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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report evaluates the Conserving Greater Virunga 2 project, which aimed to promote sustainable
conservation of the Greater Virunga Landscape (GVL) through transboundary collaboration between the
Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Rwanda, and Uganda. It assesses the project's achievements, challenges,
and lessons learned, focusing on governance, biodiversity conservation, and tourism development.

Key achievements of the project are the development of a new Transboundary Strategic Plan (TSP) for 2023—
2033. Strengthening of the Greater Virunga Transboundary Collaboration (GVTC) as a central entity for
conservation efforts and the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with conservation partners in
the GVL.

The CGV 2 project was implemented under challenging circumstances. Insecurity in DRC made field activities
difficult, especially in PNVi. The security issues in east DRC led to political tensions. These tensions between
DRC and Rwanda hampered collaboration and high-level meetings. Other challenges were the delayed Treaty
ratification, inconsistent financial contribution of Partner States as well as frequent changes of staff at EKN.
This hindered project progress. The latter led to an underspending of almost one third of the originally approved
CGV 2 project budget. The project’s limited visibility activities and lack of strategic fundraising efforts made
sustainable funding a key challenge too.

Lessons learned through the project include the relevance of involving all Partner States to tackle
transboundary conservation issues. This has not been easy due to the DRC's security situation. Lessons were
also learned about the need for visibility. This remains challenging with the GVTC trying to balance what they
can and cannot make publicly available. Visibility activities are highly relevant and need more focus in the
future. This shall then also contribute to sustainable funding.

Recommendations provided to the GVTC include revisiting the need to have ownership of tools to which the
GVTCis not the end-user. The CGV 2 project allowed the GVTC to develop and own software tools (e.g. tourism
app development), whilst the GVTC is not the end-user of these. Other parties can apply the software tools in
the PAs and are more logical owners of these digital aids. The GVTC has a true added value on coordination,
collaboration, and advocacy for transboundary issues.

It is furthermore recommended to be more strategic in fundraising and collaborating with partners on this, like
WWE. Fundraising activities shall include visibility too, especially at international fora and among key donors
(e.g. GEF, EU). To appeal to such donors and to become authority in the field of conservation, it is important for
the GVTC to publish data it gathers from the PAs to depict trends and challenges related to the GVL.

This evaluation also stresses the urgent need to keep pushing for Treaty ratification and establish contingency
plans in case of delays in this ratification process. The need to ensure that the Board and Council of Ministers
meetings are organized is also emphasized again. This aligns with the Treaty but has proven to be challenging
to implement. Having a contingency plan in place for this not happening as anticipated, is also recommended.
Regarding the Regional Technical Committees (RTCs), it is recommended to ensure follow-up and update
sharing regarding action points decided during these sessions.



For the sustainability of the GVTC, inclusive participation of all parties should be ensured. The GVTC shall
intensify diplomacy to involve the DRC's ministerial levels and shall address language barriers experienced
especially by stakeholders from DRC during meetings.

For accountability purposes, the GVTC is recommended to exert extra effort to publish the Annual Conservation
Status reports (latest was issued in 2017). Even if this must be done with limited data due to difficulty
extracting this from DRC. Such status updates are also relevant to be shared with the global audience to
witness what happens in the GVL, including during these challenging times as instability in east DRC persists.

To conclude, the CGV 2 project contributed significantly to the institutional development of the GVTC and
highlighted the need for stronger governance, visibility, and fundraising strategies. The recommendations
emphasize the importance of improving collaboration between the Partner States, continuing the collaboration
between conservation initiatives from the three States, and ensuring the financial sustainability of
transboundary conservation efforts in the GVL.



1.INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Greater Virunga Transboundary Collaboration

The Greater Virunga Transboundary Collaboration (GVTC) is an intergovernmental organization established by
the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Rwanda, and Uganda, governed by a Treaty signed on October 30,
2015. Its purpose is to foster transboundary collaboration for wildlife conservation and tourism development
in the Greater Virunga Landscape (GVL), which spans protected areas in all three countries.

The GVTCis an interstate institution with diplomatic status with its mandate and governance structure geared
towards the implementation of the signed Treaty. The government of the Netherlands has been supportive to
the GVTC and has provided funding to the institution since 2008. Its last funding round was from December
2020 to December 2024 and was called the Conserving Greater Virunga (CGV) 2 project.

1.2 The Conserving Greater Virunga project

The CGV 2 project, supported by the Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands (EKN) in Kigali, is a four-year
project with a budget of 3,475,000 EUR. The project started in December 2020 and used around 2.25 million
EUR at the end of November 2024. The project is in its last phase and will close by the end of December 2024.

The overall objective of the project is formulated as follows:
“Sustainable conservation of the GVL through transboundary collaboration between DRC, Rwanda, and Uganda”.

The project was designed along the GVTC's five-year Transboundary Strategic Plan (TSP) of 2018 — 2023. The
project set out to focus on collaboration and coordination amongst various stakeholders of the GVL. The CGV
project fits well with the Great Lakes Multi-Annual Country Strategy 2019 — 2023 of the Netherlands, with its
long-term objective of “improved protection of vulnerable and endangered ecosystems”. Following the
recommendations of the final evaluation of the first phase of this project (CGV 1 project implemented from
2016 — 2019), this project should focus on the coordination and collaboration of conservation activities in the
GVL.

1.3 The evaluation

The GVTC commissioned an end of project evaluation in the second semester of 2024. For this evaluation, Fair
& Sustainable Consulting (F&S) was selected as independent evaluator of the CGV 2 project. The Terms of
Reference (ToR) for this evaluation state that the project’s achievements and potential impacts shall be
evaluated. Lessons were captured too and are part of this evaluation. The evaluation focuses on the period of
2020 - 2024 but takes note of the period before 2020 as well. As mentioned above, the government of the
Netherlands has been a partner to the GVTC for long and F&S evaluated the previous phase of Dutch funding
as well. The evaluation team was therefore familiar with the context and history of the GVTC and its activities.

A specific request in the ToR was to include (in-person) data collection in DRC, while acknowledging the
complexity of this due to the insecurity in east DRC. The evaluators were understanding of the need to evaluate
a transboundary collaboration of three States with an evidence base of the three countries to form an objective
opinion on the project’s progress and success. The evaluation team therefore consisted of national evaluators
in each of the three countries.



2.EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

2.1 Evaluation approach

For this evaluation, the evaluators used the project’s program logic, as developed in the project’s inception
report. In the program logic, activities, outputs, outcomes, intermediary objectives and the overall objective are
formulated. The evaluation team also used the experiences of the evaluation they did in 2019 of the previous
Dutch-funded CGV 1 project, executed by the GVTC. Topics re-emerging in this project, and hence part of this
evaluation, are for example sustainable funding, visibility, and coordination vs. implementation.

The evaluation team reviewed the CGV 2 project through document review, in-person data collection in the
three countries, online data collection in three countries, and a debriefing with the GVTC team to validate
preliminary findings.

2.2 Data collection

2.2.1 Desk review documents

The desk review allowed the evaluators to review the project's strategies, achievements reported, and
challenges faced, amongst others. The documents shared by the GTVC's secretariat (henceforth secretariat)
also informed the evaluators about the necessary data collection with primary data sources, i.e. interviewees.
On 11 October 2024, the evaluators met with the GVTC team online for a kick-off meeting. This meeting
marked the start of the evaluation inception period. After this kick-off meeting, the evaluators received the
first set of project documents. A second set of documents was shared with the evaluators on 25 October 2024.

The desk review included a review of the following key documents, amongst others:
CGV specific documents
e (CGV 2 Inception Report (2021) with its related five annexes
e (ontract signed between EKN and the GVTC re implementation of CGV 2 (Dec 2020)
e Annual Reports (2021, 2022, 2023, 2024 (Jan-Jun)
e Annual Workplans (2022, 2023, 2024)
e Annual financial reports (2021, 2022, 2023, 2024)

GVTC specific documents
e GVTCTSP 2018-2023
e GVTCTSP 2024-2033
e MEAL Framework 2024-2023
e GVTCAudit reports (2021, 2022, 2023)
e Organisation Capacity Assessment of GVTC (2020, 2022) by PWC
e GVTCTreaty 2015
e GVTCManuals
e Minutes and reports of GVTC meetings (Board, RTCs, etc.)

Itis important to mention at this stage that for the final evaluation the evaluators did not have the final internal
report of the project over the full four-year period which needs to be submitted by the GVTC to EKN. However,



during the whole evaluation process, the evaluators did get all extra information required from the GVTC team
on a timely basis, both thematic reports and financial data that were requested.

2.2.2 Primary data collection

Primary data was collected through interviews. The evaluators met with various stakeholders and beneficiaries
of the project such as government officials, community organizations, international and local NGOs, park
authorities, university staff, (potential) development partners, and staff of the GVTC.

The evaluation team followed the recommendations of the GTVC which stakeholders to contact. Some
additional stakeholders were interviewed too, as they were seen as essential interviewees to understand the
context of this project. Most interviews were held in-person across all three countries. On some occasions, the
evaluators were not able to meet with the interviewee in-person but then agreed to meet online. The in-person
data collection took place in the period of 21 November to 20 December 2024. The face-to-face data collection
in-country took place from 21 November to 7 December 2024. A complete overview of who was interviewed
can be found in annex 2.

2.3 Data analysis

The data captured was analyzed thematically based on the evaluation questions as set-out in the ToR of this
evaluation. The evaluation criteria of relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability
were used to conclude on the CGV 2 project’s performance.

The evaluators also performed an organization analysis, assessing the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities
and Threats (SWOT) of the GVTC. This analysis is presented in sub-section 4.7 of this report.

2.4 Debriefing

After completion of the in-person data collection in the three countries, the evaluators started to reflect on the
findings and prepared a presentation to debrief the GVTC team. This presentation consisted of preliminary
findings, conclusions and recommendations. The debriefing session was held online on 18 December 2024
and allowed the GVTC team to comment on the consultant's presentation. The inputs from the GTVC team
were used to further refine the overall evaluation.

2.5 Process of the evaluation

The evaluation officially started with the kick-off meeting, held on 11 October 2024. After this meeting, the
evaluators worked on the inception report and reviewed project documents. This period was also used to
prepare for the in-country data collection activities. The secretariat provided a formal letter of introduction and
interviewees were formally approached to make meeting appointments. A summary of the evaluation timeline
is found below.



Table 1. Summary timeline of CGV evaluation

Date Activity

11 October 2024 Online kick-off meeting

14 October — 1 November 2024 Inception report writing and desk review
4 November — 20 November 2024 In-person data collection planning

21 November — 28 November 2024 In-person data collection in Rwanda

29 November — 6 December 2024 In-person data collection in Uganda

29 November — 20 December 2024 In-person data collection in DR Congo

9 December — 31 December 2024 Evaluation reporting — Draft report

10 February — 21 February 2025 Evaluation reporting - Final report

18 December Online debriefing




3.FINDINGS

The overall objective of the Conserving Greater Virunga (CGV) project is “sustainable conservation of the
Greater Virunga Landscape (GVL) through transboundary collaboration between DRC, Rwanda and
Uganda”.

Before entering the evaluation of each component, it must be mentioned that the implementation of the CGV
2 project was confronted by a series of external factors which made implementation challenging. First, there
was the COVID-19 pandemic. The contract was negotiated and signed during 2020 when the COVID-19
pandemic hit the entire world. It greatly affected the implementation of the project during its first year of
execution.

