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Executive summary 

Introduction 

1. The mid-term evaluation of “Disposal of obsolete pesticides including persistent organic 
pollutants (POPs) and strengthening pesticide management in the Permanent Interstate 
Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel (CILSS) member states” (GCP/INT/147/GFF) 
aims to measure the progress of the project, in relation to set objectives and the efficiency 
of its implementation. It is included in the project document and scheduled for completion 
after two years of implementation. It covered all activities carried out since the start of the 
project.

2. The project was drafted in 2013 and approved in early 2015, for a duration of four years 
and for a total estimated budget of USD 38 million. This amount includes: USD 7.55 million 
in cash from the Global Environment Facility (GEF) plus USD 30.5 million in cash and in-kind 
co-financing from the following stakeholders: Economic Community of West African States 
(ECOWAS), the Permanent Inter-State Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel (CILSS), 
the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAO), the West African 
Economic and Monetary Union (UEMOA), beneficiary States and other partners (see 
Section 1.3.2 of the report for the full list). The project was launched in March 2016, but 
activities actually started in 2017. Due to this delay, the project was extended until June 
2020, while the Steering Committee even advocated an extension until March 2021.

3. The project was evaluated using a participatory and transparent approach with internal and 
external stakeholders, based on the criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact 
and sustainability. The evaluation team carried out a documentary analysis, conducted 
direct and semi-direct interviews via Skype with stakeholders, and sent and collected 
questionnaires from stakeholders who could not be met. The data analysis triangulated the 
information collected in order to establish findings and recommendations.

4. The evaluators carried out field visits in three project countries (Burkina Faso, Mali and 
Senegal) to meet the beneficiaries and assess the implementation level of project activities. 
The evaluators also consulted the regional co-financing partner institutions (ECOWAS, 
CILSS and UEMOA). In addition, the evaluation team visited obsolete pesticide storage 
warehouses in Burkina Faso and Senegal, an empty package decontamination centre in 
Burkina Faso, and experimental plots for alternatives to chemical pesticides in Burkina Faso, 
Mali and Senegal.

5. The project aims to address the challenge of disposing1 of existing obsolete pesticides, 
including POPs and related wastes, and at strengthening capacity for the sound 
management of pesticides in order to prevent future accumulation in the nine CILSS 
countries.

1 The term disposal is used in the following sense: obsolete pesticides will be gathered then exported to a

specialised company with incinerators specifically for hazardous waste (such equipment does not exist in Africa). 

For previous projects in Africa, obsolete pesticides were exported to Europe (France, Germany, United Kingdom 

and Northern Ireland) where these companies are been based. These companies have rotary furnaces with a 

temperature of over 1200°C and are equipped with various air pollution control devices. Their furnaces can treat all 

kinds of organic pesticides so that the incineration products (ashes and slags) are inert (i.e. free of hazardous 

products) and allowed to be landfilled. 
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6. The specific objectives of each component are:  

i. safe disposal of POPs and other obsolete pesticides, and remediation of pesticide 

contaminated sites (Component 1); 

ii. implement a management system for empty pesticide containers (Component 2);  

iii. strengthen the regulatory framework and institutional capacity for the sound 

management of pesticides (Component 3);  

iv. promote alternatives to POPs and other conventional hazardous chemical pesticides, 

and share information on the importance of alternatives with stakeholders (Component 

4);  

v. project management, monitoring & evaluation and visibility (Component 5). 

7. The key evaluation questions are: 

i. To what extent does the project design achieve the expected results?  

ii. What factors have or have not contributed to the achievement of the expected 

outcomes and outputs? 

iii. How efficient was the project, in particular in terms of value for money and use of 

human, financial and time resources?  

iv. To what extent did the project include an exit strategy? 

v. At what stage is the co-financing of the project?  

vi. To what extent have the project design and activities integrated the issue of gender (in 

a broad sense)? 

Main findings 

8. The main findings of the mid-term evaluation are presented below, in relation to each 

evaluation question. 

