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Executive summary

Background. CERC's 2017-2021 strategy, More inclusive youth engagement in improving public services in South
Kivu, was adopted on 15 July 2017, three months after CERC was founded, and came with an operational plan
in September 2017. It aimed for strong links between the users and the providers of education and health
services, with young people, girls and women at the heart of decisions, in the territories of Uvira and Walungu
and the city of Bukavu.

Implementation in a difficult context. The 2018 elections, the Ebola epidemic in the East, insecurity in South
Kivu and the Covid-19 pandemicin 2020 and 2021 - which closed schools and cut funding - weighed on
implementation. CERC had to close its Uvira and Bukavu offices during the pandemic, and it began working
in Kinshasa.

Why this report. The evaluation aims both to prove and improve: to account to our partners for what we did
with their trust, and to learn the lessons of our first strategy to make the 2022-2026 strategy, adopted in
January 2022, succeed.

Methodology. The evaluation, an internal one, is anchored in the six OECD-DAC criteria - relevance,
coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability - organised in three pillars: the strategy and its
plan (pillar 1), the effectiveness and efficiency of our programmes, through three case studies (pillar 2), and
the value, impact and sustainability of our work (pillar 3). It rests on a review of 14 documents, our audited
accounts and the archives of our website; it includes no new interviews.

KEY FIGURES

USS251,077 received from 2017 to 2021, for
USS575,000 planned (44%) - 54 Integrity Clubs
and 810 students trained - 32 % of the
problems reported by students fixed - 4 of 4
financial years audited - 5 of 24 targets met, 7
partly met, 8 not met and 4 not measured.

Overall performance. The strategy laid CERC's foundations: a method that works - Integrity Clubs -, accounts
audited every year and a voice recognised up to the United Nations. But it reached only part of its targets:
with 44% of the planned funds, clubs and students trained stayed five times fewer than planned.

Pillar 1: the strategy and its plan. The diagnosis was right and the choice of young people relevant, as
confirmed by our 2017 survey of 980 households. The health component was hardly implemented, and the
plan’s targets were set without regard to the funding secured. Our annual reports followed four objectives that
differ from the plan’s, which made monitoring difficult.

Pillar 2: our programmes. SHINE trained 810 students in 54 Integrity Clubs in Uvira and Bukavu and fixed 32 %
of the problems reported, for about USS163 per student. The small 2020 projects were managed rigorously, to
the point of returningunspent funds to the donor. In 2021, Youth Excel and the year zero of Students Acting
prepared our work in Kinshasa.

Pillar 3: value, impact and sustainability. Club students know how to monitor and report, schools were
repaired, and CERC became a partner of the education authorities and an NGO in special consultative status
with ECOSOC. But 53% of funds came from a single donor, and CERC had neither areserve nor own funds
before 2021.
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Executive summary (continued)

What should change. Set targets that match the funding secured, and review them every year; diversify
donors and build a reserve; report on the plan’s targets in every annual report; and embed the clubs in school
rules so that they live without funding.

Overall conclusion. A sound first strateqy, carried by a small team, that learned faster than it grew. The 2022-
2026 strategy must set targets that match our means, and raise means that match our ambitions.

Organisation of the report. Chapter 1 presents the methodology, its questions, pillars, sources and limits.
Chapter 2 presents the findings, pillar by pillar, and a synthesis against the DAC criteria. Chapter 3 presents
the recommendations, lessons and suggestions in a table, with their category and criticality. The annexes
present the evaluation requirements, the choice of case studies, the team, the work plan, the documents
reviewed and the funds by donor.
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1. Evaluation methodology

The evaluation follows an approach anchored in the six OECD-DAC criteria - relevance, coherence,
effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability -, attentive to the context of eastern Congo, where public
services, conflict and corruption are linked. It treats CERC as one actor among others in a local system:
schools, education authorities, donors and civil society.

1.1

Evaluation questions and pillars
TABLE 1: EVALUATION QUESTIONS, PILLARS AND WEIGHTS

Evaluation question Pillar DAC criteria Weight

1. Did the strategy and its Pillar 1: the strategy and its plan  Relevance, coherence 30 %
operational plan meet

users’ needs, and were

they coherent with poli-

cies, partners and ourown

monitoringtools?

2.Did our programmes Pillar 2: programme effective- Effectiveness, efficiency 45 %
reachthe plan's targets, ness and efficiency
and at what cost?