Secondly, the GVTC s a collaboration between three countries, of which one country is facing severe security
challenges in the area where the GVL is situated. DRC has been facing rebel insurgencies for many years, but
the security risks have become increasingly difficult again since 2021. The GVL is affected by the armed
conflicts, which take place in North Kivu Province of DRC particularly, making conservation and transboundary
collaboration extremely difficult. Accusations are made of the Rwandan Government backing the M23 rebel
group in the area’. The increased presence of rebel groups also led to more killings of park rangers of the
Institut Congolais pour la Conservation de la Nature (ICCN) and even tourists in the area were killed, which
finally led to the closure of all tourist facilities in Virunga National Park (PNVi) and almost zero presence of ICCN
in the southern part of the area. This situation clearly hampered the functioning of CGV 2 implementation, as
even cross-border visits were becoming extremely difficult.

These events have made top-level relations between DRC and Rwanda tense, which has its effect on what
and at what level, discussions on transboundary conservation can be held. The paolitical tensions amongst the
two countries made it challenging for the GVTC to have high-level meetings amongst the governments on the
conservation of the GVL. Whilst per the Treaty, the Board needs to meet bi-annually and the Council of
Ministers every year, there was only one Board meeting held (April 2022) during the entire CGV 2 project period
and no Council of Ministers was held, despite extensive efforts from the secretariat to have these meetings
convened. Although high-level meetings were challenging to convene, meetings with stakeholders from the
three countries at technical level took place still and contributed to an improved collaborative spirit in the GVL.

Taking these limitations in mind, the CGV 2 project's general abjective is to be achieved by reaching three
intermediate objectives. In this chapter, the findings of the evaluation are presented per intermediate objective.

3.1 Coordination and collaboration promotion of the
conservation of biodiversity in the GVL

The first intermediate objective of the CGV project is "Promote collaboration and coordination of conservation
of biodiversity within the GVL". This intermediary objective corresponds with the Treaty's objective “To
promote and coordinate conservation of biodiversity and related socio-cultural values within the Greater

' Source: Rwanda and Congo cancel peace talks to end a conflict in eastern Congo, AP, December 15, 2024.
https://apnews.com/article/congo-rwanda-talks-angola-canceled-0177dc34c1b18b8b43599b3e9da54316
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Virunga protected area network...” (Article 6; sub-article 1). For the CGV 2 project, this intermediary objective
is measured by the following indicators*
e Indicator 1: Governance structures functional as scheduled, with the target to have 100% of meetings
scheduled in the treaty
e Indicator 2: Treaty ratified, with the target for the treaty to have been ratified by two partners by end
of project.
This subsection describes the progress the project made on this intermediary objective by describing the
findings based on the outcomes, outputs, and activities of the CGV project.

Outcome 1.1: Coordinated protection and management of PAs in the GVL

This outcome largely focused on the harmonization and coordination of conservation activities in the GVL. To
harmonize plans and strategies, the GVTC was expected first to assess what takes place per nation and/or per
Protected Area (PA). This included the update of a situational report on the three Partner States' wildlife laws,
a review of the PA management plans, data collection on poaching activities, and mapping of extractive
industries in the PAs. The evaluators found evidence that the GVTC acted on the poaching activities yet no
reports on harmonization were found on wildlife management, PA legislation, PA management plans, or
mapping of extractive industries?.

A key element of this outcome was to establish a forest monitoring tool / a tool to monitor the effects of
climate change on the GVL. The EKN connected the GVTC with the Wageningen University / SarVision
(henceforth SarVision) who developed an area-specific tool to monitor forest loss and forest degradation in
the GVL. With this geospatial toal, the GVTC has access to updated satellite images from all the PAs in the GVL.
The PAs have access to information about their area but cannot access data from other/ neighboring PAs,
unless requested and granted by the GVTC. The evaluators saw this activity more as an implementation-like
activity since it is the GVTC having the ownership of all information from the GVL. The evaluators recognize the
GVTC's facilitative role and noted that not the GVTC, but the PAs are end-users of the tool. However, the
evaluators do not find it logical for the GVTC to be the principal owner of this tool. The GVTC is relying on other
parties to make informed decisions and act based on data gathered. For example, if satellite images indicate
significant changes, then local partners (e.g. PA staff) must check what happens on the ground. The tool was
considered interesting by the PAs and their respective authorities. It was noted that ICCN staff from DRC
showed interest in using the tool for the entire nation. The evaluators also learned that at PA level, not all
relevant staff members (e.g. Chief or Senior Wardens) were aware of how the tool works or said to have never
used it thus far. Related to the tool, no images / data collected online or publicly were shared for the GVTC's
visibility purposes in the interest of conservation of the GVL. It was argued by the GVTC team that this was
problematic and sensitive and that the GVTC would require approval from the national authorities to publish
such.

The project started during the COVID-19 pandemic. The project therefore had to deal with this reality and
convened stakeholders to implement existing disaster management plans. The evaluators did not find any
reports of action on the ground, following the activities around the disaster management plan as described in
the annual reports to the EKN. The secretariat indicated that the implementation of the Ebola and COVID-19

2 Extracted from the CGV monitoring and evaluation framework (August 2021)
3 The ES stated that such activities were documented in partner reports and trip reports, not shared with the evaluators and therefore not
visible for review.
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contingency plans took place, as per the plans developed®. The table below summarizes what was reported on
this specific issue.

Table 2. Reporting overview on activities performed around disaster management plans.

Report Summary of description as found in the various annual reports

The likelihood of disasters like Ebola or COVID-19 happening is high. This therefore
Inception report  needs a transboundary disaster management plan, to be achieved through planned
activities (see inception report for activities).

COVID-19 contingency plan, a Zoom meeting between the major stakeholders was

2021 Annual , )
report held. Each gorilla park gave an update on law enforcement, tourism and COVID-19
SOPs and vaccination.
2022 Annual Under the GVTC's secretariat framework, major stakeholders have elaborated and
discussed Ebola & COVID-19 contingency plans, COVID-19 SOPs and vaccination
report enforced in tourism areas.
The Ebola contingency plan and COVID-19 emergency plan were developed in 2023
and have been in place. However, it needed to be updated in line with how the partner
2023 Annual states emergency plans are designed. A framework for updating the plans was agreed
report upon in a meeting that the GVTC convened involving states and non-state partner

organizations, which IGCP and Gorilla Doctors facilitated. Updating the plan will
commence in the first quarter of 2024.

2024 Jan — Jun

; No mentioning of work done on this topic in the first semester of 2024.
repor

Following this reporting, the evaluators had difficulty grasping what happened on the ground, following the
work of the CGV 2 project. Even if the activities were not performed by the GVTC or were performed without
CGV 2 funds and by the implementers on the ground, it would still be of added value to see how plans and
strategies play out after having had an initial investment by the GTVC and hence CGV 2 project. The evaluators
recognize the newly acquired funding from the World Bank (see subsection 3.3) on this topic and therefore
argue that the GVTC and / or partners have done valuable work on this before, despite it not having been
reported to the donor, the EKN.

Outcome 1.2: Safety and security of wildlife and people in the GVL is enhanced
The GVL has had issues of security over the last decades, but during the CGV 2 project period the security in
the area has even worsened.

The DRC side of the GVL has been facing security risks for years already. Political challenges amongst the three
Partner States make it also complicated and sensitive to discuss security issues with one another. The
evaluators recognize the challenge the project and the GVTC faced to work on security issues as these issues
are far greater than the GVL. During the entire CGV 2 project duration, the GVTC took initiatives to hold
meetings in-country before trying to set up regional meetings on security. Meetings were held with the
regional authorities and security forces in Rwanda and in Uganda. However, in DRC no meetings were held
since this was not possible for the GVTC.

“ Neither the Ebola and COVID-19 contingency plans were shared with the evaluators, nor the implementation reports.
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As wildlife crosses the borders in search of more stable areas, transboundary conservation efforts are
continuously needed. The conflicts in DRC have a strong effect on wildlife and it was mentioned by
stakeholders that the GVTC has barely brought this issue to the attention of a wider audience. Neither the
website, nor the presence of the GVTC at international fora were used to announce the adverse effects the
DRC conflict has on the conservation of the GVL, PNViand Sarambwe Wildlife Reserve. The secretariat pointed
out that the issues were raised at various fora, indicating that this was not always fed back to the relevant
stakeholders.

The GVTC was said to have resolved an issue concerning a fencing between DRC and Rwanda. The evaluators
learned about this from interviewees, confirming what the reports indicated. The annual report of 2021 and
2022 both report about this achievement, concerning the restoration of an electrical fence in Bugeshi
(Rwanda), preventing wildlife from PNViin DRC, entering the community areas of Rwanda. The GVTC convened
parties and made sure that the fence was re-established. Additionally, the GVTC facilitated the resolution of a
border conflict by enabling the boundary demarcation for Sarambwe Wildlife Reserve at the border between
DRC and Uganda.

3.2 Promotion of collaboration and coordination of natural
resource-based socio-economic development in the GVL

The second intermediate objective of the CGV project is to “Promote collaboration and coordination of natural
resource-based socio-economic development in the GVL". This intermediary objective corresponds with the
Treaty's objectives. For the CGV project, this intermediary objective is measured by the following indicators®:
e Indicator 1: Benefit sharing trends for the transboundary PAs, with the target to have “positive
trends” in the amount of revenue (USD) received per PA in 2024, with the results in the ACS report
2017 as a baseline.
e Indicator 2: Benefit sharing regulations harmonized. The results are measured in the same fashion as
for the firstindicator.
This subsection describes the progress the project made on this intermediary objective by describing the
findings based on the outcomes, outputs, and activities of the CGV project.

Outcome 2.1: Greater Virunga tourism is increased and diversified

The CGV 2 project set out to promote the GVL as a brand in all Partner States. This seemed logical,
acknowledging that a key asset of the landscape, being the mountain gorillas, resides in all three countries.
Yet, the GVL has far more to offer, and the CGV 2 has set out to promote the GVL's other assets, too. The GVTC
was advised by the Board to benchmark on existing initiatives regarding tourism from the EAC. This allowed
the GVTC to get recognition and space to promote the GVL. All three partner states are members of the EAC,
with DRC having joined in 2022.

However, when promoting the GVL as a single tourist destination, one would expect some degree of uniform
services matching the joint branding. There are quite a few challenges with this:
e An East Africa tourist visa exists, allowing entry to Rwanda, Uganda and Kenya only. Obtaining a
tourist visa for DRC is challenging.
e The quality of tourism infrastructure varies strongly among the three countries.
e (Costs for gorilla trekking permits vary strongly depending on the nation.

> Extracted from the CGV 2 monitoring and evaluation framework (August 2021)
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e Currently, tourism in east DRC is considered unsafe. Tourists have very little appetite to visit DRC.
e Each country has its own tourism strategy and let this precede over the branding of GVL.

Tour operators were found to collaborate with their transboundary partners, but this is mostly the case for
Rwandan and Ugandan tour operators. Such initiatives take place on a case-by-case basis. The GVTC convened
the Regional Technical Committees (RTCs) on Tourism Development, and participants expressed gratitude for
the candid discussions held. However, they also acknowledged that the RTCs lacked follow-up and that the
actions agreed upon were not implemented and not always reflected in the next RTC.

The CGV 2 enabled the GVTC to organize a field tour for journalists. The aim of facilitating this visit was for
journalists to document the GVL and raise awareness about the tourism products the GVL has to offer. The
report on this shares links to published articles, mostly published in French. The articles cover various topics
such as conservation efforts, community initiatives and challenges faced by the GVL, amongst others. The links
in the report are YouTube videos and X posts, which have relatively little exposure. Some videos were also
produced for national TV shows. Online posts typically have under 1,000 views after having been made
available for one year®. The evaluators find the initiative to promote the GVL by inviting journalists an
interesting activity but could not observe effectiveness and impact.

