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Executive summary

The Food and Agriculture organization of the United Nation’s (FAO) Office of Evaluation (OED)
assessed the project “Disposal of Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPS) and Obsolete Pesticides”
implemented in Mozambique. The total value of the project was USD 6.2. million. The Government
of Japan was the principal donor, providing over USD 3.48. million. The Global Environmental
Facility (GEF) provided USD 1.95. million, and the rest of the budget was to come from co-financing.
OED evaluated the project through the use of Theory of Change, Evaluation Questions and the
required GEF evaluation criteria of Relevance, Efficiency, Effectiveness, Quality of
Implementation/Execution, Quality of Monitoring and Evaluation and Sustainability.

The evaluation found that the Project is relevant to global and national efforts for reducing risks to
human health and the environment due to POPs and pesticide residues. Its objectives were
consistent with GEF4 strategic objectives, the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals SDG2
and SDG12; and objectives of the Basel, Stockholm and Rotterdam Conventions. The Project
addressed priorities identified in the country’s national implementation plan for the Stockholm
Convention and FAQ's country programming framework.

The Project was successful in safeguarding POPs, pesticide waste and contaminated containers,
and had to deal with a much larger quantity of contaminated soil and obsolete pesticides than
originally planned for. Despite extensions to the Project it was not able to complete the disposal
of safeguarded materials, although processes to achieve this were initiated. Limited progress was
made with regards to establishing systems to reduce future risks from pesticides.

The quality of project execution was satisfactory while implementation at times fell short of
expectation, evidenced in the need for five no-cost extensions. Worryingly, as of April 2019, the
tender to dispose of over 700 tonnes of contaminated soil had still not been floated.

The design of the M&E system was fit for purpose, although proposed number of reports and short
reporting periods was originally impractical. Lack of detailed reporting on co-financing was a major
shortcoming. Although the Project was designed before FAO and GEF minimum standards for
environmental and social safeguarding had been developed, it contributed towards protection of
public health and the environment. The Project did little to address gender in its design and
implementation.

The evaluation makes the following recommendations to FAO and the Project Steering Committee
(PSQC).

1. FAO and the PSC should continue to keep the issue of risk from pesticides as a government
priority and should lobby for continued efforts to reduce risk from pesticides in Mozambique;

2. FAO and the PSC should ensure that Project activities are completed including remediation of
highly contaminated sites, establishment of a sustainable system for managing empty pesticide
containers (EPC), and establishment of a national pesticide stock management system;

3. FAO should facilitate completion of processes necessary for adoption of harmonized pesticide
regulations by the Southern Africa Development Community (SADC);

4. FAO and GEF should ensure gender mainstreaming and inclusion of social and environmental
safeguards in future projects;

5. The PSC should ensure that efforts are made to sustain capacity developed for safeguarding
obsolete pesticides;

6. GEF and FAO should ensure that in future projects budget for maintaining activities to reduce
future risk from pesticides is not reallocated to other activities.

viii



Introduction

The “Disposal of Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPS) and Obsolete Pesticides in
Mozambique” project (POPs Project) was designed to eliminate stockpiles of POPs and
other obsolete pesticides in Mozambique, and to make sustainable improvements in
pesticide management and use in order to reduce the serious threat these chemicals can
pose to human health and the environment. Specifically, the project worked on three
components:

i. safeguarding and disposal of known obsolete pesticides, excavating and treatment of
contaminated soil and treatment of empty pesticide containers;

ii. improving pesticide lifecycle management;

iii. project management and capacity development.

The first component worked to reduce risk from existing stocks and contamination while
the second worked to reduce future risk.

The Project built on technical cooperation led by FAO with funding from the Governments
of Japan, the Netherlands and the USA, through USAID. Phase 1 focused on situation
analysis and inventory of pesticides in Mozambique. Phase 2 concentrated on
environmental assessment followed by safeguarding of all obsolete stocks. Phase 3
involved the export of all POPs pesticides and higher risk obsolete stocks for
environmentally sound disposal by a dedicated incinerator.