9. Regarding the first evaluation question on relevance, the mission deems the project 

relevant and appropriate to the needs of the regional institutions, the governments of the 

countries concerned and their populations. It was designed in a participatory manner 

involving the main stakeholders in pesticide management of the region. The four key 

technical components of the project are complementary and likely to contribute to 

reducing the risks to human health and the environment from POPs and hazardous waste 

pesticides and contaminated materials. 

10. With regard to the second question concerning the factors that contributed or not to the 

achievement of the expected outcomes and outputs, many delays were observed in the 

activities expected to contribute to these outcomes. Some activities have not yet started, 

in particular those that should lead to the remediation of heavily contaminated soils. 

Nevertheless, some encouraging results have been achieved. 

11. Thus, concerning Component 1, the project has carried out an inventory of obsolete 

pesticides and has strengthened capacities in stock planning and the use of the pesticide 

stock management system (PSMS). 
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12. Regarding Component 2, the project validated a pilot scheme for empty pesticide container 

management, which is yet to be expanded in the project countries. 

13. As far as Component 3 is concerned, the project supported the setting up of Gambia's 

National Pesticide Management Committee (NPMC) in accordance with CILSS guidelines 

and the strengthening of those of Burkina Faso, Niger, Senegal and Chad. It also 

contributed to the establishment of a road map (with the contribution of regional 

institutions) to operationalise the West African Committee for Pesticides Approval 

(WACPA) and draft harmonised tools for pesticide approval and management. The main 

factors affecting the outcomes of this component are the unavailability of full-time staff to 

carry out the activities and some shared administrative bottlenecks. 

14. With regard to Component 4, all the expected mid-term outputs have been achieved. The 

project identified potential alternatives to chemical pesticides. It also conducted tests with 

the participation of the beneficiaries as well as an awareness-raising operation on the risks 

and dangers related to chemical pesticides.  

15. Regarding Component 5, the Project Coordination Unit (PCU) is still hosted by FAO-Mali 

Representation, whereas the Steering Committee had recommended that it should be 

hosted in the premises of the Institute of Sahel (INSAH). A draft Memorandum of 

Understanding on the institutional arrangement has been developed to establish the roles 

and responsibilities of each party. Nevertheless, opinions diverge on the hosting conditions 

and the modalities for sharing the responsibilities of each partner in this institutional 

arrangement. The communication component needs to be improved in order to highlight 

the importance of the activities undertaken by the project and to enable regional 

organisations to monitor the implementation of the project. 

16. With regard to the third question on project efficiency, project budgets are locked for 

each component and implemented according to memorandums of understanding (MOUs) 

between FAO and the component managers. The signing of these MOUs is long and 

complex, leading to delays in the implementation of activities. 

17. With regard to the fourth question on an exit strategy, the project had planned an exit 

strategy through its institutional anchoring at INSAH, which has not yet taken place. The 

project has not developed enough complementary, synergistic and sustainable 

partnerships. 

18. With regard to the fifth question on co-financing, some donors contributed at various 

levels to the implementation of the project. Although the evaluation team was unable to 

obtain any official document justifying the actual mobilisation of the co-financing stated, 

it verified with the partners that the joint activities were carried out and enquired about the 

level of use of the project's tools and approaches by the partners in their 

programmes/activities.  

19. As for the sixth question on gender issue, women have participated in project activities, 

including training, but their presence is low. Readjustments are under way for better 

integration of gender in several project activities, particularly in Components 2 and 4, 

following the recommendations of the Steering Committee. 

20. In addition, the project focused on these GEF-specific aspects: 
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i. Environmental and social safeguards: no mid-term destruction of obsolete

pesticides stockpiles has been planned. However, the planned preparatory actions, in

particular the environmental assessment and securing of stocks, have not yet been fully

implemented.

ii. Gender-related progress: As mentioned above, women participate in project

activities, including training, but their presence remains low (see Evaluation Question

6). Therefore, readjustments are being made to better integrate these aspects in the

project. Component 2 (management of empty containers), although aimed at the

communities as a whole, was particularly targeting women.

iii. Management of knowledge activities: this is mainly related to training activities and

the regional nature of the project. Some of the agents who benefited from the project's

training were interviewed by the evaluation team and confirmed the importance and

usefulness of the knowledge acquired. They also expressed satisfaction with the quality

of the training provided. The evaluation team also crosschecked that the knowledge of

the participants had improved considerably compared to the baseline. In addition, the

regional nature of the project promotes exchanges and learning between the project

countries.

