
 

EMP’s Annual Individual Livelihood Restoration Report 2011 Page 1 

 

 

 

 

Esso Exploration & Production Chad Inc. 

 

Land Use Mitigation Action Plan 

 

 

 

Annual Individual Livelihood Restoration 

Report 2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

May 2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 

EMP’s Annual Individual Livelihood Restoration Report 2011 Page 2 

 

 
 List of Acronyms & terms used in this report 

 

HH 

HHH 

HHM 

Eligible 

 

Potential Eligible 

BBS 

CFA 

COFEMAB 

CRCP 

ECMG 

EEPCI 

EMP 

EMP IS 

GIS 

GoC 

IFC 

ITRAD 

KPI 

LCC 

LMM 

LUMAP 

MARP 

NGO 

ONDR 

SSP 

WARDA 

WBG 

Land holding status 

Zero 

Non-viable 

Marginal 

Comfortable 

Wealthy 

At-risk 

 

Household 

Household Head (Chef de Ménage) 

Household Member. Include the CdM and all it dependents, regardless their age. 

Generic term to designate an individual that is eligible to the EMP Resettlement Program. 

Individual that may be eligible to the EMP Resettlement Program.   

Analysis must be completed. 

Basic Business Skills Training 

Central African Francs 

Coopérative des femmes de Madjo-Béro 

Chad Resettlement and Compensation Plan 

External Compliance Monitoring Group 

Esso Exploration and Production Chad Inc 

Environmental Management Plan 

EMP Information System 

Geographic Information System 

Government of Chad 

International Finance Corporation 

Institut Tchadien de Recherche Agronomique Développement 

Key Performance Indicators 

Local Community Contact 

Land Management Manual 

Land Use Mitigation Action Plan 

Méthode Accélérée de Recherche Participative 

Non Governmental Organization 

Office National du Développement Rural 

Site Specific Plan 

West Africa Rice Development Association 

World Bank Group 

 

No land holdings 

Less than 2/3 cordes per HHM or 0,67 corde per HHM 

0.68 to 1 cordes per HHM 

1 to 2.5 cordes per HHM 

2.5 cordes per HHM and above 

Non-viable + Marginal land holding status 

 

Note on Data 

In comparing data between tables and years, inconsistencies in numbers are due to the ever-evolving nature of 

the data (more fields belonging to M. Ngar….have been measured in another village; a “dependant” who, with 

further information, turns out to really belong to another HH).  The overall messages delivered by the tables in 

this document remain the same, despite slight increases or decreases. The tables have been calculated as of 

December 31st, 2011 whereas the data keeps evolving.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of the Esso Exploration & Production Chad Inc (EEPCI) (the Project) Annual 

Individual Report is to provide information on the number and status of people currently at risk 

agriculturally because of Project land take impacts.  It also follows the results of livelihood 

restoration activities completed, initiated or ongoing over the past year.  The percentage of 

individuals/households whose situation has been resolved or improved by the Project over the 

past year provides a measure of the efficacy of both the EEPCI Environmental Management Plan 

department’s (EMP) programs and procedures regarding livelihood restoration. 

 

2011 EMP Livelihood Restoration Highlights 

Land Use Mitigation Action Plan (LUMAP) completed transitioning to ongoing socio-economic 

program and procedures.   

Land use by project: Project land use has maintained a downward trend over the last 6 quarters. 

During 2011 the project compensated 131.2 ha while returning 222.1 ha, resulting in a net year to 

year decrease of the footprint of 90.9 ha.  Following this trend two villages have seen their Village 

Impact Classification downgraded from high to approaching high (Bero and Dokaidilti). 

Village Land Use Surveys – A village land use survey was completed in Missimadji in order to 

better evaluate the level of impact of the Project on this community and its population.  An SSP 

was prepared on the basis of the information thus collected. This confirmed that the project has 

had a high level of impact on this community and that recent land takes justify granting a 

supplemental compensation.   

Site Specific Plans (SSP) – SSP’s has been fully implemented for Maïkéri and Poutouguem.  

These villages have each selected a 3-classroom school following completion of the mini-MARP 

process.   SSPs for Bero III and Dokaidilti have not been fully implemented; discussions are 

ongoing regarding the selection of an appropriate compensation measure. SSP for Missimadji is 

in its final stages of preparation, should be completed in Q1-2012. 

2011 Basic Business Skills Training (BBS) Highlights - 90 resettlement eligible people 

(eligibles), 96 spouses of eligibles and 400 auditors (BBS is taught in the villages in an open 

format – non-eligible villagers are welcome to participate) completed their training`.  During the 

first three years of this program, almost 1 200 people participated in this training and achieved a 

reasonable level of proficiency in reading, writing, math and basic business management. 

2011 Improved Agriculture Highlights – In 2011, training in improved agriculture was started 

with 90 eligibles.  After completing their rainy season training and receiving their rainy season 

grant equipment, they went on to the dry season training in their option of choice.  New 

procurement process for both rainy and dry season equipment and cattle has to a large extent 

been successful in eliminating issues regarding the quality of the equipment and livestock 

supplied.  
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Livelihood Restoration Monitoring – In view of the data collected through the village land use 

survey it was possible to identify the truly non-viable eligibles out of all those who had received 

improved agriculture training as a restoration option over the last 10 years.  This process resulted 

in a list of 265 graduates qualified for a second round of monitoring.  The monitoring of these 

graduates has been completed.  This process has allowed us to identify 68 eligibles that are 

facing particular challenges in terms of their recovery. These eligibles will receive individualized 

reinforcement in 2012. 

Land Management Manual 

Numerous training sessions have been organized in order to ensure that it is adhered to by all 

members of the organization.  

2012 Resettlement Eligible Promotion 

There are 29 eligible people enrolled in the 2012 promotion.  They completed the Steps of 

Reflection process in November and December 2011.  All of them selected Improved Agriculture 

Training as their resettlement option.  

 

According to the LMM an eligible had to hold at least 0.5 cordes per HHM in order to participate in 

the Improved Agriculture Training Program.  This requirement was done away with for the 2012 

class.  This change will be incorporated in the next version of the LMM.  

