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1. Executive Summary 
Aim of the review 

This review was commissioned to provide an external perspective on a number of Darwin 
Initiative projects in Uganda, which were approaching completion, to assess the projects’ 
effectiveness, sustainability and to identify what went well, less well and why in order to provide 
lessons-learned for other Darwin Initiative projects.  

This report covers the evaluation of the following four Darwin Initiative projects:  

• Research to policy – building capacity for conservation through poverty alleviation 
(19-013);  

• Integrating Batwa cultural values into national parks management in Uganda (19-019);  
• NBSAPs: mainstreaming biodiversity and development (19-023);  
• Harnessing livelihood benefits from a payments for ecosystem services scheme 

(EIDP044, Post Project to 18-012). 

Lessons learned (for projects) 

Research to Policy (19-013): The project is playing an important role in progressing 
conservation and development activities in Uganda, helping to identify the drivers of illegal 
resource use, bringing different stakeholders together so that they can work together to 
address these issues and helping to improve the positive poverty impacts of integrated 
conservation and development in the area.  

Integrating Batwa cultural values (19-019): The Batwa are a marginalised group that suffer 
from significant stigma in Uganda. The project has been successful in changing attitudes 
towards the Batwa (at least outwardly), negotiating their inclusion in park management and 
thereby increasing their access to the forests which are spiritually and culturally immensely 
important to the Batwa. In addition the project has made some headway in improving the life of 
Batwa outside the park and to reduce illegal incursions by the Batwa into the National Park.  

In short this could be considered one of the Darwin Initiative’s flagship projects. It has dealt in a 
dignified way with issues of poverty and biodiversity that are infrequently tackled by other 
Darwin Initiative projects to great effect. 

NBSAPs mainstreaming biodiversity and development (19-023): This project has come at 
an opportune time – parties to the CBD were expected to revise their NBSAPs and deal with the 
issue of mainstreaming. Whilst funding was secured to ensure the NBSAPs were revised this 
would not include support for dealing with the issue of mainstreaming. The two UK partners to 
this project had experience of mainstreaming through the Poverty and Environment Initiative 
and were therefore the ideal groups to support these states to revise their NBSAPs. 
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Understanding the effect of these attempts to mainstream will not be apparent for some time 
though. 

Harnessing livelihood benefits from a payments for ecosystem services scheme 
(EIDP044): Some of the activities appear particularly well suited to local skills (such as tree 
nurseries and tree planting) whereas other activities, such as beekeeping, which require a high 
level of technical ability appear to only be sustainable with continued funding, at least in the 
short to medium-term. Nevertheless, if successful, these activities should be very lucrative to 
local farmers. The use of business and marketing plans, and links to markets during the 
development and implementation of the livelihood activities suggests that these activities once 
established are likely to be successful and sustainable. 

 

Recommendations to projects: 

Recommendation 1: Develop the theory of change as soon as possible during the project 
design and development and integrate it into the project logframe. The logframe should be 
used as a tool to measure progress and clearly communicate the project objectives and how it 
intends to achieve them. 

Recommendation 2: Consider gender explicitly in your project M&E plan i.e. disaggregate data 
by gender. During data collection, collect and report on gender differences within the sample. 
Where possible, aim to collect information from all stakeholders (e.g. women, children and 
other marginalised groups). 

Recommendation 3: It may be beneficial for one partner to take lead responsibility for M&E of 
the whole project but make clear the roles and responsibilities of other partners for data 
collection and analysis on their own work area.  

Recommendation 4: Provide guidance to partners on how to track impact versus activity at the 
outset of the project. 

Recommendation 5: When facilitating a project review, you should allow time between 
activities to enable follow-up questions and to provide pre-briefings and attendance lists, 
particularly for large focus groups. 

Recommendation 6: Projects should support groups to become better organised and 
sustainable in order to advocate for policy change especially where groups are restricted from 
advocacy work due to requirements for them to be politically neutral. poverty.  

Recommendation 7: Consider the management structure of your project. Make sure you have 
a well-functioning steering committee to ensure the project remains on track and effective. It is 
particularly important for all project partners to be involved or to be able to feed in comments 
on the project’s progress.  
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Recommendation 8: Consider if your project is protecting traditional knowledge and spiritual 
and cultural values. This can be a good way of demonstrating non-monetary poverty issues and 
their links to biodiversity especially if the project has contributed to changing perceptions of 
indigenous people towards the value of  biodiversity conservation.  

Recommendation 9: When reviewing project activities, allowances should be made for lower 
value activities that play a strategic (rather than direct) role for project success. This may be 
particularly pertinent to projects that are piloting or testing new innovative techniques for 
supporting poverty alleviation and biodiversity conservation.  

 

Overall Conclusions 

This was an unusual time to visit Darwin Initiative projects. As a general rule, Darwin Initiative 
evaluation visits are conducted at the midway point (Mid Term Reviews) and after they have 
been completed (Closed Project Evaluation). This visit was far shorter per project than a Mid 
Term review (3 days compared to the normal 7 days) but as the projects were in their closing 
stages it was relatively straightforward to view the progress and success the project’s had had 
to date. It also served well to help these projects consider what was good evidence to support 
their final reports, which were due 5 months after the evaluation visit. The visit also served to 
assist other M&E activities being undertaken by the Darwin Initiative – in particular the Value 
for Money study and the Poverty and Biodiversity Thematic Evaluation.  

By and large the 4 projects visited are having a positive impact on both biodiversity and poverty 
in Uganda. Some are seeking to directly influence high level policy regarding biodiversity and 
development in Uganda. Others are seeking to influence practice at specific sites which in turn 
they hope will influence national practice in poverty and biodiversity.  

Three of the 4 projects visited were all funded in the same funding round (Round 18). While the 
Darwin Initiative is not a strategic fund (the best applications are funded regardless of 
geographic location or thematic focus) this grouping of projects has proven beneficial in that 
the total sum of results is probably greater than if these projects had been operating entirely 
separately. For example, 2 projects were able to share the costs of 1 full-time staff member 
which has meant for the first time ITFC has employed a full-time social scientist who is directly 
contributing to biodiversity policy that better supports poverty.  
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2. Introduction 

2.1. Scope of the review 
 
The review was conducted in the final months of the projects (January 2015 when projects were 
expected to end in April 2015). As such the projects were in the final stages of the review was 
summative and was intended to:  

i. Review effectiveness and efficiency of the project’s activities; 
ii. Better understand the sustainability of these projects, their replicability, policy influence 

and therefore the potential for impact; 
iii. Gain an understanding of what aspects have gone well, which less well and why?   

The projects were assessed against their original proposal and logical framework combined 
with a 14-day host-country field visit in January 2015 to the project field sites in Kampala, 
Bwindi Impenetrable National Park and Hoima. 

The review is split into four separate chapters; one for each project reviewed. This includes a 
review of the Project against the Project Objectives and secondly against Programme 
Objectives. The full Terms of Reference of this assignment is included as Annex 3. 

 

2.2. Methods 
The Review followed the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's 
(OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Criteria for evaluating development 
assistance (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability). In addition, criteria of 
specific interest to Darwin Initiative were included: partnerships, influence, lessons learned and 
best practice.   

Methods employed in this review included: 
• Document review of project documents submitted to Darwin Initiative 
• Document review of materials collected on field work 
• Field based interviews with project staff, stakeholders and beneficiaries 
• Telephone interviews/follow ups with project staff and stakeholders 

While the evidence required in project log frames was supported and reviewed, it should be 
noted that the time available and scope of the evaluation were very limited, considering that 
four projects were covered with 20 consultancy days (including two weeks in-country in 
Uganda). 
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Document review 

Before and during the evaluation missions, relevant documents were collected to support the 
evidence included in the logical frameworks of the respective projects. The projects had already 
provided a number of supporting documents as part of their annual reporting requirements. 
These were supplemented by additional documents identified and collected during the 
in-country review. 

Field-based interviews 

Field-based interviews with project staff, stakeholders and partners covering the four projects 
were held from 13 to 25 January 2015 in Uganda (see Annex 1 for a list of people and 
organisations consulted). 

Follow-up interviews post-mission 

Additional interviews with project partners that were unavailable during this period were 
conducted via Skype, with the final interview was held on 18 February 2015. 
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3. Research to policy – building 
capacity for conservation through 
poverty alleviation (19-013) 

 

3.1. Project Summary 
Coordinated by IIED, the Uganda Poverty Conservation Learning Group (U-PCLG) was formed in 
2011 as a consortium of Ugandan conservation organisations with a particular interest in great 
ape conservation and its links with poverty alleviation. With members including representatives 
of government departments, civil society organisations, research institutions and the private 
sector, U-PCLG is well placed to influence conservation policy and practice in Uganda so that 
issues of social justice are given greater attention and poverty reduction objectives of the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) are delivered.  

The purpose of the Research to Policy project (R2P) was to build knowledge and capacity of the 
newly formed U-PCLG to influence biodiversity conservation policy, decision-makers and 
practitioners at national and local levels, particularly to maximise synergies between biodiversity 
conservation and poverty alleviation in a protected area context. 

The project comprised of two stages: research and policy advocacy. The research was designed 
to generate new information on poverty-conservation linkages, using Bwindi Impenetrable 
National Park (Bwindi) in southwest Uganda as the case study. 

Information from the research was then used in the second stage of the project - strengthening 
the capacity of U-PCLG to engage in policy advocacy. The capacity building programme 
included training in advocacy, writing policy briefs and working with media.  

Country/ies Uganda 
Lead Institution International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED) 
Partner Institution(s) Institute for Tropical Forest Conservation (ITFC) 

Advocates Coalition for Development and Environment (ACODE) 
Jane Goodall Institute (JGI) 
University of Cambridge  
Imperial College 

Darwin Grant Value £260,652 
Start / End Date: 1st April 2012 – 31st March 2015 
Funder DFID 
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3.2. Review against Project Objectives 
3.2.1. Partnerships 

Local partners played keys roles in developing and implementing the project. ITFC lead on 
the research component of the project, while ACODE lead the advocacy activities and JGI chairs 
the U-PCLG. In particular, as the lead researcher, ITFC played a lead role in the first two years. 
Initially it was thought that this role would be reduced after the first two years but opportunities 
to use the research to influence UWA’s approach to monitoring illegal activities and local 
government issuing of Multiple Use Permits (MUPs) meant that ITFC has continued to be 
closely involved, including hosting the recent Enhancing Equity Workshop.  

Likewise, the advocacy component was led by a Ugandan partner organisation; ACODE. Most of 
the key players were Ugandan nationals, including Medard Twinamatsiko (ITFC), John Justice 
Tibesigwa (UWA), Olivia Biira (UWA) and Gladys Kalema (CTPH).  

Effective working relationships were established between key partners. Observation of the 
interactions of key partners present at the Enhancing Equity – Conserving Bwindi Impenetrable 
National Park workshop demonstrated positive relationships that clearly reflect the high levels 
of trust between partners. Representatives from JGI and ACODE were not at the workshop but  
during follow up interviews they also expressed satisfaction with the relationships. The roles and 
responsibilities of partners were formalised through agreements that define the expectations of 
each partner for the project. 

Project workshops have attracted strong participation of senior government staff who have at 
times travelled quite significant distances despite only having petrol costs covered (hotels and 
meals were provided directly to avoid having to pay per diems).  As part of the inception 
workshop, a participatory approach was used to develop the research questions for 
consideration.  In addition, the advocacy capacity building activities for the U-PCLG and the 
development of benefit sharing guidelines were developed through participatory workshops. 
The project reporting mechanism has also largely been through workshop reports, making 
them strongly participatory in nature. 

 ‘The theory of change development process involved local and national government, 
including the Ugandan Wildlife Authority who is ultimately responsible for the national 
park-community interface, conservationists, development civil society and NGOs. We 

discussed the theory of change and determined further research needs.’ 

 Medard Twinamatsiko, Lead Researcher, ITFC and U-PCLG member  

3.2.2. Relevance     

The relevance of the project to conservation and poverty reduction was difficult to 
understand purely based on the project documents. The project design was in some ways 
exploratory; support the newly formed U-PCLG to generate policy-relevant evidence that can be 
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used to inform local (at Bwindi) and national conservation policy.  The research focused on 
testing integrated conservation and development assumptions in the local context and 
identifying the issues and solutions relevant to Bwindi, although these assumptions were for the 
most part not developed until the Inception Workshop. The original logframe is therefore 
strongly focused on U-PCLG capacity building, whereas the work focused more on leveraging 
research findings, including implementing activities at the local level (for example Multiple Use 
Permit reform). As such, the focus was (to a certain degree) identified after the project was 
initially designed, with each stage including participatory workshops to further develop the 
project. Nevertheless, the benefit of this approach was that it enabled the project focused on 
current issues. 

 ‘It has been an excellent project to work on because it was really focused on issues that 
communities are really confronted with and involving communities to speak out on 

their own behalf.’  

Mugyenyi Onesmus, ACODE and U-PCLG chair 

3.2.3. Efficiency:   

The project implementation was managed efficiently. Although value for money for the 
project is difficult to gauge due to largely intangible project outcomes, the evidence 
suggests that day-to-day management of the program  was efficient. IIED have used their 
relationships well to ensure strong involvement of key stakeholders, as evidenced by the 
workshop attendance lists. In addition, the response from stakeholders to the project’s research 
and networking activities has been very positive. The research undertaken by Medard 
Twinamatsiko appears to have been particularly influential, with ITFC having significant 
involvement in social research as a result of this project and the Batwa project (19-019). The 
project is also achieving real impacts on-the-ground as a result of U-PCLG advocacy activities, 
for example through increased revenue sharing with communities (UWA has agreed to double 
the share of the gorilla levy).  

The project has adapted its approach in response to the research findings to address some of 
the identified drivers of illegal activity. For example, most Multiple Use Permits were expiring in 
2014 and were therefore under review. The project used this opportunity as an entry point to 
influence local memorandums of understanding (MOUs) between local government and 
communities. Previously many permit holders had never received cards due to delays in 
processing, meaning that although they were undertaking permitted activities they were classed 
as illegal users. The project therefore helped to increase ‘allowable’ access that was not 
occurring due to inefficiencies in the allocation of Multiple Use Permits. The project worked 
with UWA to ‘clean’ the list of permit holders, determining who was active or not and why and 
facilitated card issuing by organising meetings and taking photos on the day. 

One of the issues that the project is trying to address through the U-PCLG is the limited 
empowerment of local people, the fragmented relationships between NGOs and the need to 
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align projects to improve their impact. By sharing lessons and coordinating activities, the 
project has facilitated improved civil society interventions in the area.  

3.2.4. Effectiveness 

Overall, the project design has been effective in increasing understanding and awareness 
of the poverty and conservation impacts of integrated conservation and development 
interventions around Bwindi Impenetrable National Park. For example, the Inception 
Workshop was well attended (including representatives from the Ministry of Tourism, Wildlife 
Heritage, UWA and NEMA, CSOs, private sector and partners). The workshop, which was the 
first major initiative of the U-PCLG and was used as to identify the government’s policy agenda 
and priorities, and current information gaps. This has led on to an increased influence of 
conservation civil society organisations on policy, and an improved understanding of the links 
between poverty and conservation. The project has undertaken some novel research, allowing it 
to support and refute common integrated conservation and development (ICD) assumptions 
and make recommendations that are likely to improve the field of ICD. 

“R2P offers a unique opportunity for conservationists, poverty NGOs and UWA to come 
together.”  

Olivia Biira, Community Conservation Warden, UWA and U-PCLG member 

The progress towards the indicators defined in the logframe is good. The logframe had a strong 
focus on the U-PCLG advocacy capacity, which has improved. For example, U-PCLG members 
credit the network with providing ‘a strong platform’ (Hellena Nambogwe, U-PCLG 
Communications Coordinator) that has helped them to ‘rally together’ (Gladys Karema, CTPH), 
‘achieve movement’ (Beatrice Kabihogo, URP) and ‘speak with one voice [in order to be] heard’ 
(Hellena Nambogwe). The U-PCLG has also achieved tangible outcomes (through the increased 
share for communities of the gorilla levy).  

The research outputs are also being well received and are helping to shape park management, 
while impacts from activities such as resource access (Multiple Use Permits) can be seen to 
come under logframe objective of increasing Ugandan partners’ capacity, that is ITFC’s ability to 
‘formalise scientific research into practical and applied conservation action’. In addition, the 
assumptions and risks identified by the project seem valid and reasonable.  

3.2.5. Impact 

Despite its focus on less tangible outcomes related to research and advocacy, the project 
is achieving real impacts on-the-ground. The project has focused on identifying and 
addressing the drivers of illegal activities within protected areas (with Bwindi as a case study), 
which are largely poverty related, as such it has a high likelihood of having positive poverty 
benefits and reducing anthropogenic pressures on biological diversity. The project is already 
having an impact on benefit sharing, including permitted use. By using community monitoring 
of benefit-sharing, it has also helped improve community awareness the links between benefits 
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being shared and park revenues. It has resulted in: 
• Increased policy advocacy 
• Improved monitoring of illegal activities 
• Drafting of integrated conservation and development guidelines 
• Increased revenue sharing 
• New MoUs between UWA and local communities, resulting in improved access to 

natural resources for user communities.   