In 2024, the project started working on a tourism application with Robylinks Solutions Ltd., which shall be
maintained by the GVTC. The evaluators were unable to verify the relevance of this tool as the tool was not in
place at the time of evaluation and because they were unable to discuss it with the developers. The evaluators
find the GVTC not a logical party owning this application. Instead, such an application should be in the hands of
the end-users, i.e. tour operators (in associations) or government institutes working on tourism.

Outcome 2.2: Coordinated reduction and mitigation of natural resources-based conflicts

The CGV 2 focused on some key aspects regarding benefit-sharing amongst the three countries. The GVTC
was tasked by the GVTC Board to review the MoU on revenue sharing from Transfrontier Tourism Gorilla
Groups, signed in 2006. In response, the GVTC set up a task force which met for the first time in May 2023.
There is no further mention of this activity in the latest report to the donor. The secretariat indicated that a
technical report and draft amended MoU was made by the task force, which needed review of the Board. The
Board meeting was delayed, which meant that these documents were not shared with the evaluators.

As to benefit sharing mechanisms of the revenues in-country to the most vulnerable (also to prevent
poaching), and models set up in the three different partner states, some RTC meetings were held and issues
discussed. Exchange visits from key PA staff to PAs in Uganda and Rwanda (the DRC area was not possible) to
capture lessons learnt from benefit sharing amongst the poor and vulnerable remained limited during the
execution of the CGV 2 project. It is unclear how the GVTC has transmitted key information and lessons learnt
from the three different state agencies’, apart from some information sharing in the RTC meetings.

The project commissioned a study to assess the status of gender mainstreaming in the policies, programs,
strategic plans and activities within the PAs of the GVL. The study did a review of palicies and frameworks
internationally, and nationally (Uganda and Rwanda) and collected primary data from the PAs. The report
concludes with recommendations, mostly directed towards the PAs. Some extracts from the

® Evaluators observations made as per 17 December 2024,
7 The ES indicated that this was to be discussed first in the Board, before it could be shared further.
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recommendations are found in Table 3. The table shows that the evaluators could only identify one tangible
recommendation for transboundary activities.

Table 3. Extracts from recommendations from the gender assessment report

- : Transboundary
PAA specific recommendations

recommendations

Management of the PAs in the GVL should commit to implement _ _
o ] s ) Lobby for conservation policy

gender related provisions in the country-specific legal environment _ ,

, o i , aligned with gender

towards gender responsive wildlife conservation. These palicy , _ o

o . ) o mainstreaming objectives

provisions can be traced in the national constitutions of member

o among the member states.

states and related policies.®

PAs should sign MoUs with park-edge communities spelling out the
role of management PAs and community members’ (women, men and
youth) participation in conservation.

PAs should include gender equality and equity outputs/ activities in
their planning and budgeting processes.

All PAs should prioritize gender training to empower both men and
women especially those in leadership positions with knowledge on
gender mainstreaming and its implementation.

Create a conducive work environment for all staff, free of harassment,
abuse and any other form of discrimination and prohibiting sexist jokes
that subtly normalize sexual abuse and harassment.

All PAs should put in place clear mechanisms for communicating about
gender related concerns, sexual harassment and sure that all staff are
aware of them.

The GVTC has a coordinating role, and the recommendations developed for the PAs fit that mandate. Yet the
evaluators would also expect recommendations more concretely formulated on how the GVTC can support the
PAs on gender-related matters in the GVL. Therefore, the question lingering is what the GVTC should and can
do to address gender mainstreaming issues. In other words, where can transboundary collaboration and
coordination contribute to the betterment of gender-related issues in the GVL? The evaluators understood
that an assessment like this is done for the PAs in the GVL and that recommendations remain relevant for the
PAs and the GVTC too. Yet the evaluators remain unclear on what coordination or technical assistance role(s)
there are for the GVTC. Some recommendations of the assessment can be taken up by the GVTC (see Table 3
above), but remain recommendations to date. The project has not reported any concrete actions taken
following the assessment. The assessment was relevant to understand gender related issues but would be of
more added value if it had identified advocacy issues at transboundary level for the GVTC to take up. The GVTC
can and should coordinate PA specific activities, but it remains within the PAs prerogative to execute this or
not.

8 Referred to as a general recommendation in the gender assessment report.
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3.3 Creation of conditions for sustainable transboundary
collaboration on conservation and tourism

The third intermediate objective of the CGV 2 project is “Creation of conditions for sustainable transboundary
collaboration on conservation and tourism”. This intermediary objective corresponds with the Treaty's
objectives. For the CGV 2 project, this intermediary objective is measured by the following indicator®:

e Indicator 1: Number of partners collaborating with GVTC on transboundary wildlife conservation and
tourism development. The target set for 2024 is an increase from seven MoUs with partners at the
start of the project to a total of eleven MoUs with partners.

This subsection describes the progress the project made on this intermediary objective by describing the
findings based on the outcomes, outputs, and activities of the CGV project.

Outcome 3.1: GVL transboundary governance strengthened

Ratification of the Treaty is an important next step for the GVTC. The GVTC mapped out the ratification
processes for each country. Changes in government in DRC and key staff in the three countries inhibited this
activity from being completed successfully. The Government of Rwanda also requested for the removal of the
Summit (being composed of the Heads of State and Government of the Partner States to this Treaty, or their
duly representatives™), which was agreed upon by the Board in 2022, but which had to be taken to the GVTC's
Council of Ministers. In the project lifetime, no Council of Ministers was convened, whilst the Treaty states that
they shall meet at least once per year. The CGV 2 project has thus not been able to succeed in getting the
Treaty ratified. What the lead time will be for this to happen is unknown at this stage. However, it must be
acknowledged that Partners States have contributed financially to the GVTC during the CGV 2 project lifetime,
although this was not always on time, and that the Rwandan Government has provided office space and
facilities to the secretariat in the RDB's building in Kigali, which is a clear sign that Partner States support the
GVTCand its role in transboundary conservation.

The GVTC was expected to engage in visibility activities, allowing the institute to be on the radar of global
players and potentially contributing to institution’s financial sustainability. The Executive Secretary (ES) and/or
Vice ES were present at several international events, both virtually and / or in person. An overview is found
below.

Table 4. Attended international conferences by the GVTC

Event Year Location

CBD Conference 2021 Virtual

UNFCCC COP26 2021 Glasgow, Scotland
African Protected Areas Congress 2022 Kigali, Rwanda

CITES Conference 2022 Panama City, Panama
CBD COP 15 Conference 2022 Montreal, Canada
Business for Conservation Conference 2023 Kigali, Rwanda
UNFCCC COP 28 2023 Dubai, UAE

African Evaluation Association conference 2024 Kigali, Rwanda

9 Extracted from the CGV monitoring and evaluation framework (August 2021)
19 Extracted from the GVTC Treaty (2015).
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The key goal for attending international conferences is to raise awareness about the GVL, and create visibility
for the GVTC in order to strengthen partnerships for collaboration and for long-term fundraising purposes. No
meeting reports were received by the evaluation team, and it was not clear to the evaluators which follow-up
was given to these visits.

With a limited budget for communication, visibility and fundraising, attending international conferences needs
to be well-planned and well-chosen. Attendance alone to COPs of CBD or UNFCCC will not lead immediately
to new funding but will help in raising visibility and strengthening partnerships which might lead to more
funding in the long run. As a result of the GVTC's presence at the COP15 meeting of CBD, the GVTC was
subsequently invited by CBD secretariat to become a regional center for GBF implementation but finally was
not able to go to the last selection round.

Few conferences in the Congo Basin region were attended, such as meetings within the framework of the
Congo Basin Forest Partnership (CBFP), the CAFI (Central Africa Forest Initiative). The One Planet Summit in
March 2023 in Gabon was not visited either, whilst this was a key event to increase visibility on the GVL. No
visits were paid either to the EU in Brussels or EU Delegation in Kinshasa, to improve visibility and potential
fundraising opportunities. Major efforts were done at international level at the level of COPs of CBD and
UNFCCC, but not in the francophone Congo Basin region. Restriction of funding by EKN during the last years of
the CGV 2 project, also led to less participation and visibility of the GVTC.

Publications of the activities performed, and results achieved are a continuous activity of the GVTC. The
institute's website is used to share updates. However, whilst some information is available, the conservation
status of the GVL, and related issues regarding security, poaching or extractive industries threats were hard to
find. A critical comment received from DRC stakeholders is that the GVTC should have done more to spread
awareness about the conservation situation in DRC. The east of DRC is facing severe security issues, but it is
less known how these issues influence wildlife in the parks and how it hampers conservation practices to take
place. With the DRC government not having control over the parks in DRC, it is imperative for the GVTC to raise
this issue to an international audience. However, on the website of the GVTC, there is no mention of updates
on conservation practices being affected by the conflicts in DRC.

Outcome 3.2: Information on the GVL collected, collated and disseminated

The CGV 2 project planned to enable sharing of information and data from the three countries. The inception
report of this project mentions a Centre of Excellence and the GVTC being a ‘clearing house for data and
information on the GVL' is also mentioned. The GVTC had several opportunities and means to do this. For
example, the GVTC set up four RTCs™, enabling local stakeholders to convene and discuss issues with their
counterparts from their neighboring country.

The engagement with SarVision created an opportunity for the GVTC to be a keeper of information relevant to
the GVL and its stakeholders. It, however, proved challenging to make this information available to all
stakeholders. The GVTC team stated that information from one country can only be shared with another
country when the relevant ministries clear it. Whilst the CGV 2 project has an activity to maintain the website
and provide interactive maps on the conservation aspects of the GVL, the SarVision maps were not displayed

1) Landscape management; 2) Tourism development; 3) Community conservation; 4) Law enforcement.
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to show the potential impacts of deforestation, degradation and potential impacts of extractive industries on
the conservation status of the GVL. It was argued by the GVTC team that this was too sensitive information.

A crucial activity in the GVL is the census for wildlife in the GVL. The GVTC has taken a leading and coordinating
role and availed (financial) resources to plan the gorilla census with other partners in the landscape. The final
preparations for a new census are being made and is expected to start at the beginning of 2025. The GVTC
also allowed for other initiatives to be coordinated in sync with the gorilla census, i.e. the chimpanzee census
was said to take place at the same time in Bwindi NP, whilst census in this PA usually focused on gorillas only.
The coordination of stakeholders by the GVTC allows for the chimpanzee census to take place in sync with the
Gorilla census for this first time.

Census reports are also valuable information for the annual conservation status (ACS) reports. These reports
are key to portraying the GVTC's successes and are important for the visibility of the GVTC towards the donors
and partners. However, during the project’s lifetime, no such reports were issued, despite this being a
requirement as stated in the GVTC Treaty. The latest ACS reports date from 2015, 2016, and 2017 and the
latest gorilla census dates from 2019. The evaluators acknowledge the difficulty of collecting the necessary
data for these reports, given the challenging circumstances of the GVL but are not clear why this also meant
that very limited initiatives were undertaken to at least collect information from areas where this was possible.
This would allow to at least give an insight into what is happening in the (accessible parts of the) GVL.

Outcome 3.3: Sustainable funding for transboundary collaboration on conservation and tourism is secured
The end evaluation of the previous EKN supported CGV1 project (which ended in 2019), stressed that for the
GVTC to continue it needed to be more dedicated to the acquisition of funds. The Treaty also states this as an
objective of the GVTC, and the CGV 2 project has spelt this out too.