Community Compensation 

• Completed the selection process (Mini-MARP) and delivery Community Compensation 

projects to 6 Villages of the Maikeri oil field in addition to Bedara.  Two villages (Maikeri and 

Poutouguem) each selected a 3-classroom school, while the five other selected flour mills. 

Discussions are ongoing with the villages of Dokaidilti and Bero 3 in regards to their choice of 

a Supplemental Community Compensation Project.   

• MARP process was reviewed and streamed significantly reducing turnaround time and 

accelerating delivery of required infrastructure. 

2012 Work Plan  

• Complete SSP for Missimadji. 

• Complete VLUS for Ndoheuri/Dogoi.  

• Develop a methodology and survey affected villagers and community of the Nya 

Moundouli field in order to evaluate level of impact of the Project on these communities 

and their population. 

• Continue utilization of the Synergy, Impact Teams and Land Return Teams to identify and 

assess resettlement eligible people on a real time basis as land is acquired for Project use 

or returned to the communities. 

• Develop a process to accelerate the return of land associated with flow lines and power 

lines. 
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• Review Steps of Reflection process.   

o Hold workshop in April. 

• Continue to improve the delivery of BBS 

o Hold workshop in June.  

o Train the community level management committees who selected flour mills as a 

community compensation to run these projects as effective and efficient small 

businesses 

o Trainers living in the villages to provide additional help to the trainees 

• Continue to improve the delivery of Improved Agriculture Training: 

o Hold workshop in April 

o Course content – meaningful and useful modules 

o Hands on training versus class room lectures 

o Trainers living in the village to provide additional help to trainees 

• Continue to improve the quality and timely delivery of grant equipment and livestock 

o Selection of provider through a more stringent bidding process 

o Quality assurance and quality control with the provider of the equipment and 

livestock 

• Continue to monitor performance of the EMP internal procedures on data analysis, 

stewardship, and planning 

o Damage Claim Management 

o Consultation, e.g. Grievance and Complaint management 

o Land return and Quitus process 

• Supplemental Community Compensation to Missimadji village  

• Supplemental Community Compensation decision at Dokaidilti and Bero III Villages  

• Launch review process for LMM. 
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Introduction 

 

By the end of 2011, the Socio-Economic team through the Land Use Mitigation Action Plan (LUMAP) and the 

Village Land Use Surveys have identified everyone in the 16 surveyed villages that is non-viable and marginal 

(both Project Affected and not Project Affected).    

 

Using sophisticated GIS tools and a relational database, it is now possible to combine this information with 

land use patterns and other variables in order to clearly identify those most at risk from the infill drilling and 

developmental drilling programs land take. Furthermore it is also possible to identify for each HH and HHH the 

appropriate mitigation method which will best alleviate the effect of the land take which affected them.  

 

Knowing how each piece of land was being used at the time of the survey can assist us in projecting impact at 

the individual, house hold and community level.  With the establishment of each new element of 

infrastructure a number of processes can be triggered to update the information available on the affected HH 

and HHH.  Through the intervention of the Synergy and Impact teams the data is updated in an efficient 

manner in order to confirm the identity of the affected HH and HHH and the resettlement options available to 

them. 

 

Combining technology and highly trained individuals it is now possible to deal with each of these situations in 

real time. Through the development of new streamlined intervention processes it will also be possible to 

further reduce the lag period required to bring about the required support at the HH, HHH and community 

level.  While this process is ongoing and new improvements will always be sought, the impact of these 

changes can already be perceived by those affected and at risk. 

 

The following pages will give the reader an outline of the situations of HH and HHH as they go through the 

process from the land take to resettlement and monitoring. It must be noted that the 2011 annual report 

represents a change in both format and content in comparison of previous years.  It comes back to the 

objective of the Annual Individual Livelihood Report and focuses specifically on the eligibles.  

 

2011 was a transition year during which many programs and processes were adapted and changed to reflect 

the reality of the project and the needs of eligibles. 
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1. Land acquisition  

 

 

As shown in figure 1, the footprint of 

permanently and still temporarily 

occupied acquired land (in the three 

original fields) was reduced to2650 

ha during 2011.  Generally speaking 

the Project’s footprint has 

maintained a downward trend over 

the last year and a half in spite of the 

establishment of new facilities and 

the infill drilling process.   

 

The land returned is not the only 

factor that counterbalances the new land take. The second factor is due to the fact that many of the new 

facilities being established are in areas previously occupied by the project. An area already compensated for 

an initial facility is simply reused for the new well, if it has not yet been returned, without requiring much 

additional land acquisition. Using the fault block approach in reclaiming land i.e. postponing reclamation until 

the work in the fault block has been completed, reduces the risk of wasting top soil by re-acquiring newly 

reclaimed land.  Top soil in the OFDA and elsewhere in southern Chad is a scarce resource. 

 

As was presented in figure 1, the data presented below (Table 1 on page 10) confirms that land returned more 

than compensated for new land take with a net footprint decrease over the year. During the last year the 

project’s footprint was reduced by 78 ha. 

 

•  The column “total areas in hectares: compensated” shows the total area compensated since the project started up to the end of the quarter 

covered in this report. 

• “Total areas in hectares: returned” shows the total area returned since the project started up to the end of the quarter covered in this 

report. 

• “Net annual change 2011” shows the net change in footprint by land use type over the year. 

• 6 fields = Kome, Bolobo, Miandoum, Maïkeri, Nya and Timbre 

Table 1:  Compensated and Returned Land by 

Land Use and Facility Type 

Total area (hectares) 

Land us type Compensated Returned Net annual change 

Sub-Total - Permanent with public access- 700.1 37.5 5 %              8.9                   

Sub-Total – Permanent with no Public access 983.7 101.4 10 % 13.8 

Sub-Total Permanent 1683.8 138.9 8 % 22.7 

Borrow Pit 530.6 412.7 78% -19.3 

Others 24.7 17.8 72% -2.5 

Sub-Total – Temporary returned without restriction 555.3 430.5 78% -22.0 

Underground facility 988.5 312.4 32% -40.5 

OHL 330.7 80.7 24% 3.2 

Well Pad 527.5 473.4 90% -41.4 

Sub-Total – Temporary returned with restriction 1846.8 866.5 47% -78.7 

Sub-Total Temporary 2402.1 1297 54% -100.7 

Grand Total 4085.9 1435.9 35% -78.0 

Figure1:   Land Use Status on the 6 fields impacted villages
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While, land compensated for permanent uses exceeded land return, resulting in a net increase of 22.7 ha for 

this category, the Project actually had a net reduction in its temporary land use of 100.7 ha during the year. 