The evaluation used a cluster approach. This means that this Project, with two similar GEF-
funded projects in Botswana and Eritrea due for final evaluation, used a common evaluation
management and evaluation team. This approach allows for cross-project comparisons and
learning. In addition to individual country-level evaluation reports, the evaluation also
produced a lessons learned document of relevance to reducing risk for pesticide use in East
and Southern Africa, adding to a similar synthesis from West Africa.

Box 1. Basic project information

GEF ID: 3986

FAQ Project Symbol: GCP/MOZ/100/GFF

GEF Implementing Agency: FAO

GEF Executing Agency: FAO

National Executing Partner: Ministry of Agriculture

Other Executing Partners: Ministry for Coordination of Environmental Affairs

GEF-4 Strategic Programs: POPs SP-1, Strengthening Capacities for NIP Implementation; POPs;
SP-2, Partnering in Investment for NIP implementation; POPs; SP-3,
Partnering in the demonstration of feasible, innovative technologies and
best practice in POPs reductions; Sound Chemicals Management

Date of CEO endorsement: 23 December, 2010

Date of project start (effective): 1 July 2011

NCE date: August 2019

Date of mid-term evaluation: December 2016

T Document available from OED. See Bibliography for full list of evaluation documents consulted.



1.1

1.2

1.3

Purpose of the evaluation

The final evaluation is a requirement of the main donor, the Global Environment Facility
(GEF). It provides an account of how donor funds were spent and what was achieved for
different stakeholders involved. As well as meeting accountability requirements, the
evaluation also reviews the Project’s successes and challenges to learn lessons for future
work in the area. Findings, conclusions and recommendations are based on triangulated
evidence and analysis.

The evaluation will assess the project against its goal: “To evaluate and reduce the risk
posed by POPs and pesticide contaminated sites and associated wastes in Mozambique
and to strengthen institutional capacity to manage similar risks in the future.” The
evaluation also documents intended and unintended consequences and how the Project
contributed to them.

Intended users

The intended users of the results of the final evaluation include: focal points in the line
ministries involved with the project (Agriculture and Food Security, Environment, Health);
members of the Project Steering Committee; the Project Management Unit; Project donors;
the FAO Country Office; and, the units within FAO responsible for project implementation
and execution. Broader lessons will be useful to donors, governments, multilateral
implementing agencies, private sector (e.g. CroplLife) and civil society organizations
interested in reducing risk throughout the pesticide lifecycle. Other uses of evaluation
results will include meeting GEF and FAO accountability requirements and informing next
steps to consolidate and build on Project successes and learn from Project shortcomings.

Scope and objective of the evaluation

The final evaluation assessed the Project from its inception in August 2011 until December
2018. The evaluation focuses on results generated by funds spend during this period, not
on earlier work even though it was conceived as Phase Il and Il of the same initiative, and
the earlier phases appeared in the Project budget as co-financing. The scope of the
evaluation is determined by five evaluation questions shown in Box 2.



Background and context of the project

1.4 Methodology

Box 2. Evaluation questions, scope of inquiry and GEF rating criteria addressed

EQ 1: How relevant was the project to global and national efforts for reducing risks to public health and the
environment due to POPs and POPs contaminated soil?

EQ 1 addresses the relevance of the project at global and national scale. This involved establishing government
position on pesticide use and disposal in policy documents, establishing relevance of project objectives to main
chemical conventions through relevant websites and asking FAO and government representatives as to their view
of the relevance of the project.

GEF rating criteria addressed: Relevance

EQ 2: How effective has the project been on delivering results?

EQ 2 addresses the delivery of project outcomes. The question considers whether project design was adequate to
achieve outcomes as well as the extent to which project outcomes have been realized. This involves developing a
theory of change based on project documents and conversations with key change agents and then testing it
against data gathered in the field and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) reports.