To fund the operations of the secretariat, the Treaty mentions that it is an obligation of the Partner States to
make "annual contribution to the financial and other resources for better implementation of this Treaty” (Article
7. Obligations of Partner States, sub-article d.). The GVTC has been struggling to receive financial contributions
from Partner States. The CGV 2 inception report mentions that the late remittances are resulting from the
delayed ratification of the Treaty. Until 25 November 2024, the GVTC received a total of 154,187 EUR. This is
less than half of what was expected to be received. The absence of finance from the Partner States also
resulted in a delay in salary payments of the secretariat's staff. For several months, the GVTC-ES was said to
not have received a salary. As a remedy, the EKN allowed funding from the CGV 2 to temporarily close this gap,
provided that the money would come back as soon as the Partner State contributions were received. The GVTC
requested 50,000 USD to tackle the challenge they faced. The money has not yet been returned.

The project planned to hire a fundraising officer to secure successes on this outcome. The COVID-19 pandemic
prevented the GVTC from hiring anyone in the first period of the project. Later, the GVTC faced challenges
finding adequate candidates despite multiple announcements for this position in the region. In the last six
months of the project, however, a technical fundraising advisor from Uganda was hired. Some successes in
fundraising were achieved in the last period of the project. The evaluators learned that the following sources
and related amounts, were secured. These achievements can be attributed to the overall fundraising and
visibility efforts over the course of the project’s lifetime. The evaluators also acknowledge the partners (e.g.
WWF) the GVTC worked with to secure these funds.

2 A lot of this information is however available on the Global Forest Watch interactive tool, from the World Resource Institute.
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e European Union — 150,000 EUR
e UK Funds — 600,000 GBP in total; 150,000 GBP for the GVTC
e World Bank — 24,000,000 USD in total; 4,500,000 USD for the GVTC

The World Bank grant from the Pandemic Fund is large and dedicated to One Health in the GVL. It constitutes
a substantial amount of money and goes through different UN organizations such as FAO, WHO and UNICEF,
which will strengthen the GVTC's capacity to work with UN standards and UN procurement. Field work will be
done partly by government institutions and different large organizations such as WWF, IUCN, IGCP and others.
The GVTC must be congratulated for this achievement, which will certainly lead to the sustainability of the
organization despite the difficult political tensions and conflict situations in the GVL.

3.4 Project Budget

Following the CGV 1 project final evaluation of 2019, the secretariat started negotiating with EKN for a follow
up project more designed towards the regional coordination tasks and less on field implementation. The GVTC
submitted a project proposal and negotiated a follow up project, namely CGV 2. The contract between EKN and
the GVTC was signed in December 2020 for a period of four years. The contract stipulated that a definitive
project proposal and budget would be elaborated in the inception report that was submitted on 30 April 2021.

The project started with a budget of 3,475,000 EUR. This amount, however, could not be fully achieved for a
multitude of reasons. Firstly, budget spending lagged due to the COVID 19 pandemic and related problems at
the beginning of the project. Due to limited spending in the first year, EKN suggested to put remaining funds in
contingency and the GVTC accepted this. However, EKN staff changes in 2021 and later, led subsequently to
stricter control of budget use and it was not permitted for the GVTC to use the contingency funding anymore.
In the end it was not possible for the GVTC to use more than 2,486,046 EUR and no project extension was
approved by EKN beyond end of December 2024 to use the remaining funds agreed upon in the contract of
December 2020.

The final total amount to be spent was communicated by the EKN to the GVTC team on 30 September 2024,
and amounted to 2,486,046 EUR. This is a difference of 988,954 EUR, described by the secretariat as a missed
opportunity to achieve greater results. During the evaluation, it was noticed that during the last two years of
the project, communication and cooperation between EKN and the GVTC was sub-optimal. The new EKN
representatives for the CGV 2 project expressed discontent about the relatively high operational costs of the
GVTC, hinting at an inefficient use of financial resources. Additionally, the activities proposed in the annual
workplans were not always considered to have added value by the newly appointed EKN staff. This up and
down caused considerable delays and finally led to lesser output than expected.

The GVTC's team mentioned that, during project implementation, there have been many misunderstandings
between the EKN and the GTVC on how to use the budget. These misunderstandings led to delays in what the
GVTC could and could not do with the CGV 2 project budget. The evaluators gave both parties the opportunity
to express their views. The evaluators understood well that the EKN and the Netherlands new foreign aid
program policies, have led to the decision not to extend the project and stop new funding in the future.
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3.4.1 Budget use per intermediary objective

The project budget was approved in the second half of 2021 by EKN. The evaluators reviewed the project
annual budgets and financial reports but lost track of how much was spent on which outcome and intermediary
objective, due to the many changes and inconsistencies in the figures of these documents. The secretariat was
therefore requested by the evaluators to share a consolidated budget overview, which was received
accordingly. The table below depicts a summary overview of activity budgets at the start and end of the project.
The below overview does not cover the budget and expenditure on salaries and administration costs and is
therefore not showing the overall differences between the initial project budget and realized expenditures.

Table 5. Budget performance summary — per outcome'?

Budget at startof  Utilization until end

Outcome .

project of October 2024
Intermediary objective 1. Coordination and collaboration promotion of the conservation of biodiversity in the GVL
1.1 Coordinated protection and management of PAs in the GVL 282,900 323,774
1.2 Safety and security of wildlife and people in the GVL is enhanced 49,660 14,685

Intermediary objective 2. Promotion of collaboration and coordination of natural resource-based socio-economic
development in the GVL

2.1 Greater Virunga tourism is increased and diversified 251,446 140,108

2.2 Coordinated reduction and mitigation of natural resources-based 20,000 14,640

Intermediary objective 3. Creation of conditions for sustainable transboundary collaboration on conservation and
tourism

3.1 GVL transboundary governance strengthened 219,830 170,919
3.2 Information on the GVL collected, collated and disseminated 125,200 37,640
3.3 Sustainable funding for transboundary collaboration on
. o 36,500 5,196

conservation and tourism is secured
Cross-cutting
4.1.1 Develop M&E Framework 1,600 -
4.1.2 Gender mainstreaming 8,450 10,351
4.1.3 Statutory meetings (Council of Ministers, Board Meeting, RTCs,

) 272,630 250,989
Regional Stakeholder Forum)
4.1.4 Staff capacity building 121,800 79,305
4.1.5 New/ renew existing organizational policies 15,000 14,115
£4.1.6 Virtual meeting translations / MS Teams license 40,000 29,465
4.1.7 Development of organization TSP - 74,084
Total 1,445,016 1,165,271

The evaluators identify that the activity budget was used quite extensively, as depicted above. Greater
differences per budget line were observed, such as for outcomes 1.1; 1.2; 2.1; 3.1; 3.2; 3.3; and 4.1.7. It must
be noted that the budgets realized (i.e. expenditures indicated in the third column) were approved by EKN. The
seemingly over-expenditure on 4.1.7 is therefore not overspending as the EKN approved this amount before
it was spent. The evaluators consider the achievement of having the new TSP developed and endorsed by
stakeholders highly valuable.

'3 These are only the budget lines for project activities and does not comprise the entire project budget, which would also include admin,
salaries, etc.
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3.5 Project indicators

The subsections above mention the indicators for each intermediary objective. The progress on these
indicators was not systematically reported. The indicators could therefore not be used to make a statement
on the achievements of the intermediate objectives. The table below reflects all indicators for the intermediary
objectives.

Table 6. Intermediary objective indicators

Results reported/

Target in project CGV M&E i .
verified by this

Matrix

Indicators

evaluation

Overall objective: Sustainable conservation of the GVL through transboundary collaboration between DRC,
Rwanda and Uganda

Indicator 1: Trends of the status of key species of [UCN Not less than 5% increase, with None reported and
red list (gorilla, elephant, hippos) baseline from 2017 ACSreport  not possible to verify

Zero loss in total area and
) ) ) reduction of encroachment and None reported and
Indicator 2: Trends in area under conservation ) ) ) .
deforestation by 10%, with 2017  not possible to verify

ACS report as baseline

Intermediary objective 1. Coordination and collaboration promotion of the conservation of biodiversity in the GVL

Indicator 1: Governance structures functional as
scheduled, with the target to have 100% of meetings 100% of meetings scheduled Not succeeded
scheduled in the treaty

Indicator 2: Treaty ratified, with the target for the treaty At least 2 partner states to have Not ded
ot succeede
to have been ratified by 2 partners by end of project. completed 100% steps by year 4

Intermediary objective 2. Promotion of collaboration and coordination of natural resource-based socio-economic
development in the GVL

Indicator 1: Benefit sharing trends for the transboundary Positive trends in amount of

PAs, with the target to have “positive trends” inamount of ~ revenue (USD) received per PA None reported and
revenue (USD) received per PA in 2024, with the resultsin  plotted against time (years), with  not possible to verify
the ACS report of 2017 as a baseline. 2017 ACS report as baseline

Indicator 2: Benefit sharing regulations harmonised. The ) )
} ] i To be determined, both baseline None reported and
results are measured in the same fashion as for the first ) )
ndicat and target for 2024 not possible to verify
indicator.

Intermediary objective 3. Creation of conditions for sustainable transboundary collaboration on conservation and
tourism

Indicator 1: Number of partners collaborating with GVTC

on transboundary wildlife conservation and tourism Eleven partner MoUs signed by~ Greater partner MoU
development. The target set for 2024 is an increase from 2024, starting with seven signed is expected to be
seven MoUs with partners at the start of the project to a already in 2018/2019 signed soon

total of eleven MoUs with partners.
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4,CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter conclusions are drawn for relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and
sustainability of the CGV 2 project. The presentation of conclusions follows the logic of the evaluation
questions as formulated by the commissioner in the ToR.

4.1 Relevance

The CGV 2 project has done relevant activities, and this was acknowledged at every level. The overall image
emerging from the interviews is that transboundary wildlife and biodiversity conservation in the GVL cannot
be done without the presence of the GVTC. All stakeholders understand that conservation efforts require
transboundary collaboration from all relevant partners, and it is only the GVTC who is in a position to mobilize
these partners. This is a result of the entire range of activities and history of the GVTC and cannot be solely
attributed as a result of the project.

The evaluators question whether all activities performed delivered relevant outputs for transboundary
activities in the GVL. The examples mentioned in section 3 of this report, such as the gender assessment, and
the journalist GVL visit, were perhaps relevant when the project was designed and are relevant for the PAs but
have delivered outputs and recommendations that focus less on transboundary issues. The coordination work
done by the GVTC, for the PAs in the GVL is commendable but the evaluators encourage the GVTC to identify
activities that fit their scope of work, besides coordination. In other words, how can the GVTC support the PAs
in executing the recommendations identified.

The EKN has been a donor to the GVTC for a long period, and for a sizeable share of available funds. In the
period 2020-2024, S0% of the GVTC's costs were carried by the CGV 2 project funds, and another (limited)
amount was contributed by the Partner States, being their responsibility and commitment to the GVTC. A small
part of the CGV 2 budget was used to cover the salary costs for the secretariat's management team and other
administrative costs for the secretariat, for a period of 1.5 year. After this period, the salary costs were to be
covered by the contribution from the Partner States. These contributions did not materialize as expected
following the reduced incomes from tourism in the COVID-19 period, resulting in the project having to assist
and provide an advance payment to the GVTC to cover these salaries for a longer period.

The CGV 2 project activities delivered the development of a new partner MoU (to be signed) and the TSP for
the period 2023-2033. These key strategic documents carry great relevance for the GVL.

The CGV 2 project and the GVTC could have had additional value when it had taken the conservation issues
relevant to DRC to an international audience. Making visible to the world how the security challenges are
affecting wildlife in the PNVi is relevant and DRC stakeholders would have appreciated it when the GVTC had
taken up this role™.