‘The research found that integrated conservation and development was not well 
targeted because households within 0.5 ha from the park boundary are less likely to 
attend benefit sharing meetings because they have to guard their crops from wildlife. 
That is, as a direct result of the negative impacts from the park those most negatively 

affected are least able or likely to participate in meetings and therefore benefit from the 
park. Interventions also target easy to access communities, for example those close to 
trading centres or road access, which means those households who are often poorest 

because they lack access to markets are least likely to benefit from integrated 
conservation and development. So the current system does not reach the poorest 

households.’ 

Medard Twinamatsiko, Lead Researcher, ITFC and U-PCLG member 

The U-PCLG’s role in successfully advocating for an increase in the community share of the 
gorilla permit fee was acknowledged by UWA staff. Gladys Kalema (a member of both the 
U-PCLG and the UWA steering committee) notes that when she first raised the idea, UWA staff 
thought that increasing the revenue share would be impossible but when U-PCLG wrote to 
UWA, she was asked to set up a committee to discuss its merits and UWA agreed.  

‘U-PCLG created a strong platform. Initially organisations would speak but it would be 
hard to be heard, now we speak as one voice so we’re being heard.’ 

Hellena Nambogwe, U-PCLG Communications Coordinator  

 ‘The increase in the share of the gorilla fee is result of advocacy conducted by U-PCLG 
as a part of this project.’ 

John Justice, Senior Warden UWA, speaking at the Enhancing Equity Workshop 

The project has not had a strong focus on measuring or reporting gender impacts. 
Nevertheless, the Darwin Initiative has enabled ITFC to leverage an additional $10,000 USD in 
funding from Birdlife International to undertake research to understand the gender impacts of 
resources use and benefit sharing. 

3.2.6. Sustainability 

The project results will be largely sustainable because the research and its 
recommendations are grounded in the local socio-economic context. As noted above, 
although not part of the original application, the project has focused on converting many of the 
research findings into direct, on-the-ground action, which are then being integrated into UWA 
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and local government practices. This has included integrating more people-focused monitoring 
into UWA park management practices, the use of community monitors for revenue sharing 
(which UWA will take over when the project finishes) and the improved allocation of multiple 
use permits both in terms of permit distribution and better targeting of use rights to 
sustainable yield. These changes to the project are therefore likely to increase the sustainability 
of project outcomes. That is not to say that momentum will necessarily continue without 
continued support but rather that the project has focused on integrating its findings into day-
to-day practice to maximise sustainability.  

The U-PCLG involves conservation and poverty organisations, including government, from 
across Uganda and is a platform for extending the impact of the project. However, the 
organisation is not yet in a position to remain viable without ongoing support. Dilys Roe (IIED) 
noted that around 10 years is standard for an organisation to become viable (which was the 
case for the FGLG). U-PCLG has won ongoing funding from ACOS, at least in the short term, but 
its long-term sustainability will rely on further funding in the future. Nevertheless, the positive 
impact on the capacity of local partners and individual U-PCLG members, particularly the 
enhancement of ITFC and Medard Twinamatsiko’s social research skills, appears to be 
sustainable.  

3.2.7. Influence 

The project’s influence is clear at the local level, although some aspects of this are hard to 
attribute just to this project. For example, the attitude of Olivia Biira (UWA) has also been 
influenced by the Darwin Initiative funded Batwa Cultural Values Project (19-019). Nevertheless, 
the project has ensured strong inclusion of key stakeholders from across government and civil 
society, ensuring community interests are captured and helping to improve relationships 
between local government, UWA and civil society. 

“The most significant achievement of the U-PCLG was to bring local government into 
discussions. Before that, it was just conservationists talking among themselves. Local 

officials have not yet fully opened up but they are able to say what they think. … Before, 
when I asked them about why they weren’t doing more vermin control, they could say 
that they don’t have the capacity to do more, rather than not wanting to. This is very 

useful, now UWA have offered to help train new staff in vermin control.”  

Chris Bakuneeta, Makerere University professor and U-PCLG member 

The project is also leading to change in the way monitoring and benefit sharing are undertaken. 
Previously there were no integrated conservation and development guidelines, these have now 
been drafted and once approved by UWA, will help to guide integrated conservation and 
development activities of both government and civil society. In addition, there has already been 
a change in revenue sharing and multiple use permits research has been influential in the 
development of new MOUs between UWA and local communities, helping to ensure efficient 
allocation of permits and improved, sustainable access to natural resources.   
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‘The approach to issuing multiple use permits sped up the process and was a success in 
Kanungu, meaning there will be less ‘illegal’ behaviour that causes conflict, it is also 

likely to be adopted when other multiple use permit programmes review membership. 

Medard Twinamatsiko, Lead Researcher, ITFC and U-PCLG member 

 

In addition, inclusion of journalists in U-PCLG workshops has resulted in articles on poverty and 
conservation around Bwindi in Uganda’s Daily Monitor (March and September 2013), the 
Independent (September 2013) and New Vision (September 2013 and February 2015) and 
stories featured on local radio stations including Kanungu Broadcasting (March 2013) and 
Uganda Broadcasting Corporation (September 2013). 

Figure 1: Ugandan newspapers and radio are reporting on UPCLG’s success 

3.2.8. Innovations, lessons learned and best practice 

The research has tested the underlying assumptions of integrated conservation and 
development in general and showed that motivations for illegal resource use are not 
simply related to poverty, as such conservation benefits can only be maximised by also 
addressing issues of equity and perception. In particular, the focus of the research on 
different motivations for illegal resource use within communities will help to progress 
integrated conservation and development approaches beyond a simple poverty-illegal use 
dynamic, helping to increase the focus on broader issues of equity. The research findings (for 
example, tailoring crop raiding response based on species) also have broader applications as 
does findings on revenue sharing, particularly elite capture and the need for local community to 
associate benefits with the park. Medard Twinamatsiko also noted that while most project 
packages have sufficient funding to achieve their intended results because of corruption there 
are less meetings and monitoring than planned for and the funds are not used effectively. 

The approach taken was to develop each step through participatory workshops where activities 
and work plans were developed in collaboration with key stakeholders; this approach has 
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enabled the project to respond to the issues it identified. The project has also enabled U-PCLG 
members to unite and speak with one voice, improving their ability to influence change.  

‘Because civil society is becoming more organised and there has been a public reaction 
to the threat of new legislation to clamp down on NGOS the process has slowed down. 

… The challenge for conservation organisations is to become more coherent and 
stronger so that they can interact with development, otherwise they are seen as a drag 

and as always opposing development.’ 

Panta Kasoma, U-PCLG chair, JGI 

 

3.3. Review against wider Darwin Initiative 
Programme Objectives 

Output 1: Good applications become good projects 

The project application would have benefited from further development prior to funding, 
however this was countered with strong processes during early implementation. The 
project used a participatory approach to build the research questions and the capacity building 
activities for the U-PCLG. This approach meant strong stakeholder engagement and buy-in and 
one of its key achievements was its ability to bring different stakeholders together for the first 
time (such as poverty and conservation NGOs and including local government in the 
discussion). This process resulted in a well-planned project that has been able to achieve some 
significant results on the ground, including increasing revenue sharing with local communities 
and improving engagement and understanding of the impacts of the national park on local 
communities. As has already been mentioned, because much of this planning occurred during 
the inception period, it was not fully reflected in the original project logframe. The project 
would therefore have benefited from earlier engagement on its approach and potential support 
from Darwin Initiative in developing its initial ToC and logframe during an inception phase. 

Output 2: Increase in knowledge of the linkages between biodiversity and 
poverty and mechanisms to secure gains   

The project has contributed to an increase in knowledge of the linkages between 
biodiversity and poverty within its targeted areas. For example, the research component 
looked at the illegal users of natural resources in BINP and the underlying drivers and 
motivations of resource users. The research tested the underlying assumptions of illegal natural 
resource use, in particular the assumption that it is poverty driven, to enable better delivery of 
integrated conservation and development on-the-ground. The methodological design was 
scientifically rigorous and was developed with the assistance of experts in the field.  

The research was developed for multiple audiences and is likely to have real impacts at the 
local, regional and international level on how benefit sharing is being used to reduce 
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unsustainable pressure on natural resources. On the one hand it is producing scientific papers 
aimed at international researchers and designers of integrated conservation and development 
projects, and designers of benefit-sharing mechanisms. On the other hand, part of the research 
was directed at local authorities (local government and UWA) to help them better understand 
the broader motivations (beyond poverty) of resource users and to better direct funding to help 
address these underlying drivers. Lessons from the research are being shared through the PCLG 
and U-PCLG, meaning they are likely to influence natural resource management across Uganda 
and potentially more broadly. In addition, the project has engaged with the government 
authorities responsible for managing Uganda’s national parks, which suggests that lessons and 
approaches will spread to other areas. For example, Olivia Biira (UWA) has been closely involved 
in both the Batwa cultural values project and this one and will soon be moving to Queen 
Elizabeth National Park, taking her experience with her.  

Output 3: Positive gains in poverty alleviation demonstrated in practical 
biodiversity conservation field projects 

The advocacy component of R2P has resulted in tangible poverty benefits on the ground. 
The doubling of the share of the gorilla levy means that revenue from these tourists increases 
(by potentially more than $100,000 per year1), while sustainable access to resources has 
increased through input to the MOUs between UWA and local communities in Karangara, 
Southern Ward, Mpungu and Rutugunda and assistance with issuing new multiple use permits 
in Karangara. In addition, U-PCLG has ongoing activities to better ensure benefit-sharing 
reaches those most in need.The integrated conservation and development guidelines being 
produced will also help to ensure better targeted and more equitable interventions and benefit 
sharing. They have been partially developed through participatory workshops that have been a 
core component of the project and that have involved local government, park managers (UWA) 
and civil society.  

Output 4: Capacity to undertake work supporting biodiversity conservation and 
poverty alleviation 

Capacity to undertake work supporting biodiversity conservation and poverty alleviation 
was enhanced as a result of the project. As mentioned under Relevance, the project has 
increased the capacity of ITFC and Medard Twinmatsako’s ability to undertake social research. 
In addition, members of the U-PCLG all noted their increased ability to influence policy as a 
result not only of the training but the U-PCLG platform itself. 

UWA will also be better able to respond to the drivers of illegal activities as a result of it 
adopting the projects ‘who and why’ approach to illegal users rather than just measuring ‘what’ 

                                                 

1 The exact number of tourist gorilla levies is unknown. Bwindi received 21,695 visitors in 2014 and can 
accommodate 29,200 gorilla treks per year if all ten gorilla families are visited by a group of eight tourists.  
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is being taken and ‘where’. This is likely to not only help address some of the underlying issues 
for local communities but also have positive impacts on conservation. 

3.4. Conclusions 
The project is playing an important role in progressing conservation and development 
activities in Uganda, helping to identify the drivers of illegal resource use, bringing 
different stakeholders together so that they can work together to address these issues 
and helping to improve the positive poverty impacts of integrated conservation and 
development in the area.  

The project has used these findings to develop activities and integrated conservation and 
development guidelines that will help UWA and local conservation and poverty NGOs to better 
target benefit sharing and monitoring activities, which is likely to improve both poverty and 
conservation interventions in the area. 

The project has played an important role bringing together different stakeholders and helping 
them to understand each other’s perspectives on conservation and poverty alleviation. The 
advocacy activities undertaken by U-PCLG and its members are already leading to tangible 
poverty benefits on the ground. The U-PCLG platform itself is resulting in better advocacy skills 
and providing a platform for sharing lessons and approaches.  

3.5. Recommendations 
 

To the Project Team 

Recommendation 1: Develop the theory of change as soon as possible during the project 
design and development and integrate it into the project logframe. The logframe should be 
used as a tool to measure progress and clearly communicate the project objectives and how it 
intends to achieve them. 

Recommendation 1: During data collection, collect and report on gender differences within 
the sample. Where possible, aim to collect information from all stakeholders (e.g. women, 
children and other marginalised groups). 
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4. Integrating Batwa cultural values 
into national parks management in 
Uganda (19-019) 

 

4.1. Project Summary 
The Batwa are indigenous forest peoples who inhabited the forests of Semiliki, Bwindi and 
Mgahinga in the biodiversity-rich Albertine rift region of South West Uganda. Following the 
gazettement of these forests into National Parks, the Batwa were evicted from the forests and 
no resettlement compensation was made. Park gazettement severely restricted access to the 
forests, generating conflict and weakened support for the newly created protected areas 
amongst the surrounding communities. The Batwa were especially disadvantaged as the forest 
was the basis of their livelihood and the practices that defined their ethnic identity. Separating 
the Batwa from their forests weakened their cultural values and connections to the forest, 
greatly threatening the basis of their traditional existence and engagement in forest 
management. 

This project, led by Flora and Fauna International, aims to redress some of the damage that was 
done and is known locally as the Batwa Cultural Values Project (BCVP). It aims to promote and 
recognise Batwa cultural values and strengthen their institutions as well as establishing income-
generating activities.  

The project purpose (now called Outcome) statement is: “Management effectiveness and 
conservation status is raised in three national parks due to increased incentives for active 
engagement of Batwa in park management and improved relations between Batwa and park 
management authorities.” 

Project outputs are listed below:  

Country/ies Uganda 
Lead Institution Flora and Fauna International (FFI) 
Partner Institution(s) FFI Uganda 

United Organisation for Batwa Development in Uganda (UOBDU) 
Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA) 
Institute for Tropical Forest Conservation (ITFC) 

Darwin Grant Value £289,779 
Start / End Date: 1st April 2012 – 31st March 2015 
Funder DFID 
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• Batwa values and institutions are integrated into park governance structures, policies, 
plans processes and day-to-day management actions. 

• Batwa, park staff and park governance institutions represent and communicate their 
interests, perspectives and values effectively to one another. 

• Batwa are actively engaged in park, tourism and community enterprises and initiatives 
drawing on their forest-related knowledge and values. 

• Cultural values approach practitioners working in Uganda network to share experiences, 
help evolve good practice and contribute towards project evolution and 
implementation. 

• Impacts of cultural values approaches to Batwa/park relations are monitored, evaluated 
and findings shared locally, nationally and internationally. 

 

4.2. Review against Project Objectives 
4.2.1. Partnerships 

The partners involved in this project have worked with each other in varying capacities 
before. However, this was the first project in which all four partners have collaborated as 
a group. Despite differences in opinion and capacity the partnership appears to have 
worked well towards the achievement of the project’s objectives.  

The Project Implementing Committee established by the project was an active committee that 
met at least annually and utilised the project logframe as its means of reviewing progress and 
setting workplans for the year ahead. The PIC also had two sub-committees that set and agreed 
the budget for each partner for the next quarter. Minutes of each meeting were circulated to 
the four partners after each meeting.  

Most partners consulted felt that the PIC was a useful committee that ensured the project 
stayed on track. There was one partner (OUBDU) that perhaps felt less happy with the PIC.  

From the reviewers’ experience, this is one of the few occasions where a steering committee has 
functioned well throughout the full three years and has been of real benefit to the delivery of 
the project. The reasons are not fully clear – this could be the way things work in Uganda, or it 
could be a result of the project team engaging good, capable partners who were fully signed up 
with the project’s objectives. Either way, the formal engagement through the PIC has been 
beneficial to the delivery of the project.  

It should also be noted that this project has been the first opportunity for OUBDU (United 
Organisation for Batwa Development in Uganda, an NGO launched by the Batwa to support the 
Batwa) to work in direct partnership with the park authorities, the Ugandan Wildlife Authority 
(UWA).  Prior to this project, the two organisations were at odds with one another.  In fact, 
during the Darwin project OUBDU launched legal proceedings against UWA to seek 
recompense for the Batwa.  There was a period during which relations threatened to fall apart 
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but the project partners have sought a way to ring-fence that issue and reduce its influence 
over the Darwin funded project.  All partners are of the opinion that the legal proceedings have 
not affected the results of the Darwin project.  

4.2.2. Relevance     

The project is relevant to the pressing issues of people-park relations, development and 
conservation in its target areas. It is aligned to the objectives of the UWA (conservation and 
management of the parks) and the Batwa (access to the parks for social and cultural purposes).  

Concerning biodiversity, the park authorities were concerned that the Batwa were the main 
perpetrators of illegal poaching and harvesting in the National Park. The arrest record did not 
show Batwa were often caught undertaking illegal activities but the UWA’s pervasive thought 
was the Batwa knew the forest too well to be caught. In addition, there was no evidence to 
suggest any illegal poaching was unsustainable but it appears that UWA’s staff were concerned 
that such activity was having a detrimental effect on the biodiversity quality of the parks. Given 
the importance of this National Park for tourism, there was concern (by park authorities) 
that the Batwa were in danger of degrading an important asset. 

Batwa value their forests deeply and support forest conservation. However, they did not accept 
the legitimacy of the parks and therefore did not engage with park management. This created 
conflict between the park authorities and Batwa, despite their mutual goal of protecting the 
forests.  

Concerning poverty, it has been 19 years since the parks were gazetted, and the Batwa are still 
among the poorest and most marginalised people around the national parks. The forests were 
the basis of Batwa livelihoods and when the national parks were gazetted the Batwa were 
barred from entering the forests. With limited, or no land ownership within the Batwa 
community they have struggled to learn and practice farming and have few other 
alternatives for income generation other than casual labour.  

