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Activities to Date

1. Referring to the goals and objectives described in your original proposal (or in any subsequent
revisions described in the grant award letter), please describe the following:

A. The original or revised goals and objectives.

B. The activities you have undertaken to meet each of the goals and objectives you listed. If your
grant is for general operating support, please describe both programmatic and organizational activities
and accomplishments. i

We are seeking the following two outcomes in answer to the need to protect the important forests and
fauna surrounding the future Lomami National Park including the southern TL2 bonobo population.
This latter is only about % protected by the park. Most of the bonobo population is threatened by
hunting. Equally at risk is the remnant elephant population in the north that often moves through
forests of the buffer zone.

Outcome #1

A Wildlife monitoring and protection program exists and is being implemented in the park and in pilot
areas surrounding the park (Ngondo and Bafundo) using locally nominated monitors, trained and
evaluated by the project, in conjunction with ICCN.

Outcome #1 - YEAR 1 achievement: In the park and pilot areas a program to monitor wildlife and
human activity is developed by the project with ICCN and local leaders.

Year 1: Quantifiable measure for verification of outcome

1. In three pilot areas a baseline for key animal presence (bonobo duiker and other primates)
has been established.
The three pilot areas that have had a baseline established are all three in the south. They include one
area in the park and two in the buffer area of the park, the Bangengele nord zone and the Balanga
rive droit zone. These three areas are shown as a grid of sample squares on the map, Annex 1.1,
2013 Surveillance and Monitoring.

Also shown on the map are several areas represented only by stars and located in the north and
central areas as well as the south. They cover three of the four park surveillance sectors. These areas
are more distant and also subject to more insecurity. We have initiated another type of monitoring
here with camera traps. It is still at an early stage and a clear form of comparison and analysis has




not been worked out yet.

Table 1. Monitoring Blocks in three pilot areas

5x5km Total

Conservation Monitoring Area Savanna
- survey Survey type effort )

status black km grids (km) area (km?)

PN Lomami Katopa 175 7 transect 36 32

Buffer zone Bangengele 700 28 transect 55 236

recce

Buffer zone Bafundo 275 it e 64 3

TOTAL 1150 46 155 271

The monitoring blocks were designed to provide information on three different protection zones in the
TL2 landscape: An actively patrolled park, and two buffer zone areas where projects to establish
community forests with the local population are underway. The zones where these activities are
taking place are larger than the monitoring blocks. The blocks are located to provide a representative
sample area to be monitored.

The current monitoring protocol consists of a series of permanent line transects which are surveyed at
periodic intervals. Survey data included faunal indicators (dung, nests), direct observations of fauna
and evidence of hunting and other human activity (camps, snares, s.pent shot gun shells).

The base line data here will be compared with annual surveys over the upcoming several years to
monitor trends in key species and human indicators and to relate these to investments to control
hunting and protect key habitat zones both in and outside the national park.

We will continue to add new bio monitoring methods to allow us to confirm trends and better quantify
abundance for key species. These additional methods will be undertaken in the monitoring blocks so
as to provide further information to interpret trends in the transect surveys. But new sites will also be
surveyed.

Of immediate importance, we have undertaken series of repeated surveys on the transects every 7-9
days over periods of 10 to 12 days to evaluate accumulations of bonobo nests within given strip width
along the transect. These data will provide daily nest accumulations per unit area and thus a
population estimate of nest building bonobos based on observed nest construction rates of 1.3 to 1.4
nests per day. Nest accumulation studies have been completed at Katopa and are underway at
Bafundo, with the Ngengele block to follow.

On the table Annex 1.2.a., the encounter rate is the base line value that we will use and which will be
re-measured to assess trends. It is clear that encounter rates for bonobos are much higher and for
hunting sign much lower within the park than outside the park. The same results are shown as a
figure in Annex 1.2.b, Encounter rates of key fauna and hunting sign in three pilot areas. The
apparent, and unexpected low occurrence of duiker sign (dung) within the park may have been a
result of the season in which the transects were walked. This result is not supported by the camera
trap results which show a lower occurrence of duikers outside the park where a comparison has
already been made.

The next steps in monitoring include the following:

1. Repetition of the transects to confirm bonobo estimated density. This has been completed at
Katopa and is underway at Bafundo, with Ngondo to be initiated.

2. Application of a camera trap grid to estimate duiker abundance with a second method.

3. Resurvey of the blocks in 2015.




2. Local community conservation committees have been formed in the pilot areas, and adopted a
program to monitor hunting zones and oversee local community projects in 10 community
conservation zones.