' The evaluators noted what was learned from their data collection activities. The secretariat pointed out that they have mentioned this
at various opportunities, but this view was neither shared by other stakeholders the evaluators interviewed, nor was it found in the reports
reviewed for this evaluation.
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4.2 Coherence

Most of the project activities were found to be coherent with the needs on the ground and conservation needs
as identified during the interviews with GVL stakeholders. Coherence with the activities of GVL stakeholders,
and hence conservation needs, was confirmed by the drafting of the TSP 2023-2033. Interviewees
appreciated the collaborative nature of the TSP development, as initiated by the GVTC. Instead of the CGV 2
project and the GVTC having to be coherent with other project activities, it is now very relevant for other
conservation initiatives and projects to align with the GVTC's TSP.

The signing of a new MoU with project stakeholders also shows that the GVTC is coherent with the activities
of other stakeholders in the GVL. The project and the GVTC could have done more with conservation initiatives
for the Congo Bassin, in the interest of fundraising for the organization. The evaluators see this as a missed
opportunity. A more strategic visibility and fundraising strategy could have made the coherence of this project
greater, letting it better align with relevant global conservation discussions and inherent funding opportunities.

The evaluators argue whether the project is sufficiently coherent with the GVTC as an institute as it resulted
in the implementation of activities, which are not necessarily the role of the GVTC. The evaluators recognize
that implementation-like activities which are relevant for the individual PAs, are relevant for the GVL as well
but question where the ownership of these tools should be with the GVTC as well. The Treaty's Article 6 states
that the GVTC shall have a coordination, promotion, support, and harmonizing role, amongst others. The
evaluators do not see owning and managing tools as a natural role for the GVTC. However, it was the EKN
which approved the implementation of @ monitoring framework for the effect of climate change in the GVL,
which became the SarVision tool as identified and suggested by EKN too. The GVTC also proposed and
eventually developed an app for tourism services. The evaluators argue that ownership of these tools should
be with the end-users first, this being more in line with the objectives of the GVTC as per the Treaty.

4.3 Effectiveness

The evaluators must refer to the challenging circumstances in which the CGV 2 was implemented. Outputs and
outcomes were (partially) not achieved due to the external conditions, hampering collaboration of GVL
stakeholders from the three Member States. The evaluators thus argue that it is understandable for the GVTC
to not have achieved all outputs and outcomes, as formulated in the project’'s monitoring framework.

Key achievements of the GVTC are the increasing relevance and acknowledgement of the GVTC as a
coordinator of transboundary conservation efforts, the signing of an important MoU on how the partners
collaborate with the GVTC, and the organization of RTCs to put transboundary issues on the agenda.

Some key expected results that the GVTC did not achieve were the Treaty ratification (though the
circumstances made this extremely difficult to realize), convening of the Council of Ministers and the Board,

the development of ACS reports and (international) visibility of the GVTC.

The evaluators question the effectiveness of the activities performed related to tourism promotion (incl.
branding of the GVL), the SarVision activity, gender inclusion, and activities on sustainable funding.
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Key achievements realized

The evaluators appreciate the GVTCs work done on improving its position in the GVL, and beyond. The GVTC s
regarded as the most important institute and authority for any transboundary conservation work in the area.
Without the GVTC, conservation work in the GVL becomes far more challenging. The institute is a bottom-up
organization and has become indispensable at every level in the GVL. Recognition of this status has come more
and more forward, resulting in the signing of an MoU guiding the partners in the GVL on how to collaborate.
This, supplemented with the co-creation process of the TSP (2023-2033), has emboldened the position of the
GVTCin the GVL and allowed for a stronger sense of TSP ownership by the partners.

Key achievements not realized

The project did not realize some critical achievements, which would have been beneficial to the sustainability
and overall impact the GVTC could have had on the GVL. The organization needed to have the Treaty ratified
but this did not succeed. In a similar fashion, the GVTC did not hold its Council of Ministers and did not have the
regular Board meetings as prescribed in the Treaty. As a result, decisions necessary to be made by the Board,
following the recommendations from the RTCs, were not made and Partner States’ financial contributions
were lagging™. During the 4-year CGV 2 project, only one Board meeting was organized in April 2022.

No new ACS reports were produced in the project’s lifetime, even though these reports are essential to depict
the situation of the GVL. The reports would also have been useful for visibility purposes and could have given
the GVTC more authority in the international conservation community. Visibility could also have been improved
by sharing more information on the organizations' website (as a minimum) and through other media whilst
depicting the greater / transboundary challenges and opportunities. Visibility effectiveness could also have
been improved by being more strategic about which conferences to attend, and which organizations to appeal
to (e.g. GEF).

Reflections on other achievements

The evaluators found the ownership of the SarVision tool, not fitting with the GVTC's objectives. The
development of a tourism app appeared to be the same but insufficient background was available to make a
solid judgement on this. The GVTC is currently the owner of the data collected from the SarVision application,
but is not the main user of the tool. The evaluators find it undesirable that the owner is not the end-user. DRC
stakeholders have expressed interest in having the SarVision tool applied for the entire nation and the
evaluators argue that the national institutes are more logical owners of the application. A more logical role for
the GVTC would be to coordinate the SarVision data from the relevant national institutions to create an
overview of the GVL instead.

The gender assessment conducted was found to be less relevant for the GVTC directly but would possibly have
beenrelevant for the national authorities. The recommendations formulated should also fit in with the national
policies regarding gender. Each Partner State has its own policies on gender inclusion in conservation work. A
transboundary approach to address country-specific gender issues is challenging. This then goes back again
to the mandate and added value of the GVTC. Gender issues identified are country-specific and could apply for
all national parks in the three Partner States. Recommendations formulated are therefore more relevant for
the Partner States, rather than for the GVL or for transboundary work.

'5 The ES pointed out that decisions can be made without the Board, and that workable solutions are found.
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The GVTC organized journalist visit to the PAs in the GVL was found to be less effective too. The evaluators
specifically looked at how the journalists made use of the information gathered. The intention to invite
journalists and promote the GVL is relevant, in the view of the evaluators. However, the message should have
spread more widely, and more internationally. Posts on X and YouTube on channels which are rarely viewed
by international visitors, will not generate improved visibility of the GVL as a tourist destination.

Finally, the evaluators appreciate and congratulate the GVTC on the newly acquired funds for three new
projects. These funds ensure that the GVTC can continue its invaluable work. The fact that this only
materialized more recently is a point of concern for the evaluators. Since 2019, the advice to focus on
sustainable funding was already provided by F&S. A fundraising advisor was only hired in 2024 (a draft strategy
document was shared with the evaluators in December 2024), and as per the opinion of the evaluators the
GVTC visited conferences less relevant for fundraising purposes and missed conferences relevant for
fundraising purposes. The evaluators argue that the GVTC should have had a fundraising strategy under
development from the day the project started and could have been more selective than it already was on which
conferences to attend.

4.4 Efficiency

The project faced significant challenges, making it hard to implement activities timely. However, some activities
are considered not timely, such as the development of a fundraising strategy and inherent fundraising
activities.

The evaluators were confronted with sentiments from the EKN that the operational costs for the GVTC team
were high. Money could have been spent more efficiently, in the view of the EKN. Without going into details of
financial management, the evaluators argue that the EKN has to acknowledge that the GVTC is an entity with
diplomatic status and that they have their own guidelines (from the Member States) on what costs are
acceptable. The EKN signed the agreement for this project, knowing (or at least having had the obligation to
know) what these guidelines are. Disagreeing with the height of costs midway the project could have been
avoided when these guidelines were clear and agreed upon by both parties before signing the project
agreement.

To make solid statements about value-for-money, a financial audit should be performed and should be put
next to the qualitative results of this evaluation, which is outside the scope of the end-of-project evaluation.
The evaluators found some activities and related achievements more meaningful than others. The costs
incurred for statutory meetings (250,989 EUR), whilst knowing that the key meetings were not organized as
required per the Treaty, is arguably not providing the expected value for money. On the other hand, costs
incurred for the development of the new TSP (74,084 EUR) are worth the money and can have substantial
relevance for many years to come. The evaluators argue that the GVTC, resulting from CGV 2 and previous
funding, holds significant relevance and value in the landscape to which any value-for-money statement does
not do sufficiently justice.

4.5 Impact

The impact of the CGV 2 project in this funding period to the GVTC is substantial. Without the project’'s
presence, the GVTC would have had difficulty sustaining itself. The project’s financial contribution allowed the
GVTC to mature (e.g. by moving away more and more from implementation-like activities), and make itself
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more and more indispensable in the GVL. The project was implemented in an environment of insecurity and
instability in DRC. The GVTC and thus the CGV 2, had no impact on this. It can also not be expected that the
project would have resolved any of these issues in DRC.

The CGV 2 annual project reports were unable to demonstrate to the donor what the project achieved. Follow-
up of agreed actions were found to be lacking, both towards the EKN and towards stakeholders of the GVL
who felt that conclusions from the RTCs were left hanging. A systematic reflection on the progress made on
indicators of the M&E framework is missing in project reporting too. The GVTC's reporting was found to be
weak and inconsistent, making it hard to understand where the project stands and why targets were not
achieved. Paying more attention to the indicators and systematically reporting on achievements (incl. over-
and underachievement) would help create more understanding of how the project performs towards the key
stakeholders, i.e. the EKN and to the Partner States.

Funding future projects of the GVTC shall have a stronger and stricter alignment with the Treaty's objectives
as stated in Article 6, and overall scope of the organization. The evaluators found the CGV 2 project too much
a project, rather than a financial contribution. This whilst the organization was not yet mature enough to carry
itself financially. The PWC report (2020) warned about this issue too. Future funding to the GVTC only should
consider that some portion of funding should be for the operations of the institute too, as per the cost structure
the GVTC has defined for itself. The evaluators argue that the EKN may have relied too much on anticipated
results regarding sustainable funding, whilst there were signs from the beginning that this issue was quite
persistent. Fundraising in a consortium, as the GVTC did for its latest acquisition of projects, seemed more
logical to the evaluators. For projects to receive funding, implementing parties need the skillset to get things
done on the ground. This is not the mandate of the GVTC. The institute thus always needs to work with
partners, and fundraising with partners is therefore only logical.

4.6 Sustainability

As mentioned above, stakeholders in the GVL felt a strong sense of ownership of the new TSP. This, in the
evaluators' view, appears to be a sustainable result as the TSP is for a period of ten years, endorsed by the
GVL stakeholders. The TSP sets out the framework of transboundary conservation activities, and stakeholders
have committed themselves to collaborate on making this TSP happen.

The GVTCis a transboundary collaboration of three Partner States but one cannot speak of equal participation
in transboundary work by stakeholders from the three countries. The security situation in DRC makes it almost
impossible for DRC stakeholders to participate in an equal fashion, compared to Rwanda and Uganda.
Stakeholders from all three nations continue to meet (when possible) but execution of planned activities on
the ground is not possible for DRC as they no longer have control over the PNVi. The continued participation of
DRC stakeholders, however, shows that the interestin the GVTC remains high as the institute continues raising
conservation issues that are also important for DRC. DRC stakeholders have raised concerns that meetings
use English as a main language, and that French translation is not consistently used’®. Consequently, meetings
were not always having equal active participation from the three Partner States, as expressed by participants
of RTCs. This could possibly endanger the relevance of the GVTC's work, for DRC stakeholders. DRC's security
situation is already hampering the stakeholders to perform activities but if they also can no longer follow what

'€ The ES stated that interpretation was always made available during the meetings.
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is being discussed and/or actively participated in the discussions held, then the relevance of transboundary
discussions is becoming less for DRC stakeholders too.