Conclusions (detailed in Section 4.1 of the report). 

Conclusion 1. Relevance (Evaluation Question 1). The project is relevant and meets the needs 

of the stakeholders. (FAO, GEF, and beneficiary countries). 

Conclusion 2. Effectiveness (Evaluation Question 2). The project's progress towards 

achieving its objectives is moderately satisfactory in relation to the mid-term target. In spite 

of some results achieved, the project is faced with insufficient human resources and some 

administrative restrictions. The withdrawal of PEPPO-Mali (Project for the Elimination and 

Prevention of Obsolete Pesticides) from the project has slowed down the implementation of 

activities under Components 1 and 2, and delayed the implementation of activities under 

Component 3. 

Conclusion 3A. Efficiency (Evaluation Question 3). The institutional anchoring desired by the 

Steering Committee and planned at the onset of the project is still not implemented. This 

situation – to which FAO is a contributing factor – is not conducive to the mobilisation of 

stakeholders. 

Conclusion 3B. Efficiency (Evaluation Question 3). The framework for exchange and 

communication with the PCU is poor. The evaluation team observes a lack of communication 

and advocacy in the current coordination mechanism. Communication on the project is insufficient, 

although a communication plan has been developed and briefly implemented. This is partly due 

to a failure in the field of a partner institution. Many efforts have been undertaken and several 

outputs are now available, with disparate success in their implementation. 

Conclusion 4. Sustainability (Evaluation Question 4). For the moment, the exit strategy of 

the project is not clearly adopted. The project has developed very little complementary, 

synergistic and sustainable partnerships. 

Conclusion 5. Co-financing (Evaluation Question 5). The relatively low level of co-financing 

could lead to financial risks for the project. 
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Conclusion 6. Gender (Evaluation Question 6). Adjustments have been made to the project 

design, in particular with regard to gender mainstreaming. 

Recommendations 

Recommendation 1. To FAO and regional institutions (linked to Conclusion 3A). Carry out an 

institutional anchoring of the PCU at the Sahel Institute in Bamako in order to comply with the 

Steering Committee's request. Promote the exploitation and subsequent transfer of the project's 

achievements to CILSS. 

Recommendation 2. To the FAO-GEF Coordination Unit (linked to Conclusion 2). Extend the 

project closure date to the end of March 2021 (the planned closure date is 30 June 2020, this 

extension would be for 11 months, which is necessary to make up for the delays), as requested by 

the Steering Committee. This extension should be done in view of the delays in the implementation 

of the activities, in particular the complex and lengthy disposal process of obsolete pesticides and 

remediation of heavily contaminated sites. 

Recommendation 3. To FAO and the PCU (linked to conclusions 2 and 3B). Issue administrative 

acts to institutionalise the recruitment of national experts with their governments, for countries 

where this has not yet been done, and ensure their involvement in all components of the project, 

with the organisation of meetings by videoconference once a month.  

Recommendation 4. To the PCU (linked to conclusions 1, 2 and 3A). Involve national experts 

in the drafting of work plans and annual budget, in order to take into account the specificities of 

each country in the implementation of activities, particularly the popularisation of alternatives to 

chemical pesticides through a better targeting of geographical areas and beneficiaries. 

Recommendation 5. To the PCU (linked to conclusions 2 and 3A). Propose alternative measures 

to enable the members of the Steering Committee delegate powers in the event of the incapacity 

of the full member. 

Recommendation 6. To countries and regional institutions (linked to conclusions 2, 3A and 

3B). Strengthen a public-private partnership for the effective and efficient industrialisation of 

alternatives to synthetic chemical pesticides in the region. 

Recommendation 7. To the FAO (linked to Conclusion 2). Re-operate the FAO pesticide stock 

management system (PSMS), which greatly helps the region and all countries of the world to 

inventory, sustainably manage and prioritise pesticide stocks for disposal according to their risks. 