3. What changed for stu- Pillar 3: value, impactand Impact, sustainability 25 %
dents, schools and insti- sustainability
tutions, and will these
gains last?
1.2

Instruments and expanded questions
TABLE 2: EXPANDED QUESTIONS AND INSTRUMENTS

Pillar Expanded questions Instruments
Pillar1 Was the diagnosis right? Were the targets realis-  Review of the strategy, the planand the annual re-
tic? Did ourreports follow the plan? ports; comparison of targets and results
Pillar 2 What results, for what funds? What helped or Three case studies; analysis of the audited ac-
hindered? counts, by year, donorand spending category
Pillar 3 What changed? Do the gains depend onfunding? ~ CERC surveys (2017, 2017-2018, 2021); SHINE
evaluation(2018); donor sources; website
archives
1.3

Sources, data management and ethical safeguards

The evaluation rests on the documents in table 3, on the audited accounts of each financial year and on our
“Financial accountability” page. Amounts are those of the audited accounts, in US dollars. No personal data
was collected; students are never named. Data follow quality principles inspired by Integrity Action’s PICTURE
principles: precise, inclusive, credible, triangulated, usable, results-focused and ethically collected.

TABLE 3: MAIN SOURCES OF THE EVALUATION

Strategie 2017-2021 15juillet 2017
Plan opérationnel 2017- septembre 2017
2021

Rapports annuels 2018, 2019-2022

2019 et 2020-2021

Group BEAG auditreports ~ 2018-2022
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1. Evaluation methodology (continued)

Document Date

SHINE projectreport 2017-2020
SHINE internal evaluation ~ October2018

Survey onperceptionsof 2017
corruptioninSouth Kivu

Learningreporton 2021

Integrity Clubs

Civil society parallel re- 2021

portonthe UNCAC

CERC website articles 2017-2021
1.4

Conflict sensitivity and “do no harm”

The evaluation publishes no information that could expose a student, a teacher or amonitor to reprisals. The
problems reported are presented without naming the schools or the people concerned.

1.5

Limitations and risks

TABLE 4: RISKS AND LIMITATIONS OF THE EVALUATION

Risk or limitation Potential impact on the evaluation Real impact and mitigation

Internal evaluation Aless critical view of ourownwork. Findings rest onverifiable figures -audited ac-
counts, written targets -and the reportalso pub-
lishes what did not work.

No new interviews Thevoice of students and partners is missing. We use the existing surveys (2017, 2018, 2021); an
external evaluationis recommended for the next
strategy.

Missingdata Several targets cannot be assessed. They are classed as “not measured”; measuring

themis part of the recommendations.

Diverging figures Gaps from one document to another(54 or55 We use the best-documented figure - the project
clubsin2019). report, the audited accounts.
Insecurity and Covid-19 No field visits. Adocumentreview is sufficient for a strategy

evaluation; no personal data was collected.



0

2017-2021

- EVALUATION OF THE 2017-2021 STRATEGY

CERC

09

2.1 Pillar 1 - The strategy and its operational plan

A relevant strategy, well connected to its partners, but a plan whose targets were far from
resources and monitoring that did not speak the plan's language.

2.1.1
Relevance: a sound diagnosis

Our May 2017 survey of 980 households, in the nine entities of South Kivu, confirmed the diagnosis: 56.9% of
respondents consider corruption serious, but only 20.9% know which institution to report it to. Training
young people to monitor their services and report problems answered that gap. So did the attention to girls:
they made up 51% of first-year monitors.

Two limits: the health component was not funded - only a Covid-19 vaccine education project (USS6,500,
2020) touched on health -, and Walungu did not host a programme. From 2020, working in Kinshasa, where
national decisions are made, was an expansion the strategy allowed.

Rating: satisfactory. Sound in its diagnosis and audience; too ambitious in its targets.

2.1.2
Coherence: strong partners, monitoring to unify

Integrity Action funded and supported SHINE with its approach and the DevelopmentCheck app; South Kivu's
education authorities worked with CERC from 2018; the UNCAC Coalition (2020), Catalyst 2030 (2020) and
ECOSOC (July 2021) connected our work to the UNCAC and SDG 16; the Ministry of Justice invited CERC as an
expert to the national anti-corruption conference in October 2021.

On the other hand, our annual reports from 2018 to 2021 report on four objectives - diagnose, build
coalitions, engage citizens and young people, build the organisation - that are neither the strategy's objective
nor the plan’s areas. No report tracks the plan’s targets: this evaluation brings them together for the first time.

Rating: moderately satisfactory. Good external coherence; internal monitoring to unify.

