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Acronyms

ASEAN Association of South East Asian Nations

ASEC ASEAN Secretariat

AU-IBAR African Unioni Inter-African Bureau for Animal Resources
CCPR Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues

Codex, CAC Codex Alimentarius Commission

COLEACP/PIP

EuropeAfrica-CaribbearPacific (EU-ACP) Liaison Committee/Bsticide Initiative
Programme

EAC East African Community (Burundi, Kenya, Rwanda, S. Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda)
EPA US Environmental Protection Agency

EQ Evaluation question

EU European Union

EWGMRLs Expert Working Group on Harmonisation of Pesticide MRmong ASEAN Countries
FAO Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations

GAP Good Agricultural Practices

GLP Good Laboratory Practice

GMUF* Global Minor Use FoundatiéRund

ICA Instituto Colombiano Agrpecuariqthe main project partner institution in Colombia)
lICA Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture

IR-4 Interregional Research Project Number 4, headquartered at RUtgeessity in theUS
JMPR FAO/WHO Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues

KEPHIS Kenya Plant Health Inspectorate Service

LA Latin America

LAPRW Latin America Pesticide Residue Workshop

LC-MS/MS Liguid Chromatographvass Spectrometfylass Spectrometry

LOQ Limit of Quantfication

MRL Maximum residue level

MUF* Minor Use Foundation

OECD Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development

QA Quality Assurance

SDGs Sustainable Development Goals

SOP Standard Operating Procedure

SPS Agreement

WTO Agreement on the Application &anitary and Phytosanitary Measures

STDF

Standards and Trade Development Facility

ToR Terms of Reference

USDA-FAS US Department of Agriculture Foreign Agricultural Service
us United States of America

WHO World Health Orgarzation

WTO World TradeOrganization

*The Global Minor Use Foundatidalso known as the Global Minor Use Fui@@MUF) is now called the Minor
Use Foundation (MUE)This document employs the name used iretlent or activity referenced.




Preface

Commissioned byhe Standards and Trade Development Facil@fDF) Secretarigtwe have carried out aax
post evaluation of three STDfunded pesticle data generation projects Asia, Latin Americaand Africa
(STDF/PG/337STDF/PG/436 an&TDF/PG/359respectively) which took place between 2013 and 2(Ridring
the evaluation we have obtained information déectronic means and direct intervieftsm a large number of
peopleand organisationsThese includedhe STDF Secretariathe 17 main participating countrieshe trainers,
the US Department of Agriculture Foreign Agriculture Serv{tiSDA-FAS), the IR4 Project at Rutgers
University, the Association of South East Asian NatiolSSEAN) Secretariatthe Inter-American Institute for
Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA}he African UnionrInter-African Bureau for Animal ResourcésU-IBAR), the
UN Food and Agriculture Orgaration (FAO) and the Joint Meeting on Pesticide ResidudsAQ/JMPR
Secretariatthe US Environment Protection Agency (EPAgsticide manufacturdmganisations (Dow, Syngenta,
Valent/SumitomoCropLife) andotherprivatesector stakeholders.

Field visits to Malaysiaand Singaporein December 2018and Colombia and Kenyan January 201%vere an
important part of the evaluation processl yielded valuable insights

We would like to express our appreciation to all those who have taken the time to provide us with infoamdtion
share their experienceand opinions abouthe planning, implementation and follawp of the projects. In
particular, we would like to thank Dr. Jason Sandahl (USIAS) and Dr. Michael Baverman(IR-4/Rutgers
University) for rapidlyand franklyresponding to our many questions about the projects.

Stuart A. Slorach Andrea Spear



Executive Summary

This evaluation covers three projects that the STDF funded between 2013 and 2017: the ASEAN, Latin America
and African Pesticide Residue Data Generatitwnjects §TDF/PG/337, 436, 35%espectively). They were
designed to improve technical capacity to generate quality pesticide residue data in line with internationally agree
Good Agricultural and Good Laboratory Practices (GAP, GLP), enhance accessetaidét pesticides, and
establish a replicable model for joint projects. Implemented in 17 countries on three continents, this was a majc
exercise in collaboration and coordination, not only in national project teams (laboratory and field scientists anc
technicians), but also among the various other stakeholders, including the USDiitementers, pesticide
manufacturers, FAO/JMPR, regional intergovernmental and other organisations, regulatory entities, fruit growers
exportersdé associations, etc.

The main objective of this Evaluation wasverify: a) the extent to which the projects achieved the objectives and
indicators set out in the project documentsthig) effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the three projects; and
c¢) the contribution @ STDF objectives on market access, national and regional SPS situations and Sustainabl
Development Goals (SDGS).

Main Achievements of the Projects

In the capacitybuilding phase, more than 160 people (scientists and government officers) wereitraipplying
Good Agricultural Practices (GAP) and Good Laboratory Practices (GLP) to pesticide residue data generatior
through regional workshops as well as haoddield, laboratory and reporting activities.

In the data generation phas@,field trials were carried out in 16 countrie({® ASEAN, 23 in Latin America, 7
in Africa) resulting in 10 studies: 6 in ASEAN, 3 in Latin America, 1 in Afrieapected in 2019; the project
partners extended their support aftexr STDF project was officially closexh 30 April 2017.

The projects are likely to achieve, to a great extent, their three main specific objectives:

1. Toimprove technical capacity to generate, review and interpret pesticide residuefdatfficiantly high quality
to be accepted by JMPR for the issuance of new MMRé&shnical capacity has improved visibly, but all
respondents to surveys and interviews said they needed further support to consolidate the knowledge and ski
acquired and to strengthé¢heir capacity to apply them and pass them on to others.

2. To facilitate new Codex MRL(sriginal goal: six from ASEAN, four from Latin America and one from Africa).
The results to date are: 5 MRLs in 2018, 2 more expected in 2019, 1 in 2020, andir®g) pesubmission
(hopefully in 2019).

3. To support national pesticide registrati (and thus offer farmers more lemigk options): To date, all of the
ASEAN countries that participated in the trials have registered the pesticide for the crop thbyatesiave
Colombia, Panam4, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Uganda and Tanzania in Africa. Kenya is in the process.

The country teams in all three regions said the project improved communicatiojeénamdtivities among them,
and contributed to regional harnmsation efforts.

Because the new MRLs were only approved in 2018, and others are expected in 2019 aids2@20early to
assess thémpact on market access.

Key Findings/Conclusionsof the Evaluation

The STDF projects proved the hypothesis that the collaborative,-bam®del could deliver the desired results.
USDA-FAS/IR4 and country teams are applying the many lessons learned in new projects recently starting in th
same three regions. A numbertbé national teams that participated in the STDF projects are taking on a stronger
regional role in the new projects (which include more countries) in line with the goal of reinforcing regional
cooperation.

The broadly successful outcomes to date retieetvery active participation and dedication of USBAS (Dr.

Jason Sandahl and colleagues) andIRutgers University (Dr. Michael Braverman and colleagues) throughout
the projects. An important success factor was their ability to draw on a consdbeati of knowledge and
experience and an extensive contact network of international, regional and national public and private organisatiol
working in the pesticides area.



The projects werhighly relevant and designed to help the beneficiaries meetishented SPSand traderelated
needsThe STDF contribution had cleaalue-added the partner organisations could not have done this on their
own, and no other donor programmes existed for these specific issues.

While the model proved to be broadlyeffective,theimplementation design was overly optimisticMany of the
delayscould have been avoided with more rigorous needs and risk assessments, more thorough planning and ri
mitigation, and better communications. Most of the desired results atg ik be achieved, but with significant
del ays, due to the planning issues mentioned as Wwe
follow-through. The projects were more ceffiective in Asia and Latin America than in Africa where tihany

delays and challenges incurred more expense than was foreseen.