The accelerated return of land compensated for temporary uses resulted in a net reduction of the Project’s 

footprint of 78 ha.   

 

A number of new initiatives are being developed in order to accelerate the return of land associated with 

underground facilities (mainly flow lines) and overhead lines (OHL, referring to power lines). As 926.1 ha are 

still to be returned in these two categories, returning but a portion of this area would have a significant impact 

on the project’s footprint. 

1.1 By village 

Villages in the Kome oilfield continue to have the majority of land take due to infill drilling. The calculation of 

additional land acquired is not straightforward as new facilities are now overlapping old facilities. Simple 

addition or subtraction would compute the same area twice to determine how much land has been acquired 

or returned (delta column) compared to the previous quarter. 

 

When we consider the information presented in Table 2 we can easily note that the actual reduction in the 

area occupied by the Project is not only limited to the case of villages located in the three original fields 

(Kome, Bolobo and Miandoum) but it also reflects the situation of villages located in the newer development 

areas of the OFDA (Maikeri, Timbre and Nya oil fields).   

 

During 2011, 12 villages saw an actual reduction in the Project’s footprint on their territory, 7 saw no change 

and only 6 villages were affected by an increase of the Project’s footprint.  Of these villages, Dildo-Bayande 

was the most severely impacted with a net increase of 9.6 ha. We must nonetheless note that the area 

occupied by the project at present is lower than the peak land use in this village (presently 188.4 against a 

maximum of 203 ha).  

Table 2: Land Use by Village in OFDA. 
 

Village 
Total Village 

Area (ha) 

Maximum land use  
(ha) 

Land use 
Q4-2010 

Land use 
Q4-2011 

Delta 
 

% (ha) % (ha) (ha) 
Danmadja 480 63.6 13.33% 64 12.6% 60.4 -3.6 
Ngalaba 2120 330 13.01% 275.8 12.0% 253.7 -22.1 
Missimadji 181 60 11.44% 20.7 11.4% 20.7 0 
Béro 5713 664.6 11.50% 657.2 11.0% 629.4 -27.8 
Dokaïdilti 689 157 10.54% 72.6 10.9% 75.4 2.8 
Mouarom 1350 159 10.81% 145.9 10.7% 144.7 -1.2 
Dildo-Bayande 1890 203 9.46% 178.8 10.0% 188.4 9.6 
Bégada 3272 348 9.57% 313.1 9.7% 318 4.9 
Poutouguem 562 62 8.70% 48.9 8.9% 49.8 0.9 
Maïkéri 1245 112.8 8.64% 107.6 8.9% 111.2 3.6 
Béla 2200 225 8.75% 192.5 8.7% 190.6 -1.9 
Mbanga 3044 253 7.09% 215.9 6.9% 210.8 -5.1 
Madjo 2138 148.8 7.37% 157.6 6.3% 133.8 -23.8 
Maïnani 1386 86.3 6.08% 84.3 5.9% 81.2 -3.1 
Madana Nadpeur 295 17 5.66% 16.7 5.7% 16.7 0 
Ndoheuri 708 31 2.08% 14.7 3.2% 22.6 7.9 
Kaïrati 187 6 2.89% 5.4 2.9% 5.4 0 
Meurmeouel 1128 22 1.93% 21.8 1.9% 21.4 -0.4 
Miandoum 4061 62 1.43% 57.9 1.4% 56.6 -1.3 
Naïkam 1445 28 1.36% 19.7 1.1% 16.4 -3.3 
Komé Ndolobe 2441 81 1.03% 25.2 1.0% 25.2 0 
Bendo 761 17 1.45% 11 0.9% 6.9 -4.1 
Koutou Nya 1818 8.9 0.49% 8.9 0.5% 8.9 0 
Mainbaye 420 1.3 0.31% 1.3 0.3% 1.3 0 
Morkété 440 7 0.11% 0.5 0.1% 0.5 0 
Total 39974   6.80% 2718 6.6% 2650 -68 
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With the completion of the integration of impact survey data, all impacted individuals who are deemed to 

have been made non-viable by the Project or who were already non-viable before being impacted by the 

Project, before November 1st 2011, have been integrated into the roster of the 2012 Resettlement 

Promotion, and are presently undergoing literacy training.   

 
If we consider the maximum land use of the Project, each of the 23 villages, on which such data is presented in 

the table 2, has known a reduction of its footprint in relation to its land use peak.  It should be noted that 

although 5 villages have seen the project’s footprint increase, during the last quarter the Project has returned 

more land over the last few years than it is presently taking.  This is the case for Bégada which experienced 

the most drilling activity during the third quarter. 

 

As we forge ahead to complete the integration of the tools and processes developed under the LUMAP into 

the daily routine of the EMP’s Socioeconomics, we have also completed a thorough review of the processes 

leading to and including the Five Steps of Reflection.  This revised process was used in the later portion of 

2011.  It resulted in a further integration of all of the EMP team members involved in the process such as the 

Local Community Contacts (LCC), the Socio-economic Monitors, EMP IS System Administrators and Database 

Specialists, the survey teams (Synergy, Impact, Fragmentation and Land Return), Socioeconomic Advisor, and 

EMP Socioeconomics Supervisors, LUMAP Project Managers and the resettlement and community 

compensation contractor management firm (ISM Consult).  In doing so the goal was to further enhance the 

interconnection between the various players and ultimately improve relations with the communities and 

eligible individuals to seamlessly deliver the Five Steps of Reflection and Resettlement Processes sustainably 

over time. 

 

2. Compensation process 

 

EEPCI/TOCO compensates individuals for assets and investments, including fields, buildings and structures, 

kitchen gardens, beehives, individually owned wild or productive trees and fisheries according to the provision 

of the Compensation and Resettlement Plan and according to a series of pre-established rates.  The individual 

compensation is paid either in-cash or in-kind, or a combination of both, as agreed to by the affected 

individual and EEPCI.  Each year, after the rainy season and harvest, the compensation rates for fields and 

sundry other items are reviewed for upward revision if justified by price changes and inflation.  Standing 

compensation rates are never reduced even if the review finds that current prices are lower. 