The GVTC was said to be a bottom-up organization first, and this is where the roots of the organization are as
well. The evaluators can confirm that this is still the case. The organization is very relevant, active and visible
on field-level activities and discussions. Yet for the organization to become relevant at all levels, and hence
sustainable as an international organization, the organization may need to improve on its visibility and
authority to national level decision makers and international organizations working on conservation. This
includes sharing knowledge to a public audience (what is allowed to be shared) and bringing all relevant
information from bottom to ministerial level when needed. The GVTC may need an organizational assessment
to identify whether it is currently equipped (e.g. in terms of staffing, governance structure, resources) well-
enough to deliver on all these aspects. The evaluation's scope is too limited to make a judgement on this.

4.7 SWOT Analysis

Through this evaluation, the evaluators learned about the internal and external conditions the GVTC is dealing
with. Analyzing the findings, the evaluators were able to make a SWOT analysis of the GVTC as an organization.
A SWOT analysis can be useful to the GVTC as it makes visible to the organization what strengths to capitalize
on and what weaknesses to improve on (internal); what threats it faces and what opportunities it could grasp
(external). It may inform the GVTC how to strategize dealing with these features.

Strengths Opportunities
1. Recognition by all three Partner States 1. Interest of donors to work in landscapes

2. Unique entity, able to convene partners from all | 2. International NGOs acknowledging the need for
three nations an entity like the GVTC
3. Strong support from partners operating at local | 3. The GVTC is operational in both Francophone

level and Anglophone communities
4. Important MoU is to be signed with partners +
new TSP
Weaknesses Threats
1. Slow moving organization, with many layers 1. The relationship between DRC and Rwanda
2. Weak financial sustainability of the organization | 2. DRC's loss of control over east of the country
+ financial commitment of Partner States 3. Conflicting priorities, such as fossil fuel
3. Limited communication about its work to all extraction or infrastructure development, that
stakeholders conflict with conservation efforts or tourism
4. Lack of international visibility strategy, coupled efforts (EAC Tourism vs. GVL branding)
with the absence of a strong fundraising
strategy
Strengths

The GVTCis recognized by the Partner States, despite the needed ratification of the Treaty having to take place
still. The GVTC, however, is an entity the Partner States recognize and acknowledge. The evaluators see this
as a strength realized through continuous conservation work performed and it being rooted in grassroots
activities. Where GVL stakeholders in the three countries collaborated also before the existence of the GVTC,
it is now recognized that activities at grassroots level need national level approval and/or endorsement and
that the GVTC can realize this. This makes the GVTC highly relevant and is therefore appreciated by the Partner
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State. Moreover, it has ensured over the years that the local/ locally active partners express support to the
organization. Critique towards the GVTC from local partners is mostly about the limited follow-up it gives to
recommendations received. The GVTC has solidified its importance in the GVL by developing two important
documents, namely the MoU with partners and the ten-year TSP.

Weaknesses

That the GVTC cannot move forward easily following recommendations from the grassroots level, can be
accredited to the many layers the organization agreed to have as per the Treaty. Convening higher level
meetings is challenging, the GVTC has not yet found a solution for on how to handle this. Partner State
contributions were not mabilized, also affecting the credibility of the Partner State commitment towards the
donor. The evaluators analyzed this issue as also being rooted in the absence of solid visibility and
communication. Becoming an authority in the global conservation community could possibly yield wider
recognition of the Partner States, especially if this visibility is resulting in the mobilization of new funding,
benefiting the Partner States jointly and independently.

Opportunities

Conservation programming and donor attention is moving towards landscape approaches. The GVTC is a
unique entity in the world, coordinating activities in a common landscape in three countries. International NGOs
have acknowledged this, gained trust in, and see the GVTC as an example in the world. This is an opportunity
for the GVTC as it has on offer a solution for a conservation landscape approach, not (easily) available in other
places of the world. The GVTC can additionally tap into international conservation communities / netwaorks in
the francophone and anglophone world, and approach new emerging initiatives that align both climate,
biodiversity and more broadly, all environmental services of conservation landscapes such as the GVL.

Threats

The political tension between the two Member States and the dire situation in DRC are serious threats to the
GVTC. The transboundary collaboration is only justified when it includes the three countries it concerns. This is
not possible at this moment due to the insecurity in east DRC. The tensions between Rwanda and DRC are
also not in favor of a collaborative attitude amongst the two Partner States, when it comes to conservation
work. Finally, each Partner State is also having its own vision on what to do on which topic. The GVTC can
contradict this at times (e.g. information sharing, position in relation to fossil fuel extraction, or tourism
development). Harmonization of policies can be strived for, but the sovereignty of nations and their inherent
development objective may prevail, putting the conservation goals of the GVTC second. This may make the
GVTC on some topics less relevant and may even become a source of conflict.
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5.LESSONS LEARNED AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Lessons learned

5.1.1 Transnational conservation in regional conflict zones

During the whole period of EKN funding and even before, the region has been characterized by regional
conflicts and political tensions between the Partner States. These conflicts and their origins cannot be
addressed by the GVTC as its mandate is only the improvement of conservation and tourism in the GVL, but it
has always affected the impact of the GVTC and its mandate and will continue to do so as long as these political
and other tensions do not minimize.

Furthermore, it was also mentioned in the final evaluation of the CGV 1 project, that a mandate for the GVTC
(as per Treaty) limited to conservation and not extended to the sustainable management of all natural
resources in the GVL landscape (protected areas and beyond) is difficult to execute, as other development
activities cannot be addressed but might affect the conservation of the landscape.

5.1.2 Board meetings and governance

A key lesson learned about transboundary collaboration is that it remains relevant that all Partner States
remain involved. The huge problems ICCN and PNVi face in east DRC have led to less interest in the GVTC at
this moment, as they use all available financial and technical resources to address the field problems. They are
also hampered in their participation in meetings in Rwanda and feel that at this moment the GVTC cannot play
any role of significance to them in DRC.

The absence of the DRC Board members in the last planned Board meeting of 4 December 2024 showed again
how the work of the GVTC can only be done when the necessary convenings take place. The intended Board
meeting on the 4 of December 2024 in Kampala, Uganda, became a consultative meeting as the DRC
representatives did not appear, meaning that decisions to be made at the Board could not be made.

5.1.3 Regional Technical Meetings

The RTCs and the Regional Forum form the basis of the GVTC, as they are supposed to come up with technical
guidance on all four themes: landscape management, tourism development, community involvement and law
enforcement. The organization of regional meetings at regular interval has proven to be of utmost importance
for information sharing amongst partner conservation authorities and is a key element of keeping momentum
in transboundary conservation of the GVL and keeping the GVTC “alive”.

However, itis also important that the GVTC follows up on the recommendations of the RTC meetings, both by
addressing the needs expressed and follow-up in subsequent meetings, as well as keeping track of submitting
the recommendations to the Board for approval and subsequent implementation. A lesson learnt during the
CGV 2 project is that this can be improved, despite the difficult regional situation given the paolitical tension.

5.1.4 Communication and raising visibility

The CGV 2 project had several components on visibility, but the evaluators have seen a very conservative
approach on communication and visibility from the secretariat. Publishing conservation information on GVL or
maps on the GVL with indication on trends of deforestation was all seen as "too sensitive”. No ACS reports
were published indicating trends or threats to conservation in the GVL. Some stakeholders in DRC stated their
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frustration that no information was ever published nor addressed at international conferences by the GVTC on
the situation in PNViin DRC (the destruction of lodges and almost total absence of ICCN in the park with all the
consequences for conservation and tourism), even though it being a key mandate of the GVTC as per the
Treaty.

Raising the visibility of the GVTC is also important by attending regional and international conferences. As the
GVL is a landscape at the overlap of francophone and anglophone zones, it is important to be present at both
sides. During the CGV 2 project, the GVTC was not much visible at the level of the Congo Basin Partnership
countries, at events in Kinshasa, Libreville, Yaoundé or Brazzaville. Key donors such as EU, GEF and many
bilateral organizations such as Germany, Norway, France, UK, USA are present at these meetings.

5.1.5 Sustainable funding

Whilst receiving contributions from the Partner States on time has proven challenging for the GVTC (and will
most probably remain like that), it has become clear that fundraising for the GVTC is not an easy endeavor and
needs much more attention from the GVTC leadership in the future. Donors in general are not very interested
in funding intergovernmental structures such as the GVTC given their heavy structure (in terms of governance),
transnational nature and lack of clear and visible impact on the ground. Attending global conferences at the
level of UNFCCC or CBD is far from sufficient and follow-up for key people in key institutes such as GEF, EU
and others is needed. Another lesson learned is that when the GVTC operates as an overall umbrella
organization together with better known international conservation organizations such as WWF, WCS or
others, its chances of getting funding are higher. Close cooperation and joint visibility of the GVTC together
with these NGOs and Foundations will be key for long-term funding for conservation in the GVL landscape.

5.2 Recommendations

5.2.1 GVTC's activities

The evaluators recommend the GVTC to focus on its supporting, promoting, and coordinating roles. It is not
argued that this is not covered yet in the Treaty, but the evaluators found that the GVTC is holding ownership
of operational tools, which is more logical to have with the end-users of these tools. The GVTC's added value
is in the coordination and collaboration of various stakeholders, ranging from NGOs and CBOs to governmental
organizations. The GVTC can work with partners, like WWF, the PAs, or other organizations with people present
on the ground, to achieve objectives in the PAs by coordinating the work amongst partners and across
locations. The added value of the GVTC when working on national conservation issues (e.g. gender inclusion in
the PAs) is less compared to coordinating these efforts across the actors in the GVL.

Additionally, the GVTC can bring transboundary issues to national governments. This is an added value of the
institute mentioned by the interviewees but which they would also like to see to be taken up more by the
secretariat.

5.2.2 Fundraising and related visibility

The need for fundraising may be argued as less necessary now since new funding was secured recently, yet
the evaluators strongly recommend the GVTC to be more strategic on this issue. Fundraising activities became
more and more urgent as the EKN also indicated to no longer fund the GVTC beyond 2024. A draft version of
a fundraising strategy was developed, and the evaluators encourage the GVTC to elaborate on this.
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Moreover, NGO partners to the GVTC have indicated that they see it as their duty too to conduct joint
fundraising for the GVL with the GVTC. Addressing issues at a landscape level is the only way to go when
dealing with key issues such as poaching, disease management, and wildlife migration and no other party than
the GVTC can convene stakeholders from the three nations.

Funding will (almost) always be coupled to work done on the ground and will therefore require teaming up with
partners who have the right means to do that. Moreover, it is therefore recommended to elaborate a
fundraising strategy with renowned conservation institutions such as the WWF or DFGF who are present in
the field and have experience in fundraising.

Raising visibility within GEF and its accredited partners such as UNDP, FAO and UNEP are also recommended.
Since recently, WWF and other conservation organizations are accredited to implement GEF programs (as well
as GCF but GCF is not so important as GEF for the GVTC as a potential donor). GEF is a complicated but
important funding mechanism for the GVTC where regional programs are possible beyond the national level,
so a coordinated approach to GEF and its accredited organizations in the future is recommendable.
Coordination with WWF and other NGOs at the level of WWF USA is key in this respect to increase trust and
confidence.

5.2.3 Governance structure

It is necessary to keep pushing for the ratification of the Treaty. Ratification is expected to increase the
legitimacy and commitment of the Partner States to the GVTC. Yet since this has already taken more time than
expected, a contingency plan needs to be put in place to handle the scenario of the Treaty not being ratified.
The GVTC is recommended to develop a strategy which allows the institute to deal with the consequences of
not having the Treaty ratified.

For the other elements that have proven to be challenging, a similar contingency plan can be developed. These
include the organization of a Council of Ministers and Board meetings. Alternative plans are currently emerging
when the need arises but for the purpose of transparency and accountability, a documented contingency plan
endorsed by the ICCN, RDB and UWA to fall back on can help increase the understanding of decisions being
made or halted by the GVTC's team.