In general, the programmeicining activities were delivered on time and within budget.The supervised field

trials were undertaken in a systematic fashion, but in some cases baddedise had been underestimated. A
number of field trials had to be repeated, includmdpur of the six countries1 Africa. Thelaboratory analysis

phase was the most challenging. Equipment breakdowns, transfer of trained personnel, problems with reagen
need to repeat analyses, etc, caused delays in all three regions.

As mentioned above, participants all noted that tiesded further support tmnsolidate the knowledge and skills
acquired. One of the project weaknesses was that in the desétminability was not necessarily addressed as a
continuity objective. The project documents mentioned improved participation in international pesésidae
fora, as well as the ability to join additional projedibese activities indeed help to sustain the knowledge gained
during the projec However,the projects would have benefited by includspgcific followup activitiesat the
national leveffor verification of results, regular needs assessmeatynalendof-project reviews, dissemination

of results, ongoing awareness building, sharing of knowledge, etc.

The STDF projects have already had a variety of positive impacts:

A They have contrilited to outcomes that could potentially delikee nef i t s t hroughout th
value chain including: a) gowing awareness of the lack of MRLs for tropical fruits and its impact on trade and
development; b) registration of the lowesk producs, which will help replace some of the highisk
pesticides; and c) better understanding of the MRL establishment process and more active participation in glob
priority-setting fora.

A The STDF projects laid the technical foundation and logistical mechanisthe festablishment of the Minor
Use Foundation (MUF),which aims to provide a coordination mechanism to gather and prioritise pest control
needs at a global level, and to coorténaesidue data generation projects among multiple countries to establish
Codex MRLs national MRLs and import tolerancg# country may establish a national MRL for a pesticide
registered to be used on a local crop.@smport tolerance MRAis establiskd for a pesticide/crop combination
not used locally but which is needed for import tesjing.

A The FAO/JMPR Secretariat and others (e.g., Glbbiabr Use Summit) have confirmed that tb@untries that
participated in the promercd sa ctaivwee ob aremhatriesdsameigé y & a
part due to their participation in the project.

A The projects have also helped to promote activities in all three regions aintednainising pesticide
registration requirements and MRLs for pesticide residuesin fruit and other crops.For examplethe
African project had a positive impact on the East African Community (EAC) harmonisation process

This more active and betterformed participation in regional and global standards and prigeittyngfora should
eventually translate into improvements in market access, food safety and environmental protection.

Lessons Learned

A The model used in the three projects is sound, but it must be adapted to the infrastructure, conditions ar
resources in each countryd o n e s nokfei td oaelsl 6!

A The composition of the Study Team is crucial; members should d@w®priatetechnical epertise and be
selected from organisations with the ability to dedicate the necessary time, replace members seamlessly
communicate and coordinate effectively with the other stakeholders.

A ldentifying and prioritising pesticide/crop combimats is extemely difficult as many interestamust be
balanced.

A Effective and efficient collaboration depends on a clear understanding of roles, responsibilities and mutua
expectations.



A Stakeholder engagement requires good strategies and multiple approachesstieale over the life of the
project and after.

A The private sector (growers, exporters and their associatem®sent&ey stakeholders and eibéneficiaries,
and needto have a much stronger involvement.

A 6Champions6é that emgroveddode ichportantariyers ohchange ara sustainability. Their
effectiveness can be enhanced through active nurturing and support during and after the project.

A Sustainability mechanisms should be built into the project at the planning stagesute eontinuity and
consolidation of achievements.

Key Recommendations
Following are the main recommendations emerging from the analysis.

1. Future projects on generation of pesticide residue data should be based on the model piloted in the thre
projects evaluated, taking into account the lessons learned and adapting the model to the infrastructur
conditions and resources of the participgtoountriesThe composition of the national Study Teams used in
the projects appeared to work well and should be replicatethrass possible (i.e.,National Focal
Point/Testing Facility Manager, Study Director, Quality Assurance Director, Field Redemecitor and
Laboratory Research Directofjhe Focal Point should be a senior person with sufficient authority to make the
necessary decisions and sufficient time to devote to the project. Dedicated staff and equipment should &
encouraged where possibRoles and responsibilities of each member of the team should be carefully and
clearly defined. Backips for critical staff should be appointed early and involved in training, etc.

Relationships and Communications

2. High-level commitment should be soughdrih governments and chemical companies to provide the necessary
policy, personnel and budget support for their part of the project. The commitments should be communicate
internally and followed up vertically so that all relevant levels and offices inngmesnt and in the companies
are aware of the project and their specific roles in it. Agreements should clearly spell out the mutual
expectations, roles, responsibilities and communication matters, and be signed off by both parties

3. JMPR should establish lzetter mechanism to inform the applicant, the project coordinator and the relevant
country(ies) on the outcomes of its evaluatiohthe data packagaibmitted by the pesticide manufacturer as
the basis forestimating an MRL Early feedback from JMPReviewer, enabling the applicant to provide
additional information, clarifications, etc, would help to avoid unnecessary delays in the evaluation.

4. Project managers should identify key national decisiakers and stakeholders, determine the role theypare t
play in the project, and develop strategies to get and keep them onboard at critical points before, during ar
after the project. Surveys and interviews highlighted the importance of involving the private sector (growers,
exporters and/or their assoc@is), universities and extension services (where they exist), in the interest of
sustainability.

Planning
5. Future projects would benefit from more thorough planning, including rigorous needs assessments, risl
assessments, contingency planning, and regular r

design from the beginning, determining hbest to consolidate learning and results both during and after the
project. The timeframe should be calculated to include contingency plans anddplkaetion.

Capacity development and prpetuating knowledge and skills

6. Capacity building shodhkjdolxtd nd-hdt uwéa innee rfdoo Iplrada v cti tpd e
eventually having a core group of people in each country who have fully acquired the necessary expertise ar
can pass it on to new staffhetraining should enable candidates who already have good basic knowledge of
field work or advanced analytical methods (e.g.;MS/MS) to improve it in specific areas so that they can
carry out field studies and laboratory analyses according to GAP andRattiipation in training courses
(and study teams) should be contingent on sufficient technical knowledge and language skills to be able t
fully benefit from the experience.

7. USDA-FAS/IR-4 are encouraged to develop mentoring programmes, as both aitychpidding and
sustainability tool.al Thesmeendtouli dgi fel. gde &@gn Sky
stages of the project and in the pprbject period where scientists are putting to use the skills and knowledge
they have acquired



8 To consolidate knowl edge, skills and capacity, t
which laboratories still need to improve in order to generate-dugiity data(e.g., SOPs, methods
development, performing QA audits, Kilin g and report writing).

9. Upon completion of each project, follemp meetings should be held at both the national and regional level,
involving all participants and other interested parties, to communicate the results obtained, discuss lessons
learned, ad develop recommendations to improve the planning and implementation of future projects.

International organisations and developing countries

10. In order to enable JMPR to establish Codex MRLs for pyriproxyfen on mango and banana, and thus meet
key obgctive of two projects in which a large investment has been made, Valent/Sumitomo shoeld revis
and/or complet their dossiers so that they fulfil IMPR requirements, and resubmit them to. JANPRR has
confirmed to the evaluation team and the parties that this is the correct way to proceed.)

11. The countries that participated in the three projects, in collaboration with other countries, should endeavour t
expedite JIMPR and CCPR work onragblatingCodex MRLs from key representative crops to other crops in
the same Codex crop subgroup.

12. Countries whose tropical produce is denied access to markets due to the application of MRLs that are strict
than Codex MRLs should raise the issue at SRS Committee and other international fora and request
justification for the stricter limits.