Concerning cultural heritage, aside from the importance of the forests for Batwa livelihoods, the 
forest is an essential aspect of the Batwa identity. Removing them from the forest 
prevented the Batwa from engaging in practices that defined their ethnic identity. 
Different Batwa tribes have different cultural identities, which are often site specific within the 
national parks, such as the hot springs for Batwa in the southern sector.  

There are many other NGOs working in the area to improve the poverty status of the Batwa but 
this is the only project to also address the cultural heritage of the Batwa in order to support 
biodiversity conservation. Some projects are making headway in integrating Batwa into 
Ugandan society and culture however this is the only project to address the ethnic needs of the 
Batwa to re-enter the forest and thereby support biodiversity conservation.  

The project has also been sensitive to gender. Batwa do not appear to be particularly 
discriminatory to women, for example, women are part of governance structures and engage 
with all aspects of family life. Therefore, it appears to have been relatively straightforward for 
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the project to take an equal approach to including women and men in their various activities.  

 

4.2.3. Efficiency   

Overall, the project was led by FFI which has a strong project management and 
coordination approach. The PIC seems to have been an essential element of maintaining 
efficiency in the project. There was some turnover amongst FFI during the project, which could 
have had a detrimental impact on the project. Although FFI lost 2 team leaders, they have both 
remained involved on a contract basis and because the project plan is so well institutionalised 
in the workplans of the four partners it has not been an issue.   

The logical framework and project reporting for this project were very clear and easy to use. A 
comprehensive M&E framework was developed for the project with one of the partners (ITFC) 
taking the lead on this issue. This was a good set up, particularly since the staff member given 
overall responsibility for this appears to have a good grasp of the value of good M&E for 
managing such a project.  

The assumptions and risks identified by the project in the application were suitable. The project 
team have continued to monitor the situation with regards to the assumptions and made steps 
to change situations. For example, it was an assumption that ‘Senior national park staff actively 
engage with the project’. There has been some turnover of senior staff and the project has 
taken steps to introduce the project to each new successive staff member and taken time and 
care to ensure they understand the value of the project to their needs and their new role.  

There does seem to be overreliance on the ITFC partner though to collate much of the 
monitoring and evaluation data. In fact, this seems to have been a misunderstanding within 
the project partners as to what data ITFC was collecting. All the partners believed ITFC was 
collecting data on the all the activities funded by the project (including the livelihood 
interventions) when in fact they were only collecting data on the indicators listed in the project 
logframe. This meant that at times partners were not taking full responsibility for monitoring 
the effect of some of their actions.  

The project has dealt well with the mutual objectives of poverty alleviation and 
biodiversity conservation. The problem as framed by the project is that biodiversity 
conservation would be strengthened by the inclusion of the Batwa in park management 
structures which would also address the non-monetary poverty issues not currently being dealt 
with by other initiatives – that of cultural and spiritual identity. The project also dealt with some 
of the pressing poverty issues that reduces the Batwa’s need to undertake illegal activities that 
caused friction with the park authorities. This was probably essential to ensure buy-in of both 
the Batwa and the park authorities.  
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4.2.4. Effectiveness 

The project has sought to improve relations between the park authorities and the Batwa, to 
improve the poverty status of the Batwa and to encourage the inclusion of the Batwa in park 
management and thereby allow them access to their cultural heritage. By and large, this 
project appears to have been well designed to deal with these issues, it has achieved the 
project outcome and has been able to present evidence to the reviewers of these 
achievements. There could have been stronger attention to measuring impact vs measuring 
activity by some of the partners. However, it was probably essential that these partners were 
included in the project as equal partners to enable progress in negotiating access for the Batwa 
to the national parks.  

For example, OUBDU have low organisational capacity (or knowledge of the value) to undertake 
monitoring and evaluation. The project introduced a project-level set of indicators but OUBDU 
could have benefited from some support in developing their strategy, workplan and M&E. Each 
partner had agreed to the overall project outputs and was allocated a budget and given control 
over that budget. OUBDU appear to have attempted to target all the pressing issues for Batwa 
in the Southern Sector with little thought to sustainability of these ventures in their planning. 
This means that many elements were weak and had limited effect.  

Despite their limitations it was probably essential that OUBDU were included as an equal 
partner in this project and imposed ‘support’ would not have been well received by 
OUBDU. Therefore, it is probably acceptable that the evidence for their impact is less clear in 
light of the fact that reducing their role may have jeopardised the overall outcome of including 
Batwa in park management structures.  

The biggest change, in the opinion of the reviewers, has been the changing attitudes by 
figures of authority towards the Batwa. Despite a lack of evidence of the Batwa’s impact on 
biodiversity there was real hostility towards the Batwa before this project. There is evidence that 
since the project’s involvement, the Batwa are being seen as useful towards the National Parks. 
Currently the prevailing view is that the Batwa are immediately beneficial towards the park in 
the form of increasing tourism revenue (through the Batwa tourism experience) but the FFI 
project team and OUBDU are hopeful that the parks will begin to value the Batwa more for their 
biodiversity management experience. There are already pleasing examples of this beginning. 
For example, a Batwa ranger has been dubbed ‘GPS’ because he never gets lost and always 
knows where he is in the forest. For now though inclusion of Batwa in park management 
decisions limited by their education and experience i.e. once they have sufficient schooling they 
can apply for jobs in UWA the same as others.  

‘Before, we used to arrest them [the Batwa] – they commonly didn’t have a good relationship. 
Now they talk like friends. We give them support.’ 

John Justice, Senior Warden UWA, Southern Sector Bwindi 
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‘Thank god this project was there. It reduced the tension. Without the Darwin project, UWA and 
OUBDU would still be far apart.’ 

Medard Twinamatsiko, ITFC Project Coordinator 

4.2.5. Impact:  

While the project had not completely finished its activities when visited (the project was visited 
in January with the project expected to end in March) there is evidence of the project having 
real impact on both biodiversity and poverty. The reviewers visited Bwindi though it must be 
noted that the project is also working in Semiliki (where work is also supported by a larger 
MacArthur grant) and Mgahinga so much of the evidence that is presented below relates to 
Bwindi.   

Poverty –following the project there has been a shift in attitude towards the Batwa and 
there is a specific section of Bwindi’s Management Plan given over to the Batwa and their 
cultural values. Part of this plan focuses on better understanding the value and use of the 
forest (such as inventorying medicinal plants, mapping spiritual sites) and part of this plan 
focuses on improving opportunities for increasing income generating activities for the benefit 
of the park and the Batwa (such as the Batwa forest experience).  

‘Park staff have really benefited and are changing attitudes towards Batwa – they are very clever 
and have a lot of good ideas. Before we thought they were lazy’. 

Olivia Biira, Warden in chage of Community Conservation, Bwindi, UWA 

This project is the only one of the many initiatives working with the Batwa to recognise the 
inherent value of the forest to the Batwa – not as an economic issue but as a cultural and 
spiritual identity issue. The project has supported the Batwa to negotiate access (for example 
through teaching them functional literacy they could sign their agreement to new management 
arrangements) to the forest.  

In addition to their inclusion in management the project has improved the Batwa’s 
income generating opportunities. The Batwa Forest Experience is a new venture that was 
negotiated by the Darwin Project. It is a cultural experience directed at tourists that have 
already completed their gorilla tracking and looking for something else to do in the area. 
Tourists will be led by a Batwa guide and interpreter and through the forests within the 
National Park and the life of the Batwa will be explained through stories, singing and dancing. 
In January the MOU was about to be signed which sets out the terms on which this experience 
will be based. This includes revenue sharing agreements which sets a minimum of two tourists 
at $20 each or $40 for one tourist before a tour will commence. Of that $40 per trip, 25,000 
Shillings will go to the Batwa guide, 25,000 shillings to the interpreter and 3,500 to the security 
ranger (UWA staff) who must accompany all tourists in the park. Of the remaining fees, 75 per 
cent is to be distributed to the Batwa and 25 per cent is retained by UWA for trail maintenance. 
If the funds exceed 1000USD per annum a trust fund will be set up for the Batwa.  
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Figure 2: Batwa forest experience guides with their new uniforms. 

Some of the tourism businesses the reviewers spoke to saw this venture as having real potential 
for increasing tourism revenue in this area. The biggest challenge for tourist providers is once 
tourists have completed the gorilla tracking there is little to keep them in the area so the Batwa 
Forest Experience was seen as a new niche product that would entice visitors. Circa 80 per cent 
of the parks finances are covered by tourist fees which also generates useful revenue for people 
living around the park, predominantly through tourist lodges and curio shops. In addition, the 
park has a revenue sharing programme which sees 20 per cent of the park entrance fees shared 
with communities surrounding the park. Tourist numbers have increased in recent years (from 
1,313 in 1993 to 20,000 in 2014) but there is concern about the sustainability of this tourism. By 
offering the Batwa Forest Experience it is hoped that tourists can be persuaded to stay longer 
and spend more money. Most stakeholders feel this would increase support for the national 
parks among neighbouring communities – not just the Batwa. So this could be considered a 
dual benefit – increased tourism revenue will support poverty alleviation measures and 
biodiversity conservation measures (so long as tourism does not reduce the integrity of the 
national park).   

In addition to these poverty impacts the project has also had a low level impact on household 
poverty of the Batwa through various small-scale livelihood interventions. These have included 
distribution of livestock (pigs and goats), training in sustainable agricultural practice, training in 
handicraft skills, establishment of handicraft cooperatives and gift shops, training in VSLAs, 
functional adult literacy training.  

Biodiversity – There is now mutual agreement between the Batwa and the park 
authorities on the importance of the park and the biodiversity it contains. Anecdotally 
there is evidence that the Batwa have reduced their illegal incursions into the park and 
poaching rates have decreased, thus improving the security of park’s biodiversity.  

Outside of the park, the landscape is heavily degraded due to intense agricultural activity on 
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steep slopes. This is the most densely populated area of Uganda (350 people per square km) 
with much of the local population heavily reliant on subsistence agriculture. This agriculture is 
cultivated on incredibly steep slopes with little or no terracing which means there is significant 
loss of soil fertility and water courses are losing their viability, particularly during rainy season. 
There is some evidence to suggest the national parks are supporting the local population by 
providing essential ecosystem services such as regulating services for water and there is an 
action outlined in the Bwindi Management Plan to develop a payment for ecosystem services 
scheme.  

However the existence of National Park also comes with some cost to the local population. A 
commonly cited problem with the park is human wildlife conflict in the form of crop raiding by 
baboons, chimpanzees, elephants and occasionally gorillas. The revenue sharing program is 
meant to compensate local communities for these costs but there is evidence to suggest that 
the revenue sharing program is not benefiting those that bear the greatest costs (see project 
19-013 Research to Policy for more on this).  

 

4.2.6. Sustainability:   

The inclusion of Batwa in park management in Bwindi appears to be relatively secure. 
The Bwindi Management Plan was recently updated and sets specific tasks (Part 7.7 Cultural 
values) for the park to deal with some of the constraints for Batwa in accessing the park in 
addition to supporting them in the newly launched tourist venture, ‘The Batwa Forest 
Experience’. All the UWA staff we talked to seemed confident that by including Batwa issues in 
the management plan further action will occur with or without the support of the Darwin 
project partners. That be said there is still an unpleasant undertone of negative attitudes 
towards Batwa people. While some senior staff are appreciative of the value Batwa place on the 
forest and, in turn, the value to biodiversity conservation the Batwa can bring, there is an 
undercurrent of negative feelings towards the Batwa.  

The staff in UWA at Buhoma seemed very positive towards the Batwa but a key member of 
staff, Olivia Birra is about to move to another national park which could reduce the positive 
atmosphere since she is one of the key personnel that deals with Batwa issues. In the Southern 
Sector where OUBDO exerts strong influence over the Batwa there is greater friction with UWA 
(particularly following the start of legal proceedings) but the Senior Warden here appears to be 
a calming influence. If he was to move there could be a shift in attitude towards the Batwa.  

There is also evidence that the change in attitudes of the Batwa towards the national parks is 
dependent on various factors including prevailing attitudes of UWA towards the Batwa. A 
second factor that cannot be ignored is the influence OUBDU has over Batwa attitudes towards 
UWA. Many stakeholders highlighted their concern over the way OUBDU is managed and yet all 
were accepting that OUBDU was an essential partner to achieve any progress.  

‘It is not an easy relationship [with OUBDU]. Why? I don’t know. Originally we 
thought our objectives were not all that different.’ 
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John Justice, Senior Warden, Southern Sector Bwindi, UWA 

‘We should protect our national park. Even though we have been chased out of 
the park, we should protect it’ 

Mutwa Elder, Rushaga community  

In terms of sustainability of the livelihood interventions there is evidence that the Batwa 
Forest Experience could be sustainable. It has the weight of UWA behind it, many tourism 
providers are beginning to advertise it and the Batwa are keen to engage because of the 
opportunity to not only re-enter the forest but to show off their culture to the outside world. It 
is a dignified business venture that allows them to be self-reliant in the future. However it is 
difficult to say how sustainable this will be given the venture has only been operating for a few 
months in one site with the others due to commence in the final months of the Darwin project.  

The small scale household level livelihood interventions have varying sustainability. For 
example the group in Buhoma have benefited from the support of the FFI coordinator who also 

happens to be a vet. She has been of great support to the livestock orientated projects 
including pig and goat rearing. However her job is only secure until the end of the Darwin 

project. Whereas the OUBDU supported groups in the Southern Sector have struggled due to 
abbreviated training or incompatible training. However there is evidence that the handicrafts 

training and functional adult learning training has been beneficial for the Batwa people.  

 

Figure 3: Batwa handicraft shop established with Darwin funding.  
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4.2.7. Influence:   

In terms of influencing decision makers this is an exemplary project. It has been an uphill 
struggle to change perceptions to the Batwa by authority. Prior to the project there was a 
pervasive opinion that the Batwa were lazy, stupid, dirty and alcoholics but the project has been 
very successful in changing the opinions (at least in formal situations) of the Batwa and their 
value to biodiversity conservation and tourism.  

‘Park staff are now happier [ about the Batwa]. Before we thought Batwa were dirty but we told 
them to clean and wash and now they are some of the smartest porters. We learnt a lesson that 

Batwa can help in conservation.’ 

Olivia Birra, Warden in Charge of Community Conservation, Buhoma Bwindi, UWA 

FFI do not feel like their job is yet complete though when it comes to changing opinions within 
decision makers. Currently they are concerned that the positive feelings towards the Batwa only 
extends as far as their value as a tourism product. There is some evidence of the Batwa 
becoming valued staff within the park authorities (e.g. as porters and a ranger) but there are 
still substantial hurdles to Batwa becoming staff since there is limited literacy amongst the 
Batwa.  

A final output of the project is the Best Practice Guidelines for incorporating cultural values into 
biodiversity conservation. This was yet to be written at the time of the review but this has the 
potential to be a useful and used document. The plan is for the various project partners to write 
this through a participatory workshop which is expected to ensure the output is ‘owned’ by all 
the partners and is not just an FFI manual.  

There has also been some attempt to share lessons both within Uganda and with neighbouring 
countries that also house Batwa – DRC and Rwanda – through exchange visits. Bwindi is part of 
the Albertine Rift which has an active network with regular meetings and exchanges of ideas. 
The Batwa Cultural Values project has been a topic of conversation and exchange visits during 
the Darwin project.  

4.2.8. Innovations, lessons learned and best practice:  

There have been very few projects in the Darwin portfolio that have focused on cultural 
and spiritual values as a means of supporting biodiversity conservation (an example is 17-
009 ‘Integrating religion with conservation: Islamic beliefs and Sumatra forest management’) 
and yet this project has had good success in achieving the dual objectives of biodiversity 
conservation and poverty alleviation.  
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The issue of spiritual and cultural values has been often overlooked and undervalued2 not 
only in the Darwin portfolio but in the conservation field in general.  

In terms of poverty, the issue of spiritual and cultural values sits within the wider issue of well-
being which is increasingly becoming part of national accounting. Uganda’s national 
development plan3 has a section on the social development sector which includes issues of 
culture and family affairs but seems to focus more on activities of convergence of cultural 
values in Uganda rather than a recognition of diversity of cultural values and protection of 
these cultural values. Therefore one could say this project is particularly innovative since it is 
addressing an issue of poverty that is not yet widespread in Uganda. Whether it has a long-
term effect on how Uganda views personal rights with regards religious and spiritual freedoms 
we will have to wait and see.  

4.3. Review against Darwin Initiative Programme 
Objectives 

Output 1: Good applications become good projects 

This was a well-planned project at application but was also well supported by the strong 
management structures put in place and kept in place by the various project partners. The 
monitoring and evaluation has been an integral component to this project which has enabled 
the partners to review their progress as they went and make adjustments. As mentioned before, 
for the livelihoods component there has been an over-reliance on one partner to evaluate the 
results of this work by some but this is a small aspect of a larger project and is probably not 
detrimental to the overall achievements of the project. However the M&E plan was clearly of 
value to this project in ensuring it remained on track and effectively tackled the objectives set.  

Output 2: Increase in knowledge of the linkages between biodiversity and 
poverty and mechanisms to secure gains     

This was not a research project and no major research output were planned from it. 
However, one of the staff members of ITFC has been completing a PhD with some of the 
material/data collected. His time was 40 per cent on this project and 60 per cent on another 
Darwin project (19-013 Research to Policy). Therefore the reviewers expect there may be one or 
two peer reviewed research outputs from this project.  