 

Once the actual land parcel to be compensated is 

identified, the Project with the assistance of the 

Canton Chief, village Chief or/and other local 

authorities identifies the land users to be 

compensated or the impacted individuals. 

 

Since the start of the exploration phase in 1998 

slightly more than 11,000 individuals have been 

impacted and have received compensation (see 

figure 2). During 2011, 1887 compensation files 

were created, the third smallest number of compensation files since the start of the development phase in 

2001.   

 

Figure 2 
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Since data is collected on the subject, the Project 

has paid out almost 9 billion CFAs in cash.  Figure 3 

gives an illustration of the levels of payment made 

since the start of the Project on a year to year basis 

and on a cumulative basis.  

  

From the information we can note that with 

disbursements of 540 million CFAs, 2011 is the 

second smallest disbursement year since 2001.    

 

Both the number of compensation files and the 

amount disbursed in 2011 are illustrative of the reduction in the rate of drilling and the retirement of 1 of the 

Project’s 3 rigs in the early part of the year.  As the project progressively slows down its development activities 

its need for new land will follow suit.  A reduced requirement for land will ultimately lead to fewer impacts, 

impacted individuals and compensation payments.   

 

While 56 % of impacted individuals have only 

received one compensation payment 44 % of 

impacted individuals have received 2 payments or 

more (figure 4).   The record holder, over the life of 

the project, has been compensated 66 times 

receiving 12,648,800 CFAs, an average of almost 

200 000 CFAs per compensation payment.   

 

For 2011, 77% of compensated individuals were 

compensated only once and 20% receiving 2 or 

three compensation payments.  For the last year, 3 

land users were impacted 9 times, receiving 

between 0.99 and 1.39 million CFAs, an average of slightly more than 130 000 CFAs per compensation 

payment. 

The fact that a non-negligible portion of compensated individuals were impacted more than once is indicative 

of the fact that: 

• That land distribution is far from uniform within the population.   

• Infill drilling has tended to impact areas 

previously impacted which may have 

resulted in compensating the same 

individuals over and over.   

The impact of these two issues was attenuated by 

the fact that a number of individuals who control 

large tracks of land tend to split this land between 

their kin in an attempt to maximize their 

compensation.  This is reflected by the fact that 

about 83% of the compensation payments received 

were relatively small (less than 500,000 CFAs). 

(Figure 5) 
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3. Synergy (identifying real land users) 

 

As was indicated in the previous section many larger land owners tend to split their land base amongst their 

kin when dealing with the Project.  They developed these strategies over the years, as they came to 

understand a number of the Project’s policy, here are some examples. 

 

• The Project will pay a compensation of 50 000 CFA’s for any cropped field of less than 1/8 of a cordes 

in area.  By multiplying the number of small fields they give life to the old adage the whole is worth 

less than the sum of the parts.   

•  An individual who has already received a resettlement package may declare land in the name of his 

spouse or of a kin in order to indirectly profit from a second resettlement package or to offer this 

advantage to the beneficiary. 

In view of this strategy and in order to avoid the creation of many false eligibles who would in reality not be 

the real land users, the project put in place the Synergy process.  Based on previously collected information 

such as the Village Land use Survey (VLUS) or previous Impact surveys and through field investigation the 

Synergy team identifies the real land users.  The objective of this process is to focus as much as possible the 

attention of the project on the land users and thus stream line the process.  Not doing so would result in 

wasting resources on the investigation of individuals who could not truly benefit from the resettlement 

program. 

 

With the acceleration of the land return process it became necessary to track returned facilities and identify 

the users of these plots.  Here again the identification of the real user is a critical issue as it makes it possible 

to measure the positive impact the project is having on households as it returns land.  It should never be 

forgotten that the ultimate goal of the Resettlement Program is to restore the livelihood of impacted 

households, and that the best way of doing so is to return land to them as rapidly as possible. 

       

1. As part of the land acquisition Synergy strategy the team investigated 896 individuals (members of 

524 households), between November 1st 

2010 and October 31
st

 2011*.  These 

compensated individual were affected by the 

creation of 152 new facilities requiring 135.6 

ha.  516 compensated individuals were thus 

found not to be real land users and ineligible 

to resettlement.  (Figure 6)  

2. During this same period 612 households 

were identified as having received returned 

land.  These 185.5 ha of land came from 213 

unused or rehabilitated facilities.  

3. These two activities are prerequisites to the 

Impact Survey 

 
 

*As the Resettlement process starts in November of the year it is necessary to close the eligibility list on 

October 31st, resulting in an operating year which does not correspond to the calendar year 

1 2 
Figure 6 

3 
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4. Impact survey (Identifying eligibles) 

 
The main purpose of the Impact Process is to identify eligibles.  While the Impact survey per say makes it 

possible to collect a vast array of information regarding real land users who have been impacted by the 

project, whether positively through a land take or negatively through a land return, its main goal is to collect 

data on the two key factors used in the calculation of the eligibility factor, being:   

 

• Size and make-up of the household.  As a household grows or shrinks it requires more or less land to 

sustain itself. The number of members in households has been shown to be the dominant driver in 

determining the eligibility factor. 

• Land basket available to the household in order to sustain itself, as the land basket changes through 

transactions between members of an extended family or land take and return by the project.   

During the period between November 1
st

 2010 and October 31
st
 2011, 1178 surveys were performed on 757 

households, 326 of these dealing with households adversely affected by land takes.  It should be noted that 

some of the households surveyed may have been impacted and surveyed a number of times.  

 

  
In 2011, 585 HHs were touched at least once by 

the Project in the 16 core villages of the OFDA.  Of 

these, 557 had been previously surveyed when 

the VLUS was completed and only 28 were 

deemed to be new households, less than 5% of 

the sample population.  If we compare, for these 

557 households, the results of the latest survey to 

the results of the original VLUS we note that the 

average household size and available cropping area has not changed dramatically (Table 3).  Overall this 

resulted in a reduction to the average eligibility factor of 0.13 a reduction of less than 4%.  This finding does 

not mean that no individual or individual community has been affected by the project.   