1. Introduction

1.1 Purpose of this Report This evaluation covers three projects that 8tandards and Trade Development
Facility (STDF} funded between 2@land 2017: the ASEAN, Latin American and African Pesticide Residue
Data Generation ProjectSTDF/PG/337,STDF/PG/436 andSTDF/PG/359 respectively. The evaluation was
commissioned by th&€TDF Secretariain October 2018and is based on the OEADAC evduation criteria of
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainaldilig main objectiveas per the Evaluation Terms of
ReferencéAnnex11), wasto determine:

1. the extent to which the projects achieved the objectives and indicators isetheuproject documents

2. the effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the three projects

3. the contribution to STDF objectives on market access, national and regional SPS situations, Sustainabl
Development Goals (SDGs), as per 8%DF MediumTerm Stratgy for 20152019.

The Report is divided into six chapters: Introduction, Methodology, Findings and Analysis, Conclusions,
Recommendations and Lessons Learridds introductory chapter preseritse purpose of the evaluatiothe
objective andationaleof the projectsthe institutional environmenthe policy contexaind a project summary

1.2 Obijective and rationale of the projectsThe obj ective of the projects w;
capacity to meet pesticidgelated requirementsased on Codex MRLs in order to expand market access for their
tropical fruits. This is in line with the STDF programme goal and the STDF vision of sustainable economic growth,
poverty reduction, food security and environmental protection in developingrigsu The projecalso aligned

with Millennium Development Goals 1, 7 and 8, and Sustainable DevelopmentiGaal 10, 12, 15, (EQ21).

Rationale
Many of the pesticides required for the production of tropical fruits and vegetables do not have established national
international (Codex) MRLs. Consequentl|l vy, i mporting

lowest comentration of residue that can be detected by a given analytical procedure). Given advances in analytical n
of detection, this can deter the use of certain critical pesticides altogether. This becomes a big problem when newer
(less toxic) pestides become available on the global market, but cannot be used because Codex MRLs for them do
exist. Often the absence of an MRL is due to the lack of residue data for the particular crop/pesticide combination. M
developing countries do notVvethe technical capacity to generate the tgjghlity data required for international trade

standards, or the wherewithal to champion their cause in the relevant fora, e.g. the Codex Committee on Pesticide F
(CCPR).

This drawback may force farmgeto continue to use more toxic chemicals. This can cause economic losses due to mal
access restrictions, lower crop productivity (due to increased rate of pest resistance) and negative impacts on enyirg
worker and consumer safety. As tradingtpers begin to ban or restrict the use of older crop protection chemicals,
significant economic losses have occurred due to shipments being rejected for pesticide residue violations, because
cannot comply with established (or reristent) internonal standards.

Pesticide residue data needed to establish Codex MRLs and support product registrations are almost exclusively ge
developed countries/regions such as the EU, US, Canada, Australia or Japan. Very rarely are data geneetdpthin de
countries, and therefore few Codex MRLs are developed for crops grown primarily in these regions. Even where Co
MRLs do exist for such cropthe data are usually generated in industrialised countries, where climate and pest press
and theefore pesticide use patternsiay be quite different. These differing use patterns can produce residues that exc
Codex limits. Codex MRLs that incorporate data from more countries and regions would thus be more relevant and
enhance developinggont r i es® ability to comply with internatio
pr oj e c tegidn, nmitdouniry collaborative approach, and its focus on securing Codex MRLs and registration fg
lower-risk pesticides on selected pioal crops.

Source The STDF projectreports, 2017

The projects were the brainchild Br. Jason Sandahl of USDPRAS, andDrs. Jerry Baron, Daniel Kunkel and
Michael Braverman at Rutgers University-4RProjectwhich had hitherto been helping Wowers to access pest
control tools in line with regulatory requirements. They saw the possibility to adapt the collaborative approach

1 The Standards and Trade Development Facility (STDF) is a global partnership that helps developing coattdss boternational
markets by tackling sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) gaps, and promoting food safetyaadptait health. Established by FAO, OIE,
the World Bank Group, WHO and WTO, the STDF also brings together donors, developing country experts, and other intrdational
regional organisations involved in SPS capacity building, as well as the private Seetanwvw.standardsfacility.org

2 www.standardsfacility.org/P-@36; standardsfacility.org/P359, www.standardsfacility.org/PB37
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among government, growers and pesticide firms to a broader international context, with the aim of increasin
f ar me cess6to lawverisk pesticides that would be more acceptable to both regulatory authorities and
international standarsetting bodies likeéhe CodexAlimentarius Commission (CAC, Codexjhis could solve two
problems:

1. The lack (or near lack) @odexMRL s f or-u ¥end nomrops that are i mportant
many developing countries (crops considered too
expensive field trials, registration, and submissions to JMPR)

2. The relatiely high rejection rate of crops exported under regimes for whicbaadexMRLs exist (since often
they must meet default rate of close to 0%).

In evaluation interviews, exporters of tropical produce confirmed that the lack of Codex MRLs was@bleq,

and that the use of lowepst but highefrisk, pesticides effectively shut them out of certain markets and
distribution chains (g., European supermarket chains that demand compligiticestandards that are stricter than
Codex standardls (Colombia estimates that 13% of its rejections are related to residue issues.)

fiwhile secondand thirdgeneration pesticides are being phased out by developed countries due to human and envirg
risks, farmers in developing countries often continue to use these chemicals because of the lack of international MR
on newersafer (less toxic) pesticides for their specialty crops. Due to this situation, farmers are limited in their crop

protection tools (continued use of more toxic chemicals) resulting in economic loss (restricted market access), lower
productivity (incrased rate of pest resistance), and negative impacts on environmental, worker and consumer safety
project helped to resolve these issues, with additional benefits for agricultural productivity, environmental safety and

consumer safety. o
Source:Strengthening capacity in Latin America to meet pesticide export requiren®FHbd-, July 2018

USDA-FAS and IR4 combined forces to design three regional projects in ASEAN, Latin America and Africa, in
countries where they had been providi@\P/GLP training since 2010 he projects were submitted to t8€DF

with the support of relevant public édprivate sector stakeholders in the three regibmsany ways, these were to

be pilot projects that would help develogplicable modelsthat coud take the vision furthefThe idea of the
Minor-Use Foundation (MUFANnnex 3) grew out of this and is rapidly becoming a reality, thanks in part to the
STDFRfunded projects.

Minor Use Foundation (MUF): An Important Outcome

The three STDHunded projects were linked to a broader global project that aimed to establish a coordination mechg
countries to identify common pesticide needs and work together to generate the necessary data to suppo
registration, estaish/adopt international standards for trade, and strengthen their ability to comply with international
standards through improved pesticide monitoring. One of the primarytdomgobjectives resulting from Global Minor U
Summit2 (FAO, Februgy 2012) was the establishment of a central entity to facilitate this process among g
governments, research institutes, and pesticide manufacturers around the world. Attaining this objective req
establishment of a framework for coordinatiand collaboration, plus considerable capacity building in order to e
meaningful participation by developing countries.

1.3 Institutional environment. The three projects took place within the broaderdiRutgers University
framework, in closgartnership with the USDAAS, which was the main fundefhe projects featured a multi
stakeholder approach, involving USERAS, IR-4, a variety ofgovernment agencies, regional organisations,
pesticide manufacturers, and private sector growers and esgpoFhe projects also héidkages to other projects

and programmes carried out by governments, donors (especially USAID), international organisations and acadern
institutions.