2.1.3

The plan’s targets and the results

Table 5 compares the operational plan’s forecasts, totalled over 2017-2021, with the results achieved.
TABLE 5: PLAN FORECASTS AND RESULTS, 2017-2021

Target Planned (total 2017-2021)  Result Status

Programme

National trainings withgovernmentand 2 trainings, 20 participants ~ Bukavuexchangeworkshop Met
civil society (2018): 13 peoplefromBor-
ganisations and 2 ministry
representatives; 4 consulta-
tionworkshops(2021)with
54 senior education officials
and 19 experts

Integrity Clubs setup 285 54, in Uviraand Bukavu Not met

(19%)

Students inthe clubs, 50% of them girls 4,350

Schools and projects monitored, 50% 570
of them improved

Learning and impact

810 trained (19%); 51% girls ~ Notmet
among first-year monitors

41services and projectsin Notmet
yearone; 55 schools moni-

tored with

DevelopmentCheck; 32% of

problems fixed



0

2017-2021

- EVALUATION OF THE 2017-2021 STRATEGY

CERC

10

2.1Pillar 1 - The strategy and its operational plan (continued)

Target

Annual impact and learning surveys

Independent surveys and evaluations

External learning events

Fundraising
Budget
Unrestricted funding

Largeinstitutional donors

Individual donations

Managementand finance

Annual audits

Strategy review

Board of directors

Risk management

Staff
Womenamong staff and volunteers

Staff fellowships and online courses

Congo Integrity Leadership Fellowship

Communication

Social mediafollowers

Website visitors

Peoplereached by campaigns

Posts onourwebsite

Planned (total 2017-2021)
4

1semi-independent, 4
independent

USS$575,000 over the period
30% in2021

1to 2ayear

156% of budgetin 2021

Annual reviews; next
strategy

7 active members, 50%
women

100% of teams, quarterly
review

50%

3universities, 10 fellows

25,000in2021

170,000
8.5 million
50

Result

3: households(2017), SHINE
baseline and endline(2017-
2018), 534 young people
consulted (2021)

linternal evaluation of
SHINE(2018); no indepen-
dent evaluation

Bukavu(2018), Integrity
Actionannual workshop
(2019), 4 consultationwork-
shops(2021), national anti-
corruption conference(2021)

USS251,077 received (44 %)
13.5% in2021; 0% before

1from 2017 to 2019; 3in
2020 and in2021

No donationrecorded

4, by Group BEAG(2017-
2018,2018-2019, 2020, 2021)

Revised in 2021 with staff
and board; 2022-2026
strategy

Meets every quarter; gender
compositionnot published

Offices closed in2020-2021
without a published conti-
nuity plan

Not tracked

Staff training in 2021(re-
search, publicintegrity, gen-
der, UNCAC); number not
tracked

Not launched

5,000 new Facebook likes
(2018); no annual tracking

Not tracked

More than5 millionmedia
impressions(2018), which
arenotpeople

14 articles (28%)

Status

Partly met

Partly met

Met

Notmet
Not met

Met

Notmet

Met

Met

Partly met

Partly met

Not measured

Partly met

Notmet

Not measured

Not measured

Not measured

Notmet
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Target Planned (total 2017-2021)  Result Status

Conferences, forums and events 14 Atleast4 documented, in- Partly met
cluding the Integrity Action
workshop (2019)and the na-
tional conference(2021)

Media mentions 25, 11 of them international Morethan16 articles on Partly met
Integrity Clubs(2018); no
tracking afterwards

Overall: 5 of 24 targets met, 7 partly met, 8 not met and 4 not measured. Amounts from the audited accounts.
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2.2 Pillar 2 - Programme effectiveness and efficiency
What was done was done well, at a reasonable cost; but ona much smaller scale than planned.

2.2.1
Summary of findings

Three case studies, chosen to cover the period, both provinces and the main donors (annex 2), illustrate what
our programmes achieved. Together they received USS251,077 from 2017 to 2021; USS237,823 was spent or
returned. Of USS$231,399 spent, 37% went to programme activities, 33% to staff, 22% to rent, running costs
and equipment - including USS$24,000 of donated Microsoft licences -, 6% to administration and 1.5% to
fees, training and audit.

TABLE 6: FUNDS RECEIVED AND SPENT, BY YEAR

Year Received (USS) Spent(USS) Donors

2017-2018 57,888.92 56,272.27 Integrity Action(SHINE)
2018-2019 44,425 40 44,786.65  Integrity Action(SHINE)
2020 79,458.06 70,526.36 Integrity Action, INL /

Accountability Lab, Twilio,
Microsoft(inkind)

2021 69,304.96 66,237.48 USAID/IREX, GPE/ Oxfam
IBIS, UNCAC Coalition, own
resources

Total 251,077.33 237,822.76

2021spending: USS59,813.25 and USS6,424.23 returned to the donor of Building Integrity in the DRC.