Currently, the PSMS is no longer operational in the project countries since FAO's IT 

department required – but to no avail – the migration of the system and data to another more 

secured platform. 

Recommendation 8. To the PCU (linked to conclusions 2, 3B, 4 and 5). Promote the project 

by creating a framework for consultation between the different components and by using the 

various events organised at national and regional level – in the fields of agriculture, public 

health and environment – to present and promote the project's achievements. 

Recommendation 9. To the PCU (linked to conclusion 4). Develop partnership avenues 

with other sub-regional institutions (e.g. the FAO Commission for controlling the Desert Locust in 

the Western Region – CLCPRO) and African universities recognised in the management of 

pesticides (e.g. the University of Cape Town in South Africa). 

Recommendation 10. To CILSS, UEMOA, ECOWAS and participating countries (linked 

to conclusions 2, 4 and 5). Further promote the pooling and rational use of project resources to 

find a common solution to the problems of the region, by exploiting the recommendations of 

previous projects – particularly the recommendation to upgrade the Central Veterinary 

Laboratory of Mali
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in order to analyse samples in accordance with ISO/IEC 17025 in support of pesticide approval by 

the Sahelian Pesticides Committee (CSP)/WACPA in Bamako. 

Appendix 1. GEF Rating Table 

GEF criteria and sub-criteria Rating2 Comments3 

A. STRATEGIC RELEVANCE

A1. Alignment with GEF and FAO 

strategic priorities 
HS 

The project is very well aligned with GEF and 

FAO priorities. (54.55) 

A2. Relevance to national, regional 

and global priorities HS 

The project is relevant and meets the 

expectations and strategic directions of 

stakeholders. (53) 

A3. Complementarity with existing 

interventions 
HS 

The project supports and strengthens regional 

institutional arrangements for pesticide 

management. It is in line with the current 

visions of the institutions involved. (56) 

A4. Overall strategic relevance 
HS 

The project meets the real needs of 

stakeholders. (58) 

B. EFFECTIVENESS

B1. Overall evaluation of project 

outcomes 

MS 

The project has experienced many delays; 

disagreements still persist among stakeholders 

as to its institutional anchoring. The 

mobilisation and organisation of stakeholders 

needs to be improved. Nevertheless, the results 

are encouraging and the project can achieve 

the initially expected outcomes quickly if the 

following conditions are met: the institutional 

aspects of project governance are rapidly 

clarified/adjusted; additional time for closure is 

granted; the MTE recommendations are 

implemented within the indicated timeframe; 

and the procedures for contracting 

components with FAO are accelerated. (137) 

B1.1 Achievement of results 
MU 

The current outcomes are not enough to 

achieve the initial objectives. (3.2) 

B1.2 Progress towards project 

outcomes and objectives MU 

Project progress is slow. Implementation 

procedures are long and sometimes complex 

for stakeholders. (89) 

- Outcome 1.1 Stocks of obsolete

pesticides and related wastes are

validated and updated in the PSMS

for the nine countries.

S 

Stocks of obsolete pesticides are effective in the 

project countries but not yet fully validated and 

entered into the PSMS. (65, 66) 

- Outcome 1.2 The destruction of

up to 850 tonnes of POPs and

other obsolete pesticides is carried

out in a safe and environmentally

MS 

No mid-term destruction of obsolete pesticides 

stockpiles has been planned. However, the 

planned preparatory actions, in particular the 

environmental assessment and securing of 

2 Highly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory (S); Moderately Satisfactory (MS); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); 

Unsatisfactory (U); Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). Sustainability and probability of impact are ranked from Likely (L) to 

Highly unlikely (HU). 
3 References to relevant sections of the report. 
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GEF criteria and sub-criteria Rating  Comments 

sound manner in five countries 

(Burkina Faso, Chad, Mauritania, 

Niger and Senegal). 

stocks, have not yet been fully implemented. 

(71) 

- Outcome 1.3 Risk quantification

at eight highly contaminated sites

has been carried out in four

countries (Burkina Faso, Mauritania,

Niger and Senegal).