5.2.4 Getting all Partner States on Board

Back in 2019, the CGV 1 final evaluation recommended to put extra efforts to get all Partner States on Board,
particularly DRC. The situation anno 2024 with an increased political tension between DRC and Rwanda even
strengthens this recommendation. More efforts are needed by the secretariat soon to visit both ICCN and the
Ministry in Kinshasa, to see what is possible. Some ICCN interlocutors are perfectly bilingual and have a
profound knowledge of the issues in PNViand the wider GVL, so they can help in the diplomatic efforts needed.
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ANNEX 1: TERMS OF REFERENCE



Terms of Reference: End of Project Evaluation GVTC
(December 2024)

Kigali, 01 July 2024
Background

GVTC is an intergovernmental organisation established by the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC),
Rwanda, and Uganda, governed by a treaty signed on October 30, 2015. Its purpose is to foster
transboundary collaboration for wildlife conservation and tourism development in the Greater
Virunga Landscape (GVL), which spans protected areas in all three countries, including Virunga
National Park, Volcanoes National Park, Bwindi Impenetrable National Park, Mgahinga Gorilla
National Park, Rwenzori Mountains National Park, Semuliki, and Queen Elizabeth National Park.

The GVL is ecologically diverse and home to species such as chimpanzees, mountain gorillas, okapis,
and elephants. However, it faces threats from illegal resource exploitation driven by population
growth, poverty, dependence on natural resources, and regional political instability.

The Great Lakes Region is experiencing escalating conflict, with state-supported non-state armed
groups and increased violence affecting civilians (DR Congo). The DRC accuses Rwanda of supporting
the M23 rebel group, while Rwanda accuses the DRC of supporting the FDLR. These allegations have
been supported by reports from the Group of Experts for the 1533 DRC Sanctions Committee.
Relations between the DRC and Rwanda are extremely strained, though Uganda and Rwanda have
improved their relationship. Uganda and the DRC have complex relations due to the presence of the
ADF on Congolese territory.

Political challenges hinder conservation efforts, though technical discussions continue at lower
governmental levels. Poor intergovernmental relations complicate GVTC's operations and threaten
its long-term viability, as sustained financing from the partner countries is essential.

The Netherlands and GVTC

In 2004, the protected-area authorities of the DRC, Rwanda, and Uganda agreed to develop a
transboundary strategic plan (TSP) to achieve collaborative management, which was signed in 2006.
In 2008, funding was obtained from the Netherlands Directorate-General of International
Cooperation (DGIS) to establish the Transboundary Core Secretariat and implement several
elements of the TSP. The funding was continued and entered its fourth and last period (2021-
December 2024).

The transboundary collaboration process in the GVL started in the early 90s as an informal
collaboration mechanism initiated by the rangers charged with monitoring the mountain gorillas and
their habitat. Later, in 2003, the institutions of conservation within the three countries, i.e., the
Institut Congolais pour la Conservation de la Nature — ICCN, the Office Rwandais du Tourism et des
Parcs Nationaux — ORTPN and the Uganda Wildlife Authority — UWA signed a collaborative
agreement, recognising this informal collaboration initiated by the rangers, and expanding it in
scope and space (beyond the gorilla habitat). In the subsequent years, the transboundary
collaboration was further formalised and strengthened through the signing of more agreements
involving the three countries. However, this formalisation process of the transboundary
collaboration itself culminated with the negotiation and signing of the GVTC Treaty by DRC,



Rwanda, and Uganda on 30 October 2015, highlighting the importance of the collaboration for the
sustainable management of the protected areas and promotion of tourism, within the larger and
unique Greater Virunga Landscape.

Thanks to the signing of the Treaty, today, GVTC is recognised as an Interstate Institution (with
diplomatic status) with a clear mandate and governance structure geared toward the
implementation of this Treaty.

GVTC’s current 10-year TSP (2024 — 2033) focuses on four pillars:

e Transboundary collaboration and coordination: Strengthening regional cooperation for
effective natural resource management and shared responsibility in addressing challenges.

e Community advocacy and empowerment: Prioritizing local communities' voices, skills
development, and sustainable livelihoods.

e Enterprise, investment, and finance: Fostering responsible business and green investment,
mobilising diverse financing for sustainable development.

e Sustainable natural resources management: Protecting the GVL's ecological integrity,
addressing poaching, and habitat preservation.

GVTC Strategic objectives:

1. SO-1: Strengthen transboundary collaboration and coordination for effective natural
resource managementin GVL.

2. SO-2: Strengthen advocacy and community empowerment to improve participation in the
effective management of the GVL.

3. SO-3: Support the development and implementation of innovative finance and investments
for the effective conservation of GVL.

4. SO0-4: Improve governance and effective management of transboundary natural resources in
the GVL.

Strategic Outcomes:

e 1.1: Strengthened transboundary coordination for effective natural resource management in
GVL.

e 1.2: Strengthened transboundary collaboration for effective natural resource management
in GVL.

e 2.1: Advocacy and community empowerment programs strengthened to improve
participation and effective management of the GVL.

e 3.1:Innovative investments and finance for effective conservation of GVL developed and
functional.

e 3.2: Conservation-friendly enterprises in the GVL developed and supported.

e 4.1: Management effectiveness of transboundary natural resources in the GVL improved.

e 4.2: Governance of transboundary natural resources in the GVL improved.

Objectives of the final evaluation

The overall objectives of the evaluation are to assess the project's achievements and (potential)
impact and draw lessons. The evaluation should provide credible and useful information, enabling
the incorporation of lessons learned into the decision-making processes of donors, organisations,
and target groups.



Key evaluation criteria:

¢ Coherence/Effectiveness/Efficiency: Review the coherence, efficiency, and effectiveness of
the project in achieving its intended results.

e Relevance: Assess the relevance of the project results.

e Sustainability and Preparedness: Evaluate GVTC's preparedness for future sustainability,
considering the Netherlands’ end of financial support in late 2024.

e Sustainability: Assess GVTC's success in securing ongoing financial commitments and
political influence from partner governments to ensure long-term viability and impact on
conservation efforts in the GVL.

e Lessons Learned: Suggest lessons learned for the project and the embassy.

Particular attention is needed for the following:

e Conflict-sensitivity approach (vis-a-vis communities, partners, and governments).

e Logic and quality of implementation (theory of change, intervention strategies, planning,
complementarities, collaboration within the consortium).

e Inclusion of and ownership by relevant state and non-state stakeholders.

e Impact of advocacy work vis-a-vis relevant stakeholders.

e Collaboration of GVTC with other relevant projects/initiatives in the same area.

Deliverables:

¢ Inception report: Including work plan, detailed methodology, and risk assessment, to and
will be delivered within two weeks of signing the contract.

e Preparatory working sessions: These are held before the start of fiel[dwork with both the
Embassy and GVTC (as part of the inception phase).

¢ Presentation of initial results: Upon the completion of fieldwork, these will be presented to
GVTC, key government stakeholders, and the embassy.

o Draft report: To be submitted within 20 days after completion of the fieldwork to the
embassy and GVTC.

e Final report: To be submitted within 20 days after receipt of feedback from the embassy.
The final report will be made public and should not exceed 50 pages (excluding annexes).
The report shall be in English and will have the following structure:

o Executive summary (English, max 3 pages)

Executive summary (French, max 3 pages)

Introduction

Methodology

Summary of project achievements (based on document study)

Salient findings (narrative of observations in the field)

Assessment of the project on relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact,

sustainability, and others

Lessons learnt

Conclusions

Recommendations for GVTC and the embassy/Great Lakes Regional Program, and

governmental and non-governmental stakeholders in the project area.
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Methodology/approach

The evaluation will follow a mixed-method approach with specific attention to the participatory
character of proposed methodologies and process, as well as conflict sensitivity of the evaluation
process.

Potential aspects of the methodology:

e Qualitative research in the targeted areas, including interviews and focus group discussions
with key local, national, and regional stakeholders, direct beneficiaries, community
members, and project staff.

e Review of relevant project planning and evaluation documents, including internal and
external reports, results framework, baseline, midline, and end-line data.

e Fieldwork in all intervention zones in DRC Congo, Uganda, and Rwanda.

¢ Keyinformant interviews with stakeholders in DR Congo, Uganda, and Rwanda.

Required expertise:

e Atleast 10 years’ experience of the team leader with implementing natural resource
management, (transboundary) park protection, transboundary cooperation and
collaboration, livelihoods, governance, and political engagement related interventions in
developing countries/regions.

e At least 10 years of experience with qualitative research in complex contexts.

e Experience in the Great Lakes region.

e Excellent English writing skills and command of English and French, and (either directly or
through qualified translators) the relevant local language(s).

e Ability to tap into a solid network of Great Lakes experts/researchers on the subject matter.

e Willingness to travel to insecure areas and relevant intervention areas in DR Congo.

Note that the evaluation must include on-site fieldwork. Visa processes can take a long time and
should be started timely.

Planning

The evaluation should start no later than August 1, 2024, and fieldwork should start no later than
September 1, 2024. The total evaluation is foreseen to take about 50 to 60 days. The maximum
budget for the evaluation is 100,000 Euro.

Logistics

Consultants will arrange visas, travel to the region, and insurance. They will also arrange lodging.
GVTC can facilitate access to lodging and transport in the project areas.

Submission Process

Interested organisations are invited to submit an expression of interest within 10 working days of
the publication of this ToR. Based on an assessment of these expressions of interest, selected
organisations will be invited to submit a concept note. Based on an assessment of the concept notes,
one or more organisations will be invited to submit a full proposal.



Assessment Criteria:

1. Methodology (45%):
o Understanding of the assignment: a clear indication of the needs and expected
outputs of the evaluation.
o Adescription of the approach, including an elaboration of the research questions
and the mixed-method approach.
2. Resume (25%):
o Experience with implementing qualitative research in complex contexts.
o Experience with implementing/reviewing stabilisation, governance, and security-
related interventions in developing countries.
o Experience with implementing/reviewing park protection, landscape, political
engagement, and governance interventions.
Experience in the Great Lakes region (DRC, Rwanda, and Uganda).
Broad experience with landscape, park protection, biodiversity, livelihoods, and
political engagement.
3. Division of Tasks (10%):
o The degree to which tasks, activities, and responsibilities are logically divided over
the team members based on experience and expertise.
4. Price (20%)

Annex 1: Detailed analysis questions are to be answered.
The consultants will evaluate the project through a series of detailed questions of analysis, covering:

1. Coherence and Consistency:

o lIsthe project logically designed with clear cause-effect relationships?

o How do the project objectives align with local needs and other regional
conservation, protection of natural resources, transboundary collaboration, and
cooperation initiatives?

2. Effectiveness and Impact:

o To what extent have the project's objectives been achieved?

o What are the key factors that contributed to or hindered the achievement of
objectives?

3. Efficiency:
o Were resources used efficiently in relation to the outputs and outcomes achieved?
4. Relevance:

o Are the project’s objectives still relevant to the current context and stakeholder

needs?
5. Sustainability:

o What s the likelihood that project outcomes will be sustainable after the end of
funding?

o What strategies are in place to ensure continued financial and political support?



This document is prepared to guide potential evaluators in understanding the expectations, context,
and framework for the GVTC's end-of-project evaluation. The evaluation aims to draw
comprehensive lessons and provide actionable recommendations to ensure the sustained impact
and future success of GVTC's initiatives in the Greater Virunga Landscape.



Annex 1: Detailed analysis questions are to be answered.