2.2.2
SHINE: the first Integrity Clubs, in Uvira and Bukavu

Funded by NORAD and Sida through Integrity Action from October 2017 to 2020, Students Acting for Honesty,
Integrity and Equality created CERC's first Integrity Clubs: 20 in Uvirain year one, 54 in Uvira and Bukavu in
2019. Students were trained to monitor their schools and their communities’ projects with the
DevelopmentCheck app, then to talk with their head teachers and the authorities.

From 2017 to 2020, 810 students were trained and 32 % of reported problems were fixed. In 2018, 645 people
were involved - 525 students, 35 head teachers and 70 teachers -, including 277 girls and 47 people living with
adisability, and 1,780 students study in safer conditions thanks to the clubs’ monitoring. In 2019, 202
teachers and head teachers from 35 schools were trained in Uvira and Luvungi, a club got toilets and
classrooms built, and 100 club members handed a memorandum to the mayor of Uvira.

SHINE received USS132,621, about USS163 per student trained, including teacher training and school
monitoring; every period was audited. The October 2018 internal evaluation found the project relevant,
effective and efficient, but too small.

2.2.3
2020: small projects in the middle of a pandemic

In 2020, CERC ran Building Integrity in the DRC (US Department of State, through Accountability Lab)and a
Covid-19 vaccine education project (Twilio, USS6,500), and received USS24,000 of Microsoft licences. The
pandemic slowed activities: the first project spent only USS$12,228 of the USS18,652 received, and CERC
returned the remaining USS6,424 to the donor in 2021 - asign of accountability, but also of limited delivery
capacity.
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2.2 Pillar 2 - Programme effectiveness and efficiency (continued)

2.2.4
2021: preparing Kinshasa

Youth Excel, funded by USAID through IREX(USS$32,507 in 2021), was launched on 19 July 2021in Kinshasa to
support 10 youth-led initiatives.

The year zero of Students Acting(Global Partnership for Education, USS$S23,986) brought together 534 young
peoplein 39 workshops and 89 teachers and head teachers from 24 schools, ran baseline surveys in 41
schools and consulted 54 senior education officials and 19 experts. Funds arrived in mid-June 2021, three
months after the planned start; the work plan was adjusted. CERC also wrote the civil society parallel report
on the DRC's implementation of the UNCAC (USS3,432), with about 100 recommendations.

Rating: moderately unsatisfactory (effectiveness); satisfactory (efficiency). Real results at a reasonable cost,
but most scale targets were not met; a heavy structure for small budgets.
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2.3 Pillar 3 - Value, impact and sustainability

Real impact on students and schools, a recognised voice; an organisation that still depends on a few
grants.

2.3.1

Impact: students who know how to act, schools repaired

According to the SHINE evaluation, 93% of club members knew how to monitor a project or a public service at
the end of the year, against 55% at the start; only 11% would give a teacher a gift to improve their mark,

against 64%. The first-year Fix Score reached 43%, for a target of 15%. Toilets and classrooms were built, and
1,780 students in Uvira study in safer conditions.

In four years, CERC became a partner of the education authorities, an expert invited to the national anti-
corruption conference, a member of the UNCAC Coalition and an NGO in special consultative status with
ECOSOC. The Global Partnership for Education chose our Integrity Club model for a project from 2022 to
2024. Theseresults, however, come from our own surveys: no independent impact evaluation was carried
out.

Rating: moderately satisfactory. Real, promising impact, still little measured independently.

2.3.2
Sustainability: a fragile financial model

Integrity Action provided 53% of the period’s funds, and was the only donor until 2019. No unrestricted
fundingand no individual donations were received before 2021, and CERC could not build areserve: the
Covid-19 crisis forced it to close its Uvira and Bukavu offices. The facilitators appointed by the schools and
the manuals remain in the schools, but after SHINE no funding supported the clubs in 2021.

CERC enters its second strategy with new funding - the Global Partnership for Education, through Oxfam
IBIS, and USAID, through IREX -, but still concentrated on two donors.

Rating: moderately unsatisfactory. The gains are real; the financial model remains fragile.

2., Synthesis: assessment against the DAC criteria
TABLE 7: ASSESSMENT AGAINST THE SIX OECD-DAC CRITERIA

Criterion Rating Main findings

Relevance Satisfactory Real needs, asound bet on
young people; a health com-
ponent almost absent and
targets unrelated to

resources.

Coherence Moderately satisfactory Strong partnerships; annual
reports that do not track the
plan.

Effectiveness Moderately unsatisfactory 5 of 24 targets met, 7 partly

met, 8 not met and 4 not
measured; 44% of the
planned funds, five times
fewer clubs and students
than planned.