HU 

No strategy to remediate heavily contaminated 

sites has been put in place at this time. (68) 

- Outcome 2.1 The extension of the

pilot container management plan

in Kita and Koutiala cotton-growing

areas in Mali is effective

MS 

The pilot scheme for empty pesticide container 

management has been developed. Its extension 

is still awaited. (62) 

- Outcome 2.2 Pilot systems for

empty pesticide container

management are being applied

following the Mali model in the

cotton-producing areas of Burkina

Faso, Chad and Senegal.

MS 

No pilot system for empty pesticide container 

management is being applied, following the 

Mali model, in the cotton-producing areas of 

Burkina Faso, Chad and Senegal. However, an 

evaluation report on the strategy has been 

validated and a strategy to extend the project 

to other municipalities is being finalised. (62) 

- Result 2.3 The strategy for empty

pesticide container management is

effective at the regional level.

NA 

The regional strategy for empty pesticide 

container management is still to be put in 

place. (62) 

- Outcome 3.1 A regional

regulation on a common pesticide

approval system for ECOWAS-

UEMOA CILSS Member States, is

submitted for approval by regional

and national authorities.

HU 

Harmonised pesticide approval regulations are 

being prepared. A roadmap for the 

implementation of activities has been 

developed. 

(72) 

- Outcome 3.2 The common

pesticide approval system is

operational.

MU 

The common approval system in West Africa 

under WACPA is behind schedule. (72) 

- Outcome 3.3 Action plans for

pesticide life cycle and pilot

inspection systems are developed

and implemented by NCMPs.

MS 

No national action plan for monitoring imports, 

managing and distributing pesticide stocks has 

been developed, but measures to harmonise 

the system are underway through the 

establishment and strengthening of NPMCs. 

(76) 

- Result 3.4 The regional pesticide

analysis and quality control

departments serving nine

participating countries have been

strengthened.

NA 

No action to strengthen the regional pesticide 

analysis and control departments serving the 

nine project countries is under way. (75, 76) 

- Result 4.1 A regional action plan for

the promotion of integrated

management has been developed.

MS 
Data collection is effective on pest/alternative 

control practices. The regional action plan for 

the adoption of alternatives is awaited. (80) 

- Outcome 4.2 A list of proven

management alternatives has been

established.

S 

The list of alternatives to chemical pesticides 

has been established for vegetable crops. The 

beneficiaries request the list for cotton 

cultivation. (87) 
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GEF criteria and sub-criteria Rating  Comments 

- Outcome 4.3 The most promising

alternatives for integrated

management have been

disseminated and adopted in Burkina

Faso, Mali and Senegal.

S 

Three bio-pesticides have been introduced at 

Farmer Field Schools (FFS) in Burkina Faso, Mali 

and Senegal on horticultural crops. The same 

applies to cotton and maize during the 2019 

rainy season. (82, 87) 

- Outcome 4.4 A communication

strategy on pesticide risks and the

promotion of alternatives has been

implemented in the project

countries.

MS 

The communication strategy has been timidly 

implemented and the online media do not 

allow reaching a large audience. (93, 94) 

- Overall evaluation of progress

towards objectives/outcomes. MS 

Despite the accumulated delays, the outcomes 

obtained are encouraging, though insufficient. 

(99) 

B1.3 Probability of impact - .ot rated during the MTE. 

C. EFFICIENCY

C1. Efficiency4 MS Efforts should continue to speed up procedures 

and improve project efficiency. (100-112) 

D. SUSTAINABILITY OF PROJECT OUTCOMES

D1. Overall probability of 

sustainability risks 

MU 

The exploitation of the project achievements 

could be effective if the recommendations 

concerning institutional arrangements and the 

improvement of the communication chain were 

implemented and respected. (122) 

D2. Financial risks 

ML 

With regard to financial risks, the low level of 

co-financing could mitigate the sustainability of 

the project. (130) 

D3. Socio-political risks 

MU 

The low ownership of the project by regional 

institutions is a major deficiency. It needs to be 

improved by maintaining communication and 

mobilising stakeholders. (120, 122 and Section 

3.3). Institutional anchoring is the biggest 

challenge of the project (89, 100-112). 