The IR-4 Model

The STDF/USDA programme was modelled in large part on the longstanding-@)8riigramme, which was set up to hg
US farmers access pest control tools through collaboration among growers, government and pesticide companies.
were established fgresticide firms to cooperatea s of t en t here is little profif
crops with low acreage. These included lower registration costs and longer exclusive use rights. In somedcases, IR
cooperates with langrant unversities that have agricultural extension people working directly with growers. Growers
formally included in the IR4 programme through an annual meeting in which grower organisations present priority re
(and universities also provide additiofralormation on priorities). Th&S Environmental Protection Agen¢izPA)

participates in these meetings to provide guidance on what is and what is not possible from a regulatory perspectiy

The STDF Working Groupcommitted- for the three projects a total ofUS$1 457 266 in financial support for
general training and coordination activities, field trials, laboratory work and the final report writisgcovered
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participation in a variety of activities, and in specific cases, materials, equigmeéritansport of samples. The
STDF also offered a forum for national project participants to take part in learning and discussion activities, and fo
taking MRL issues to higher levels. A good example ixéeanber 201 AWTO Ministeial Conference in Buers

Aires where a Ministaal Statement acknowledged tfygroductive work of the Standards and Trade Development
Facility (STDF) in building knowledge and capacity for developing countries in the area of pesticidé MRLs

USDA-FAS provided overall guidana@nd oversight, along with a number of experts4IRrovided the technical
oversight and capacHyuilding/mentoring teamsThe pesticide companies, Ddiisia, Latin America, Africa)
Sumitomo(Latin America, Asiajand Syigenta(Asia) providedpesticidematerials (formulation piuct, analytical
standards, ejcand technicalanalytical methods, etcyegistration and stewardship cosasd staff support and
advice. Crogife International t he agr ochemi cal csermed asrlidisenswith the pestitide a s
manufacturers to obtain their collaboration with samples, scientific data, test results, etc.

The regional organisations (ASEAN Secretariat,-lBAR, [ICA) were responsible for managing funding and
reporting on progress, orgainig a variety of activitiesand liaising with country partners on administrative and
financial matters (g., purchases of inputogistics for training, reimbursement of approved expenses, etc).

The partner countries were responsible for providingaghygropriate people and other resources to undertake the

projects. They were specifically responsible for:

1. organising the field trials, in collaboration with the private sesioce commercial plots were used in most
countries, althoughesearch stains were used isome others, e.g2anama anialaysia.

2. conducting the laboratory analyses and report writing. However, in about half the cases, local laboratories we
ultimately unable to perform theecessary analysédueto changes in the crqmésticide combinatigrdeficient
equipment, ef; and the samples had to be sent to other laboratories, sometimes abroad, to be analysed.

1.4 Policy context

The Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (SPS Agresirnoagly encourages
WTO Members to base their food safety measureduding MRLs for pesticide residuesn Codex standards,
guidelines and recommendatiomghere theeexist (Article 3 and Annex A of the Agreemenlembers may set
stiicter MRLs than Codex MRLs, but other Members believe a measure constraias may constrain- their
exports,and sucme asur e fii s not based on the relevant i nter
such standardsdo not exist, an ganation of the reasons for suaimeasure may be requested and shall be
provided by the Membero (Article 5.8). In line with the SPS Agreement, Members exgeatntific justification

In addition, Annex C of the SPS Agreement highlights: "Where aoiting Member operates a system for the
approval of the use of food additives or for the establishment of tolerances for contaminants in food, beverages or
feedstuffs which prohibits or restricts access to its domestic markets for products based senite @fan

approval, the importing Member shall consider the use of a relevant international standard as the basis for access
until a final determination is made."

The process foestablishingand adopting Codex MRLs for pesticide residues is illustriatéte following box

(Simplified) Process for Establishing and Adopting Codex MRLs for Pesticide Residues
1. Request CCPR to put the pesticide/crop combination on the priority schedule foreMdiB&tion.

2. When the combination is on the JMPR priority schedule, submit data package, including ¢gxicalaesidue data,
label, etq(usually done by the pesticide manufacturer, but countries may submit residaéeletta to IMPR. If
JMPR has already evaluated the toxicology data fopéis¢icide* it is only necessary to submit the residue data,
label, etc. for the crop concerned.

3. JMPR evaluates the data aiedimate$an MRL for the pesticide/crop combination.

4. CCPR discussdébe MRL and forwards it to Codex Alimentarius Commission (CAC) for adoption via the Codex
procedure.

5. CAC adopts the MRL, usually by consensus, but occasionally some Members reserve their positions on certa
(for example, at the 2018 CAC, the BWprway and Switzerland reserved their positions on the adoption of the (
MRL for spinetoram on avocadot hi s proj ect 6s Col ombi)an study con

6. Codex has a system for crop classification, and discussions are ongoingapoleXxtgMRLs for a few key
representative crops to other crops within the same Codex sulgdupr op gr oupi ngo) .

*JMPR usually recommends, among other things, an acceptable daily intake (ADI) (i.e. the daily intake, eweiditdyasis, that
can safely be inggted ly a persopfor each pesticide, regardless of the food source of the peskoidmore information about IMPR
and CCPR, see Annex 9.




Ideally, Codex MRLs would be adopted by the CAC, by consensus (ho reservations), for all pesticides and tropic:
fruits and be applied by all WTO Members and fdoaters so that MRLswould not constitute a barrier to
international trade in these commodities. Unfortunately, this is not the current sitbatanse
1 Codex MRLs have not been established formangyest i ci de/ tropical fruit col
c r o gednain reason is that the data needed to establish theraitigr@ot been generated bave notyet
beenevaluated by JMPR. (JMPR has a backlog of files waiting to be evaluated andreased the number of
its meetings to deal with this problem.) The three projects evaluated were designed to generate pesticide resid
data for the establishment of Codex MRLs for tropical fruits. These data, derived from studies carried out ir
countriesthat are important producers and exporters of tropical fruits, are particularly relevant for setting MRLs
for international trade in these commodities.
I Some countries and/or food business operatoepply MRLs that are stricter than Codex MRLs. TheUS
EPA strives to harmonise its MRLs with Codex as much as pogsithlie the confines of the risk standards of
the US Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Adtthe 2018 PR meeting,the EU explained that & current
policy wasto align EU MRLs with Codex MR&.if three conditions were fulfilleda) thatthe EU sets MRLs for
the commodity under consideration, b) that the current EU MRL is I{strgster)than the Codex MRL and, c)
that the Codex MRL is acceptable tlie EU on aspects such as consumer protection, supporting data and
extrapolationg CCPR, 2018, para. 27) Some food business operatorg.,esome retail chains, apply private
standar ds, e thgare sfiickr tban @ddex Gangadds.

Harmonisation of pesticide registration requirements and MRLs

In many parts of the world therelitle or no harmonisation of requirements for the registration of, meduced

risk pesticides especially for use oéminor crop$ rather,each country setts own requirementsrhis delays or
prevents such registration, since pesticide manufacturers are reluctant to spend time and money to prepare differ
applications for different countries, especially if the potential market for the pesticide is Eneaéfore, it is in

the interesbf developing countries to harmonise requirements for pesticide registration as far as @dgsiigh

the three projectsiere not specifically designed to promote regional harmonisation of pesticide registration data
requirementsthe African project had a positive impact on the East African Community (EAC) harmonisation
process The projects in the other two regiomsay also have contributed toongoing work on regional
harmongation ofpesticide registration requirements aMRLs for pesticides.

1.5 Summary of the projects

Brief Description of the Projects Evaluated

Overall objectives To facilitate market access for tropical fruits by helping beneficiaries meet pesttated export
requirements based on international (Codex) standards, with a focus on expandimiglopesticide options for tropical
produce.

Specific objectives: To improve technical capacity in the beneficiary countries to generate, review and interpret pestic
residue data for specific minaise speciality crops; to support national pesticide registration processes; to facilitate the
establishment of new Ced maximum residue limits (MRLS); to develop a replicable model for joint pesticide residue
projects.

Inputs: Total valueas per project documents: US$31866, consistig of the STDF commitment of $157266 and the
inputs in kind and in money fromvariety of partnersincludingapproximately $800000from USDA-FAS/IR-4. In the
end, according to project financial reports, the STDF contributionUg&#d 309194, 0r $148072(10%)less than foreseen.

Activities: Training in GAP and GP, includingworkshops and hanem applicatiorduringthe whole process of field trials
laboratory analysis, report writing, quality assurance, etc.