                                                 

2 Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity (2008). Protected Areas in Today’s World: Their Values and 
Benefits for the Welfare of the Planet. Montreal, Technical Series no. 36, i-vii + 96 pages. 

3 National Development Plan (2010/11 – 2014/15), Republic of Uganda.  
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Despite the fact that this project was not designed as a research project the project is well 
placed to shape understanding in Uganda of the linkages between poverty and biodiversity in 
Uganda. The project is expected to produce ‘Best Practice Guidelines’ in the final months of the 
project. These could have the potential to be published more widely and be a useful resource 
for the biodiversity community.  

Output 3: Positive gains in poverty alleviation demonstrated in practical 
biodiversity conservation field projects 

The project is having an effect on multiple aspects of poverty in the target sites.  

Firstly the project is improving inclusion of Batwa in biodiversity governance structures and 
reducing friction between the Batwa and the park authorities. In turn this is leading to 
employment/income opportunities for the Batwa in the form of ecotourism experiences led 
by the Batwa within the park. In the long-run it is hoped that the project will have supported 
the Batwa to access non-timber forest products (NTFPs) in the forest that are important for 
Batwa livelihoods.  

• Otherlivelihood activities undertaken by the project which will have an effect on Batwa 
poverty are: Functional literacy 

• Agriculture training 
• Handicraft training & handicraft business establishment 
• Livestock distribution and husbandry training 
• VSLA establishment and training.  

 

Output 4: Capacity to undertake work supporting biodiversity conservation and 
poverty alleviation 

As mentioned above, 40 per cent of Medard Twinamatsiko’s time, the ITFC Project Coordinator, 
is spent on this project as part of his PhD studies. The other 60 per cent is also spent on a 
Darwin funded project (19-013 Research to Policy). Medard is expected to submit his PhD in 
2015.  

Aside from this PhD there are not expected to be any other formal qualifications of this project.  

The project has not made a significant impact on the status of biodiversity or poverty 
professionals in Uganda. Quite rightly the focus has been on the Batwa, a marginalised 
group who were poorly represented in local governance structures prior to the project. 
The project has employed some excellent staff who are showing great potential for continuing 
work in this theme in the future. In particular Medard Twinamatsiko could be one to watch in 
future as he is one of the few Ugandan social scientists working in this area. Susan Kyasiimire, 
although at an earlier stage of her career than Medard, shows potential as a future leader on 
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the issue of biodiversity and poverty.  

4.4. Conclusions 
This Darwin project is demonstrative of the impact that can be had if projects are based 
on meticulous planning, good understanding of the political environment and a strong 
staff team with talent and skills. On paper there could have been some concern over this 
project. It has had three Project Leaders in three years, it is based in three sites that are difficult 
to access and move around and one of the key partners in the project is currently undertaking 
legal proceedings against one of the other partners. And yet none of these issues have proven 
to be an impediment to progress. In part this is due to the strong management structures in 
place – the Project Implementation Committee is effective and functioning well.  The continued 
engagement of the two ex-team leaders (both personally and professionally) in the project has 
helped in this regard.  

The Batwa are a marginalised group that suffer from significant stigma in Uganda. The project 
has been successful in changing attitudes towards the Batwa (at least outwardly), negotiating 
their inclusion in park management and thereby increasing their access to the forests which are 
spiritually and culturally immensely important to the Batwa. In addition the project has made 
some headway in improving the life of Batwa outside the park and to reduce illegal incursions 
by the Batwa into the National Park.  

In short this could be considered one of the Darwin Initiative’s flagship projects. It has dealt in a 
dignified way with issues of poverty and biodiversity that are infrequently tackled by other 
Darwin Initiative projects to great effect.  

4.5. Recommendations 
To the Project Team 

Recommendation 1: For future ventures, repeat the method whereby one partner takes 
responsibility for M&E of the project but make it clear the roles and responsibilities of other 
partners for data collection and analysis on their own work programmes. OUBDU was overly 
reliant on ITFC for analysis of their work and failed to consider the effect of their various 
activities which has reduced the effectiveness of their work to support poverty alleviation of the 
Batwa through liveilhoods interventions.  

Recommendation 2: Whilst the reviewers agreed that OUBDU was an essential partner, their 
activities were often unfocused and lacked strategy. In future ventures it may be reasonable to 
provide more backstopping support particularly if livelihood ventures are to be the focus of 
their work.  

Recommendation 3: Consider providing guidance to partners on how to track impact vs. 
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activity at the outset of the project. 

Recommendation 4: Consider gender more explicitly in M&E in future i.e. disaggregate data 
by gender. None of the indicators in the logframe were gender disaggregated although it 
seems there was a focus on ensuring equality in the work undertaken.  
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5. NBSAPs: mainstreaming bio-
diversity and development (19-023) 

 

5.1. Project Summary 
The project was developed to respond to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) decision 
X/2 which urged Parties to revise and update their national biodiversity strategies and action 
plans (NBSAPs) in line with the revised and updated Strategic Plan for Biodiversity. It called on 
them to “…use the revised and updated national biodiversity strategies into national 
development and poverty reduction policies and strategies…”. At the same time Decision X/6 
recognised the urgent need to improve capacity for mainstreaming the three objectives of the 
Convention into poverty eradication strategies and plans (e.g. Poverty Reduction Strategy 
Papers, national development plans) and development processes”. The project was proposed 
therefore to support environment ministries in 4 African parties to the CBD to successfully 
mainstream biodiversity and environmental initiatives with development and finance 
authorities.  

The project was designed to respond to these decisions, increasing engagement between 
ministries and other lead actors responsible for biodiversity and those responsible for economic 
development and poverty reduction in order to promote greater integration of these different 
agendas. The ‘first generation’ of NBSAPs has tended to be weak on poverty and national 
development agendas, having often been developed in isolation from other policy processes. It 
is envisaged that the new generation of NBSAPs should be resilient and effective instruments 
that influence development decisions and improve outcomes for both biodiversity and poverty.  

The project is working with 4 African countries – Botswana, Namibia, Seychelles and Uganda.  

Country/ies Uganda, Seychelles, Namibia, Botswana 
Lead Institution IIED 
Partner Institution(s) UNEP-WCMC 

Environmental Affairs Department Botswana (MoEWT Botswana) 
Ministry of Environment, Wildlife and Tourism, (MoEWT) Namibia 
National Environment Management Agency (NEMA), Uganda 
Ministry of Environment, Natural Resources and Transport 
(MENRT), Seychelles 

Darwin Grant Value £266,929 
Start / End Date: 1st April 2012 – 31st March 2015 
Funder DFID 



 

 

   34 

This review will focus on Uganda since this was the only country visited as part of the review.   

 

5.2. Review against Project Objectives 
5.2.1. Partnerships 

Between IIED and the Ugandan Ministry of Environment there appears to be an effective 
relationship established. It is relatively formal which is to be expected when working at this 
level. The Ministry has worked with IIED previously on the Poverty Environment Initiative (PEI) 
which they considered to have been a fruitful project that produced many helpful publications 
which help guide their work.  

The 4 countries included in this project were self-selecting. A presentation on mainstreaming 
was given at COP and countries interested in engaging with the mainstreaming issue were 
invited to approach the team. It was at this stage that Darwin funding was sought to formally 
engage these countries. Uganda was apparently very keen to be involved and given their recent 
experience with the UN’s Poverty and Environment Initiative (PEI) IIED and WCMC were keen to 
get them involved.  

On a day-to-day basis the project does not have a great deal of interaction with the Ugandan 
partners. They tend to keep most of their discussions and interactions for the project 
workshops. IIED has attempted to facilitate some interaction outside of this, for example 
through teleconferencing and e-mails but this has been relatively limited for the Ugandan 
partners.  

As the NBSAP process is a government activity it was important that the project recognised the 
sovereign responsibilities and sought to support this rather than dictate. The first half of the 
project was therefore largely about supporting partners to understand what mainstreaming is, 
what has worked well elsewhere, what the critical steps were to mainstreaming. As the project 
went on, apparently it has become more demand led though there was little evidence to 
support this.  

Aside from the international partnerships, there is some suggestion that the working group set 
up by NEMA in Uganda for the Darwin project has been profitable in other ways. The 5th 
National Report to the CBD4 was written wholly by the working group that had been set up for 
the Darwin NBSAPs 2.0 project. Previously all national reports had been written by external 
consultants.  

                                                 

4 Fifth National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity, National Enviromnent Management Authority, 
Minsitry of Water and Environment. March 2014. http://www.cbd.int/doc/world/ug/ug-nr-05-en.pdf  

http://www.cbd.int/doc/world/ug/ug-nr-05-en.pdf
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“The Working Group that prepared the Fifth National Report did not have to carry out a separate 
activity for obtaining baseline information/data because this was already generated by the 
Thematic Working Group for the review and updating of the NBSAP. The Task of the Working 
Group was thus to analyse and package the information already available in the various sections 
of the Fifth National Report. Quality assurance was the responsibility of the CBD National Focal 
Point. This approach was very successful.” 

Fifth National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity. National Environment 
Management Authority. Ministry of Water and Environment. March 2014.  

5.2.2. Relevance:     

This project had only two windows of opportunity in which it could work to best effect – 
either during the window in which NBSAPs are being revised or during the window when 
the national development plans (Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers) were being revised. 
However since each paper has a different timeframe during which they are revised, 
focusing on the NBSAP revision process was the only time in which the project could 
realistically strengthen networks between countries and support them to share their 
experiences in mainstreaming.  

“In Uganda, the National Development Plan covers the period 2010 – 2015. It stipulates 
the country’s medium term strategic direction, development priorities and 
implementation strategies. In addition, it details Uganda’s current development status, 
challenges and opportunities. Over the coming years, the NDP will guide decision-
making and implementation of government programmes including the annual budget 
process, and the prioritization and direction of Government actions. It will therefore, be 
a tool for prioritizing government institutions and mobilising external resources.” 

National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for Uganda (2015-2025), revised draft October 
2014. National Environment Management Authority, Ministry of Water and Environment.  

Focusing on the issue of mainstreaming from the biodiversity perspective was probably an 
easier entry than working from the development perspective.  

Prior to this project there was no effective platform to allow African Environment Ministries to 
share their experiences with regards to NBSAP development and delivery. While Uganda had 
the funding to revise the NBSAP (from GEF) it did not have the experience or support to pursue 
the mainstreaming agenda. The Darwin Initiative funding provided them with training in the 
form of workshops. It also provided them the opportunity to share experiences with other 
African MoE to learn what methods and approaches had worked best, and in which 
circumstances. Crucially the Darwin project did not just provide funding for staff from the MoE 
to engage it also provided finances to ensure staff from other Ministries could attend the 
workshops. In Uganda this included Angella Rwabutomize from the Ministry of Finance, 
Planning and Economic Development. Uganda was also the host of the 2nd NBSAPs 2.0 
workshop. 
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The logframe seems to have been relatively useful for planning the project and reporting. 
Indeed the final outputs of the project reflect the outputs listed in the project. However, there 
were few indicators or methodologies proposed that would help to signpost progress 
towards effective NBSAPs capable of shaping either biodiversity or poverty in the long-
term. Much of the focus has been on the finalisation of the NBSAPs. IIED admitted that the 
style and content of the logframe is probably reflective of the requirements on Darwin projects 
in 2011 when the application was submitted rather than what is expected of new Darwin 
projects. Today, the project has been successful in securing Post Project funding and intends on 
providing follow up monitoring and evaluation to better understand the impact of the revised 
NBSAPs and mainstreaming in the 4 countries targeted. The methodologies to be used are yet 
to be set. It may be that this Post Project provides useful insight for IIED’s M&E processes that 
might support the design and set up of projects like this in future.  

Interestingly, in addition to the logframe the project also developed a theory of change during 
one of the workshops. The style and content of the theory of change is very similar to the 
logframe already presented and was of limited value for evaluating the project. Indeed the 
project felt that the process of developing the theory of change was more useful as a process to 
engage the partners and develop a mutual understanding of the objectives of the project and 
the roles and responsibilities of the various partners.  

 

5.2.3. Efficiency:   

The review does question whether this project can be considered a classic partnership 
delivered project or whether the four African states should be considered the 
beneficiaries of the project. For example, 46 per cent of the total budget went to IIED (there 
were five partners) and, aside from developing new NBSAPs, the outputs of this project were 
almost entirely driven by IIED. The publications produced as a result of this project appear to 
have been entirely authored by IIED (certainly the livery of the publications would suggest this) 
though with sign-off by the partners. This lack of partnership may have been necessary to 
achieve results. Working with Ministries such as NEMA in Uganda may mean time and 
availability to undertake the work outlined in this project would have been impossible where 
delivery of outputs was shared between partners. Aside from capacity, it may also be that there 
was limited experience and skills to lead (or even share?) the delivery of the project outputs in 
the four African partners.  

Despite this uneven partnership, the project has been relatively efficient at achieving its 
outputs. Part of this is presumably down to good timing and excellent understanding of 
the CBD and therefore current processes ongoing that the project could utilise. For 
example, GEF funding was already available to the 4 African states to re-write their NBSAPs and 
therefore this project was able, with relatively small amount of funding (£266,000) support 4 
countries to better mainstream biodiversity in addition to producing material that is of benefit 
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to wider stakeholders.   

 

5.2.4. Effectiveness 

This project was visited in January 2015 and the project is expected to end in March 2015 
therefore it was pleasing to see that, at least in Uganda, the project has largely completed 
its intended outcome which was ‘To mobilise and develop capacity so that National 
Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs) in five pilot countries become more 
effective and more resilient policy instruments that both support national development 
objectives and ensure priority is accorded to sustainable biodiversity management as a 
foundation of economic development’. A draft of the revised NBSAP was made available to 
the reviewers and it does indeed include a section on mainstreaming.  

There is a large aspect of this outcome statement that cannot be directly measured by the 
project any time soon and that is whether the document has become more effective 
policy instrument to support development and biodiversity. It is a shame that IIED has not 
developed a series of signposts or process indicators to enable them to at least understand 
whether the NBSAPs have greater potential to influence biodiversity and poverty than 
previously. It is the hope of IIED that they can use the Post Project funding to look at this issue 
and define indicators of success that can be used by others in development of their NBSAPs. 

There is some indications that this new revised NBSAP may have more success than its 
predecessor for influencing both biodiversity and poverty issues. For example, through this 
Darwin project, NEMA have taken the approach of selecting individuals in other departments to 
‘champion’ the issue of biodiversity.  They suggested that evidence of the value of this 
approach is that biodiversity is now being built into the National Development Plan and 
budget. Angella Rwabutomize (a champion of the NBSAPs project) from the Ministry of 
Planning lobbied for more funding for oil and gas and green economy issues to deal with the 
recently found oil and gas in national parks. This resulted in an additional 3 billion Ugandan 
shillings to increase institutional capacity to manage the impacts of oil and gas on 
biodiversity. This the Ugandan partners and IIED cite this as is direct evidence of the value 
of the Darwin project.  

NEMA also credit this project as having an impact on their institutional capacity. For their 
previous NBSAP much reliance was placed on an external consultant to drive the process. This 
time, with support from both GEF and Darwin, NEMA took control of the writing of the NBSAP.  

In addition, the project has developed a regional platform for peer to peer sharing of 
experiences. Prior to this project there was no effective platform to allow African Environment 
Ministries to share their experiences. This has resulted in greater knowledge and understanding 
of the value of biodiversity to the national economy of Uganda and, as a result, greater capacity 
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to integrate biodiversity into national development planning.  

5.2.5. Impact:  

As mentioned previously, measuring impact of this project is difficult in the 3 year time 
frame. As with most policy orientated projects, impacts are latent and sometimes difficult 
to attribute to the work of one project. The project has not attempted to establish 
signpost indicators regarding the effectiveness of the mainstreaming project – this is to 
be the focus of the Post Project funding from the Darwin Imitative.  

In this case, there would have been a revised NBSAP even without Darwin support as GEF 
funding was made available. The difference that Darwin funding has made was to support 
the four states to better understand how they might mainstream issues of biodiversity 
into national development plans. There is some evidence already in Uganda of this having 
a positive effect on national planning e.g. the increase in budget for (3 billion Ugandan 
shillings ~ £680,000 GBP) to increase institutional capacity to manage the impacts of oil 
and gas on biodiversity.  

The outcome of the Post Project funded by Darwin is ‘the biodiversity-development 
mainstreaming plans incorporated into project countries’ revised NBSAPs (the Main Project 
Purpose) are implemented, measured and reciprocated in national development plans and 
processes’. The indicators for this outcome are relatively weak (they are not SMART) and give 
little detail as to how this might be measured. Part of this is probably to do with the fact the 
project is dealing with four different countries who will apply the NBSAP in different ways. It 
may be necessary for the project team to develop country specific indicators as to what would 
evidence success, how this can be measured, what the baseline is to support external evaluation 
of the project. 