It became apparent in 2013 that Community Conservation Committees (CCCs) should only exist once
they have real authority. To create a committee without authority is — in fact - to assure the death of
the committee. The idea of CCCs was first brought up in a national strategy first put forward by FFI
(Faunal and Flora International) and others in 2008.

We apparently had a good opportunity to develop a CCC this year when a series of villages wrote up
some clear complaints about the over-exploitation of their forest. They signed a petition to the
governor of the Province of Maniema complaining about outsiders hunting out the forest they depend
on for subsistence; the governor of Maniema transferred it officially to the provincial Minister of the
Environment, but it has not gone farther mainly because there is no legal base to act. Therefore we
are taking a few steps back this year and trying to create the legal base necessary.

What we hope to establish is a series of Community Forests around the Park, these forests will be
clearly delimited and largely follow the boundaries of traditional ownership but will also have a legal
basis. Our first step is develop an edict (Annex 1.3 statute creating community forests) at the
level of the Province of Maniema that defines Community Forest and loosely puts its management into
the hands of a local committee. Once that passes (hopefully in March) the committee must be
defined. This will be the equivalent of what is called here the Community Conservation Committee
(CCC), but it will be created with legal authority.

Despite the fact that we are not trying to form an actual structure at this point, we are preparing the
way for its creation, creating the perceived local need for it. We dosthis through outreach as described
under output number two. We feel that we are developing trust and collaboration although we do not
use the language of CCCs in the field.

3. In local CCC meetings (village meetings) with ICCN and project representation, goals have
been set for local participation in monitoring, Minutes of the meetings(s) have been produced.

Given the answer above we cannot report specific CCC meetings; in fact such meetings are probably
at least a year away and then will be at most for one, possibly two community forests. Key in
changing our view of how to proceed was our experience along the very isolated Ngondo road. An
evaluation that was made by the TL2 mission chief after a road repair effort is given in Annex 1.4. To
create a CCC now would be to impose a structure without understanding from the community and - in
reality - without any authority. That would undermine our relationship with the community.

Qutcome #2

Pilot communities surrounding the future park have created community conservation committees
(CCCs) through which they manage their forests in collaboration with ICCN (Institut Congolais pour la
Conservation de la Nature).

What this means is that we need to establish trust and collaboration between three groups: between
the communities, the ICCN and ourselves, the project TL2. We have done so through joint patrols
that also include villagers, through village meetings and with seminars that include middle level
authorities, village chiefs, ICCN and ourselves. Many activities with many people and much repetition
and presence on the ground are needed.

One of the biggest impediments to collaboration with ICCN is its current lack of cohesiveness. We can
work well with individual ICCN agents, but individuals are not rewarded within their system for
collaborative behavior and not reprimanded for non-professional behavior.

Outcome #2 - YEAR 1 achievement: CCCs are created in pilot areas, and identify problems in
regulation of their forests and commit to work with ICCN to monitor them.




Year 1: Quantifiable measures for verification of outcome (There were only three verification
measures in the copy I have of the proposal, which I think is the copy approved, but as all of the
below, sent by Wendy Pedowitz, are pertinent, I answer them all.)
1. Local community conservation committees (CCCs) have been formed in the pilot areas and
provide community organization necessary for small-scale development projects.
In the proposal there were three communities shaded in Table 1 as the pilot zones: Balinga-
Lomami (Orientale Province), Bangengele Nord (ManiemaProvince) and Yawende Loolo (Orientale
Province). We have been active in all of them including meetings with village leaders about the
need for collaboration and a shared vision. We have not called these meetings Community
Conservation Committees (CCCs) or put in place a formal structure.

In the most remote, Balinga-Lomami, our interaction is currently in response to a situation that
has evolved dramatically since the proposal was written. All four villages, Obenge, Chekecheke,
Ongwaina and Masasi, have dispersed subsequent to rebel activity. First Obenge emptied out.
Terese and John, on separate occasions in November and December, both visited all four villages
after the Obenge population fled. (Annex 2.1. photos of meetings). The three other villages
emptied out in late December and were apparently burned by rebels. We currently have a team
on the ground based at the Obenge site, but all four villages have become “ghost” villages.

Of the four villages, our interaction with Obenge was the most in depth although after October it
was via meetings with the displaced population (Annex 2.1) that fled to Opala (capital of territory)
and included the village chief. They produced a statement that they did not wish to return to the
village-site within the park but rather to a new site well-outside the park.(Annex 2.2. statement
of displaced population of Obenge) There has been insecurity along the stretch of the river
where these four villages existed for most of the year (Annex 2.3. Key events in Obenge
during 2013).