GEF rating criteria addressed: Achievement of project results; stakeholder engagement

EQ 3: How satisfactory was project implementation and execution in achieving results? How satisfactory was
M&E?

EQ3 considers whether institutional arrangements, project management, oversight, financial management and M&E
were fit for purpose. The main sources of information were Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs), budgets,
minutes of Steering Committee meetings as well as interviews with staff involved in implementation and execution.
GEF rating criteria addressed: Efficiency, project implementation and execution; monitoring and evaluation;
co-financing

EQ 4: To what extent and how did the project include gender and environmental and social safeguarding in
project design and implementation?

EQ 4 addresses gender and environmental and social safeguarding in project implementation. The Project began
before GEF or FAO revised requirements to include gender mainstreaming in project design. The evaluation focuses
on what steps the Project took to incorporate gender considerations and environmental and social safeguarding in
project design and operation, particularly after recommendations made in the Mid-term Evaluation.

GEF rating criteria addressed: Gender, environmental and social safeguards

EQ 5: To what extent and how can project outcomes be sustained and scaled to achieve wider impact?

EQ 5 addresses Project sustainability and future impact at scale by developing and critiquing a theory of change for
the Project as well as understanding the different types of project results and what they need to be sustained and
scaled. Information and insight for generating the theory of change came from the Project documents, the
Inception Workshop, from evaluation team interviews with key stakeholders and from observation during visits to
the field.

GEF rating criteria addressed: Sustainability, progress towards impact

9. The evaluation methodology was described in an Inception Report (Annex 2) which passed
through an internal FAO Office of Evaluation (OED) review process.

10. The evaluation adheres to the United Nations Evaluation Group Norms and Standards, the
Global Environment Facility (GEF) Evaluation Policy and is in line with the FAO Office of
Evaluation manual, methodological guidelines and practices. The evaluation was
undertaken in line with the United Nations principles of independence, impartiality,
transparency, disclosure, ethical behaviour, partnership, competencies and capacities,




11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

credibility and utility, and adopted a consultative and transparent approach with the
Project’s internal and external stakeholders throughout the evaluation process.

The evaluation follows GEF guidance for evaluating environmental and development
outcomes of the Project as reflected in the evaluation questions shown in (Box 2.) Sub-
questions were developed to further define the objectives of the evaluation (refer to Annex
2 — Inception Report).

The evaluation is based on the analysis of project documents (see Annex 3) and interviews
with main actors involved in project implementation (see Appendix 1). The evaluation team:

i. undertook a review of the project’s relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and approach
to gender and equity;

ii. carried out an analysis of the Project’s design, potential impact, likely sustainability,
institutional arrangements, management and financing;

iii. recommended next steps for the Project Steering Committee to continue to reduce
risks from pesticides;

iv. identified lessons learned from project design, implementation and management of
relevance to future efforts to reduce risk from pesticides regionally and globally.

The evaluation questions are further elaborated by several sub-questions. The sub-
questions were chosen based on an exhaustive reading of the project document and mid-
term evaluation report. The sub-questions are also chosen and worded such that answering
them will provide a basis for the evaluators to rate project performance as per GEF
requirements for terminal evaluations. Judgement criteria for answering the sub-questions,
as well as sources of data and methods of analysis, are shown in an evaluation matrix in
Annex 2.

An inception workshop was held at the start of the evaluation team’s visit to Mozambique
to build participants understanding and ownership of the evaluation process and results.
The dates of the mission were 19 to 27 November 2018. The evaluation team developed a
theory of change for the Project based on the Project proposal and presented it to
participants for validation on day 1. Participants then carried out a self-evaluation of the
Project which the evaluation team used to inform and validate their own findings, working
on the assumption that project staff and implementers are in the best position to identify
Project results, successes and shortcomings. Moreover, the literature on utilization-focused
and participatory evaluation suggests that evaluations that include project staff and
stakeholders in the evaluation are more likely to produce results that are useful and used.
For example, Patton, M.Q,, Utilization-focused evaluation.