Unlike the previous version of the NBSAP, there are a series of detailed action plans with 
corresponding indicators. The impact on biodiversity of the NBSAP will be measured and 
reported in the National reporting to the CBD. The action plan also includes indicators relevant 
to development targets. Some of the associated indicators are relatively weak though. For 
example Strategic Objective 3 has the following indicators: ‘# of community livelihood 
improvement initiatives in place’, ‘tourism revenue generated from protected areas’. They are 
largely input or output orientated and are not yet considering how to measure impact on 
poverty of the actions outlined in the NBSAP. In addition there is no apparent attempt to 
disaggregate data by gender or to identify actions in support of the most vulnerable people. 
Therefore it may prove challenging for Uganda to effectively measure the contribution 
better biodiversity management is having on poverty without further support. The Post 
Project is expected to support Uganda to understand how to measure the effectiveness of the 
NBSAP. It could have been a lost opportunity to not include at least some focus on measuring 
effectiveness of the NBSAP during the Darwin Main Project although the IIED team were aware 
of the very recent PEI work that Uganda had been involved in and did not want to confuse 
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matters further.  

The new NBSAP is expected to be more suitable for Uganda since it is well grounded in 
reality, has internal support in NEMA, has budget support from the Ministry of Finance 
and has identified responsibilities for taking forward much of the actions outlined. This 
should improve Uganda’s capacity to implement the CBD.  

5.2.6. Sustainability:   

Despite the driving force of this project being the main partner, IIED, there appears to be 
strong ownership of the outcomes of this work by the 4 beneficiary countries. In Uganda 
this is NEMA.  

NEMA are confident that the project has some sustainable elements i.e. the revised NBSAP, but 
that they are hopeful of further support to implement the revised NBSAP. They were particularly 
appreciative of the workshops that allowed them to share experiences with other African states. 
They want to see the African Learning Group continued but without external funding support 
would be unable to engage in face-to-face meetings in the future. They suggested that remote 
support (i.e. via discussion forums) could be useful but were not sufficient alone without face-
to-face meetings. The Post Project will continue to support the African Learning Group for at 
least another two years.  

5.2.7. Influence:   

The whole focus of this project has been to influence change and support decision makers. The 
project has had good access to high level biodiversity decision makers in all 4 states and the 
project has looked to also influence high level decision makers on poverty issues through these 
biodiversity decision makers. By supporting these biodiversity policy makers to talk about 
poverty in a different language i.e. the language of development, there is some evidence of 
influence on national planning in Uganda. Whether the revised NBSAP and its attempts to 
mainstream biodiversity in development have long-term influence in Uganda is yet to be seen 
but the Post Project funding should support this.  

By targeting four countries and bringing them together through the African Learning Group the 
project has attempted to have a wider regional influence on the issue of biodiversity 
mainstreaming.  

‘Before this project we had the knowledge but did not have the platform to share our 
knowledge and experience in Africa and elsewhere. As a result of this project we now 

have a platform on which to share. Also as a result of this project I was invited to 
present on our experience at COP [in Pyeongchang, Korea] and invited to a High Level 

Platform. Before this project I had never presented at such a high level.’ 

Ronald Kaggwa, NEMA 

In addition to targeted influence in the four countries, the project has developed materials and 
resources that should be of benefit to a wider audience (e.g. the State of Knowledge Review has 
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been downloaded 179 times, and the Diagnostic Tool 205 times). IIED is a well-known and 
highly respected outfit that is heavily engaged with the CBD process therefore there is a good 
chance of this project having a wider influence.   

‘This project has strengthened networks between countries. It was useful as now we 
know what we are experiencing in Uganda is the same as others, for example Namibia. 
Now we know the problems are the same all over so we are learning a lot about how to 

solve issues’. 

Ronald Kaggwa, NEMA 

5.2.8. Innovations, lessons learned and best practice:  

The methods employed by this project are not particularly innovative i.e. the issue of 
mainstreaming is not a new issue, neither is conducting multi-country workshops to promote 
sharing of lessons, neither is developing support materials for ongoing policy processes.  

However, to the project partners this was an innovative project. That is, they knew it was an 
issue they needed to deal with but lacked the experience and means with which they could 
address the issue. The African Learning Group has been particularly helpful in bringing 
together the type of stakeholders who meet frequently at COP meetings but rarely have 
the opportunity to have frank conversations about the drafting of policy documents such 
as the NBSAP. Thus in this case it providing financial and technical support to countries at a 
crucial time is an example of best-practice.  

Identifying windows of opportunity in which to have the greatest effect is important and could 
be replicated again. The challenge has been in ensuring the partners remain committed to the 
process. For example, the project application was for Botswana, Namibia, Malawi, Uganda and 
Rwanda to be partners. That subsequently changed to being Botswana, Namibia, Seychelles and 
Uganda due to changing priorities for Malawi (change of government) and Rwanda. The Post 
Project has expanded the list of countries as partners to Uganda, Namibia, Botswana, 
Seychelles, Zimbabwe and Malawi so it will be interesting to see whether those that have 
moved furthest on the mainstreaming issue will support those with further to go or if it may 
become frustrating to move at a slower pace.  

5.3. Review against Programme Objectives 
Output 1: Good applications become good projects 

The logical framework is still relevant and useful for an external evaluator to understand 
the progress of the project. What it does not capture is the stories of change i.e. why this 
project is different to others and what a difference it has made to institutional (and 
individual) capacity. The project developed a supplementary theory of change, which provides 
more detail than the logframe. The reporting was fairly flat as well. Much of the focus is on 
talking in generalities, which means the variance between the four supported states is often 
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lost. In the 2nd Annual report there is mention of the project developing ‘stories of change’ – 
these could potentially be a gold mine of helpful information, both for evaluation of the impact 
of this project but also for lessons for other states also dealing with issues of mainstreaming. 

Output 2: Increase in knowledge of the linkages between biodiversity and 
poverty and mechanisms to secure gains   

Despite being led by a ‘think tank’, this is not a research project. However, the outputs of 
this project should be useful for providing evidence on the linkages between biodiversity 
and poverty and it will be useful for testing mechanisms to achieve positives for poverty 
and biodiversity. In fact, it could easily be the focus of future research projects – i.e. the impact 
of mainstreaming on issues of biodiversity and poverty.  

IIED intending on developing at least one peer review article by the close of the project using 
Uganda as a case study of the mainstreaming process. In addition, IIED intend to develop an 
article reflecting on the success of the mainstreaming process in a few years’ time. These 
articles will be authored by IIED but the project partners are expected to contribute in an 
editorial role, which will give them co-authorship of the papers and boost the credibility of the 
paper when it is published. This, combined with the ‘grey literature’ already published by the 
project should be a valuable contribution to the biodiversity and poverty communities of how 
to tackle the issue of mainstreaming.  

Output 3: Positive gains in poverty alleviation demonstrated in practical 
biodiversity conservation field projects 

There is likely to be some impact on how the issue of biodiversity and poverty is 
addressed in Uganda in future. However, there is no evidence that this project is having a 
direct impact on poverty alleviation in Uganda. This is a project focusing on national policies 
that have far-reaching implications but attribution of change is going to be practically 
impossible in this case. This is not to say that the value of this project is unmeasurable, but that 
for the size of grant the cost would probably be in excess of the total grant. In this situation, 
stories of change (as the project has planned in year 3) will be of greatest value for 
understanding the impact of this project on poverty if they are orientated well. These stories 
were not available at the time of the evaluation and the indicators in the project logframe are 
not capable of capturing the expected contribution to poverty.  

Output 4: Capacity to undertake work supporting biodiversity 
conservation and poverty alleviation 

There are no formal qualifications as a result of this project. However there is evidence 
that individuals from developing countries involved in this project have seen their status 
elevated.  

‘as a result of this project I was invited to present on our experience at COP [in 
Pyeongchang, Korea] and invited to a High Level Platform. Before this project I had 
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never presented at such a high level’. 

Ronald Kaggwa, NEMA 

He was pleased to be seen as an expert on the issue of mainstreaming and greatly appreciated 
the influence this project has had on his status outside of Uganda.  

The project has a number of webpages within IIED’s website which gives equal footing to all the 
individuals involved in this project. The ‘Who’s who’ page was particularly useful for the 
reviewers to better understand who was involved and what their role is.  IIED also has a very 
active communications department which has actively promoted the project and its participants 
on twitter, storify and blogs which should have served to increase the profile of the various 
participants.  

5.4. Conclusions 
This project has come at an opportune time – parties to the CBD were expected to revise 
their NBSAPs and deal with the issue of mainstreaming. Whilst funding was secured to 
ensure the NBSAPs were revised this would not include support for dealing with the issue 
of mainstreaming. The two UK partners to this project had experience of mainstreaming 
through the Poverty and Environment Initiative and were therefore the ideal groups to support 
these states to revise their NBSAPs.  

Understanding the effect of these attempts to mainstream will not be apparent for some 
time though. It is unfortunate that IIED did not develop any indicators that would better 
enable us to understand whether these NBSAPs will be more effective at dealing with the 
dual objectives of poverty and biodiversity. If these can be developed during the Post 
Project these would be of good use to other states (or multi-laterals such as the European 
Commission and the World Bank) also trying to deal with the issue of mainstreaming.  

The evaluation was brief in that there were few people we could talk to in Uganda that had had 
involvement in the project therefore much of the evidence of progress was reliant on interviews 
and the few documents referenced (including the revised NBSAP). A stronger attention to 
monitoring and evaluation would strengthen IIED’s case when it reports on the success of this 
work. For example, the materials and publications produced as a result of this project appear, to 
the reviewers, to be of good quality but their utility for others is what would really demonstrate 
their quality. There appears to be a certain feeling that M&E is something that must happen on 
projects to meet funder requirements but that this is not a core skill retained by the senior 
management staff on the project – it is  relegated to an M&E person in IIED who is consulted at 
various points of the project. This has worked well for them up to now but with demands by 
funders for greater evidence of results they may need to reorient the way projects like this are 
set up from the beginning to ensure they are able to present evidence of results as well as of 
activity.  

https://storify.com/IIED/collected-national-biodiversity-strategy-and-actio
http://www.iied.org/blogs/dilys-roe
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5.5. Recommendations 
To the Project Team 

Recommendation 1: The logframe was useful in understanding progress against outputs and 
activities but did not provide any great insight as to how to measure outcome. The same is true 
of the Post Project logframe. Developing outcome orientated indicators will be useful not only 
for external evaluators but for project participant to understand whether they are meeting their 
objectives.  

Recommendation 2: For the Post Project it may prove useful to produce country-specific 
indicators of what success will look like, how it can be measured and what the current state is.  

Recommendation 3: Developing a theory of change as a way of ensuring all partners have a 
mutual understanding of the objectives of the work and their role in it is a valid method. 
However, given the level of effort taken to develop the theory of change it might have been 
better used for evaluating the long-term success of the project.  

Recommendation 4: Given that presenting evidence against the logframe of impact for this 
project will be difficult in the short-term, consider when you present evidence about this project 
focusing more on the individual stories of change. The IIED website and blogs use this more 
personal approach to great effect but this is lost in the formal reporting to Darwin.   
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6. Harnessing livelihood benefits 
from a payments for ecosystem 
services scheme (EIDP044) 

 

6.1. Project Summary 
The Main Project (‘Paying local communities for ecosystem services: The Chimpanzee 
Conservation Corridor’ 18-012) provided support for reforestation and restoration activities on 
private land contracted for protection under a Global Environment Facility (GEF; under the 
United Nations Environment Programme) payment for ecosystem services (PES) scheme. It 
facilitated consultation with 900 villagers, which provided an opportunity to share information 
related to the scheme, climate change and deforestation to 70 villages in Hoima and Kibaale 
Districts. It designed a pilot payment for ecosystem services (PES) scheme with multiple 
landholders. It negotiated agreements with 416 landowners to undertake forest assessments, 
with 338 ultimately signing agreements to conserve and reforest 1,515 hectares. The Darwin 
Initiative Main Project provided support to develop forest management plans for private forest 
owners and monitor forest management outcomes. The project developed a monitoring 
framework building from CSWCT’s chimpanzee monitoring program. This monitoring 
framework offers best practice of a collaborative way of engaging forest owners, local monitors 
and project implementers in a comprehensive and adaptive monitoring system.  

The Post Project has built on the PES scheme, with the aim of delivering additional livelihood 
incentives to demonstrate long-term commitment to improved social welfare and enhancement 
of conservation outcomes. Its aim was to have more than 50 per cent of the contracted forest 
owners (1405) engaged in additional forest based enterprises that ultimately improve their 
                                                 

5 Only 80 per cent of forest owners continued with the PES scheme. 

Country/ies Uganda 
Lead Institution Chimpanzee Sanctuary and Wildlife Conservation Trust (CSWCT) 
Partner Institution(s) International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), 

Nature Harness Initiatives (NAHO),  National Biodiversity Data 
Bank, Makerere University (NBDB),  National Environment 
Management Agency (NEMA) 

Darwin Grant Value £162,577 
Start / End Date: 1st April 2013 – 31st March 2015 
Funder DFID 
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short-term and long-term household income potentials thereby making biodiversity 
conservation a more attractive land-use option.  

The measures adopted within the Post Project had already been identified by local people and 
respective stakeholders following consultations conducted during the Main Project. 
Interventions included growing coffee, beekeeping, woodlot establishment, craft making, fruit 
orchard management, seed collection, nursery management and ecotourism. Households were 
then able to choose which activities they wanted to adopt. 

6.2. Review against Project Objectives 
6.2.1. Partnerships 

An effective working relationship, supported by MOUs, has been established between key 
project partners. In addition, an ad hoc working group was established (the North Albertine 
Rift Conservation Group (NARCG)) by CSWCT, and Lilly Ajarova and Paul Hatanga are members 
of U-PCLG. Partners are clearly engaged with the project, as evidenced by the Ugandan Wildlife 
Association’s Senior Planning Officer, Richard Kapere mentioning it as a success at the R2P 
(19-013) Enhancing Equity Workshop.  

The project was designed to enable partners to feed into the project decision-making and 
reporting. This was partially achieved through the use of working groups and broad stakeholder 
engagement. The Main Project was led by IIED but the Post Project is led by CSWCT. CSWCT’s 
ability to lead the Post Project demonstrates the increase in their capacity as a result of the 
Main Project. IIED has not been very involved since the end of the PES component of the 
project and Maryanne Grieg-Gran’s retirement six months ago. However, given the competency 
shown by CSWCT, and its strong local partnerships, this does not appear to have negatively 
affected the project. 

Despite good working relationships, CSWCT could have been clearer with its partners about the 
risks related to project closure. Discussions with one partner, Simon Turner from Malaika Honey, 
suggested that he was not aware that this tranche of funding was coming to an end.  

The project design of the Main Project was developed to meet the requirements of the GEF 
funding and used scientific rather than participatory methods. The Post Project livelihood 
activities, on the other hand, used a participatory approach. Livelihood activities were 
implemented in consultation with participants during the Main Project and were selected to 
have dual benefits for poverty and conservation.  

6.2.2. Relevance    

The project is relevant to conservation because it focuses on connecting isolated 
populations of wildlife by helping to preserve and create wildlife corridors between two 
central forest reserves in a high deforestation area. The project is also somewhat relevant 
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to poverty because it provides financial and livelihood incentives in an area where 
poverty is high (participants have an average weekly income of $4). However, because the 
project targets landowners, and PES payments were contingent on forest size, PES benefits are 
likely to have been higher for wealthier participants and the project is likely to have missed the 
extreme poor (such as landless poor). The socio-economic assessment undertaken by the 
project found that within the project, income was not a significant factor in determining 
participation (whereas age and education were). Further research on non-recipients would be 
useful to explain how forest owners differ from the general population and what characteristics 
determine ability to participate in the scheme.  

The project is well designed with clear linkages between long-term outcomes and 
on-the-ground activities. This is demonstrated by its clear logframe and well considered 
approach. For example, multiple funding sources were explored for the interventions, the 
project has used business plans to assess viable livelihood activities and has engaged the 
private sector for both potential PES payments and its beekeeping activities. The beekeeping 
activities involve both a partnership with Malaika Honey (to create market linkages at fair 
prices) and negotiations for private loans through ProBank (at a reduced interest rate of 11 per 
cent in the first year doubling to 22 per cent in subsequent years). The only weakness in the 
project logframe was the oversight of not carrying the assumption of PES payments over to 
Phase 2 but discussions with Lilly Ajarova (CSWCT) suggest that this was just that; an oversight. 
Overall, the project shows strong design elements.   

The assumptions made around a funding source for PES were reasonable at the time 
that the project started (an assumption that REDD money would soon be flowing was 
fairly common five to six years ago). However, they turned out to be unfounded and 
despite significant effort, a new funding source for PES has not yet eventuated. As a 

result, the Post Project livelihood component is in many ways a more appropriate design 
for limiting forest clearing on private land in the corridor between Budongo and 

Bugoma Central Forest Reserves.   