We have had continuous field activity in Bangengele Nord (Annex 2.4_ meeting with village
chiefs and elders at recently built Ngondo basecamp) and Yawende Loolo (Annex 2.5
Photos of meetings in Yawende Loolo). At this point meetings revolve around the traditional
leaders (chef de groupement, chef de localité....) and the elders with whom they work. These
latter often include the more articulate and worldly-wise villagers.

In the case of the Bangengele Nord, a localité chief, Ramazani Okota has particularly important
local power for a few reasons: (1) He is considered a powerful fetish-doctor; (2) he claims historic
rights that no longer officially exist. During the colonial period there was another groupement
(hierarchical power division) that was dropped (possibly due to decreasing populations and
logistical isolation) however, he maintains among his people the status of a groupement chief. We
had thought to work with Ramazani and exclusively along this axis, called the Ngondo axis, to
create a CCC and a Community Forest. Summary facts about Ngondo are in Annex 2.6. Project
Ngondo Fact Sheet. We decided to change our approach after watching the dynamics of this
very isolated group of villages and, particularly, after realizing the forest closest to the park is
used primarily by other villages of this chefferie (Bangengele). We now are expanding the group of
concerned villages. We are working towards collaboration between the Ngondo axis and the
Lomango-ChombeKilima-Oluo axis. A project base was, nevertheless, built along the Ngondo axis
and will continue to be used as a way of uniting these very disparate villages.

Yawende Loolo was the only pilot area in Orientale that was stable during 2013. We have a
base at the village of Lohumonoko and during the latter part of 2013 established a forest base,
Okulu. Whereas several years ago there was defiance from the villages towards the project; that,
has changed dramatically. The villagers took the initiative to warn project personnel of
rebel/poacher activity in the area (Annex 2.7. Poachers in Yawende forest) and themselves
actively participate in removing poaching threats (Annex 2.8. The case of Atofo)

2. A project base has been built in the southeast buffer of the park....
A basecamp was built at Ngondo consisting of an adobe building where each room has an exterior




door. There is also a covered baraza (see Annex 2.4.), and a kitchen. The baraza, as with all our
basecamps, is the site for village/projet TL2 meetings. The basecamp is surrounded by a bamboo
enclosure. (Annex 2.9. a&b showing early construction and meeting in June 2013)

3. Workshops are held in pilot zones to discuss rules to assure continued hunting success for
local people. Results of hunting impact are illustrated with photos, via powerpoints. Films are
being developed to use over the next couple of years. These ideally are developed locally by
INCEF if funding is obtained.....

This year we have had two meetings in Kindu town with powerpoints to discuss the problem of the

bushmeat trade and the inability to control it. These were mainly for local officials, top chiefs

(sector), the minister of environment, his cabinet and other politicians. Much of the enforcement

problem is due to involvement of politicians in the bushmeat trade so discussions were animated.

INCEF is working to make films concerning over-hunting, hunting of protected species, local

management of traditional forests, etc. During 2013 they took the footage necessary (Annex

2.10. a8&b Sat and Anatole of INCEF taking footage in the forest and showing footage

just taken to villagers along the Ngondo road) During this stage of our collaboration with

INCEF the film crew took clips of interviews with hunters, villagers, TL2 staff and politicans, as well

as clips of the forest, hunting, bushmeat etc... In order to demonstrate what the clips are for we

have shown previous films made by INCEF in villages as we progress. Currently they are at the
stage of working through all the footage to assemble it into useful short films to show in villages
and elsewhere,

4. Each pilot CCC formed has written up a list of local grievances that can be addressed through
hunting controls.....
The committee or group of chiefs along the Ngondo Road came up with a list of local grievances
that was submitted to the provincial government in December 2012 (Annex 2.11.a. last page of
chiefs’ letter) basically explaining that their forest was invaded by outside hunters. The
governor responded in June 2013 asking what reaction the minister reserved for these people
(Annex 2.11.b&ec. the response of the governor to the chiefs’ letter). The minister himself
has not reacted and it is hard to see how he can as the legal grounds for prohibiting invasion by
outide hunters has to be established. This prohibition would be possible if tenure rights were
made clear in Community Forests and our current effort now revolves around the need to develop
this kind of legal status for traditional lands. The legislation would have to establish rules and a
means to enforce the rules. We feel that enforcement will have to be a combination of ICCN and
the villagers themselves (CCC).
More recently (November 2013) the local chiefs of Oluo actually took the initiative to confiscate
the smoked animals of traders and then ran the traders out of the village. We did not participate
in this, but feel that the kind of self-interrogation prompted by INCEF’s questions may have led to
their firmer stand.

