opinion on the capacity and practices of the
decentralized government land registration system.

Summary of Findings and Recommendations
The research establishes that CSOs appreciate the current limitations within which local land
institutions (LLIs) in Acholi sub-region operate. They note that LLIs are generally underfunded and
under resourced. Resource gaps are manifested by huge deficiencies in staffing, logistics such as
transport means, ICT equipment, office space and other necessities. Financial insufficiency and
subsequent impacts on the capacity of these institutions have made a significant contribution to
institutionalizing informal or illegal practices such as corruption and influence peddling.
On the other hand, weak supervision and monitoring currently experienced has links to the
constitution process of the ALCs and DLBs, although facilitation to do so is limited too. CSOs
express opinions that some appointments are embroiled in political patron-client networks and
therefore are recipes for future compromise in the operations of the Boards and Committees.
Where compromises are entrenched, land rights for vulnerable groups are at stake as findings
show their limited representation on the Committees and Boards.
In spite of these challenges, the District Land Institutions are functional and are contributing to
protecting the rights of vulnerable groups and individuals. Several CSOs are engaged in advocacy
and provision of platforms for communities to interface with local land institutions at the very grassroots
level.
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Recommendations to the District Local Governments
Constitution and staffing
The Local Governments (LGs) through the District Service Commission (DSC) should expeditiously recruit
personnel to fill current gaps within the District land offices, and ensure the personnel are inducted
and trained accordingly.
Financing
 Local Governments should give priority to and increase budgetary allocation to finance the activities
of the respective land institutions.
 The District and sub-county local governments should, through respective councils and executives,
harmonize charges by ALCs and Land Boards that are attractive and motivate customary land owners
to apply for land registration.
 Remunerations for the ALC should be harmonized and payment made as stipulated and as prescribed
by law.
Management and Functionality
 The LGs and Lower Local Governments (LLGs) should improve public access to land information and
community sensitization on land laws and regulations with the view of increasing community decision
making on land registration processes.
 Districts should provide avenues for inclusion of other vulnerable groups such as PWDs, Youths and
the elderly in the composition of ALCs and DLBs. This will ensure comprehensive representation of all
vulnerable groups.

Recommendations to the Ministry of Lands Housing and Urban
Development




The MLHUD should increase its monitoring and support visits to the DLIs with the view of
supervising the activities of the DLIs and building their capacity to handle local challenges on
land matters effectively.
MLHUD in conjunction with the DLOs should continuously assess and provide capacity
building to the DLBs and ALCs.

Recommendations to Civil Society Organizations


CSOs operating at District level should engage with local government in the annual planning
and budgeting processes to advocate for reasonable budget allocations to land institutions in
order to enhance their capacity to effectively carryout their mandate.
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CSOs should step up advocacy for accountability and transparency in the district land
institutions with the view of improving public trust and confidence in the mandates of the
land institutions.
CSOs should step up contributions to shaping the capacity and practices of the local land
institutions through trainings and capacity building.
Trócaire in collaboration with national level NGOs and CSOs should step up engagement of
the land sector through the MLHUD by highlighting the deficiencies in the district land offices
and advocating for regular support supervision, capacity building and increased budgetary
allocation to the district land offices.

1.0
1.1

Introduction
Background

The consultation with civil society Organizations aimed at establishing practical experiences and
views of non-state actors on the capacity and practices of the decentralized land institutions
namely; the District Land Offices, District Land Boards and Area Land Committees. The rational
for this exercise is based on CSOs’ roles in promoting land rights in the post conflict region, and
partnership with these land institutions. It is noted that land rights NGOs/CSOs are engaged in
several interventions, including building capacity of both informal and formal land institutions,
promoting alternative dispute resolution in land disputes resolutions, and creating awareness on
land laws, policies and land rights in local population. These CSOs deliver their interventions in
close collaboration with the decentralized land institutions both as allies and beneficiaries.
Consultation therefore solicited their views on accessibility, transparency, accountability,
efficiency, policy and legal regime, cost effectiveness and equity in the delivery of land services
by the DLBs, ALCs and DLOs.