The inception workshop was attended by seven people including the focal point for the
Rotterdam Convention, the Pesticide Registrar, the NPC and representative of the NGO
Livaningo.

On day 2, participants reviewed and commented on the evaluation questions and provided
a set of recommendations to be considered by the evaluation team for inclusion in the final
report.

In addition to the Project theory of change, the evaluation team also used the pesticide
lifecycle (see Box 3) to help identify gaps in implementation and priorities for next steps.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

The evaluation questions were answered through an extensive review of documents listed
in the Bibliography and through talking to people listed in Appendix 1. People were
interviewed using questions derived from the evaluation matrix and questions designed to
elicit understanding of underlying motivations and dynamics. The interviews were targeted
based on initial analysis, recommendations from the country teams and snow-balled from
previous interviews. Respondents names were anonymised when the evaluation refers to
something specifically said in an interview.

The evaluation team carried out two parallel field visits. One visit centred on Maputo, and
involved one evaluator accompanied by the NPC making visits to the former chair of the
PSC and former National Director of Agriculture, the GEF Focal Point, two private sector
companies (TECAP, an agrochemical importer and distributor and OLAM, a large cotton
contract farming operation), Department of Health, USAID and the Japanese Embassy. The
second team member travelled to Quelimane in Zambezia Province accompanied by a
national consultant. Meetings were held with staff from the Ministry of Agriculture and
Food Security (MASA) and the Ministry of Land, Environment and Rural Development
(MITADER) at the MASA Provincial Headquarters. A visit was made to the MASA Pesticide
Store in Saguar, Quelimane, and to the Ministry of Health Malaria Control Program
Chemical Store. The following day the team member visited Moziva, accompanied by staff
from MASA, the national consultant and the District Director of Agronomy. Interviews were
held with a community leader there and members of the community residing around the
contaminated site. More details of who the evaluation team talked to are provided in
Appendix 1.

At the end of the in-country mission and interviews, the evaluation team presented the
preliminary findings to the FAO Country Representative and the national project
coordinator. An internal Office of Evaluation peer review of the draft of the evaluation
report was conducted to ensure quality. The first draft of the report went through an OED
internal quality control check before circulation to a wider group of stakeholders. The
evaluation report was finalized after the comments were received and corrections and
suggestions were incorporated as considered appropriate by the Office of Evaluation and
the evaluation team.

In order to meet GEF evaluation requirements, facilitate comparisons with other GEF
implementing agencies and contribute to the GEF programme learning process, the
evaluation rated the Project in accordance to the existing GEF rating scheme and Office of
Evaluation guidelines.



Box 3. The pesticide lifecycle

Surplus /unwanted . Gl Hadlt
. testing and supply Import control/customs
products (quality and efficacy, {collectdataand
data provision, national revenue, inward and
and international onward transport)
regulation)

Packaging, labelling,
Pesticide regulation advertising standards
3 {regulate and monitor
enforcement)

Storage and disposal (store
management, pesticides 2 i
and containers) (product registration,

risk evaluation, legal

framework,
enforcement)

Distribution/Sales
(internal transport,
trained-licensed
dealers, accurate
information)

Monitoring healthand
environmentalimpacts
(inspection and
reporting)

Use (information,
training, awareness,
equipmentquality)

The lifecycle of a pesticide is defined as all the stages that a pesticide might pass through from production to its degradation
in the environment after use, or its destruction as an unused product. This includes manufacture, formulation, packaging,
distribution, storage, transport, use and final disposal of a pesticide product and/or its container (FAO/WHO, 2014). Sound
pesticide management must therefore address all of these aspects. Suboptimal and weak pesticide management contributes
to the accumulation of stockpiles of obsolete pesticides.

1.5 Limitations

22. The Project was conceived as Phase IV following on from Phase | to Ill. The co-financing in
the Project budget was largely the funding spent on earlier work. The main concurrent
co-financing came from a UTF project that started later. The team were unable to see a final
version of the UTF project budget nor the contribution made to Project components. This
made it impossible to know how much had been spent on each component and therefore to
properly assess the extent that funds may have been shifted from one to the other.