5. The respective roles of ICCN and the community have been discussed and their collaboration
initiated.....
We have seen a growing collaboration between the project TL2 and surrounding villages; however,
the collaborative role of ICCN (National Conservation Institute) remains problematic, as ICCN does
not take an effective lead role on the ground. ICCN generally says that this is just a matter of
funds; if they had the money they would have effective personnel where decisions need to be
made. In realty; however, it seems that money plus oversight by an outside project are both
necessary, at least at this point. This is illustrated below.

This year Terese made two trips on the Lomami River with the ICCN Provincial Director (DP) for
Maniema, DeDieu Bya’'Ombwe, (Annex 2.5.). During these trips he assumed an appropriate role
and assisted competently in discussions with villagers and military alike. These two trips are
summarized in Annex 2.12a & b : the first trip report by DP DeDieu and the second trip
report by T. Hart.

Based on these two trips we made together, it was logical to call on DeDieu to step in and
participate in the resolution of a persistent rebel problem on the northern perimeter of the future
park at the end of the year, when the Harts had left the country. There were park guards present
(12) that could use his leadership and there were military present that could use an outside
observer. DeDieu agreed, did all the expensive travel and hotel layovers associated with the trip
took the two day motorbike ride as close to the park border as possible by road, but then only met




with the park guard lieutenant and did not actually take the dugout upriver so as to see if the
operation was correctly carried through. What this might really show is that we do not yet have
the right ICCN personnel for the PN Lomami. We have Provincial Directors responsible for whole
province and we have guards on temporary loan, but not yet an ICCN group assigned to PN
Lomami. This will require National Park Status. We are pushing for this.

The TL2 project works in close collaboration with the ICCN guards, we provide forest orientation

and inside information, but alone the project cannot confiscate guns, arrest or write a legal brief.
This is an essential collaboration, but remains a weak point for the future Lomami National Park.
We look forward to strong assistance from GIZ or the German Embassy to assist in bringing the

ICCN into the future park in a permanent manner and in strengthening and professionalizing the
ICCN or at least the part with which we coordinate.

To assure long-term ICCN commitment to the Lomami, a long-term funding source is needed. As
long as our project alone finances guard participation, it will remain short term. A partner with a
longer funding horizon must participate. For instance, the current 15 guards based in Obenge are
a paid loan from another park (Maiko). What is needed is a permanent (albeit small) PNL guard
force with a strong ICCN commander (warden) in charge. We consider this outside the scope of
our project TL2 of Lukuru Foundation; GIZ and KfW have expressed the intention of developing
this commitment.

2. If you did not receive full funding from Arcus, please explain what steps you have taken to fully
fund or scale down your work.

L

We did receive full funding

3. Please describe your work plan moving forward through the end of the grant period, noting any
significant changes.

As is explained above, we made a mistake by using top-down terminology. Although a national
community conservation strategy exists since 2008 and although it calls for community conservation
committees (CCCs) and even other structures, it is not clear over what these committees would have
legal authority and how it would be implemented. We believe that these committees would have little
interest in collaborating without an ability to make a difference and they will only be able to make a
difference if they have a legal role with land/forest associated with it. This is also the opportunity to
clarify the role between the community and ICCN. We are using Maniema as a test case and are
hoping to move forward with two community forests, one in the Bangengele sector and one in the
Balanga sector. What the above problem means in terms of our next grant period can largely be
considered terminology. We continue to work with the communities through groups of elders and
notables, but without establishing official committees.

We have had to have some flexibility in choice of pilot zones because of security and because the

villages of one zone, Balinga-Lomami, have actually left the area delimited. The three pilot zones
actually reported for the base line are secure.

Photos, documents, explanation are all sent as separate annexes




Feedback .

The Arcus Foundation is always interested in hearing from our grantees. Please tell us what you think
of our grant process and your communications with us. If you have suggestions for how we can
improve our work with grantees and applicants, please let us know.

I apologize again for submitting this report late. We hope that it does not mean that people who
could have reviewed it are no longer available.

I remain stand-by to answer any questions. If response is not immediate - I expect to be in the field

without communication for two weeks probably starting the second week in February.

This sheet will be sent separately with the authorized signature from Lukuru Wildlife Research
Foundation.
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