1.1

Methodology

The consultation administered KIIs with land experts within10 selected land rights civil society
organizations and NGOs engaged in land rights work in Gulu, Nwoya, Kitgum and Pader Districts.
The interface was intended to establish the opinions and experiences of CSOs on the capacity
and practices of the decentralized land institutions and to obtain recommendations towards
improving LLIs services in Acholi sub region. An open-ended interview guide on the constitution
and staffing, management, functionality and financing of DLIs was developed and used to pick
relevant information for the purpose of deepening understanding on the aforementioned
dependent variables.

2.
2.1

Findings
Constitution and Staffing

CSOs noted that the staffing level at the District land offices were significantly low and inadequate
to deliver the required services in land registration. The land office by structure should have 6
technical officers but it was stated that in most districts, only the District land officer was
substantially recruited and maintained. Lamwo, Agago and Omoro districts did not have
substantially appointed District land officers according to the CSOs. In these three districts, the
District Planner served in an acting capacity as the District Land Officer without confirmation.
One CSO representative noted;
“The staffing level is not adequate. There is no land office in Acholi sub region that meets the
staffing level prescribed by law and the majority of the available staff is working in acting
capacity. Also, some of the appointees are people without any background on land administration
and this affects the quality of service they offer”, (CSO_ZOA)
1

Gender Representation: CSOs noted that the requirement of the law of providing for at least one
third women representatives on the ALCs and DLBs was being fulfilled in the constitution
processes. However, it was noted that although women’s appointment to the DLBs and ALCs
fulfills that provision of the law, in practice these appointments have had little impact. The
environment in which these women serve is male dominated with persistent patriarchal attitudes
which undermine the ability of the women to actively carryout their roles. In addition, these
women have to contend with the double burden of care responsibilities at home besides their
duties to the Boards further undermining their effectiveness. As one CSO member noted;
“There are challenges; there are issues about self-esteem, boldness to speak and taking up
leadership of such contentious issues as land which have deep rooted implications and potentials
for creating long-term enmity. Then there is the issue of women illiteracy which hinders the female
committee members understanding of land policies. All these affect the effectiveness of the
women representation”, (CSO_KINGFO)
Similarly, all the respondents cited limited representation of other vulnerable groups including
PWDs, PLHA, Youth and the elderly in these structures.
“There is good gender representation in the composition of these institutions according to the
provisions of the law. However, the law is silent on other vulnerable groups like PWDs, the youths,
the elderly and PLHA. These other categories of vulnerable people are not represented at all”,
(CSO_GWED-G)

2.2

Financing

The exercise established that CSOs believed that the local land institutions had insufficient funds
to facilitate their functions. CSOs contacted shared a common position that funding is not only
inadequate for the land institutions but across all government sectors. CSOs commonly noted
that these land institutions relied on payments charged to applicants who apply for land
registration to finance their activities.
“Government DLIs are not funded to protect even government lands. The structures that should
support the land sector especially at the grassroots where there are multitudes of problems are
not funded. If there was well funding and oversight, the current commission of inquiry into
violation and abuse of land rights would not be constituted”, (CSO_ARLPI)
It was established that in order to cover funding gaps, DLIs especially the Area Land Committees
(ALCs) charged exorbitant and irregular fees on applicants as survey and mapping fees and others
such as transport and lunch allowances. Moreover, there was said to be no oversight role played
by districts in determining such costs with each ALC determining the appropriate rate for their
services as alluded to by one CSO member;
“The ALCs determine the fees for mapping and surveying the land of an applicant depending on
the size of the land with mapping fees ranging from 50,000/= to well above 200,000/= depending
on the size of the land. In addition, the applicant has to pay a transport and lunch allowance for
each of the ALC members present during the land mapping ranging from 10,000/= to 20,000/=
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depending on the distance to the land and the duration taken to map the land. In addition, other
ALCs charge mediation fees and other fees without any regulations from the district land office,” (CSO_JPC)