 

To gain a better understanding of the situation of individuals who interacted with the Project over the last few 

years, the VLUS having taken place between 2007 and 2010, we must consider the information presented in 

figure 7.  This information can be summarized in the following way: 

 

• The eligibility factor class (EFC) of 439 households 

remained unchanged between the VLUS and the latest 

survey. 

• 61 households went down at least 1 eligibility factor 

class, of these 3 went down two categories (from 

comfortable to non-viable). 

• 57 improved their situation by going up at least one 

EFC.   

• More HHs left the non-viable EFC than entered it (15 

leaving vs 8 entering) 

• Of the 28 new HHs which were identified only 9 started 

out as non-viable while 54% started out either as 

wealthy of comfortable. 

This information has brought us to believe that we must 

monitor the condition of individual households as they are 

Table 3: Changes affecting sample population 

VLUS Impact 2011

 HHM Mean 7.04 7.2

Area 

(cordes)

Mean

20.5 20.5

Eligibility 

factor

Mean

3.64 3.51

Figure 7: 
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continuously evolving.  In order to do so the Environmental Management Plan’s Information System (EMPIS) 

must be able to monitor HHs in real time and in a relatively continuous fashion. 

 

To work in real time, is to deal with an issue or an individual at 

the time the event takes place, whether it be a land take or a 

land return.  Changes in the processes which took place in late 

2010 and 2011 have made it possible to all but eliminate the 

backlog and address issues when the need arises. The EMPIS is 

presently considered to be operating in real time. 

 

For the project working in real time first requires that we 

confirm that individuals identified by the compensation process 

are real land users.  This task must take place as soon as possible 

after our interaction with potential eligibles (identification). At 

present, the Land Acquisition Synergy Team is in the field one 

week after identification has taken place. Doing so ensures that 

the Impact team will focus its attention on individuals who can 

truly benefit from the resettlement program. 

 

Impact surveys are completed within the following 1 ½ month.  

Making it possible to update the information regarding the 

potential eligible and is household.  While the information thus 

collected covers a wide range of issues, it focuses on the two 

criteria’s which most clearly define the ability of a household to 

sustain itself, being:  

 

• The size and composition of the household  

• and the area of cultivable land available to the 

household 

 

The information thus collected is integrated in the database 

making it possible to recalculate the eligibility factor. The result 

of this improved process is a clearer understanding of the 

situation of impacted households and a more rapid integration 

in the resettlement process.  

 

An affected individual who is eligible to resettlement benefits 

will receive his benefits within the current year; for example he 

will be enrolled in the next Improved Agriculture Training Class if 

that is his choice. Such a real time process was a necessary 

evolution in order to clearly monitor and minimize the impacts 

of the development of the oil reserves of the OFDA, at both the 

individual and community level.  

 

In October 31
st

 the EMPIS team was able to produce the list of 

the 24 individuals that were deemed to be eligible for 

resettlement during the 2012 program.  

Figure 8: 
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Earlier we noted the importance of being able to monitor individual households in a relatively continuous 

fashion.  Figure 9 gives us an example of the potential of the new survey and monitoring processes. As the 

household evolves (births, deaths, land purchases…) and is touched by the project over time, his eligibility 

factor is adjusted, allowing us to better target when and how to assist the eligible and his household. 

 

For example our eligible: 

 

V1: Initial VLUS survey. (Comfortable 1.4) 

V2: Land take by project and birth of new child 

(drops at 0.7, remains viable) 

V3: Land return (increases to 0.77, remains viable) 

V4: New land take (drops below threshold 0.53, no longer 

viable, eligible for relocation or training) 

V5: New land return (increases to 0.69, considered viable 

but retains his eligibility). 

 

Viability threshold has been set at 0.67 (2/3) Cordes per 

households member.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Five steps of reflection 

 
In 2005 EMP established a consultation and awareness building process called the five steps of reflection. The 

goal of this process is to accompany eligible producers towards the selection of the compensation option best 

suited to their needs.  While this process is still a requirement, much has changed over the years and it was 

time to review what we do.  In this process we had two priorities: 

 

� Learn from our successes and also our mistakes.   

� Adapt the process to the new tools available. 

 

During 2011 two groups went through the BBS process, being: 

 

• The first group, 89  eligibles identified for the 2011 class completed the consultation and awareness 

process (5 steps of reflection) in January 2011 where all opted for the improved agriculture training 

program (IAT).   

• The second group, 29 eligibles identified for the 2012 class went through the consultation and 

awareness process (5 steps of reflection) where here again all opted for the IAT.  It must be noted that 

this group was made up of 24 eligibles identified through the improved synergy/impact process 

(impacted between November 1
st

 2010 and October 31
st

 2011) plus 5 eligibles previously registered in 

the land for land program. A modification in the admissibility criterions made it possible for these 5 

HHHs to join the IAT.  There are no eligibles remaining as part of the Land for Land program.  While 23 

selected cattle production, 5 sheep production and only one goat production as their optional dry 

season production option. 
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A series of seminars was held during the first two quarters of 2011 resulting in the following 

recommendations having been identified and integrated into to process that will be used for the 2012 class. 

One of the highlights of the third quarter was the selection of the eligibles of the 2012 class and the various 

activities associated with the steps of reflection. Ensuring that the eligibles make an informed choice as to the 

resettlement option best suited to their need is a critical aspect of the resettlement process. Making the 

wrong decision at this point may result in wasting time and resources that could potentially be better invested 

somewhere else.  

1. The only entry point into the system will be through the EMP-IS system.  

Now that the database is able to follow eligibles through the course of 

their life stages and the various interaction that they have with the 

project it is essential that it becomes the point of entry. 

2. Admissibility criteria’s will me more carefully monitored and adhered 

to, some automation will ensure full adherence. 

3. While most of the selection process will be done using a systematic 

computer based sorting procedure we must recognize that some 

human intervention is required in order to deal with the rapidly 

changing situation of individuals and to give some opportunity to deal 

with special cases on an exception basis.  We are dealing with humans 

with human needs and our system must not lose this perspective. Any 

errors or changes which are identified will result in a review of the 

survey data and a return to the EMP-IS (the entry point). 

4. Once lists are checked and approved they will be distributed through 

the Local Community Contacts to chiefs and eligibles in an approach 

designed to respect local sensibilities and culture. 