23. The Project proposal was developed before it was an FAO or GEF requirement for projects
to have an explicit gender strategy or develop a theory of change. The former made it hard
to say much about the fourth evaluation question on gender and equity. The lack of a
theory of change was less of a constraint because the evaluation team were able to infer
one from the Project’s result framework.

1.6 Structure of the report

24. The report is published with the following annexes:
Annex 1. Terms of Reference:
http://www.fao.org/3/ca7859en/ca7859%en.pdf
Annex 2. Inception Report:

http://www.fao.org/3/ca7658en/ca7658en.pdf
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Background and context of the project

Context of the project

Historical mismanagement of pesticides in Mozambique led to problems including
accumulation of and leakage from obsolete stockpiles, inappropriate disposal of unwanted
stocks by uncontrolled burial, and the use of contaminated containers for water and food
storage.

In the 2000s, a concerted effort began to deal with the risk from existing stockpiles, working
in parallel with the GEF supported Africa Stockpiles Programme (ASP). Phase 1 focused on
situation analysis and inventory of pesticides in Mozambique. Phase 2 concentrated on
environmental assessment followed by safeguarding of all obsolete stocks. Phase 3
involved the export of all POPs pesticides and higher risk obsolete stocks for
environmentally sound disposal by a dedicated incinerator. 330 tonnes of POPs and other
obsolete pesticide wastes were disposed of successfully. The work has largely been
implemented in technical cooperation with FAO with funding from the Governments of
Japan, the Netherlands and the US, through USAID.

The three phases also worked to prevent future accumulation of obsolete stocks by
carrying out: a review of existing pesticide legislation and adoption of new laws for
pesticide management; a complete review of the pesticide lifecycle to identify key areas of
concern; and, the examination of opportunities for promotion of low input intensification
of food production. Links with national and international NGO partners were established
and communications materials were developed and disseminated.

This Project, being evaluated, was conceptualized as the fourth phase to continue
safeguarding and disposal work, particularly of buried pesticides. It was also funded to
continue working on to improve pesticide lifecycle management to reduce future risk.

A Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) of the Project was published in December 2016 which made
seven recommendations, summarised as follows:

i. to revise the Project budget to take better account of co-financing;

ii. to ensure that GEF funding was being disbursed as envisaged in the Project budget;

iii. to be more certain of how quantities of contaminated material destined for landfill or
incineration and the financial implications of disposal;

iv. to assess financially and technically the contaminated material coming from the
Lamego storage;

v. to assess the cost of disposing contaminated material in an existing landfill or a new
one;

vi. in the expectation of having more material to dispose of than budget available, to
move funding from the other Project components and prioritise disposal of the
material posing the greatest risk;

vii. for the Government of Mozambique to invest in better internet in key offices to run
FAQ's pesticide stock management system (PSMS);

viii. for FAO to run a lighter version of PSMS that can run on limited bandwidth.
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34.

Institutional arrangements

The POP Project institutional structure is shown in Figure 1. FAO was both the GEF
implementing agency (1A)2 and the executing agency (EA).? The former role was carried
out by the GEF Coordination Unit in the Investment Centre Division (TCl) while the latter
was carried out by the Pesticide Risk Reduction Group in the Plant Production and
Protection Division (AGP). AGP was the Budget Holder and also provided the Lead
Technical Unit (LTU) responsible for providing technical support and ensuring delivery of
outputs and outcomes.

The LTU, led by the Chief Technical Advisor, reviewed and provided clearance on
consultancies and contracts on: selection of consultants and firms to be hired with GEF
funding; all technical reports; reports on project progress; implementation reviews and
financial reports. The LTU prepared the annual Project Implementation Review (PIR) to be
cleared by the GEF Coordination Unit and submitted to the GEF.

The 