This transfer of costs stresses the process of formalizing land ownership beyond the capacity of
most citizens. CSOs70thus expressed concerns because of the fact that these charges are not
based on set standards and therefore not sanctioned by either District or sub-county local
governments. By implication, CSOs noted that such charges entrenched marginalization and
inequality between those who can afford and those who cannot and, further discourages the
poor from accessing the services of the LLIs.
CSOs further noted that the financial deficit faced by district land institutions (LLIs) affect
execution of planned activities such as sensitization of communities on land matters and
protecting public land.
“People are disturbing schools, hospitals and public land. In Paimol sub-county for instance an
individual chased away a school because the DLB could not sit because of lack of money. The
community suffers the consequences of these gaps. It also burdens the other structures like the
LC5 and the RDCs to get involved in land matters”, (CSO_PNGOF)
2.3 Management
CSOs note that the land institutions were not adequately supervised by the LG and LLG executives
and councils respectively. The consultation established that CSOs often faced difficulties working
with these institutions due to laxity of designated officers who mostly appear to work at will. CSO
actors observe further, that the essentials such as strong accountability mechanisms and
practices do not exist or are weak and not enforced. For the DLBs, some CSOs noted that their
constitutions were part of the local politicking, and therefore served the interests of those who
appoint them into office, a gap that impacts on the supervisory powers of the District and SubCounty Executives and Councils respectively.
“Implementation of land laws is messy because of a lack of transparency and accountability; there
is a lack of understanding of who does what and where. I think this is because appointment to the
ALC and DLB is highly based on political patronage than experience and technical qualification.
The land boards and committee members in their current state just rubber-stamp the resolutions
of the councils and the interests of the executive, that is how so many government schools,
hospitals are losing land”, (CSO_GWED-G)

2.4

Functionality

The views and experiences of CSOs indicate that the local land institutions have limited
interactions with the community. The DLBs and DLOs rarely interfaced with the community. Land
owners lack clear understanding on the mandates of the LLIs, existing land laws and policies. This
has made it difficult for the community to demand quantity and quality services, and to hold the
DLIs to account.
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CSOs acknowledge the availability of several safeguards at the disposal of DLIs to protect the land
rights of vulnerable groups and individuals. The CSOs enumerated these to include the police,
the constitution, the 1998 Land act and courts at various levels. Customary practices in Acholi
culture and tradition also guaranteed equal access to customary land which protects the rights
of vulnerable people. However, these safeguards were instead often manipulated, bypassed or
compromised by greedy and unscrupulous members of the community to alienate the land rights
of vulnerable groups and individuals.
CSOs further apportioned reasons for rampant land disputes on the corrupt nature of these land
administration institutions, a practice that is institutionalized even in the Courts that should
arbitrate and deliver fair justice for the vulnerable groups. Groups and individuals in conflicts of
claims over land boundaries prefer either traditional institutions or rather take the law into their
own hands to resolve their differences
“These systems exist on paper but in reality they are easily by passed and used to compromise the
rights of the vulnerable in society. The police are the worst culprit in this, they manipulate land
disputes to become assault cases, interfere with local dispute resolution mechanisms and the poor
vulnerable are locked away as their land is taken away”, (CSO_GNGOF)
It was also observed that no functional Land Information System (LIS) exists in all the Districts in
Acholi sub region. The communities do not have access to the District land registry or land
information in order to make informed decisions. CSOs expressed the view that communities lack
vital information on land laws and policies and how they can secure their land tenure and rights
under prevailing circumstances.
“There is a general lack of information sharing by the DLIs; their activities are shrouded in secrecy.
Nobody knows when they sit, how they arrive at decisions and how often they sit. That is why you
see people going to the RDCs and LC5s to help settle land cases”, (CSO_KINGFO)
CSO actors observe that the land registration process is overly bureaucratic, corrupt and
expensive. The CSOs noted that there exist huge backlogs of unprocessed application files at the
District Land Office as a result. This was said to facilitate corruption as desperate applicants seek
for alternative means of getting their files moved from one level to the next.
“The process is unnecessarily long, dubious and questionable. It has become a money making
avenue for staff at the DLO as people struggle to have their files processed”, (CSO_PNGOF)
The consultation further noted that CSOs supported the functionality of DLIs by helping to
sensitize the community on land laws and the ADR mechanisms. Other CSOs were involved in
advocacy and training of community leaders such as LCs, elders and traditional leaders on land
rights while others offered facilitation to the District land offices to reach out to the community
for mobilization and sensitization.
“We work with the DLOs to improve land administration through awareness creation and training
of legal aid services to empower local community leaders to mediate land conflict which in turn
improves land administration. We also include gender aspects to involve women in land
discussions because they have an important role to play in land administration”, (CSO_HURIFO)
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2.5