The project has some gender considerations, for example, it included both landowners and 
their partners in discussions about participation in the PES scheme and some of the livelihood 
activities (such as handicrafts and tourism) were developed to target women. Nevertheless, 
there are some gender imbalances; only two of the 23 community monitors are female and 
women are less likely to be land title holders and were therefore under-represented in the 
baseline surveys, which focused on the title holder (91 per cent of those surveyed were male). 
There is therefore a risk that women benefit less from the PES scheme and related livelihood 
activities and that gender-specific considerations of resource use are overlooked (for example, 
women are often responsible for collecting firewood and water and exclusion from forests may 
mean they have to walk longer distances as part of these activities). The project has noted the 
need to consider broader stakeholders than forest owners, which is reflected in the broad 
definitions of beneficiaries now being used for REDD readiness activities. 
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6.2.3. Efficiency  

The Post Project was efficient as it leveraged the groundwork from the Main Project. 
CSWCT appears to have a thorough and well thought through approach to project 
management. The logframe was clear and easy to follow, activities had clearly been thought 
through to maximise their impact and baseline and final project studies were/will be 
undertaken to enable the project to understand its impact. The final monitoring has not yet 
been conducted but the processes are in place to do so.  

The PES payments were effective for their duration (82 per cent of the 338 contracted farmers in 
the first year and 85 per cent in the second year complied with their land management 
agreements) and resulted in a number of farmers not initially involved wanting to join. During 
the evaluation, many private forest owners asked when the project would be starting again and 
expressed an interest in being involved. However, given a current lack of PES buyer, these 
payments cannot be relied upon to prevent deforestation on private land. The livelihood 
interventions have the potential to be very effective though. There have been some initial 
challenges due to delays in financing and some activities not always working (for example, 
mushroom spawn does not always germinate). However, once established these activities have 
the potential to produce relatively high revenue6. 

‘In the beginning, most people didn’t join in the land assessments because they were 
scared that the project wanted to steal their land.  After payments were made they 

realised not trying to take land and participation increased. Even though payments have 
stopped, some people not involved in the project have kept their trees so they can 

participate when it starts again.’ 

Lilly Ajarova, Executive Director, CSWCT 

The project appears likely to achieve good VfM. In the less than two-years of £162,577 Post 
Project funding, beneficiaries have adopted a number of new livelihood activities, including 
mushroom growing, tourist home visits and handicrafts. Informal discussions with beneficiaries 
suggest that some of these activities are already having real livelihood impacts (full information 
on success rate, level of income generated and number of participants protecting private forest 
will become available at the end of the project after the final monitoring and focus groups have 
been undertaken). Almost all activities leverage private sector, markets or other actors, for 
example, tourism is linked to Chimpanzee Island, small bank loans are being arranged to help 
farmers initiate beekeeping activities, nurseries link up to other reforestation projects in the 
area for buyers. The project has also expressed interest in working with the Darwin Initiative to 
develop more detailed value of money assessment for project activities, including potentially 
benefits to beneficiaries from PES and/or livelihood activities.  

                                                 

7 For example, initial discussions with beneficiaries suggest that the mushroom growing activity could result in a 
five to six-fold increase in income during the two three-month growing periods. 
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Figure 4: PFOs in front of their mushroom shed built through project 

The project also demonstrates strong linkages to other integrated conservation and 
development projects, which was enhanced by its involvement in the U-PCLG and 
REDD-readiness processes. Lilly Ajarova also noted that NARCG, an informal network that 
CSWCT set up as a forum for sharing learnings from the project across the region, was 
improving efficiency by enabling a consistent approach to development and a local people do 
not play NGOs off against each other (for example, by claiming that other NGOs are paying 
them workshop attendance fees).  

6.2.4. Effectiveness 

The PES payments and livelihood activities are currently effective at conserving private 
forests (91 per cent of the 338 contracted farmers were still protecting their forests 6 
months after PES payments finished). It is hard to assess how effective the livelihood 
activities will be in the long-term in the absence of PES, although there is some evidence 
that if successful they provide greater benefits than PES for some PFOs.  

In terms of poverty, the PES payments improved income for their duration, although the 
benefits were correlated with forest size and therefore likely to have greater benefit for 
wealthier households. The of the livelihood activities at addressing poverty will be better 
answered after the final socio-economic survey, however they have the potential to be 
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very effective, particularly if the use of community monitors enables the activities to 
spread beyond project participants7. 

Progress towards outputs has been strong to-date. Anecdotal evidence from the field trip also 
suggests that many non-participants are protecting their forests in expectation of a future PES 
or REDD scheme. However, the Impact, as it is currently stated, ‘Livelihoods of local 
communities in chimpanzee corridor reach a sustainable level through a payment for ecosystem 
services’ will not be achieved without PES funder. Nevertheless, the focus now on livelihood 
activities that complement forests is going some way towards reducing these risks. As already 
noted, CSWCT would welcome the opportunity to work with the Darwin Initiative to undertake 
a value for money analysis. It is expected that this analysis would strengthen the case for 
funding to extend the project, help farmers to get small loans to undertake livelihood activities 
and would help CSWCT illustrate benefits to private forest owners (PFOs) - besides direct 
payments - from alternatives to land clearing. This is particularly important in helping to 
manage PFO expectations due to the discontinuation of PES payments. 

‘In the beginning, most people didn’t join in the land assessments because they were scared 
that the project wanted to steal their land.  After payments were made they realised not 
trying to take land and participation increased. Even though payments have stopped, some 
people not involved in the project have kept their trees so they can participate when it starts 
again.’ 

Lilly Ajarova, Executive Director, CSWCT 

The project indicators are clear and SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and 
timely). Progress towards achieving the indicators will only be known with the final monitoring 
(at the end of March) but the project looks likely to achieve most, if not all, of its objectives. 

The project’s assumptions were valid although a key assumption from the Main Project (that 
was overlooked in the Post Project logframe ‘Buyers of ecosystem services in forest carbon and 
emerging biodiversity markets will be prepared to make substantial commitments of funds to 
enable payments to continue on a sustained basis’ has not eventuated. Nevertheless, the project 
team have shown themselves to be resourceful, taking a considered approach and exploring 
alternative options. The project itself is very adaptive and surprisingly successful given the 
significant challenges it faces (not only in terms of funding but also from increasing human 
wildlife conflict as forest areas shrink). 

Local capacity has also clearly been strengthened as a result of this project. As explained earlier, 
CSWCT took over the management of this project, showing strong institutional capacity, and 
IIED’s involvement is now minimal.   

                                                 

7 For example, initial discussions with beneficiaries suggest that the mushroom growing activity could result in a 
five to six-fold increase in income during the two three-month growing periods. 
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6.2.5. Impact 

The project has had a high success rate with PFOs conserving their forests. In August 
2014, six months after PES payments stopped follow up surveys found that 91 per cent of 
PFOs were still protecting their forests. To-date, the conservation impacts have been 
sustained, although it is questionable whether this will be the case in the absence of a 
future PES or REDD scheme. The PES scheme, which was supported by GEF and the Darwin 
Initiative, was the first of its kind in Uganda. As such, the findings are being used as the basis for 
other PES and REDD schemes within the region. Communities understanding of biodiversity use 
and its impacts on livelihoods has also increased.  

Understanding the livelihood impacts will only be possible after the final socio-economic 
evaluation. CSWCT will work with the Darwin Institute to understand these impacts through a 
value for money study. Unfortunately, the sampling for the livelihood baseline survey (January 
2014) targeted PFOs who had complied with their PES commitments. In addition, the focus 
groups only included the landowner (i.e. the title holder), which meant 91 per cent of the 
sample were male, although the project noted that most conservation and enterprise activities 
will be carried out by the wives and children. The project decision to introduce livelihood 
activities with participants who had complied with the PES scheme is reasonable, as they have 
demonstrated their motivation. Nevertheless, when collecting socioeconomic data, it would 
have been valuable to also understand why some landholders were unable (or unwilling) to 
continue with the scheme. In addition, it would be valuable to understand the gendered 
impacts of the project, such as impacts on women of not being able to collect firewood from 
protected forests.  

This was partly recognised by the project, which came to realise that broader benefit sharing is 
important to forest conservation because many of the users are non-forest owners and 
negative impacts, such as human wildlife conflict, are not exclusive to PFOs. These lessons are 
being shared through U-PCLG and NARCG and resulted in a broader definition of beneficiaries 
for REDD.  

‘NARCG is forming good lesson for other conservation organisations, not just in Uganda 
but elsewhere. The GEF and Darwin Initiative funding resulted in very unique and 

valuable information about farmer behaviour.’  

Miguel Leal, Albertine Rift REDD Programme Manager, WCS and NARCG member 

 

Livelihood impacts will be reassessed as part of end-of project analysis to be completed in 
March. Rough estimates based on discussion with six of the 25 members of the Kyamaleera 
Women’s Group Association suggest that livelihood activities could be significant in the 
long-term, and that mushroom growing in particular will be lucrative, which was a surprise to 
the project. For example, estimates from the field evaluation suggest that mushroom growing 
may result in more than $20 of profit per week throughout six months of the year (compared to 
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an average $4 per week in the baseline). Additionally, embroidered handicrafts are being sent 
through church groups to the U.S. where they are being sold for approximately $15 to $60 
each, and one of the household’s visitors’ book shows over 100 visitors in the last six months, 
suggesting that the project’s approach to tourism will be successful if this can be sustained and 
built upon. Sustainability 

The PES payments proved to be unsustainable at least in the short to medium term, 
whereas the livelihood activities have the potential to become self-sustaining once 
established. The project is closely linked to national REDD+ processes, although Miguel Leal 
(WCS) notes that the REDD in Uganda is progressing slowly. Initially Norway was planning to 
fund $3 million for a REDD pilot but they first needed national endorsement, which was very 
slow and never officially occurred.  

‘The REDD process is really slow, whereas deforestation is really fast … Deforestation is 
very high. In 5 to 10 years forests will disappear without action. But 86 per cent of 

farmers paid through the PES scheme wanted to continue participating.’ 

Miguel Leal, Albertine Rift REDD Programme Manager, WCS and NARCG member 

The sustainability of the project was enhanced by the strong community engagement, including 
the participatory design of the livelihood interventions and use of community monitors. In 
addition, the GEF-funded PES scheme had a stronger environmental impact as a result of the 
Darwin Initiative Main Project, which increased forest cover through indigenous nurseries, and 
restoration and reforestation activities. Monitoring of private forests six months after PES 
payments stopped found that PFOs were still maintaining their forests. Nevertheless, challenges 
for the project include issues related to the lack of continuity for PES funding and the need for 
bridging funding to ensure some livelihood activities are sustained. This has been achieved 
through the recent Darwin Initiative funding round that has meant WCS will continue livelihood 
activities in the area, including beekeeping (22-011 ‘Conserving biodiversity by improving 
farming practices and livelihoods in Hoima’, £301,111).  

The project has shown itself capable of identifying and approaching suitable alternative PES 
funding sources and collaborating with other organisations. However there have been many 
challenges. 

‘We were trying to organise sustainable funding through an oil and gas company; Total 
Oil. We were hoping they would fund conservation to offset their carbon footprint. … 

They were interested but things haven’t been going as well as they hoped, they wanted 
to deduct payments as costs but they are still negotiating with the government and oil 

prices have dropped.’ 

Miguel Leal, Albertine Rift REDD Programme Manager, WCS and NARCG member 

In terms of the Post Project, the PFOs have established tree nurseries. Although the activities 
are still experiencing some challenges (not all beneficiaries are successful all of the time), once 
established a number of the activities have the potential to be lucrative (for example mushroom 
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growing and tourism). An important finding from the Post Project was that incentives do not 
have to be cash.  

‘Now PFOs prefer enterprise support to cash payments. At first they preferred cash 
payments because they could make choices what they do with it but they are coming to 

realise that enterprises offer better returns.’ 

Maria Baryamujura, Executive Director, Community Based Tourism Initiative (COBATI) 
and project partner 

Without further funding, beekeeping activities are unlikely to have been sustainable. However, 
Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) has won additional funding for livelihood and beekeeping 
activities in the area in partnership with CSWCT and Mailaka Honey (22-011 ‘Conserving 
biodiversity by improving farming practices and livelihoods in Hoima’). Mailaka Honey has also 
provided details around how they intend to create a self-sustaining model over the next two 
years to ensure sustainability after the current funding round.  

Other challenges experienced by the project include conflict in some villages over harbouring 
‘problem’ animals, particularly now that other villagers’ access to forest resources is restricted.   

 

‘We cut down all their habitat and now they are invading our fields and we call them 
bad.’ 

Engineer Rafae, Kingdom Official 

The project linked into local cultural and governance structures, through the Bunyoro-
Kitara Kingdom. For example, Kingdom officials have been working to reintroduce taboos 
around killing totem animals as an approach to conservation. Engineer Rafae noted that ‘people 
have totem animals but they don’t remember what they mean, it used to be that you protected 
your totem.’ The project also links to broader government goals for environmental management 
and wildlife conservation. For example, CSWCT is now the point of call when there are issues 
with chimpanzees. The National Forest Authority also agreed that conserving forests on private 
land helps to reduce the pressure on central forest reserves (which are facing encroachment 
and degradation).  

6.2.6. Influence 

The project has been influential at both the political and project level. It is a small-scale 
pilot but likely to be scaled up if funding is found. CSWCT were actively involved in the 
review of the National Environment Act, resulting in Section 77 of the draft National 
Environment Bill 2014 being added to cover PES programmes.  

The project is also influencing understanding of wildlife issues at the national level. For 
example, as a result of a visit to the Ugandan Government by Lilly Ajorova, HWC is now better 
understood by government level. Previously minister’s had thought the only issue human 
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deaths related to elephants but they are now starting to realise that crop raiding and lower 
level conflict are also significant problems that impact on local livelihoods and seriously 
jeopardise the protection of wildlife. 

In addition, the project is well known and highly regarded within Uganda. Francis Ogwal 
(NEMA), the CBD focal point has been active in mobilising the working group for the 
Convention for Biological Diversity and debating the question of PES. The learning from the 
project have also been integrated into other project design, the new Mt Missouri PES project by 
WWF being one example. NARCG is also enabling lesson sharing and coordination across the 
region, while U-PCLG is a platform to share lessons and approaches across Uganda. 

6.2.7. Innovations, lessons learned and best practice 

The approach to livelihood activities has been very innovative, including linking farmers 
to small loans through ProBank, linking tourism through their chimpanzee rehabilitation 
work on Chimpanzee Island (Ngamba Island) by suggesting return visitors visit Hoima to 
understand the conservation work happening on-the-ground. The project is linking farmers 
to markets through Malaika Honey to create a ‘fair’ market chain for honey sellers. Previously, 
farmers lacked access to markets and were being exploited by the middleman. However, 
through this scheme farmers can make enough money in one year to pay off their investment 
costs. ProBank was involved in administering the PES funds (which stopped in February), will 
now be involved in providing small loans for bee hives because the three hives per farmer 
(provided by the project) were found in the business case to be insufficient for a viable 
business. Some challenges/risks remain – particularly as PES financing has not been 
forthcoming and the beekeeping appears to require ongoing support for adoption.  

The use of bank loans also means there are some additional risks to project. Negotiations with 
ProBank delayed the beekeeping activities and there are risks to the project objectives if 
landowners’ mortgage forested land. However, the project has taken significant steps to 
minimise these risks (negotiating lower interest rates, making conservative estimates of revenue 
and payback periods). 

‘Farmers that are commercially active become more involved and understand nectar 
sourcing and bee forage establishment on their farms more than anyone. The impetus is 
to preserve natural habitat and plant more trees for nectar rather than chop down and 
destroy trees as they are economically linked. The outcome strengthens the borders of 
the chimp corridors. Without livelihood incentives the project will be one-way charity 

based or the farmers will chop down trees for income and reduce the habitat for 
chimps.’ 

Simon Turner, Managing Director, Mailaka Honey and project partner 

 

The project addresses biodiversity through its emphasis on conservation on private land and 
emphasis on livelihood activities that rely on forests. In addition, the use of community-based 
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training and monitoring has increased participation and understanding within local 
communities. 

‘Many people have been teaching about environmental conservation but they weren’t 
from the area so people reacted badly. With the local monitors people trust them so 

they listen.’ 

Godfrey, Community Monitor (employed by the project) 

The project logframe is clear and easy follow and its use of business cases and links to private 
sector are all best practice and relatively unique compared with projects in the area. Lilly 
Ajarova, the project manager, has a background in the private sector (tourism) as well as 
experience working for government (UWA). This experience and relationships mean the project 
is particularly well considered.  

 

6.3. Review against Programme Objectives 
6.3.1. Output 1: Good applications become good projects 

Both the Main and Post Projects were well planned at application, which is reflected in 
clear and easy to follow logframes and project documents, resulting in efficient project 
implementation. The design of the Main Project (the PES scheme) was not strongly 
participatory in its involvement of local beneficiaries, as it was chosen to test whether cash 
payments would result in a reduction of deforestation on private land and used a scientific 
research design. This enabled the research to attribute change to PES but meant it did not 
explore local preferences for benefit sharing nor the effectiveness of different approaches. 
Nevertheless, the project used a participatory approach for developing the private forest 
management plans, including involving non-land owner partners in negotiations to minimise 
unintended negative impacts on households and improve compliance. The project also had a 
strong focus on building local capacity, using village monitors to assess forest quality and 
ensuring a local presence in promoting conservation. The ethics of ‘testing’ PFOs’ response to 
PES payments that were not ongoing is questionable, although the Darwin Initiative funding 
was for the monitoring and management components rather than the randomised control trial 
of the PES scheme.  

The initial list of livelihood interventions for the Post Project was chosen from a list generated 
during consultation with landowners and the management guides made by each of the 
participating private forest owners in the Main Project. The aim of these interventions was to 
deliver both conservation and livelihood outcomes. Participants were able to choose to adopt 
those activities that best suited their needs. 