D4. Institutional and governance 

risks 
L 

The project contributes to the strengthening of 

national and regional institutions. (43) 

D5. Environmental risks 

L 

The project contributes to the protection of the 

environment through the disposal of POPs and 

related wastes, the promotion of alternatives 

and the strengthening of instruments for the 

control and approval of pesticides. (65, 66, 68) 

D6. Catalysis and replication 

HS 

If properly implemented, the project would be 

an opportunity for stakeholders to establish a 

sustainable system for pesticide and related 

waste management. (122) 

4 Includes cost efficiency and meeting deadlines. 
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GEF criteria and sub-criteria Rating  Comments 

E. FACTORS AFFECTING PERFORMANCE

E1. Project design and preparation5 

MS 

Adjustments have been made to the project 

design, in particular with regard to institutional 

arrangements and gender mainstreaming. (50) 

E2. Quality of project implementation 

MS 

The project evolves according to FAO 

management procedures. However, the lack of 

consensus among stakeholders, especially on 

the institutional anchoring of the project 

(INSAH or FAO) continues to hamper the 

project. The slowness and misunderstanding of 

stakeholders on implementation procedures 

affect the progress of the project. (89, 100-112) 

E2.1 Project supervision (FAO, SC, 

Project Task Force, etc.) 

MS Communication between the PCU and 

stakeholders needs to be improved. (99) 

E3. Quality of project execution MS Information sharing with stakeholders needs to 

be improved. (97) 

E3.1 Project management and 

execution arrangements (PMU, 

Financial Management, etc.) 

MS 
The procedures for making funds available are 

deemed long and complex by stakeholders. (89, 

97)  

E4. Co-financing 

U 

The overall level of co-financing is difficult to 

estimate and is considered low, based on the 

evidence obtained by the evaluation mission. 

(128) 

E5. Project partnerships and 

stakeholder involvement U 

The project should develop partnerships with 

sub-regional institutions involved or not (e.g. 

CLCPRO) and universities recognised in 

pesticide management. (163.164) 

E6. Communication and knowledge 

management 
MS 

The level of implementation of the project 

communication plan is insufficient. (140) 

E7. Overall quality of monitoring and 

evaluation 

MS 

The Steering Committees are held scarcely, 

after several postponements. Stakeholders 

know little about reports and other 

documentation Internal monitoring of the 

project by the Coordination is insufficient, due 

to poor human resources and centralisation at 

FAO. (90, 91) 

E7.1 Monitoring and evaluation 

arrangements 
MS 

Management control is concentrated in FAO in 

the absence of effective involvement of the 

PCU. There is little information from 

stakeholders on progress. (95)  

E7.2 Implementation of the 

monitoring and evaluation plan 

(including financial and human 

resources) 

MS 

Implementation procedures are complex and 

deemed long for stakeholders. Efforts should 

be undertaken to make faster progress on 

activities. (104) 

E8. Overall evaluation of factors 

affecting performance  

MS It is a regional project with several distant 

partners, insufficient coordination at the 

5 Refers to factors that affect the ability of the project to start at the planned time, such as the presence of sufficient 

capacity among implementing partners at the start of the project.  
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GEF criteria and sub-criteria Rating  Comments 

national level and a level of co-financing that is 

difficult to grasp. (3.2) 

F. CROSSCUTTING DIMENSIONS

F1. Gender and other equity 

dimensions 

MS 

Women participate in project activities, 

including training, but their presence is low. 

Readjustments are under way for better 

integration of gender in several project 

activities, particularly in Component 2. (131) 

F2. Human rights issues 
HS 

The project contributes to the strengthening of 

the human right to a healthy environment. (57) 

F2. Environmental and social 

safeguards 

HS 

The disposal of POPs and related wastes, the 

promotion of alternatives, and the 

strengthening of the pesticide control and 

approval system are fully contributing to the 

protection of the environment. (65, 66, 68) 

Overall rating of the project MS 

The current outcomes of the project are 

generally insufficient, making it difficult to 

achieve the objectives. However, the project 

is well on track to achieving its objectives. 

Efforts should continue to be made to 

overcome delays. Rapid solutions must be 

found to overcome misunderstandings 

regarding institutional arrangements and to 

improve the project's internal and external 

communication. 
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