Policy and legal Environment

In the views of CSOs actors, with the exception of the technical personnel in the District Land
Offices, LLIs lack clear understanding of existing land laws and policies, a gap that affects land
administration and management at LG and LLG respectively. It was also expressed that the land
legal system at the lower local government level was corrupt, and functioned selectively
depending on how much money one has and what amount of influence one is able to assert. One
respondent commented;
“It’s all about money, if one person has money, that person gets justice and gets their way around.
Everywhere in the country you hear of land grabbing, abuse of systems and it’s not any different
here in Acholi sub region”, (CSO_HURIFO)
CSOs however reported that they used several plat forms including the Northern Uganda Land
Platform (NULP), Land Net annual women’s land conferences and the Northern Uganda Human
Rights Partnership to hold dialogues on land in Northern Uganda and to support the policy and
legal system. It was however also mentioned that despite this CSO support, many District land
institutions chose to ignore these platforms and never participate in and gain from knowledge,
experiences and joint learning that accrue.
“Government land institutions seldom participate in civil society platforms. We need to connect
with the government to discuss and hold dialogue but in northern Uganda, CSO discussions will
always be undermined by the deliberate non-participation of the government”, (CSO_GNGOF)
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3.

Discussion of Findings

The consultation with CSOs mirrored the sector’s opinions and experiences with the local land
institutions. This section thus proceeds to make sense of views gathered and briefly discusses the
implications for capacity and practices of the land institutions in protecting the rights to
customary land tenure in the Acholi sub-region.

3.1

Constitution and Staffing

The process of constituting and staffing of the LLIs is noted as having several loopholes. While
the CSOs were satisfied with the completion of constitution of DLBs and ALCs, they expressed
concerns that the incomplete staffing of DLOs present huge gaps in service delivery. This means
that current levels of staffing in all District land offices did not meet the required number of six
officers for respective roles and mandates in land administration and management.
Noted further on a positive side, is that DLBs and ALCs had fulfilled the requirements of the law
in ensuring the one third women representation as they face more land rights challenges than
their male counterparts. Gender representation however, needs to be strengthened to have
more women on committees beyond the threshold of the legal requirement in the process of
constitution. Certain interest groups including PWDs, the youth, elderly and PLHA are not
represented in most of the committees and the Boards, and much as the law does not provide
for their representations, CSOs note that these vulnerable groups have been pushed to the
periphery of land debates at family and community level, and, in silence, suffer land rights
alienation.

3.2

Financing of LLIs

The challenges associated with financing of local land institutions, in the views of CSOs, act as
strong barriers to delivery of services in land management/administration. The gaps are recipes
for corruption, nepotism, and unfairness as players within these institutions resort to inventing
and institutionalizing ‘informal-rules-of-engagement’ in the discharge of their mandates at the
expense of the local population. Such situations are strong disincentives to groups and individuals
with interests to register their lands. Funds are required to facilitate processes such as meetings
of committees, engagements with citizens and to secure and maintain requisite logistics for the
operations of the land institutions.
CSOs share the view that financing of land institutions is not prioritized in the District
development planning and budgeting processes. In the same vein, CSOs note that interactions
between local land institutions and the population are limited and difficult due to the
insufficiency of resources and the motivation to do so on the part of designated officers or
members of committees and boards respectively. For a community embroiled in complicated
land impasses, dialogues and awareness creation are vital if citizens are to demand for and enjoy
their rights to land, and exercise owners’ power to negotiate meaningfully internally and with
external land interest entities.
6

3.3

Management and functionality of the LLIs

In terms of management, the exercise sought understanding on observance of good governance
in the land institutions under assessment, and how those basic governance practices impact
delivery of quality services. Subsequently, CSOs attributed slackness in local land bodies to
limited monitoring and supervision by District Councils (DCs), District Executive Council (DECs)
and MLHUD. Moreover, irregularity of meetings and implementation of Board’s resolutions cause
delays in processing of applications and complicate registration of land. CSOs note from their
experiences with respective constituencies a particular concern on the duration of time and
financial costs involved in land registration. The resulting loss of trust and confidence by
communities reinforces the opinion that land registration is unaffordable and practically
impossible.
Meanwhile, CSOs were impressed that the local land institutions had legal and process tools in
place and, are in use. Interested applicants pursuing land registration are able to access
application materials and appropriately file their interests with either of the land institutions,
notwithstanding the numerous bottlenecks faced along the way.