6.3.2. Output 2: Increase in knowledge of the linkages between biodiversity and 



 

 

   55 

poverty and mechanisms to secure gains   

The Main Project was a first of its kind in Uganda, demonstrating the ability of PES 
payments, combined with PFO management plans and monitoring, to secure changes in 
deforestation on private land. The Post Project built on this, showing that livelihood 
activities have the potential to increase both income and conservation. In addition, 
anecdotal evidences from project partners is that livelihood activities have the potential to have 
greater benefits than direct payments for local communities and that some households prefer 
enterprise activities to cash payments.  

The PES research was the first of its kind in Uganda. The approach taken was scientifically 
rigorous but as a result sacrificed the opportunity to understand some of the local nuances in 
terms of preferences for benefit sharing mechanisms. As has been noted earlier, the project 
came to realise that benefit sharing should be defined more broadly than just the PFOs as 
conservation also has impacts for the broader community (both due to reduced access to forest 
resources and human wildlife conflict).  

The project also found that the opportunity cost of conserving forests were higher than the 
trialled PES payments, the Post Project funding was therefore aimed at increasing value through 
livelihood activities. As local communities begun to see the benefit of livelihood activities a 
number of them came to prefer these interventions to direct payments. 

Findings from the PES study is being reflected in legislation (section 77 on PES has been added 
to the draft National Environment Act, for example giving the Authority right to prescribe 
measures and advise on partnerships for new PES schemes).  

Both Lilly Ajarova and Paul Hatanga (CSWCT) regularly attend U-PCLG workshops, where they 
can share findings and lessons learnt with conservation and poverty organisations within 
Uganda. In addition, Paul Hatanga has shared the findings internationally through workshops 
such as the IIED conference on ‘Innovations for equity in smallholder PES: bridging research and 
practice’ held in Edinburgh in March 2014. In addition, as already mentioned, other projects are 
adopting the approach and findings from this project. 

6.3.3. Output 3: Positive gains in poverty alleviation demonstrated in practical 
biodiversity conservation field projects 

Poverty impacts from PES payments under the Main Project were largely short-term and 
were unlikely to reach the poorest members of the community (i.e. the landless poor and 
to some extent women and children), who may have experienced some disbenefits from 
reduced access to natural resources. On the other hand, the Post Project livelihood 
activities are likely to result in the longer-term income benefits already noted.  

The PES payments were direct payments to private forest owners, the benefits of which varied 
depending on experimental selection design, decision to participate and forest patch size. For 
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example, one farmer noted that the payments were only sufficient to pay the children for 
helping to plant trees, while another farmer was able to use the revenue to send his children to 
school. Part of the PES scheme involved developing forest management plans for private forest 
owners. This was done in a participatory manner and focused on involving the whole family 
rather than just the title owner. The management plans were a direct agreement between local 
households and the project. 

The livelihood activities have clear income benefits to successful participants. For example, 
mushroom farming can generate approximately $20 per week for six months of the year, a 
substantial increase in revenue for households who had an average $4 according to the 
livelihood baseline. The project has undertaken a baseline livelihood assessment and will 
measure changes in livelihoods as part of its monitoring and evaluation activities. In addition, 
the project has expressed interest in working with the Darwin Initiative to conduct a more in-
depth value for money analysis of the project impacts. 

However, as already noted these benefits are unlikely to reach the poorest members of the 
community (i.e. the landless poor and to some extent women and children), who may have 
experienced some disbenefits from reduced access to natural resources. However, this has been 
noted as a weakness for future projects in the area (for example, REDD definitions of 
stakeholders have been adapted to use a broad definition of beneficiaries). As such, the 
influence of these findings themselves are likely to have a positive impact on poverty in the 
long-term. 

6.3.4. Output 4: Capacity to undertake work supporting biodiversity 
conservation and poverty alleviation 

The capacity of local partner organisations and community monitors has increased as a 
result of the project. Although the project did not involve any formal training or 
qualifications, it did building local capacity, as evidenced by the leading role that CSWCT 
took in managing and implementing the Post Project.  

Community monitors were also trained in surveying and monitoring techniques. For example, 
Godfrey (a community monitor) explained that he has gained many skills, for example learning 
how to use GIS, and is using the salary from the project to pay for his tuition for a diploma in 
Environmental Management. Conservation practices have also improved through the 
development of private forest management plans. In addition, the project has afforded CSWCT 
staff the opportunity to participate in international conservation forums (for example, Paul 
Hatanga involvement in the IIED PES conference).  

6.4. Conclusions 
On the whole, the approach taken by the project is thorough and well thought out. The 
project faces significant challenges, particularly related to the slower than expected flow of 
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carbon financing via the REDD+ scheme. Nevertheless, the project has had negotiations with 
other potential buyers, such as Total Oil (although the recent drop in the oil price combined 
with slow government processes related to negotiations over the tax status of such payments 
has delayed these discussions and the final outcome is as yet unclear).  

Some of the activities appear particularly well suited to local skills (such as tree nurseries 
and tree planting) whereas other activities, such as beekeeping, which require a high level 
of technical ability appear to only be sustainable with continued funding, at least in the 
short to medium-term. Nevertheless, if successful, these activities should be very lucrative to 
local farmers. The use of business and marketing plans, and links to markets during the 
development and implementation of the livelihood activities suggests that these activities once 
established are likely to be successful and sustainable. 

In addition, the project has made significant progress with ProBank to develop a lending 
scheme for local farmers to enable them to purchase more hives, although negotiating an 
agreement with ProBank has taken time and has meant delays in the apiary activities being 
rolled out among all interested farmers (which is expected to occur in March). Fortunately for 
the project, Darwin Initiative funding will mean support continues in the area. 

6.5. Recommendations 
To the Project Team 

Recommendation 1: It would be beneficial to increase the socioeconomic survey sample to 
include women and households who did not remain with the programme.  

Recommendation 2: When facilitating a project review, it would be useful to allow time 
between activities to enable follow up questions and to provide pre-briefings and attendance 
lists, particularly for large focus groups. 
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7. Synergies across Ugandan Darwin 
Initiative projects 
The Darwin Initiative projects overlapped strongly with each other and these synergies 
appear to have created momentum for change. The common conservation and poverty 
objectives across the projects enabled projects to draw on each other’s results and learning and 
catalysed other work in the area. 

Two projects shared staff (the Batwa Cultural Values Project, 19-019 and the Research to Policy 
Project, 19-013) which ensured the two projects were well informed of one another’s actions 
and were able to build upon the work of each other. This also enabled one of the partners, ITFC, 
to hire a full-time social scientist (Medard Twinamatsiko, who spends approximately 40 per cent 
of his time on the Batwa project and 60 per cent on this project) to understand the social 
aspects of integrated conservation and development. As a direct result, ITFC went from having 
only undertaken three social research projects in total since its establishment (undertaken by 
ecologists) to now having undertaken eight. Medard Twinamatsiko also benefited from working 
with research experts, which will contribute to the development of his PhD, and noted that the 
two projects are considering a joint publication. 

Likewise, the Uganda-Poverty and Conservation Learning Group, which was the core focus of 
19-013, has played an important role in uniting Darwin Initiative projects to discuss critical 
issues of conservation and poverty. Members of U-PCLG include CSWCT (EIDP044) and FFI (19-
019), while, ‘IIED remains involved and helps to ensure that the regular meetings stay focused’ 
(Medard Twinamatsiko, Lead Researcher, ITFC). This platform has supported the exchange of 
knowledge and ideas not only between the 4 Ugandan Darwin projects reviewed as part of this 
mission but other Darwin funded projects (such as RZSS’s project ‘Alternative sustainable 
livelihood sources for forest edge hunting communities 21-016) and IWT projects (UK funded) 
such as IIED’s project ‘Building Capacity for pro-poor responses to wildlife crime in Uganda’ 
IWT001. 

The NBSAPs 2.0 project could have synergies with many other Darwin projects over the long 
term since it is attempting to influence the way NBSAPs are created and integrated into 
national development planning. At present we know how many times the documents it 
produced have been downloaded but not by whom or whether they were actually used to 
shape NBSAP development however the Post Project has intentions to follow up on these 
questions to better understand the impact of their work.  

At present understanding synergies between projects is only conducted ad-hoc by the Darwin 
evaluation programme. It could be useful to ask projects to specifically report on synergies 
between projects to better understand the total contribution of the Darwin Initiative to 
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biodiversity and poverty. In the past the Darwin Initiative has conducted events (such as 
overseas workshops) to help facilitate interaction between projects for the benefit of the 
programme. It could be beneficial to the Darwin Initiative if projects could be supported to 
identify synergies and build on these. Previous events held by the Imitative that could support 
this include the Regional Workshops, the UK based technical ‘theme’ based workshops and 
High Commission sponsored networking events.  
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Annex 1: Materials reviewed as part 
of the Review 

19-013 Research to policy – building capacity 
for conservation through poverty alleviation  
Stage 2 Application 

Annual Report 1 

Annual Report 1 Review 

Annual Report 2 

Annual Report 2 Review  

IIED (2013). Final Research-Phase Workshop – Research to Policy: Conservation Through Poverty 
Alleviation. 

ITFC (2013). Conservation through poverty alleviation – interim research workshop report. 

MoUs (2014) - Collaborative Management Agreement between Uganda Wildlife Authority – 
Bwindi Impenetrable National Park and the People of Karangara / Mpungu / Rutugunda / 
Southern Ward Parish, Kanungu District. 

Harrison, M. (2013). Penetrating the Impenetrable: Establishing profiles and motivations of 
resource users at Bwindi Impenetrable National Park, Uganda. MSc thesis, Imperial College 
London. 

PCLG (2010). Linking Great Ape Conservation and Poverty Alleviation: Learning from 
Experiences and Identifying New Opportunities Workshop Report.  

Shirkhorshidi, M. (2013) Local community perceptions on natural resource governance at 
protected areas: Understanding factors critical to the success of Integrated Conservation and 
Development. MSc thesis, Imperial College London. 

Twinamatsiko, M. et al. (2014). Linking Conservation, Equity and Poverty Alleviation: 
Understanding profiles and motivations of resource users and local perceptions of governance at 
Bwindi Impenetrable National Park, Uganda. IIED Research Report, London. 

U-PCLG (2012). Darwin “Research to Advocacy” Inception Workshop Report. 
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U-PCLG (2013). Advocacy Capacity Training and Media Outreach Workshop Report. 

19-023 NBAPs 2.0: Mainstreaming biodiversity 
and development 
Stage 2 Application 

Annual Report 1 

Annual Report Review 1 

Annual Report 2 

Annual Report Review 2 

National Environment Management Authority (2014). Guidelines and Action Plan for Financing 
Biodiversity Conservation in Uganda. Ministry of Water and Environment 

National Environment Management Authority (Revised Draft October 2014).  National 
Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for Uganda (2015-2025). Ministry of Water and 
Environment. 

IIED. Biodiversity Mainstreaming: Integrating biodiversity, development and poverty reduction. 
A rapid diagnostic tool (2012). http://pubs.iied.org/G03694.html  

Thomas, J. (2014). Defining and assessing success in mainstreaming: Background paper. NBSAPs 
2.0: Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Development 

IIED (2014). Third International Workshop 23-25 July 2014 Okahanja, Namibia. NBSAPs 2.0: 
Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Development 

IIED (2012). Maun Statement on Biodiversity and Development Mainstreaming. NBSAPs 2.0: 
Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Development 

IIED (2013). Entebbe Statement on Biodiversity and Devleopment Mainstreaming. NBSAPs 2.0: 
Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Development. 

IIED (2012). Biodiversity and Development Mainstreaming. A State of Knowledge Review: 
Discussion paper. NBSAPs 2.0: Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Development. 

IIED (2013). Ten steps to biodiversity mainstreaming. Tips for NBSAPs 2.0 and beyond. NBSAPs 
2.0: Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Development. 

IIED (2014). Developing a Business Case for Biodiversity. Tips and tasks for influencing 

http://pubs.iied.org/G03694.html
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government and the private sector. NBSAPs 2.0: Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Development. 

IIED (2015). Putting biodiversity at the centre of development. A checklist for reviewing the 
mainstreaming potential of a country’s NBSAP. NBSAPs 2.0: Mainstreaming Biodiversity and 
Development. 

Mayanja, C. (2013). Integration of Biodiversity in the National Development Plan (NDP). Entebbe 
Workshop. 

Ogwal, F. (2013). Status of revising and updating the national biodiversity strategy and action 
plan for Uganda. Entebbe Workshop. 

National Environment Management Authority (2013). Opening Remarks by the Executive 
Director of the National Environment Management Authority. Entebbe Workshop.  

 

19-019 Integration of the Batwa cultural values 
in the management of the protected areas of 
Bwindi, Semiliki and Mgahinga 
Stage 2 Application 

Annual Report 1 (and 20 annexes) 

Annual Report Review 1  

Annual Report 2 (and 11 annexes) 

Annual Report Review 2 

Half Year Report 1 

Half Year Report 2 

 

EIDP044 Harnessing livelihood benefits from a 
payments for ecosystem services scheme 
Post Project Application 
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Annual Report 1 (with 10 Annexes)  

Annual Report 1 Review 

Main Project Final Report  

Beekeeping as a Business: A Concise and Practical Guide to Beekeeping in Uganda 

Jayachandran, S., de Laat, J., Lambin, E. and Stanton, C. (2014). Testing the Effectiveness of 
Payments for Ecosystem Services to Enhance Conservation in Productive Landscapes in Uganda: A 
Prospective Randomized Evaluation. Final Report presented to UNEP. 

Monitoring Social Impact from a PES scheme  

Ugandan National Environment Bill 2014 (Final Draft) 
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Annex 2: People consulted 
Name Institution 

Aisha United Organisation of Batwa Development in Uganda (OUBDU) 

Anna Behm Masozera Director, International Gorilla Conservation Programme (IGCP) 

Batwa community Southern sector 

Beatrice Kabihogo Director, Uplift the Rural Poor (URP) 

Charlotte Ninshaba United Organisation of Batwa Development in Uganda (OUBDU) 

Chris Bakuneeta Makere University professor (and U-PCLG member) 

Dilys Roe Project Leader, International Institute for Environment and Development 
(IIED) 

Director National Biodiversity Data Bank, Makerere University 

Edison Nuwamanya Flora and Fauna International 

Eliash  United Organisation of Batwa Development in Uganda (OUBDU) 

Engineer Rafae Kingdom Official 

Eva`s Barungi Batwa Village Experience Guide 

Geoffrey Muwanguzi Researcher, Budongo Forest Reserve 

Gladys Karema Director, Conservation Through Public Health (CTPH) 

Godfrey Community Monitor, Hoima 

Hellena Nambogwe Community Coordinator, Ugandan Poverty Conservation Learning Group (U-
PCLG) 

Henry Byarufu Retired primary school teacher and PFO 

Hoima community  PFOs, community monitors, livelihood beneficiaries 

Kyamaleera Women’s 
Group Association 

6 (of 25) members practising VSLA, tourism, mushroom growing, handicrafts 
(Hoima) 

Jack Maugenyi Chair, Natural Resource Committee, Hoima Municipal Council 

Jackson Balijja Beekeeper and trainer, Hoima 

John Bosco Mouriuli National Forestry Association 
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John Justice Senior Warden Southern Sector Bwindi, Uganda Wildlife Authority 

Julia Baker Biodiversity Specialist, Parson Brinckerhoff 

Lady Councillor Batwa, Buhoma 

Sam Eibu Director, Action for Peace and Development  

Stuart Maniraguha Kisindi Sector Manager, Hoima, National Forestry Association  
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Annex 3: Terms of Reference of the 
Assignment 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR Uganda Projects Evaluation 

October 2014 
 

Project Ref No. 19-013 

Project Title Research to policy – building capacity for conservation through 
poverty alleviation 

Country/ies Uganda 

Lead Institution IIED 

Partner Institution(s) ITFC - Institute for Tropical Forest Conservation, Advocates 
Coalition for Development and Environment (ACODE), Jane 
Goodall Institute, University of Cambridge – Botany, Imperial 
College 

Darwin Grant Value £260,652 

Start / End Date: 1st April 2012 – 31st March 2015 

Funder DFID 

 

Project Ref No. 19-019 

Project Title Integrating Batwa cultural values into national parks 
management in Uganda 

Country/ies Uganda 

Lead Institution FFI - Fauna and Flora International 

Partner Institution(s) FFI Uganda, United Organisation for Batwa Development in 
Uganda, Uganda Wildlife Authority, ITFC - Institute for Tropical 
Forest Conservation 

Darwin Grant Value £289,779 

Start / End Date: 1st April 2012 – 31st March 2015 
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Funder DFID 

 

Project Ref No. 19-022 

Project Title Ecosystem conservation for climate change adaptation in Africa 

Country/ies Burundi, Kenya, Rwanda, Uganda 

Lead Institution Birdlife International 

Partner Institution(s) Nature Kenya, Nature Uganda, Association Burundaise pour la 
protection des oiseaux, Association de la Conservation de 
Nature Rwanda 

Darwin Grant Value £287,759 

Start / End Date: 1st April 2012 – 31st March 2015 

Funder DFID 

 

Project Ref No. 19-023 

Project Title NBSAPs: mainstreaming biodiversity and development 

Country/ies Botswana, Seychelles, Uganda, Namibia 

Lead Institution IIED 

Partner Institution(s) UNEP/WCMC, MoEWT – Botswana, Environmental Affairs 
Department, MoET – Namibia, NEMA - National Environment 
Management Agency, Uganda, MoET – Seychelles 

Darwin Grant Value £266,929 

Start / End Date: 1st Feb 2012 – 31st March 2015 

Funder DFID 

 

Project Ref No. 21-003 

Project Title Protecting Ugandan endemic cycads from biodiversity loss and 
trafficking 

Country/ies China, Philippines, South Africa, Thailand, Uganda 

Lead Institution RBG Kew 



 

 

   68 

Partner Institution(s)  

Darwin Grant Value £192,676 

Start / End Date: 1st April 2014 – 31st March 2017 

Funder Defra 

 

Project Ref No. 21-016 

Project Title Alternative sustainable livelihoods sources for forest edge 
hunting communities 

Country/ies Uganda 

Lead Institution RZSS 

Partner Institution(s)  

Darwin Grant Value £123,000 

Start / End Date: 1st April 2014 – 31st March 2017 

Funder DFID 

 

Project Ref No. EIDPO44 (18-012 predecessor project) 

Project Title Harnessing livelihood benefits from a payments for ecosystem 
services scheme 

Country/ies Uganda 

Lead Institution CSWCT Chimpanzee Sanctuary and Wildlife Conservation Trust 

Partner Institution(s) IIED 

Darwin Grant Value £162,577 

Start / End Date: 1st April 2013 – 31st March 2015 

Funder DFID 

 

1. Introduction 

This is a general terms of reference for the evaluation of selected Darwin Initiative Projects that 
will be undertaken by LTS.  The Darwin Initiative supports developing countries to conserve 
biodiversity and reduce poverty. The Darwin Initiative (funded by DEFRA, DFID and FCO), 



 

 

   69 

provides grants for projects working in developing countries and UK Overseas Territories (OTs).  