5. At this point the identity of each eligible will be established and a 

picture ID will be prepared.  This will ensure that we can identify 

eligibles through-out the process.  

6. From this point on the eligibles will go through the steps of reflection 

per say. A detailed description of the consultation and awareness 

process is presented below.  

7. Those who choose improved agriculture training as their relocation 

option will be registered into the literacy program (BBS) and will then 

move on to the two year improved agriculture program. 

8. Following completion of the training portion of the program they will 

enter its monitoring phase. The goal of the last portion of the process is 

to monitor them on a more or less continuous fashion (1, 2 and 5 years 

after graduation) the level of livelihood restoration of eligibles, and 

identify any need for further intervention in the form of reinforcement 

or targeted assistance which they may require in order to return to a more normal level of livelihood. 

9. Finally the data collected on each person will be integrated into the EMP-IS database in order to 

ensure that we keep up with the ever changing situation of eligibles. 

 

The five steps of reflection or the consultation and awareness process (point 6 above) is comprised of four 

meetings, the objectives of which are: 

 

• The first of four meetings is dedicated to the information of the chief and the elders of the village.  

Their role is essential in guiding the eligibles and understanding both the project’s commitment 

toward their community but also the commitment that must be made by the eligibles themselves if 

this process is to succeed.  The level of implication of the community’s leadership is a key factor in the 

Figure 10: 
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success of the process.  This is one of the basic changes that were made to the process in order to 

ensure that the village takes some level of ownership of the resettlement process.  It is for that reason 

that one of the outcome of this meeting is to seek the commitment that the village’s leadership will 

actively participate in all meetings to take place. 

  

• The second stage of the process involved the eligibles of the community, under the watchful eyes of 

their leadership.  During this meeting, representatives of the project outlined the process to take 

place over the next few weeks and described the various options available to eligibles.  For example 

the chief of Miandoum V, Djimé Edmond, outlined that for such a process to work it must be a 

partnership where all stakeholders and most of all the eligibles commit to both the process and the 

desired outcome in order to maximize the benefits for the eligible and his household. The two main 

options outlined, were: 

o Improved agriculture: Description of skills to be acquired and of the equipment complement 

available to eligibles. In addition to a thorough description of the curriculum of the rainy 

season portion of the program each of the dry season options was outlined (livestock 

husbandry, small ruminant’s husbandry, food processing, vegetable production…..).  

o Various relocation and land management options that may assist an eligible in using remote 

resources or acquiring more land, usually known as the land for land options. 

 

• During the third session eligibles who have successfully completed their resettlement option in 

previous years outlined the key success factor required in order to succeed, and the opportunities 

available in the various fields of training available.  

• During the fourth and final session the eligibles selected their resettlement option.  Those that chose 

Improved Agriculture training were also called on to select an option amongst the various program 

offered.  

 

Considering their individual situation and the area of training best suited to their needs all 29 

eligibles selected Improved Agricultural training as their Resettlement option, while 23 selected 

cattle production, 5 sheep production and only one goat production as their optional dry season 

production option. 
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6. Literacy Training Program (BBS),  2011 class 

 

With the end of the second quarter of 2011 also came the end of the literacy training program for the 89 

eligibles of the 2011 class and many auditors and spouses who decided to take advantage of this program.   

 

Of the 433 who registered for the program less than 20% (89) were eligibles for whom participation was a 

prerequisite to gain access to the two year improved agriculture training program, and most were either 

spouses or auditors. Of the 1 000 villagers who completed this training program, since 2009, more than 70% 

have been either spouses or auditors who chose to do so for personal reasons, without having any obligation 

to do so.  This is a significant trend which has been growing since the onset of this new program three years 

ago.  It must be noted that spouses and auditors who participate receive no advantage of any kind in addition 

to the simple fact of gaining a new skill set. 

 

One of these is Ms. Martine Denehib an eligible 

and farmer from the 2006 class who chose to take 

advantage of this program which was not available 

when she received her resettlement package.  She 

thus chose to invest part of an already very busy 

schedule in learning new skills.   

 

A teacher herself, she teaches Sunday school at her 

parish, and a mother of 6 she is driven by the will to help educate others. Completing this training program 

gave her a better understanding of written Ngambaye. In addition to gaining better reading and writing skills 

the material covered in this class helped her to improve her life and that of her daughters in many different 

ways (Hygiene, management and math).  She plans to return next year in order to further improve the skills 

already gained and if possible gain new ones.   

 
Mr. David Ngarari has been participating in this program as an 

auditor for two years.  He is driven by the will to learn to read and 

write, and his desire to share what he learns with other members 

of his house hold.  

 

He feels that what he has learned has helped him to become a 

better husband, father and farmer. He strives to apply these skills 

and knowledge in his daily life.  Concepts such as hygiene, both 

personal and domestic, have made it possible to reduce the 

incidence of certain diseases in his family.  Knowing how to read, 

he is now in a better position to follow the prescription when the 

need arise to administer medicine, and thus take better care of his 

family. 

 

From these two dedicated participants we have learned that not only do they have the will to invest a 

significant amount of time in learning these new skills but that they have accepted to live with the mockery of 

many villagers who simply do not understand their wish to better themselves in this way.   As mister Ngarari 

puts it, these comments reflect the lack of maturity of certain villagers, a situation which he cannot change 

but that he has learned to cope with.  
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7. Improved Agriculture Training 

The improved agriculture training program has been a 

significant part of the resettlement package since the advent 

of the project. Over this time the project and the population 

of the region has gone through many changes, growing and 

adapting to the situation. During this period 504 individuals 

have received this training and the required equipment 

through a number of sub-contractors. 

 

Over this period, the program has evolved and adapted itself 

to the reality and needs of the eligibles and communities.  An 

example of the changes which have occurred is found in the 

increasing use of animal power for land preparation work. A novelty in the early 90’s, this technology is 

becoming a fairly common site in the region.  As the situation changes and as changes appear to be happening 

at a more rapid pace it is important that we learn and adapt ourselves to these changing realities. 

 

In March 2011, 56 eligibles completed the dry season/optional training portion of the program and moved on 

to a one year individualized mentoring program which will conclude in March 2012. (45 from 2009 and 11 

from 2010)  The objective of this second year of the program is to accompany the eligible and ensure that they 

integrate the new practices learnt in the first year of the program in their everyday practices. 