Outputs: Field trial and laboratory analysis reports (countries); data package submissions to JIMPR (pesticide compg
partner countries).

Outcomes New Codex maximum residue levels (MRLs) for several tropical fruit/pesticide combinations

ASEAN PesticideResidue Data Generation Project (STDF/PG/337)

Approved Oct. 2011. Commenced: 1 Dec. 2012. Originaldate: 30 Nov. 2015. Revised eddte: 30 Nov. 2016.

Total project value: US$1242000; appoved STDF contribution: US$637 000, of which US$608 was used.
Beneficiaries Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, Philippines, Thailand and Viet Nam. (Cambodia,
and Myanmar participated as observers and attended some training courses).

Administrator Implementers: ASEAN SecretariatASEC) / IR4 Project (Rutgers University)

Partners: Government agencies and institutions from the beneficiary countries, the ASEAN Expert Working Group o
Harmonisation of MRLs of Pesticides (EW@RLs), USDAFAS, US Environmental Protection Agency (EPAAG/WHO

8



Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues (JMPR) Secretariat and pesticide manuf@omrerSyngenta, Valent/Sumitomo).

Pesticides and products tested®yriproxyfen’'mango(Malaysia/Singapore); pyriproxyfepépayaPhilippines, Malaysiand
BruneiDarussalam)spinetoranimango andgpinetoramychee(Thailand) azoxystrobin and difenoconazédeagon fruit
(Indonesia and Viet Nam)

Results Six residue studies (one each for lychee and papaya, two each for dragon fruit and mango) for submission t
for possible Codex MRLs in 2017n thesevencountries that completed the residue studies, registrations of these redu
risk pesticides were successfully completed.

Latin American Pesticide Data Generation Project (STDF/PG/436)

Approved March 2013. Commenced: 1 Oct. 2013. Originaldaid: 30 Sept. 2015. Revised afate: 30 Sept. 2016.
Total project value: US$1,195,416; approved STDF contribution: US$374,b16vhich$314,603 used.
Implementers/Administrators: USDA-FAS, IR-4 (Rutgers University)nstituto Interamericano de Cooperacion para la
Agriculturainter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA)

Beneficiaries Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Panama

Partners: Government agencies amtktitutions from the beneficiary countries, USIFAS, US EPA, FAO/WHO JMPR,
pesticide manufacturers Dow and Valent/Sumitp@mplife Lain Americg Interamerican Development Bank
Pesticides and products testedSpinetoram/avocado (Colombiapinetoram/banana (Bolivia), pyriproxyfen/pineapple
(Panamg pyriproxyfen/banana (Costa Rica/Guatemala)

Results: Threeresidue studiefne for pineapplegnefor banana and one for avocado) for submission to JMPRB(ilraa
spinetoram/banartaial datawere not analysedNew MRL established in Sept. 2018 for spinetoravacado Registrations:
The products have been registered in all the countries that participated in the trials.

African Pesticide Residue Data Generation Project (STDF/PG/3%9

Approved October 2012. Commenced: 1 May 2013. Originaldaie: 30 April 2016. Revised efmtte: 30 April 2017.
Trials and analyses werepeated in 20t89at pr oj ect partnersd6 expense, aft
Total project value: US$1,064,450; approved STDF contribution: US$446,18@vhich$391,073 used.
Implementers/Administrators: USDA-FAS, IR-4 (Rutgers University)African Union InterAfrican Bureau for Animal
Resources (ALUBAR)

Beneficiaries Ghana, Kenya, Senegal, Tanzaaiagd Uganda

Partners: government agencies and institutions from the five partner counti$3A-FAS, US EPA,FAO, COLEACP
(EuropeAfrica-CaribbearPacific Liaison Committee), pesticide manufacturer Dow

Pesticide and product testedsulfoxaflormango(all five countries)

Results Oneresiduestudy for sulfoxaflor on mangcdEfficacy trialsin at leasthreecountries completed in 2018
Reqistrationf the compound completed in Tanzania and Uganda; pending finalisation of efficacy report in Keayaf
the original sixprojects were repeatad 201819, plusanextratrial by SenegalData packagesre being prepared by
USDA/IR4.The aim is to submit residue data to JMPR in late9Z04 a review in 2020. The STDF project also contribute
directly to the East African Communityds adoption of

Status of the MRL Objectives of the Three Projects

Study Countries participating Data submitted Status
to IMPR
Spinetoram on lychee Thailand:6 trials, 1 study 2017 Codex MRL established in 2018
Spinetoram on mango Thailand:6 trials, 1 study 2017 Codex MRL established in 2018
Spinetoram on avocado | Colombia: 6 trials, 1 study 2017 Codex MRL established in 2018
Azoxystrobin pludifeno- | Indonesia § trials), VietNam 2017 2 Codex MRIs established in 201¢
conazole on dragon fruit | (1 trial): 2 studie$
Pyriproxyfen on papaya | Brunei (L trial), Malaysia(3 trials), 2017 Codex MRL expected in 2019
Philippines (3 trials)L study
Pyriproxyfen on pineappld Panama: 6 trials, 1 study 2017 Codex MRLexpected in 2019
Pyriproxyfen on mango | Malaysia (6 trials)Singaporeléb 2017 Codex MRLwasexpected in 204
analysi3: 1 study but is pending clarification and
possible resubmission
Pyriproxyfen on banana | Costa Rica (7 trials), Guatemala (] 2017 Codex MRL was expected in 201!
trial): 1 study but is pending clarification and
possible resubmission
Sulfoxaflor on mango Ghana (2 trials)Kenya (2 trials), by Nov. 2019 Codex MRL expected in 2020
Senegal (1 trial), Tanzan(a trial),
Uganda (1 trial): 1 study




Spinetoram on banana | Bolivia: 3 trials; samples not n.a. n.a.
analysed, so no study.

*Azoxystrobin and difenoconazole is considered as two studies asdbegmunds generated two separate MRLs from the
mixture.

2. Methodology

2.1 TheEvaluation Teamwas comprised of Dr Stuart Slorach and Ms Andrea Spear. Dr Sloaacimore than

30 yearsbd6 experience of Codex @mmiksioradurihg 200860b.He lths t h e
worked for more than 15 years on food safety training programmes for developing countries, financed by the
Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency. In 2008 he carried out a review of theél&has also
evaluated food safety activities for the European Commission and the New Zealand, Singapore and Norwegia
Governments.

Ms Spear has extensive experience in international trade and WTO issues, as well as in evaluation and &
effectiveness. Many of her ewaltions of tradeelated development assistance projects have had SPS and
international standards components, since these are so integral to trade development. Exduneldsod safety

and other agtbusiness issues in the Balkaassessments of thempact of EUG6s associ at.i
Europe and Caucasus with a strong focus on agriculture; evaluations of Swedish Government SPS/TBT support
Middle Eastern countried\ll the projects had an underlyiredm of meeting EU import/regulatorggquirements.

Neither Dr Slorach nor Ms Speardhany previous connection with the STI#hded projects being evaluated, and
there is no conflict of interest.

2.2 The Evaluatrs followedthed Gui d e | i rEealatidn ofProjecttFe n d e d b ydraBigDk the
individual projecso logical framework and project documentsThe factfinding and analysis were based on the
OECD/DAC evaluation criteria (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainadmidylessons learned,
with particular emphasis on impact and sustainabifity. Evaluation Matrix was prepared to guide assessment of
the evaluation questions, evidence, and verification sources and mé&dedmnnex2). The results, findings and
recommeurdationswere doublechecked and verifietb thegreatesextent possibleThe approach was set out in a
Proposed Framework for the Evaluation of Three STDF Prajagisroved byhe STDF Secretariain Nov. 2018.

2.3 The team employed mixed-methods approach, collecting and analysing both gitative and quantitative
data.Information was collected from both primasgurces (surveys, sesiructured interviews, focus groups, etc)
and secondary sources (programme and other documentation, preseraatilysgs, etc).