3.4

Policy and legal environment

The legal and policy environment is confused with a multiplicity of forums acting in parallel with
each other. CSOs noted that land institutions and land justice systems, both formal and informal,
were not working in harmony to foster security of rights under customary land tenure holding. It
was also noted that there are limitations of understanding of the existing land laws and policies
by members of the ALCs and DLBs.
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4.

Recommendations

4.1 Recommendations to Local Government
4.1.1 Constitution and staffing


The LGs through the DSC should expeditiously recruit personnel to fill up current gaps within
the District land offices and ensure the personnel are inducted and trained.

4.1.2 Financing





Local governments should give priority to and increase budgetary allocation to finance
activities of the respective land institutions.
The District and sub-county local governments should, through their respective councils and
executives, harmonize charges by ALCs and Land Boards that are affordable and can motivate
the locals to apply for land registration.
Districts should harmonize the remunerations for the ALC across all sub counties and
payment of the stipulated allowances and remunerations should be regularly prescribed by
law.

4.1.3 Management and Functionality


The Districts should improve public access to land information through community
sensitization on land laws and regulations with the view of increasing community access to
land inform in order to enhance informed decision making on land documentation processes.

4.2






The MLHUD should increase its monitoring and support visits to the DLIs with the view of
supervising the activities of the DLIs and building their capacity to handle local challenges on
land matters effectively.
Government through the MLHUD should amend the land act to provide for inclusion of other
vulnerable groups such as PWDs, Youths, PLHA and the Elderly in the composition of ALCs
and DLBs. This will ensure comprehensive representation of all vulnerable groups besides
women in the composition of the ALC and DLBs.
MLHUD in conjunction with the DLOs should continuously assess and provide capacity
building support to the DLBs and ALCs.

4.3
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Recommendation to MLHUD

Recommendations to Civil Society Organizations

CSOs operating at District level should engage with local government in the annual planning
and budgeting processes to advocate for reasonable budget allocation to land institutions in
order to enhance their capacity to effectively carryout their mandate.



CSOs should step up advocacy for accountability and transparency in the district land
institutions with the view of improving public trust and confidence in the mandates of the
land institutions.



CSOs should step up contributions to shaping capacity and practices of the local land
institutions through trainings and capacity building.



CSOs should step up efforts to support social accountability through empowering
communities with skills to monitor the performance of District Land Institutions with the view
of improving their accountability and service delivery to the community.



Trócaire in collaboration with national level NGOs and CSOs should step up engagement of
the land sector through the MLHUD by highlighting the deficiencies in the district land offices
and advocating for regular support supervision, capacity building and increased budgetary
allocation to the district land offices.
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Appendixes
Appendix 1:
No.

List of CSOs Interviewed

CSO

Area of Jurisdiction and interests on land issue

Contacted
1

Human Rights Human Rights Focus works in entire Acholi sub-region. It has been involved
in researches on land matters, and provision of legal support to

Focus

communities through its paralegals that are placed in different districts
within the region.
2

GWED-G operates in Western Acholi districts of Gulu, Nwoya, Amuru and

GWED-G

Omoro. It is engaged in women’s land rights work and has experience
working with traditional institutions to advance not only women’s land
rights, but all categories of vulnerable groups and individuals. It is known for
promoting Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) for restorative Justice over
land disputes.
3

Gulu

NGO It is a network of NGOs and CSOs operating in western Acholi. It has been

Forum

involved in advocacy work on land rights and peaceful and durable solutions
to land problems in Acholi region. It’s endowed with rich information from
member organizations that subscribe to it

4

ZOA

ZOA is an international NGO currently implementing CCOs in Nwoya district
and directly interfaces with both the traditional and statutory land
institutions in the district. It has wealth of experience working with these
institutions and directly with beneficiaries of CCOs in sub-counties that have
been piloted so far.