Efficiency Satisfactory Every year audited; US$163
per student; unspent funds
returned; heavy fixed costs.
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2.4 Synthesis: assessment against the DAC criteria (continued)

Criterion Rating Main findings

Impact Moderately satisfactory Students who know how to
act, schools repaired, a
recognised voice; few inde-
pendent measurements.

Sustainability Moderately unsatisfactory 53% of funds from one
donor, no reserve, offices
closed in 2020-2021.

Scale: highly satisfactory, satisfactory, moderately satisfactory, moderately unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory (annex 7).
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TABLE 8: RECOMMENDATIONS, LESSONS AND SUGGESTIONS

Category

Recommendation, lesson or suggestion

Criticality

Pillar

1 Start Settargets intwo scenarios -funded and to be funded -and review High Pillar1
them every year against the funding secured.

2 Stop Stop annual reports organised around objectives that differ from the High Pillar1
plan: reportevery year onthe plan’s targets, ina single results
framework.

5 Consider Start health witha pilot project with a few CODESA, or takeitoutofthe = Medium Pillar1
targets.

4 Grow Aim for atleast three donors ayear, none above half of the funds. High Pillar 3

5 Start Build areserve of at least three months of running costs, from a share High Pillar 3
of eachgrantand from donations.

6 Grow Embed the clubsintherules of schools and education authorities, so High Pillar 3
that they live without funding.

7 Start Planan external evaluation of the project funded by the Global Medium Pillar 2
Partnership for Education.

8 Start Measure followers, visitors and people reached every year, from a Low Pillar 2
baseline.

9 Continue Continue to audit every financial year and to return unspent funds. Suggestion Pillar 2

10 Continue Continue the Integrity Club model with the facilitators appointed by Suggestion Pillar 2

the schools.
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Annexes

ANNEX 1
Evaluation requirements

e Assessthe 2017-2021 strategy and its operational plan, from September 2017 to December 2021, against
the six OECD-DAC criteria.

e Compare each target of the plan with the results achieved, and the funds planned with the funds received
and audited.

e Draw lessons and make recommendations for the 2022-2026 strategy.
e Publish thereportonlineand in PDF, in French and English.

ANNEX 2
The choice of case studies

Project Period Donor Funds Why this choice
SHINE 2017-2020 Integrity Action USS132,621 CERC's first pro-
(NORAD, Sida) gramme and most of
its funds; the Integrity
Club model
Building Integrity inthe 2020 INL / Accountability USS$25,152 Small projects during
DRC; Covid-19vaccine Lab; Twilio the pandemic; funds
education returned
Youth Excel; Students 2021 USAID/ IREX; GPE/ USS56,493 The opening of
Actingyear zero Oxfam IBIS Kinshasa and the
preparation of the next
strategy
ANNEX 3
The team and its roles
Role Responsibilities
Evaluation lead The monitoring, evaluation and learning team: questions, document review, drafting
Financial analysis The finance team: reconciliation of the audited accounts, by yearand donor
Validation The executive management: review of findings and recommendations
ANNEX 4
The work plan
Stage Period
Document review January 2022
Financial analysis, after February 2022
theaudit of the 2021ac-
counts (28 January 2022)
Draftingand validation February - early March 2022
Publication 7 March2022
ANNEX 5
Documents reviewed

Strategy 2017-2021and operational plan; annual reports 2018, 2019 and 2020-2021; Group BEAG audit reports
(2017-2018, 2018-2019, 2020, 2021); SHINE project report and internal evaluation; household survey on
perceptions of corruption in South Kivu (2017); learning report on Integrity Clubs (2021); civil society parallel
report on the UNCAC (2021); CERC website articles, 2017-2021.
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Annexes (continued)

ANNEX 6
Funds received by donor, 2017-2021

Donor

Integrity Action(NORAD, Sida)
USAID, through IREX
Microsoft(inkind)

Global Partnership for Education,

through Oxfam IBIS

US Department of State(INL), through
Accountability Lab

CERC ownresources

Twilio

UNCAC Coalition

Total

ANNEX 7
The rating scales

Each target of the plan is classed as met, partly met(real results, but below the target), not met or not

Highly satisfactory: expectations exceeded.
Satisfactory: expectations mostly met.

Moderately satisfactory: real results, with notable gaps.

Moderately unsatisfactory: major gaps outweigh the results.

Unsatisfactory: expectations not met.

measured (no data).

132,620.62
32,506.71
24,000.00
23,986.00

18,651.75

251,077.33

Share

52.8%
12.9%
9.6%
9.6%

7.4%

3.7%
2.6%
1.4%
100 %
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