2.4 The main sources of both primary and secondary information were the STDFSecretarigt the
implementers (USDA-AS and IR4 Project officers andfield advisery, the pesticide companiesghe
administrators (ASECIICA and AU-IBAR), and the key members of the country Project Teams (Study Directors,
Quality Assurance Directors, Field Trial Managers and Project Coordinators where these eXtstarl)aluation
team also selected the other stakeholders that iweotred in or supported the projects, including private sector
representatives (@, tropical fruit growers/exporters), Codake FAO/JMPRsecretariaind regional organisations
(e.g., East Africa Community).The liss of stakeholders consulted and doents reviewedrein Annexeslands.

2.5 Initial fact-finding and desk analysistook place in November and December 2088irvey questionnaires
in English and Spanish wedesigned, based on OECD/DA®iteria andtailored to the different target groups
(beneficiaries, implementersainers, administrators, pesticide companies, é#nkt were sent out in November
and early December 2018ome took longer as emails bounced and new contact details had to be oMaisted
responses were received dotlowed upin December andanuary with additional clarifications being sought in
February The response rate was the end, quite satisfactofgver 90%) although it proved a challenge to find
some key people more than two years afiest of the projetshadfinished.

2.6 Theresponsesto the surveysyielded very useful information that helped to doutheck initial findings

from the desk reviews, and highlighted areas that required further investigation. This was useésigtiod the

field visits andof more targeted interviewsby email and Bype. The countries for the field visits were chosen

in consultation withthe STDF Secretariat The budget allowed for one visit per region, so it was important to
ensure that the country selected would add real value to the evaluation and that the key stakeholders would

3 The completed STDF Project Grant Application Forms and the Final Reports of the three projects can be accessed viaéhsi®&TDF w
(www.standardsfacility.org).
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available.ln organising the visits, the team soughgetings with those sponsiblegfor planning and implementing
the different phases of the projectspecially e practical implementatioof field trials, laboratory analysis and
preparation of the data for submission to JIMPR this stageadditional targeted questionnaires were prepared

for individual semistructurednterviews and focus group meetings.

2.7 Field visits. During 1014 December 2018 Dr. Slorach visitethlaysia (Kuala Lumpur) and Singapore. In
Kuala Lumpur he meiMr. Mohammad Nazrul Fahmi bin Abdul Rahim (National Focal Point), Dr. Ngan Chai
Keong (Malaysian Agriculture Research and Development Institute), Ms. Nor Hasimah Haron (Laboratory
Services Division, Department of Agriculture) and Ms. Nurhayati Kamyon gy&én secretariat for MRL
setting). I n addition to discussions about Mal aysi
provided about the work of EWMSIRLS, which is chaired by Dr. Keong. Although the Malaysian Team, together
with the Singapore Team, completed their work on pyriproxyfen in mango successfully and the data were
submitted to JMPR, an MRL was not established in 2
i ssueso0o) were discussed.

2.7.1 At a meeting onl3 Decembent the AgriFood & Veterinary Authority ofSingapore (AVA), Veterinary

Public Health CentreDr. Slorach met Dr. Wu Yuan Sheng (National Focal Point, Deputy Director Pesticide
Residues), Ms. Helen Phang, Mr. Luk SeGheng and Ms. Chua Mun Choy Joachim from the Veterinary Public
Health Laboratory Chemistry Departmemtd Dr. Foo Chin Lui, Deputy Director Special Projects. Singapore’s
experience from participation in the project and suggestions on how future praetdsbe improved were
discussedThe transport of samples from Malaysia for analysis in Singapore worked smdathlio careful
planning and good communication between all concerned. The fact that border control in Singapore is carried o
by the same o@nization (AVA) that carried out the analysis certainly helped.

2.7.2Ms Spear undertookeld visits in Januarn2019to Colombia and Kenya, respectiveln Colombia, nine
extensiveinterviewsand focus group sessiotook placeover the Bday visit. Theseincluded: meetings witlocal
staff of the project administrator, thinstituto Interamericano de Cooperacion para la Agricul@); a focus
group session with the STDF Project Team (Dra. Adriana Castafieda, Dr. Edwin Barbosa, Dr. Ren@r@astro)
Niny Arango, Asohofrucol (fruit producers associatiomterviews with the current Instituto Colombiano
Agropecuario (ICA the project partngrteam (Dra. Anamaria Garcia, Oscar Dix, Javier Sori&neld Trial
Director in the Projegt a focus groupsession with the ICA National Laboratory Analysis Team,; interviews with
the Ministry of CommerceGiovanni Sambrano); and meeting withthe National Planning Departmentu@n
Fernando Cifuentes and Natalia Acostacretaria Técnica de la Comision Ingetsrial de Medidas Sanitarias y
Fitosanitarias Also interviewed members of tH&oject Technical TeamAmy Wang, Field Trial trainer (Costa
Rica)andMilena Ramirez, GLP Laboratory train@iéxico).

2.7.3In Kenya, sveninterviews and focus groupessions took place over three days. These included several
meetings with the regional project administratoplementer the African Unioninter-African Bureau for Animal
ResourcesAU-IBAR): DirectorGeneral Prof. Ahmed Ebawalhy John Oppongdtoo, head of theStandards and
Trade SecretariaCharles Lodiaga, Accounts fifer; a focus group session and laboratory visit withKbaya
PlantHealth Inspectorate ServicgEPHIS): Dr. Esther Kimani, DirecteGeneral Lucy Namu (Study Dector),
Robert Koigi (Deputy and Field Manager), Peter Kamuti Mwangangi (Lab Analyds met Japheth Mbandi,
Technical Manager, Keitt Fruit and Vegetable Export Compamyeo of Kenyads | argest fr

2.7.4 Field discussions focusedn achievements, challenges and lessons learnddme was also spent on
verifying facts, figures and reporting. The missions yielded useful input, as well as clarifications of numerous
issues outstanding and constructive suggestions for future projedtsti missions, those interviewed said they
appreciated the opportunity to review the project in depth. They suggested that this ought to be an integral part
projects henceforth: getting country teams together at the end of the project with adadtiliasxamine results,
challenges athlessons, and to decide on next steps. Participants said they had learned a lot during the project a
were applying the GLP skills they had acquired (differing degrees in theetyiang. The Colombian teams said

they had achieved the six main project objectives by the end of 2016. KEPHIS officers sagpbeted to
achieve the objectives by 2020, when the last project MRL may be approved by JMPR. All said it would be
important to continue working in this area ander to consolidate what they had learned. Such an opportunity
appears to be imminent, with new regional projects being developed-4§JBDA in 2019. The private sector
interviews provided useful inputs and suggestions for improving producer/expartipation in such projects

and in improving horizontal and vertical communications on MRL isdugts. of people met are in Annéx
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Following the field missions, the Evaluatioredm analysed the additional documentatom interviews, and
continuedconsultationgo fill gaps and to doubleheck facts ad figures before writinghe report.

2.8 Challenges and limitations

A Since most of the projects finished two years ago, numerous people with key roles in the projects had moved ¢
and were difficult to track down. In the end, however, with the hellRef trainers and other professionals
involved in the projects, most did key people were contacted and provided useful inputs into the evaluation.

A Even with the assistance of ASEC, it has not been possible to obtain retpahseSurvey Questionnaire from
LaosP.R.and Myanmarwhich participated as observers in the ASEpSject Similarly, Guatemaladid not
responddespite repeated efforts.

A The FAO/JMPR Secretary responded rapidly to requests for information when in the,dfficevasout of the
office for quitesome time when we were drafting the report.

A Visits tofield trial sites had been sought during country visit planning, but the logistics and timing proved to be
complicated. In addition, many of the people in the field who had been involved with the trials were no longer
available. Detailed interviews withefid trial investigators and trainers, illustrated by photos and videos, proved
to be a good second option.