Projects funded by the Darwin Initiative must support at least one of the following conventions 
(‘the conventions’): 

• the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) 

• the Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit-Sharing (ABS) 

• the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA) 

• the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and Fauna 
(CITES) 

 

Since its launch in 1992, the Darwin Initiative has funded 903 projects in 158 countries. The 
Initiative provides funding to 4 different schemes: 

• Main Projects are for two to three years and typically have budgets of up to £320k 

• Post projects are follow-on projects to Main Projects. Are for 1-2 years and typically 
have budgets of up to £250k 

• Scoping awards are for partners to get together to develop an application for a Main 
Project 

• Fellowships are for promising individuals to progress their career through further 
training or research 

Given the breadth of the subject matter (biodiversity conservation in developing countries) 
projects funded by the Darwin Initiative show great variance in location and theme. All these 
projects must in some way contribute to building the capacity of developing nations to meet 
their commitments under one or more of the conventions.  

In addition, all projects funded since 2011 by DFID must meet a dual objective of supporting 
poverty alleviation in low income countries.  

All projects funded by the Darwin Initiative are expected to have robust comprehensive 
monitoring and evaluation systems. They submit reports every 6 months with the Annual 
Report being subject to an independent desk-based review.  

In addition to desk-based reviews the Darwin Initiative commissions contractors to undertake a 
number of field-based reviews to better understand projects. This Mid Term Review will focus 
on a Main Round project.  

2. Objectives of the Evaluation 

This evaluation is primarily intended to provide an external perspective on project progress and 
future direction for the benefit of the project partners, and the Darwin Initiative. The  review 
that is designed to:  

i. Better understand the sustainability of these projects, their replicability, policy influence 
and therefore the potential for impact; 

ii. Make suggestions to improve the project’s design as it is rolled out and;  
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iii. Gain an understanding of what aspects have gone well, which less well and why?   
The projects will be assessed against the original proposal and logical framework. 

This is a geographic centred evaluation and comprises a mix of projects at various stages of 
completion, from projects in their 1st year of funding to those in their final year of funding. This 
means the objectives will vary depending on the project being looked at. 

Projects 19-013, 19-019, 19-023 & EIDP044: 

- Seek evidence of contribution to the Darwin Initiative’s dual objectives of biodiversity 
conservation and poverty alleviation using methods including field visits, stakeholder 
interviews,  

- Seek evidence of the efficiency of the projects 
- Inclusion in a workshop for Ugandan Darwin Initiative projects with the objective to:  

o Seek to understand whether there is evidence of any collective impact of Darwin 
Initiative’s funding to Uganda 

o Support projects to identify synergies with one another and build a coherent 
strategy to work with one another 

o Develop a communications strategy to raise awareness and understanding of the 
work being carried out with Darwin funding in Uganda/East Africa. 

 

Projects 19-022, 21-003, 21-016: 

- Inclusion in a workshop for Ugandan Darwin Initiative projects with the same objectives 
as above.  

 

3. Methods to be employed 

You are expected to develop the evaluation approach prior to undertaking the field work. This 
may include the following: 

• Document review of project documents submitted to Darwin Initiative 

• Document review of materials collected on field work 

• Field based interviews with project staff, stakeholders and beneficiaries 

• Potential for short focus group meetings with stakeholders & beneficiaries 

• Telephone interviews/follow ups with project staff and stakeholders 

 

4. Outputs of the Evaluation 

The planned outputs of the MTR shall be: 

• one page Aide Memoire (to be submitted to the Project Leaders on the final day of the 
field evaluation) 

• concise evaluation report and  

• one page executive summary 
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5. Materials available 

• Stage 2 Application including logical framework 

• Half Year Report 

• Annual Reports 

• Annual Report Reviews 

• Any other pertinent communications between the project and the Darwin Initiative.  

The Project Annual Reports should include – as hardcopy or digital annexes - the Means of 
Verification (MOV) which should act as evidence towards achievement of outputs as set out in 
the project log frame. However, the depth and quality of this evidence is variable and the 
reviewer may need to follow up with the project leader and stakeholders in country to gather 
and verify relevant evidence. 

6. Timeline of work 

Timings 
Suggested 

days Activity 

Oct 0 Approval of terms of reference 

Oct 0 Contact with Project made 

Oct/Nov 0.5 Consultant and project discuss schedule for MTR 

Nov/Dec 1 Consultant conducts desk-based review 

Nov/Dec 0.5 Consultant revises evaluation scope in collaboration with 
Darwin Technical Lead (Lesley King) 

1st Dec – 31st Jan  

(depending on availability 
of projects) 

13 Consultant conducts field-based evaluation activities 

Last day of evaluation trip 1 Workshop for Ugandan Darwin Initiative projects 

Consultant presents Aide Memoire to Project Leaders 

2 weeks after return from 
field 

3 Consultant prepares Draft MTR report and 1 Page summary 

1 week after submission  LTS reviews and provides feedback on report. If suitable 
presents to Defra and DFID for approval 

2 weeks after submission  Defra and DFID provide feedback on report 

2 weeks after feedback 1 Consultant finalises MTR Report and 1 page summary 

Total Days 20  

 

7. Objective and Scope of the Review 

The evaluation shall review project progress and future plans against the original logical 
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framework and Darwin proposal. The Review should follow the OECD DAC Criteria for 
evaluating development assistance (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability). 

The scope of the review is split into firstly a review of the Project against the Project Objectives 
and secondly against Programme Objectives. A list of generic evaluation questions are set out 
below, but not all these points will be relevant to the project you are reviewing. You are 
therefore expected to refine the scope of the review following the desk-based review of project 
documents.  

Scope also exists for the evaluation to guide possible re-orientation of project intervention (in 
particular at the level of outputs, activities, indicators and assumptions) resulting from project 
progress, achievements and lessons learned. 

The evaluation shall also include recommendations on follow-up activities that would help to 
achieve long-term sustainability of the project achievements. The evaluation shall also include 
lessons learned that shall inform on the overall execution and achievements of the Darwin 
Initiative, and potentially be applied to future projects.  

The final scope of the review and evaluation questions should be agreed with the Darwin 
Initiative Technical Lead at LTS International (Lesley King).  

 

7.1. Review against Project Objectives 

The following evaluation questions are provided to guide the reviewer. Note – this is a large list 
of questions. You will be expected to adapt the evaluation questions to the projects being 
reviewed. With 4 projects to visit it is highly recommended that you prep sufficiently before – 
review the project documents and ensure you are comfortable with what areas you can feasibly 
address in just two to three days.  

 
Partnerships: Understanding the effectiveness of the partnership between the Lead partner 
and other partners.  Guiding issues include: 

Has an effective working relationship between key partners been established?  Has an MoU 
been developed? 

Was a participatory design workshop used at project start up? 

Are mechanisms in place that allows partners to indicate their satisfaction with the 
partnership and feed into project decision-making and reporting? 

 

Relevance:    The extent to which the project purpose correctly addresses the identified 
problems and needs.  Guiding issues include: 

Appropriateness of the project design to the identified problems and towards supporting 
the implementation of the CBD and local livelihoods and vulnerable populations.  
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Complementarity and coherence with other related programmes and activities at national or 
local levels. 

Overall design strengths and weaknesses as reflected in the original logical framework. 

Does the project design have an impact on the most vulnerable? How does it impact this 
population? 

Has the project design considered the impact on female populations and include gender 
considerations?  How does it impact this population? 

 

Efficiency:  An assessment of how well the various activities are transforming the available 
resources into intended outputs in terms of quantity, quality and timeliness.  Guiding issues 
include: 

Quality of day to day management of the project and with host-country institutions. 

Appropriateness and suitability of the technical methodology applied by the project and 
overall delivery of the technical assistance. 

Review of project costs and value for money. 

Level of Partner country contributions in the project. 

Extent of monitoring systems to assess progress and impact (eg are logframe indicators 
SMART and being measured appropriately). 

Extent of the project’s ability to adapt its programme and approach in response to changing 
assumptions and risks. 

Extent to which the project addresses its main technical components (biodiversity 
conservation and poverty alleviation) equally and efficiently. 

 

Effectiveness:  To what extent are the project outputs being achieved and to what extent are 
they likely to contribute to achieving the project purpose.  In other words what difference the 
project has made in practice with the intended beneficiaries.   Guiding issues include: 

Progress towards outputs as defined by the indicators to measure the achievements of the 
project purpose. 

Appropriateness of the indicators to measure the achievements of the project purpose. 

Extent of the technical advances made by the project. 

Extent of institutional change within beneficiary institutions as a result of the project 
outputs and purpose. 

Validity of the assumptions and risks of the project at the purpose level. 

Extent of the project’s ability to adapt its programme and approach in response to changing 
assumptions and risks. 

 

Impact:  To what extent the project purpose is likely to achieve and thus contribute to the 
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overall project goal (ie to work with local partners in developing countries to boost capacity to 
meet the commitments in the conventions whilst also contributing to poverty alleviation).  
Whilst it is recognised that the project has not yet ended, the project should be challenged to 
identify impacts that might have already been achieved, or are expected to be achieved, by the 
end of the project.  Guiding issues include: 

To what extent has conservation of biological diversity benefited (or expected to benefit) 
from the achievements of the project. 

Where might changes be affected by the project based on experience, and where might 
lessons learned contribute towards achieving a desired wider impact. 

Have there been or are there expected to be unplanned impacts resulting from the project 
and what are their consequences. 

Have there been, or are there expected to be, gender-related or poverty related impacts 
arising from the project. 

Have there been, or are there expected to be, impacts on the host country’s ability to 
implement the conventions.  

Have there been or are there expected to be impacts on people’s understanding of 
biodiversity use and its impact on local livelihoods. 

Have there been or are there expected to be impacts on local livelihoods and vulnerable 
populations. 

Have there been or are there expected to be impacts specifically for women. Are there any 
gender considerations in the project design included to ensure women are 
beneficiaries? 

 

Sustainability:  Extent to which the outcomes of the project at Outcome level are likely to 
continue after the end of the project.  Whilst it is recognised that this is an MTR and the project 
has not ended, the project should be challenged to identify and address issues of sustainability.  
Guiding issues include: 

Extent of the ownership of the project processes and achievements, and means for ensuring 
this ownership. 

Extent of the policy environment being in support of the project Outcome and 
achievements. 

Extent of the institutional capacity of the host country and beneficiary institutions to carry 
forward project outcomes post project support, taking into account scientific, 
technological and financial considerations. 

Extent of the socio-cultural factors being in support of project outcomes, and whether the 
project outcomes are well grounded. 

Extent to which the project will have a legacy on local livelihoods. 
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Influence:  Extent to which the project is successfully influencing policy and decisions at the 
national scale.  

Extent to which the project is successfully influencing change and decision makers.  

Extent to which the project is interacting with key decision makers in countries.  

The influence and value of the regional approach applied.  

Extent to which the project is successfully applying the same approaches regionally and 
creating synergies between activities on-going in countries. 

 

Innovations, lessons learned and best practice:  

Report on any innovations developed by the project. 

What lessons do the project implementers report? 

What lessons does the project have for other Darwin projects? 

How does the project address biodiversity and poverty?  Is there a greater emphasis on one 
component? 

Is the project implementing best practices, will it likely utilise any best practices?  

 

7.2. Review against Programme Objectives 

Contribution of the project to the Programme’s objectives. Again these questions may or may 
not be relevant to the project being evaluation. Tailor your evaluation questions to the project 
in question.  
 
Output 1: Good applications become good projects 

1) Was this a well-planned project at application? 
a. How was it planned i.e. participation of all partners, led by one partner etc? 
b. How well did it respond to feedback given by the Darwin Initiative on its 

design/approach? 
2) Has the planning at application translated into a well-designed project?  

a. Has the M&E plan been integrated into management structures, roles and 
responsibilities etc? 
 

Output 2: there is increased knowledge of the linkages between biodiversity and poverty 
and mechanisms/approaches that can secure gains in biodiversity and poverty. 

1) Is this a high quality research project? 
a. What research outputs is it expected to produce?  
b. To what audiences is it expecting to produce these research outputs for? 
c. Is there sufficient rigour in their approach? 

2) Will this project produce any new evidence on the linkages between biodiversity and 
poverty? 

3) Are they testing mechanisms to achieve positives in poverty and biodiversity? 
4) Are they feeding into other DI/UK funded/or other programmes/projects? That is will 
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the results/evidence produced by this project support biodiversity conservation and/or 
poverty alleviation work elsewhere? 
 

Output 3: Positive gains in poverty alleviation demonstrated in practical biodiversity 
conservation field projects 

1) Will the project have an impact on household (HH) income of poor people? 
2) Will there be any other poverty benefits as a result of this project? 

a. Are these benefits being captured? If not could they be? 
3) Are there to be any biodiversity management structures/plan/action plans to be 

produced by the end of the project? 
a. How are these being developed i.e. participatory, top-down etc.  
b. What is the process by which these will be agreed? i.e. formal government 

channels vs. informal community dictated structures. 
 

Output 4: Capacity to undertake work supporting biodiversity conservation and poverty 
alleviation 

1) What qualifications if any are expected to be achieved?  
a. What gender are those attaining new qualifications? 
b. Where do they come from? 
c. What is the cost per qualification? 

2) What changes in status are developing country staffs from this project experiencing? i.e. 
have they seen an elevated status nationally, regionally or internationally such as 
becoming members of national committees, international panels etc.  

 

8. Structure of MTR report 

We’d suggest 20 pages excluding annexes as a maximum length.  
 

• Executive Summary 
• Introduction 
• Methods 
• Projects Evaluation – for each project cover the following: 

o Project Review 
o Programme review 

• Country level impact discussion 
• Identification of synergies 
• Draft communications strategy for Uganda & Darwin Initiative 
• Conclusions 
• Recommendations 
• References 
• Annex: People consulted 
• Annex: Materials reviewed as part of the MTR. 
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Annex 4: Project Logframes 
For the sake of space we have provided the web-link to the original application form for each 
project which includes the full logframe.  

Research to policy – building capacity for conservation through poverty alleviation logframe 
(19-013) 

http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/19013/22949/19-013%20App%20St2%20-
%20edited.pdf  
 
Integration of the Bata cultural values in the management of the protected areas of Bwindi, 
Semliki and Mgahinga logframe (19-019) 

http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/19019/22955/19-019%20St2%20App%20-
%20edited.pdf  
 
NBSAPs 2.0: Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Development logframe (19-023) 

http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/19023/22959/19-
023%20App%20St2%20revised%20-%20edited.pdf  

Harnessing livelihood benefits from a payments for ecosystem services scheme logframe 
(EIDP044) 

http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/EIDPO044/23063/EIDPO044%20App%20edited.p
df  

http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/19013/22949/19-013%20App%20St2%20-%20edited.pdf
http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/19013/22949/19-013%20App%20St2%20-%20edited.pdf
http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/19019/22955/19-019%20St2%20App%20-%20edited.pdf
http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/19019/22955/19-019%20St2%20App%20-%20edited.pdf
http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/19023/22959/19-023%20App%20St2%20revised%20-%20edited.pdf
http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/19023/22959/19-023%20App%20St2%20revised%20-%20edited.pdf
http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/EIDPO044/23063/EIDPO044%20App%20edited.pdf
http://www.darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/EIDPO044/23063/EIDPO044%20App%20edited.pdf
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