 

In May 2011, 89 students started their Improved Agriculture Training with the rainy season portion of the 

program.  This portion of their training concluded in October 2011 with the distribution of the required 

equipment complement.  They then moved on to the dry season/optional session which will conclude in early 

2012. 

 

In early 2011 a series of seminars were held in order to review the content and approaches of the improved 

agriculture training program. From the seminars a number of priorities were outlined in order to be integrated 

into the training process. In this area the quality of the equipment and livestock procured before 2010 are still 

identified as a major source of concern.  In order to better deal with this concern, a number of new steps and 

items have been integrated into the procurement process.  It should be noted that, while this process puts a 

number of new obligations on the suppliers it also makes the eligible responsible for the proper use and care 

of the equipment and livestock granted to them.   

 

1. Equipment procurement: 

a. A precise technical description of each piece of equipment 

required was prepared giving detailed specifications.  

b. A review and monitoring process of the ongoing work was 

introduced in order to ensure that the selected supplier 

does not deviate from the required standards. 

c. The supplier is required to offer a 1 year warranty on 

assembly and parts to EEPCI on any and all equipment 

supplied to the eligibles through the project. 

d. Users will be given some training (through the improved agriculture training program) as to the proper 

use of these equipments. 

e. Basically this means that the warranty will not apply in cases where the equipment has been abused 

or misused. 
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2. Livestock procurement:  

a. Producers are given the opportunity to select the color and breed of the livestock they are to receive. 

b. All animals supplied will be vaccinated and a (3 month) warranty will be offered covering infectious 

diseases or chronic disabilities. 

c. A veterinary will be retained to vaccinate all livestock and review any declared cases of diseases. 

d. Each large ruminant granted will be tagged in order to ensure proper identification. 

e. As was outlined for the equipment, eligibles will be trained in the proper care and husbandry of their 

livestock and will be obliged to do so if the warranty is to take effect. 

 

8. Monitoring 

 

Over the first three quarters of 2011, 268 previously trained resettlement eligible candidates were surveyed.  

The objective of this process was to determine the extent to which the resettlement training option they 

chose was successful in helping them restore their livelihood to pre-impact level.  Two main groups of 

individuals were targeted for this survey: 

 

1. The first group is made up of impacted land users who had been deemed eligible on the basis of the 

declarative survey previously used.  As their communities were not incorporated into the VLUS 

process it was impossible to validate or invalidate their status.  Therefore, it was decided to monitor 

them. 

2. The second group is made up of trained individuals who were covered by the VLUS process and   

identified as being non-viable or at-risk from and land agriculture point of view. 

 

The evaluation of their level of restoration was based on their economic situation (value of the buildings 

owned by the HH used as a proxy), the efficiency of the training and a number of key failure factors.  In 

general we can conclude from this work that: 

• Housing (primary asset) value among graduates is 

relatively high, usually higher than 800,000 FCF. 

• 76 HH (29%) appear to be in a more difficult 

position as they have not been able to accumulate a 

significant amount of wealth in the form of buildings and 

assets.  This is indicative that they either generate little 

surplus after meeting basic needs or that their priorities are 

elsewhere. 

• Training was generally effective in that most 

graduates declared using learned knowledge and skills (Figure 11). 

• Only 56 (24%) of the eligibles have not found the training to be effective in their case.  

 

• 77% of monitored eligibles triggered at least one 

failure indicator (Figure 12).   

• 60 (23%) triggered two or three indicators indicating 

that they are facing a real challenge. 

• A review of the data indicates that it is often the 

same individuals who are underperforming under the 

three indicators previously described.  

Training effectiveness (scale from 1 to 24)
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• 68 individuals have been identified as facing challenges in terms of livelihood restoration. They will be 

targeted for reinforcement during 2012.   

Over the next few months we will: 

• Through a more open ended surveying process, identify those (out of those previously identified) who 

could benefit from further support and customized solutions which present the best likelihood of 

enhancing their livelihood.  

• Identify key success factors/indicators to be brought forth in order for the solution to have the required 

impact. 

• Evaluate performance of selected customized solution on the basis of indicators, and adjust strategy as 

needed. 

• Evaluate the possibly of surveying the eligibles of the 2012 before they start their training as a mean of 

establishing a baseline.  This will eventually make it possible to estimate their progression following their 

training.  This is demonstrated by the fact that more people became viable than became non-viable over 

the last year.  This is also illustrated by the fact that the village of Dokaidilti has been downgraded from 

the high to the approaching high impact category following significant reduction in the projects footprint 

and social impact (refer to Q4, 2011 Village Impact Report).   
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9. Grievance management 

 

Over the years the Project has been faced with a major challenge: limit its footprint with the risk in some cases 

of overstepping the boundary of the compensated areas and causing damages or taking on more land than 

absolutely required.  The choice was made to take on and compensate only areas that are absolutely 

necessary and establish a mechanism to manage grievances that would arise from whatever damages could 

occur.  Over the years this mechanism has made it possible to successfully resolve thousands of claims.  After 

a review of the process used, it became clear the 

present process was presenting some 

shortcomings mainly that delays in the treatment 

of claims were increasing and that a backlog was 

growing. Not only were these delays becoming an 

issue in terms of community relations, they were 

making it increasingly difficult to investigate the 

complaints as physical evidence (damages trees, 

plants or trampled crops) would disappear over 

time.  In order to resolve these issues two main 

changes were brought to play: 

• Develop a clear tracking process that allows the organization to know were each claim is in the 

treatment process. 

• Designate a full time team whose mandate will be to investigate and adjudicate the claims. 

Figure 13 illustrates the impact that these changes have had on the backlog of grievances which dropped from 

over 300 awaiting resolution to an average of 50 with an average turnaround of 1 ½ months. 

 

As this was accomplished a second initiative was launched to deal with grievances at the source.  An analysis 

of past grievances was performed in order to 

identify the origin or common source of these 

grievances.  Figure 14 demonstrates that broken 

limbs of trees and the trampling of crops were the 

main sources of damages. 

 

With this data in hand a regularly recurring 

meeting was put in place with the managers of the 

construction process in order to manage these 

issues and prevent damages at the source. 
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10. What’s next for 2012 

 

10.1 Reinforcement of eligibles 

 

Over the first three quarters of 2011, 268 previously trained resettlement eligible candidates were surveyed.  