3. Findings and Analysis

3.1 This section provides the answers to the Evaluation Questions (EQs) that were set out in the EMaltration
(Annex?2). It comprises four partéhe Overall Response to the EQs, and individual wnite for each of the three
regions: ASEAN, Latin America and Africa.

3.2 Overall Responseo the Evaluation Questions

Relevance

1. Were the projects the right answer to the SP$elated needs of the beneficiaries?

Yes. The needs were well documented and the rationale was strongnt(8eection) In particular, the projects
providedthes upport and t ool s ttechnidatcamditytp addrésetrage xandtraintsiapddood s
safety issues related to pesticigsidue limits in both domestic and international markets.

2. What was the valueadded of these projects, compared to other support programmes?

There were no othempscific support programmes targeting the particular knowledge and skills required to meet
JMPR requirements for the issuance of new MRLs for minor tropical crops. While many of the beneficiaries hac
received GLP training before the project (including frol@DA), they did not know how to apply it to generate
pesticide residue data for MRL purposes

3. Were local contexts, ownership, processes and stakeholders adequately taken into account in the design
and implementation of the project?
The main emphasis iproject documents was the SPS/MRL context of the participating countries. The operating
context (field, lab) was assessed during theppogect stages, but later experience showed that this assessment had
not been thorougbr currentenough to identify the bottlenecks and weaknesses that caused significant delays later.
Also, capabilities that had been adequate for certain pesticide residue analyses were not so when the pesticide/c
combination changed. One commesitating to thedcal contextvasthati The f i el d phase was
US field trial protocolswhich differed from national practices. Time to train and pqutional staff to such
practices under | ocal conditions should be consi de:

Ownership and stakeholder issues also requredter attention before, during and after the projects. Senegal

wr o tTee design of the project... deserves to be improved in its preliminary phase with an inclusive or
participative approach of the acdodirectly concerned, for better taking into account certain details in the

i mpl ementati on. 06 Numerous ot her s n o t-gravers/dxmortersorgheir t a
associations and the Ministiesof Commerce in a more consttive way.

4. Was sustainability (including follow-up activities, scaling up and dissemination of results) adequately
considered at the project design phase and throughout the project?
Issues related to sustainability were mentioned in project documentsothas aontinuity objective The project
documents mentioned improved participation in international pesticide residue fora, as well as the ability to joir
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additional projectsHowever they did not include specifinationalfollow-up activitiesfor verification of results,
regular needs assessments, nationaloéqmioject reviews, dissemination of resultsendbeneficiaries ongoing
awareness building, sharing of knowledge, etc.

Quality of the Programme Design and Logical Framework

5. Has the implementation design proved to beealistic in terms of delivering the desired results, meeting
expecations and managing risks?

While the model proved to be effective overdik implementationlesignwas found to be overly optimistic early

enough forall the projects taequest a ongear, necost extensiorin 2015, due to delays in assigning final

pesticide/crop combinations and related iss@se of the reasons for this was insufficient risk assess and

contingency planning in the design and implementation stages. Another reason was insufficient needs assessm

and communication weaknesses

While most ofthe desired results are likely to be achievadny have beedelayed significantli{MRL adoption,
for example), partly due t o aedpartlydue ®a lack of fokowmugm s | i k

The role of t leASEAN SqrietariatellCA, AUBAR) May not have been sufficiently thought
through. ASEC playedaaluable rolén the ASEAN projects. fie other two organisatioqdayed a less prominent
role than expectedor a variety of reasonsncluding he strongprojectpresence of USDA and #R. In addition,
IICA and AU-IBAR were notinhh e s ame 6 BECawhichhad a regmnalistandards rolthough they are
both strong regional organisations with an established role in SPS capacity develdfysenB ARG S mai n
in animal healthbut it also has a role in food safety in the absence of a regmwdiskfety organisation, and it
participates in relevant Codex Committe@oth organisations also had personnel changesl AUIBAR
encounteredunexpected administrative constraintsn t he end, the role of 61 mp
0 a d mi ndinsAfricasabdoLatin Americaand the interest and attention to detail seemeuateeaccordingly.

For the new projects, a different approach is being adopted by USEBAMRe the regional sections below for
further details.

6. Has it beenflexible enough to be refined to meet evolving needs and requirements?
Yes, the design and, even more, the persistence and commitment of the technical support and national tea
provided the flexibility and wherewithal to meet evolving needs and requirements.

7. To what extent have the assumptions, risks, strategies, baselines, indicators and results frameworks
proved appropriate in terms of monitoring and achieving the desired results?

The accuracy of the assumptions was mixed (see Theory of Change belowheBasaimation was not available

to measure the extent of improvement of a number of indicators, although in some cases the baseline w;

considered to be zero (rightly far certain capacities and MRL$-or market access, quantified data were missing.

Regarding monitoringthe midterm and endf-project surveys in Latin Americand ASEANprovided a good
sense of the improvements and the needs. The activity charts used in monitoring the ior&grefs example,
wereusefuland easy to understandptiyhdata was inconsistent from one reporting period to the next, and dates
were often not insertedT his indicates that quality assurance was missing in the design of the reporting process.

8. To what extent did the outcome indicators reflect the statedbjectives? Were they realistic?

The outcome indicators and the six main objectives covered below were largely theasaeuld be the case
Progress reports updated achievements in these areas every six months or so. In the end, they provey to be fe
realistic in the sense thaiamy of them are likely to be achieved. The timeframe was unrealistic, so it is too soon to
be able to measure the exact extent to which the objectives and indicators have been attained.

9. Did the design pay due attention tothe ultimate impacts on gender equality and environmental
sustainability?
Among otherthings the projects were designed to promote the use of newer pesticides with less risk of damaginc
the environment and more likely to be accepted by JMPR for MRIWes o ug ht -rdireld@celde mi st
had no known serious human or environmental health issues. Obviously, growers were already using pesticid
(sometimes for which no trade standards were in place), and in many cases these were highly.i@xgafe-
phosphates or other leeost but effective productspur hope was that, through education on the importance of
trade standards (to reduce export crop rejections) and better user safety, growers would be willing to pay somewt

13



more for an effective/low i sk pr oduct . exDieadoh Office & BesteidedPsogrammedS EPA
(led multistakeholder semindconsultations in ASEAN and Latin America, goeoject phase: 2012013).

Gender was not mentioned in the application or other documdrgsevialuators found that the project teams had
good female representation in Latin America and Asia, but less so in Africa. The project teams with women in ¢
prominent position tended to be more visible. In terms of thebendficiaries, in the project gotries,minor-use

crops tended to involve small to medismed farms (hence the mediocre interest by pesticide firms). Women tend
to share in the farm duties, so whatever benefits accrye lfetter protection habits, lowesk pesticides, higher
incomes due to greater demand for their products, etc) farm women and families are likely to benefit.

Theory of Change

10. Have the underlying assumptions proved relevant and accurate throughout implementation to date?

The assumptions that intensive training and learbirdoing from start to finish of the project would develop the
necessary capacities has proved relevant and largely accurate. However, assumptions were not so accurate on h
level commitment from govaments and pesticide companies, field and laboratory readiness and capabilities, and
time required to produce higiuality resultsNor was the assumption accurate that one could rely on the pesticide
companies to pursue MRL establishment with JMPR if prblems were identified with the submission (this
occurred with one ASEAN and one Latin Amé&mdwlaehif st u
the assumptions on grower willingness to use the new pesticide/crop combinations were correct

Assumptions Regarding MRL Adoption
Project appl icaltairgres amsaglkmedd talcate:ptfi Codex standards
and packaged by the project i midRLsisamingent upan thlioRosdd &dpital s |
crop grouping scheme being adopted by the Codex Alimentarius Commission

Project application documents also assumed that FAO and JMPR guidance would ensure that the submission met J
requirementsi FAO: Yong Zhen Yawilgrovidé duRldhceSoeensure thahfield trials are conducted,
data submitted in a manner that is acceptable to the FAO/Codex. FAO will also participate as member of the project
Committee. JIMPR consultant: Arpad Ambrus, senior memidtbeafMPR, will provide guidance to ensure that data is
consistent with JIMPR requirement® I n the end, the Mal aysial/ Singapor
submissions did not meet the requirements. Source Project application documents

11. To what extent have the expected changes in mindset and behaviour occurred among the main target
groups?

The main target groupsfield and laboratory researchersay the project has enhanced their understanding of

GAP/GLP requirements and inculcated greater discipline and care in their approach to trials, analyses an

documentation. The issue of Qualityparticular has resonated. At the same time, they emphasise that this needs

to be consolidated through continuing work, including new projects aimed at achieving additional MRLSs.