The proposed questions in this annex are indicative. During the inception phase, it is recommended
that the consulting firm holds working sessions with the GVTC core management team to refine
evaluation questions and related data collection tools, considering the effective targeting of key
informants. This aims to ensure that the data collected is of maximum quality and depth, accurately
reflecting the program's realities and results.

RELEVANCE: IS THE INTERVENTION DOING THE RIGHT THINGS?

Description of the criterion:

This criterion examines the extent to which the intervention's objectives and design respond to the
needs, policies, and priorities of beneficiaries, global stakeholders, country, and partner institutions.
It considers how these objectives and designs adapt to changing circumstances. Relevance involves
analysing differences and trade-offs between various priorities and needs and assessing the
intervention's sensitivity to economic, environmental, social, political, and capacity conditions.

Specific questions to be answered:

e How do stakeholders, including local national and regional governments, UN, NGOs, and
community members, assess the project's relevance to their needs and priorities?

e To what extent has the project considered the different needs and priorities of various
stakeholders (see above)?

e To what extent has the project addressed the underlying issues that led to its development?

e How has the context in which the project was implemented changed over time, and how has
this influenced the project's relevance?

e To what extent has GVTC adapted to the changing environment and incorporated lessons
learned?

e How relevant are the specific interventions to direct beneficiaries, relevant local, national,
and regional governments, local and international NGO’s working on natural resources and
parc protection?

e How relevant are the intervention strategies to achieving results?

e Could the project's relevance have been enhanced? If so, how? What lessons can be learned
to increase relevance in the next phase?

COHERENCE: HOW WELL DOES THE INTERVENTION FIT?

Description of the criterion:

This criterion assesses the compatibility of the intervention with other interventions in the country,
sector, or institution. It looks at how other interventions support or undermine the project, and vice
versa, including both internal and external coherence. Internal coherence addresses synergies and
interlinkages within the same institution or government, while external coherence considers the
consistency with other actors' interventions in the same context.

Specific questions to be answered:

e To what extent was coherence sought and achieved with (relevant) projects in the Great
Lakes Regional Program?

e To what extent are the project's achievements in line with the policies and plans of
provincial, local, and regional authorities and communities in the targeted areas?



¢ To what extent was coherence sought and achieved with other (inter)national projects in the
targeted area?

e How coherent is the project design and implementation for achieving results?

e Could the coherence of the project have been enhanced? If so, how?

e What lessons can be learned to increase coherence in any future phase?

EFFECTIVENESS: IS THE INTERVENTION ACHIEVING ITS OBJECTIVES?

Description of the criterion:

This criterion examines the extent to which the intervention achieved, or is expected to achieve, its
objectives and results, including differential results across groups. It involves analysing the relative
importance of the objectives or results.

Specific questions to be answered:

e To what extent did the project achieve its outputs in terms of quantity and quality? (Explain
reasons for over-/underachievement)

e To what extent did the project achieve its outcomes in terms of quantity and quality?
(Explain reasons for over-/underachievement)

e Was the program logic (particularly the assumptions linking outputs to outcomes and the
risk assessment) adequate?

e Were risk management, conflict sensitivity, and gender responsiveness adequate, and how
has the project been adjusted based on regular assessments of conflicts, assumptions, and
risks?

e Isthere acceptance, ownership, and leadership for the activities and outputs among
beneficiaries, communities, and regional/national/provincial government?

e What lessons can be learned to achieve greater effectiveness?

EFFICIENCY: HOW WELL ARE RESOURCES BEING USED?

Description of the criterion:

This criterion assesses the extent to which the intervention delivers results in an economic and
timely way. It looks at how inputs are converted into outputs, outcomes, and impacts cost-
effectively, and whether the delivery is timely considering the evolving context.

Specific questions to be answered:

e How do the costs of implementing this project compare to other similar projects in the area?

e How does the project’s implementation compare to alternative approaches?

e What is the cost-benefit analysis of the interventions? What is the cost per beneficiary in all
components of the project?

e How timely was the project implementation, considering factors outside the project's
control?

e Could the project have been more efficient? If so, how?

e What lessons can be learned to improve efficiency in future projects?

e How scalable is the intervention in relation to its efficiency?

IMPACT: WHAT DIFFERENCE DOES THE INTERVENTION MAKE?



Description of the criterion:

This criterion examines the extent to which the intervention has generated or is expected to
generate significant positive or negative, intended, or unintended, higher-level effects. It seeks to
identify the long-term, broader effects on social, environmental, and economic aspects that go
beyond immediate results.

Specific questions to be answered:

e What changes have occurred in the project areas since its inception, and to what extent can
these changes be attributed to the project?

e What impact has the project had on conflict, security, and stabilisation in the targeted area?

e Canthe outcome indicators reported by GVTC be confirmed by the evaluators confirm the
outcome indicators reported by GVTC?

e How have strategies aimed at involving local, national, and regional authorities led to
concrete improvements and engagement?

e What unintended effects, positive or negative, has the project had, and on whom?

e Could the project have achieved more impact? If so, what impact, and how?

e What lessons can be learned for future programming GVTC?

SUSTAINABILITY: WILL THE BENEFITS LAST?

Description of the criterion:

This criterion examines the extent to which the net benefits of the intervention continue or are likely
to continue. It involves analysing the financial, economic, social, environmental, and institutional
capacities needed to sustain benefits over time, considering resilience, risks, and potential trade-
offs.

Specific questions to be answered:

e To what extent do relevant stakeholders have a sense of ownership of the different
activities? How and why?

e Are relevant stakeholders active in ensuring the sustainability of the different activities?
How and why?

e To what extent is the support sustainable? Why not? How can this be strengthened?

e Was knowledge generated during the project transferred to relevant stakeholders, including
the three member states and local/national and regional authorities? Was knowledge
transfer part of the project’s implementation approach?

¢ What key blockages and enablers are foreseen in sustaining the effects of GVTC?

These detailed questions aim to provide a comprehensive framework for evaluating the project's
relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability, ensuring thorough and
actionable insights for future interventions.



ANNEX 2: ITINERARY

Date ‘Activitv People met
) ) o Ms Annick van Lookeren Campagne, First Secretary food
Meeting with EKN, Kigali, RW ) ]
security and water Great Lakes Region
Mr Fidele Ruzigandekwe, Deputy Executive Secretary -
p
Fr 22 Nov rogran’?s )
) ) o Ms Marie Rose Kabeya, Deputy Executive Secretary -
Meeting with GVTC, Kigali, RW . . .
Finance and Administration
Mr Juvenal Mukeshimana, Program Assistant
Mr Ismael Ochen Ochen, Program Coordinator
Mr Eugene Mutangana, Acting Managing Director
Mo 25 Nov [Meetings with RDB, Kigali, RW Conservation
Mr Telesphore Ngoge, Conservation Analyst
Meeting with Gorilla Doctors, Kigali, , ,
Dr. Julius Nziza, Head of Vet.
RW
Tu 26 Nov |Meeting with GVTC, Kigali, RW Dr Andrew Seguya, Executive Secretary
Meeting with  African  Wildlife ) ) ) )
) o Mr. Patrick Nsabimana, Acting Country Director Rwanda
Foundation, Kigali, RW
Meeting with DFGF, Musanze, RW  [Mr. Felix Ndagijimana, Country Director
Meeting with SarVision, Musanze, ) ) ) ]
\We 27 Nov AW Prof. Dirk Hoekman, Chief Science Officer
Meeting with ICCN, Musanze, RW Dr. Albert Sebagenzi,
Meeting with Volcanoes National ) o
Mr. Prosper Uwingeli, Chief Park Warden
Park, Musanze, RW
Th 28 Nov ) ) Mr Jean Bosco, Vice Chancellor
Meeting with INES, Musanze, RW
Mr Deo, Lecturer
Meeting SACOLA, Kinigi, RW Mr Emanuel Hakizimana, Deputy Chair
Fr 29 Nov |Meeting with IGCP Mr. Wellard Makambo, Director
Meeting with Uplifting the Rural , ,
_ Ms Beatrice Kabihogo, Team Leader
Poor, Kisoro, UG
Sa 30 Nov [Meeting with  Bwindi-Mgahinga . ) . . ]
) ] Ms Claire Kahunzire Mwesigwa, Field Officer, BMCT,
Conservation Trust, Kisoro, UG
Meeting with CAFI, Rubavu, RW Mr. Thierry Lusenge, Technical Person
Su 1 Dec [Meeting with ITFC, Ruhija, UG Mr Dennis Babaasa, Director
Meeting with Bwindi NP (UWA), )
Mr Nelson Guma, Chief Warden
Buhoma, UG
Mr Eric Mudakikwa, Environmental Analytics and Lake
Kivu Monitoring Division Manager
Mo 2 Dec |Meeting with REMA, Kigali, RW Mr Herman Hakuzimana, Climate Change Program

Manager
Mr Bernardin Bayavuge, Climate Change Specialist

Meeting with University of Rwanda,

Prof. Gaspard Rwanyiziri

Kigali, RW




Meeting with EU, Kigali, RW

Mr
Environment, Climate Action and Biodiversity

Alexis Billy Mugayi, Program Management

Meeting with Rwanda Tourism
Chamber

Mr Yves Ngenzi, Director General

Meeting with CACOPVi, Goma, DRC

Jean Baptiste Kiyana, Chairman

Meeting with Queen Elizabeth NP

Mr Christopher Masaba, Senior Warden
Dr. Eric Enyal, Chief Warden

Tu3Dec |[(UWA), Katunguru, UG ,
Mr Moses Turinawe, Southern Sector Warden
Meeting with ICPG, Goma, DRC Altor Musema, Program Coordinator
Meeting with 1GG - Netherlands|Mr Timmo Gaasbeek, former EKN representative for GI/T(
Government, Online in Kigali
We 4 Dec n .
) ) Mr Innoussa Djimboket, Virunga and Itombwe
Meeting with WWF/DRC, Goma, DRC
Landscape Manager
Meeting with Jane Goodall Institute,
Mr James Byamukama, Team Leader
Kampala, UG
Meeting with Kisoro District Local . ]
Mr Abel Bizimana, Chairperson
Government, UG, Phone
Meeting with  WWF  Uganda, o
Mr Paul Hatanga, Manager GVL Initiative Program
Kampala, UG
Th 5 Dec Mr Georges Owoyesigire, Member of the GVTC Board
Mr Charles Kijjambu
. . " . [Mr Stephen Fred Okiror
Meeting with Ministry of Tourism,
I N Mr Joward Baluku
Wildlife & Antiquities, Kampala, UG _
Mr Mugabe Michael
Mr Micheal Mutebi
Ms Leone Candia
Meeting with Uganda Wildlife _ _
) Mr Sam Mwandha, Executive Director
Authority, Kampala, UG
Fr 6 Dec X ) .
Meeting with Association of Ugandan i
Ms Mathilde Iremera, CEO
Tour Operators, Kampala, UG
Meeting with UNDP, Kigali, RW Ms Irene Iradukunda, Biodiversity Finance Analyst
Mo 9 Dec [Meeting with Ubuntu Voyages, Tour| _ _
Adili Amani Romuald, Director and Promotor
Operator, Goma, DRC
Tu 10 Dec |Meeting with ICCN Kinshasa, Online [Joel Wengamulay, Director of International Cooperation
Meeting with Kumbukumbu Tour, o
) Kumbukumbu Obedi, Director
We 11 Dec |Online
Meeting with WCS, Goma, DRC Papy Shamavu, Technical Director
Meeting with Virunga Foundation,| o
ITh 19 Dec on Méthode Bagurubumwe, Communication Manager
nline
Fr 20 Dec [Meeting with PNVI, Online Prince Emmanuel de Merode, Director
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