5

Justice

& A civil society organization within the Catholic Archdiocese of Gulu. It

Peace

operates in the whole of Acholi sub-region and is involved in land rights

Commission

activities. It particularly focuses on land rights for youth and women, and
works with traditional and religious groups.

6

Acholi

The organization is a religious leader’s group that pursues peaceful

Religious

resolutions of conflicts, including land conflicts. It has been involved in
seeking alternative solutions to some of the highly controversial and

10

Leaders Peace sensitive large scale land wrangles in Acholi region. It has a wealth of
Initiative

experience working with the traditional and formal land institutions in the
region.

7

ACORD

It is an international organization that has been in Northern Uganda since
the 1970s. It has interventions on land rights of vulnerable groups and
individuals working with and through the formal and informal land rights
structures. Its programs target the whole Acholi region.

8

ActionAid

This organization has implemented land rights interventions in Nwoya

Uganda

district, working very closely with district and sub-county levels
stakeholders.

9

Kitgum
Forum

NGO It is a network of CSOs operating in Kitgum and Lamwo districts. It has a
direct intervention on land primarily focusing on building capacity of
traditional institutions, and supporting the ADR approach to resolving land
disputes in the communities. It has been involved in advocacy aimed at
strengthening the capacity of the local land institutions at the district level.

10

Pader
Forum

NGO A network of CSOs and NGOs operating in Pader and Agago districts. Like
Kitgum NGO Forum, the network is involved in direct engagements with the
population and the traditional institutions to promote land rights under
customary land tenure systems.
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Appendix II: Interview Guide/Tool
PROPOSED INTERVIEW GUIDE: (CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS - CSOs)
Demographic
k. Name:…………………………………………………….…………………………………………………………...
l.

Area of operation:…………………………………...…………….……………………………………….…..

m. Program focus:…………………………………………………………………………………………….………
n. Land related programs/activities undertaken:……………………………………...……………
Financing
4. In your view, are the land institutions (DLBs, ALCs and DLOs) adequately financed to execute
their mandates?
5. What are the impacts of funding levels on land registration processes?
6. As a land actor, do you think funding levels determines transfer of costs on citizens who would
like to formalize their land ownership?
Management and administration
6. What is the level of CSOs support to the management of the District Land Institutions?
7. Comment on the levels of accountability, transparency of the DLIs
8. Comment on the level of support supervision by the MLHUD to the district land institution
9. Comment on the independence of DLIs in decision making processes of the DLIs
10. What is your view on the oversight roles of the district council in the management of the DLIs
c) Functionality
5. What is your view on the level of inclusiveness in service delivery by the DLIs (protection of
rights of vulnerable groups and individuals including women, disability, youth, elderly, etc.)
6. Comment the availability of, and access to information by the public, including the local
community (land registry and records including land information system)
7. Comment on the effectiveness (time and costs) involved in processing applications for
registration and title/certificate acquisition
8. What is your view on the process of instituting and composition of the bodies/structures of
DLBs, ALCs and LOs (gender, disability, experiences, qualification)?
d) Staffing
12

5. a) What are your views on the process of constitution ALCs and DLBs? b) Comment on
inclusiveness of composition of the structure.
6. of the Comment on the levels of staffing at the district DLIs, quality and expertise
7. Comment on the levels of supervision of the staff and how that impact performance
8. What is your opinion on staff retention, motivation and capacity building within the district
land offices?
9. Comment on the work condition of staff, relations with political leaders, members of DLBs
and ALCs at district and sub-county level respectively
Policy environment and the District Land Institutions
1. What are your views on the current land laws and policy and its impacts on service delivery
by the DLIs?
2. What is the level of awareness of the public on national land laws/policies and specifically on
the processes/procedures involved in land titling/documentation?
3. What platforms exist for CSOs and the public to participate in dialogue around land in Acholi
sub region?

Recommendation
What recommendations would give to improve service delivery by district land institutions
management and administration?
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