The objective of this process was to determine the extent to which the resettlement training option they 

chose was successful in helping them restore their livelihood to pre-impact level.   

 

The evaluation of their level of restoration was based on their economic situation (value of the buildings and 

assets owned by the HH used as a proxy), the efficiency of the training and a number of key failure factors.  In 

general we can conclude from this work that: 

- 76 HH (29%) appear to be in a more difficult position as they have not been able to accumulate a 

significant amount of wealth in the form of buildings and assets.  Training was generally effective in 

that most graduates use learned knowledge and skills.   

- Only 56 (24%) of the eligibles have not found the training to be effective in their case.  

- 60 (23%) triggered two or three indicators indicating that they are facing a real challenge. 

 

A further review of this information made it possible to identify 68 households that still struggled in 

recovering at a satisfactory level.  Decision was made to target these household for reinforcement, in order to 

support them their recovery effort. In order to be effective such an effort must be unrestricted and address 

the needs of the eligible in his traditional activity.  The Project thus opted for an individualized or case-by-case 

approach.   

 

The main challenge in the reinforcement process is to ensure that the eligible becomes a player or partner in 

his own recovery.  As figure 4 clearly outlines, in order to achieve this fundamental goal the eligible will have 

to be involved in the development of the reinforcement strategy.  Rather than using a closed survey 

methodology it was decided that in order to obtain this level of collaboration an interview process, whereby 

the eligible was made to express himself, was far more suited to the need.  

 

This process would lead to the identification or development in partnership with the eligible of a set of 

objectives, a method of intervention and performance indicators. The intervention strategy itself whether it is 

comprised of equipment, livestock, training or a combination there-off would arise from these elements.  

 

A reinforcement contract, outlining 

the obligations of both parties will 

become the framework for the 

reinforcement process. 

 

While putting this process and the 

required monitoring in place will 

require more resources than the 

traditional one solution fits all 

approach, it should be far more 

effective in getting buy-in and 

ensuring recovery.   

 

 

  
• Defined as the

probability that the
eligible will conitinue
to operate profitably
after the project's
support as been
discontinued.

• Develop with the
• eligible a series of key

performance indicators
for each initiative that
will be used to gage the
performance of the
eligible in relationship to
the goals of the strategy.

• The strategy's objectives 
will only be achieved if all 
success factors and 
required resources  are 
present.

• Ownership of the 
strategy by the eligible 
will only take place if 
he is fully involved in 
the selection of the 
strategy and in its 
establishment.

Participatory 
management

Specific 
objectives

ViabilityMonitoring

Figure 15: Reinforcement Matrix 
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10.2 The return of land associated with flow lines 

 

While resettlement initiatives have a great positive impact on impacted individuals, returning the land has fast 

as possible remains the best means of supporting at risk households and individuals.  Over the years the 

project has returned more than 1500 ha of land, or 37% of the land base taken up at one time or another, 

notwithstanding this much can still be done in this area. 

   

An example of such an opportunity lies with the land associated with underground facilities and overhead 

lines.  With more than 723.9 that could potentially be returned these two facility types represent the best 

opportunity available to rapidly reduce its impact on both communities and individuals (see table 8).  

 

 

   Table 4:  Potential land return opportunities by facility type 

Facility type Compensated Returned To be returned 

Ha Ha % Ha 

Underground facility 992.3 370.0 32% 662.3 

Overhead power lines 329.4 80.7 24% 248.7 

Well pads 535.7 474.1 90% 61.6 

Total temporary land 

use with restriction 

1857.4 974.2 50% 883.2 

 

A second advantage of returning flow lines in a coordinated fashion is that most of the unusable project 

created land fragments are caused by the return of land associated with flow lines in a more or less structured 

fashion.  Returning one flow line at a time or even worse segments of flow lines tends to generate very long 

and narrow isolated parcels which cannot be integrated into normal farming practices.  Coordinating the land 

return process in order to return groups of flow lines and other linear facilities would all but eliminate this 

issue. 

 

Figure 16 illustrates a case where such an initiative 

could be put in practice.  A large number of flow lines 

inter connect at the KP1 gathering station in Bero 

Village.  These various flow lines take their origin in the 

communities of Bero and Madjo.   

 

Returning the flow lines present within about 750 

meters of the gathering station would result in a net 

land gain of 21.4 ha by these two communities.  This is 

a very conservative estimate as many of these flow 

lines extend outside of the sample area. 

 

While the use of the land associated with flow lines is 

restricted (no construction or planting of trees) it 

could be used for crop production and as pasture thus 

contributing to the welfare of communities and 

individuals alike. 

 

Figure 16 
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Conclusion 

 

As expressed earlier 2011 has been a year of change and of development as it relates to the Resettlement 

portion of the EMP.  Some of the major achievements of the year can be summarized as follows: 

 

• EMP-IS is now operating on a real time basis, dealing with impacted households within a few days 

or at most weeks of an impact. 

• Held a workshop in order to review the content of and the processes associated with the IAT in 

order to further improve its level of success.  It must be noted in view of the fact that 100 % of 

potential eligibles have selected this Resettlement option, this is a testament to quality of this 

program in the eyes of the villagers of the OFDA. 

• Major improvements have taken place in order to ensure the equipment and livestock supplied as 

part of the IAT program meet the requirements of the program and the needs of eligibles. The level 

of grievances associated to the quality of the equipment made available has dropped significantly 

since these changes have taken place. 

• Tools developed under the umbrella of Land Use Mitigation Action Plan have been integrated in the 

regular operation of the EMP in general and of the Socio-Economics group in particular. 

• 54 eligibles entered the second year of the IAT program. 

• 89 new eligibles have completed the BBS and entered the first year of the IAT. 

• Reviewed and revised the consultation and awareness building process called the five steps of 

reflection; it was operationalized in November 2012. 

• Reviewed and revamped the Grievance management process.  This implementation of the program 

has made it possible to significantly reduce the number of complaints awaiting treatment. 

• Developed and implemented a Monitoring process that made it possible to measure the level of 

recovery of eligibles and identify those most in need of further support. 

• The accelerated return of land to communities has had and will continue to have a beneficial impact 

on both communities and individuals alike. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