ALooki ng Dralcaks,o0n sSaaynsd a h | , it hey 0I2antermsrofkdowledge ahdiabilityl e a
to contribute and engage on technical matters. Without this project, we would have had no opportunity to engac
with these countries as we did. o

12. How have these changes contributed to the achievement of thigjectives?
The persistence, patience and commitment demanded by the project on the part of all concerned (national tear
USDA-FAS/IR-4, trainers, mentors, pesticide companies, etc.) have been a major factor in achieving the objective:

13. Extent to which the beneficiaries andimplementers have proved to be effective change agents
I n the countries where individual O6championsd emer
aspects, changes have been more perceptible. See the ASEANMatican and African sections for examples.

Efficiency of | mplementation

14. Were the activities and outputs delivered according to the project document (i.e. on time and within the
budget)?

All three regional projects experienced delays due to difficulties in agreeing on pesticide/crop combinations tha

woul d balance country trade priorities with pest.i

pesticides is timeonsuming anatostly, and even if the project was going to supervise the field and laboratory

work, the companies would nevertheless have a fairly intensive involvement, including in preparing submission:

for IMPR and in some cases for registration. Other delays edcdue to budget shortfalls, personnel transfers,
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natural calamities, plagues, equipment breakdowns, lack of necessary equipment, and problems with wsterials.
a result, all three projects requested and received@stol2month extension, as notedbove. Disbursement
schedules were revised accordingly.

In general, the programmezapacity-building activities were delivered on time and within budgetostly in

Year 1 of the STDRunded part of the exercises and in the previous year (and earlitn USDA support. (The
STIDFf unded activities included tMRéirrilad . e dé mahided ihe/n tt |
actual field trials, laboratory analyses and report preparation. In Latin America, for example, in OetS201.3
2016inclusive, more than 30 capacibyilding and mentoring activities took place in the form offpiad training,

field trials, lab analyses and reporting.

The supervised field trialswere undertaken in a systematic fashion, but in some cases budgttseahdd been
underestimated (calculated on US field trials, rather than on local conditions where labs and personnel were f
from field sites). Also preparedness by local teams for field trials (e.g., equipmeaesiae@ and in good repair,
effective gparation of trial and normal crops, etc) was not always optimum, leading to delays. A number of field
trials had to be repeated, includimgst ofthosein Africa (due to deterioration afamples in the labs or in transit).

In Africa, efficacy trials (ot in the original plan) were added five countries (for three registratiorts datg,
because JMPR requires product labels for data submissions.

The laboratory analysis phase was the most challenging. Equipment breakdowns (and no budget for repairs),
transfer of trained personnel, problems with reagents, need to repeat analyses, etc, caused delays in all th
regions. Other delays arose because in many cases, laboratory staff were doing these projects on top of their nori
activities (the latter hagriority since that was what they were being paid for and assessed on by their superiors).

Report-writing proved to be more timeand resourcintensive than expected. In all three regions, the technical
support teams from HR spent more time than plagoh on advising and mentoring national teams on producing
high-quality reports.

15. Was the project a costeffective contribution to addressing the needs of the beneficiary?

The projects were a cesffective contribution. The partner organisations could not have done this on their own. In
the end, the projects in Asia and Latin America ranked higher ireffestiveness than the one in Africahis

said, the coseffectiveress argument in project applications had flawed assumptions regarding the progress of croy
grouping in Codex.

Cost-Effectiveness

iuUnder the current situation, countries operate indi
import tolerances. This often results in duplication of efforts and generating either redundant residue data, or genera
residue dat that is not useful for establishing Codex MRLs due to widely differing use practices. This project seeks tg
coordinate work, harmonise practices and standards as much as possible, and ultimately conserving valuable resou
Additionally, by strategicdy selecting representative crops from @edex crop grouping scheneerelatively few residue
trials need to be performed, and that data can be extrapolated to multiple other crops. Through this coordinated and
approach, it is estimated thasavings of over 90% can be achiewsdcompared to conducting individual field trials for ea
crop/ pesticide combinati on s ep &duaet leatin pmerdca/lICA project application

The total estirated value of the ASEAN project at the time of contracting, wagll282 000. This included an
STDF contribution of up t&637 000. Over the course of the proje®805 148 was transferred to the ASEAN
Secretariat. Following cost savings realised throthghfefficient execution of resourogs ( quot e fr om
Final Report) the final STDF contribution totalle®#603 518. USDAFAS, the ASEAN Secretariat, participating
ASEAN Member States, CropLife Asia and pesticide manufacturers supported the projek®0&itB00 in cash

and inkind contributions. Thus, the project was executed within the contracted budget, with a s&hMr@Bof

plus the $3852 that remained in the project account at STDF.

In Latin America, the total cost of the thrgear programmécounting the USDA, IDB and STDF inputs in cash
and kind) was around US$1million. Of the US$374 166 committethé$TDF, $355 418 was disbursed in six
lots, and$314 603had been spent by 30 September 2016. The remainin§1$4Was returned to th8TDF.
Combired with the undisbursed $¥81, the total underspent wakS$59566.

In Africa, the US$1m project was plagued with challen@#sthe total US$446 150 committed by STDF, $423
721 were transferredin four disbursements from January 2014 to Baby 2017. Of this, $391 073 was spent,
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leaving an unspent balance of $88 at AUIBAR, plus the undisbursed $22 429 remaining in the project account
at the STDF, or a total of $55 OARhile the STDF project finished in April 2017, USDR/4 continued verk on
outstanding activities. I expects tdinish the data package for submission to Dow and JMRI®ming months.

Results andEffectiveness ofl mplementation

16. To what extent were the project sorarslkeaycta bk achievedd d o0
The main specific objective was toimprove technical capacity to generate, review and interpret pesticide
residue datathat was of sufficiently high quality to be accepted by JMPR for the issuance of new f@iRLs
specific minorusespeciality cropsThis improvement was achieved to a high dedimeesome cases the baseline

was 0), but efforts are still needed to consolidate the knowledge, skills and capacity to apply them and pass them
to others. The new USDIR4 projects in mangf the same countries will help in this respect. A key indicator will

be the I evel of the respective countriesd partici
activities, including pesticide residue priority setting fora.

The second spedit objectivewas tofacilitate new Codex MRLs (six from ASEAN, four from LA and one from
Africa). The results to date arRSEAN: 4 MRLs in 2018 and 2 expected in 2019; LA: 1 MRL in 2017 and 2 more
expected in 2019; Africa: 1 MRL expected in 2020. Howetles, pyriproxyfen on mango (ASEAN) and banana
(LA) are pending possible resubmission by Sumitomo, as they were not accepted by JMPR in 2018 due to labellir
and trial issuegSee MRL table irSection 1: Introduction

The third specific objectivavas tosupportnational pesticide registration In Latin America, all participants in

trials have registered the resulting products (Colombia: spinetoram/avocado, Panamé: pyriproxyfen/pineappl
Costa Rica/Guatemala: pyriproxyfen/banara Africa, Tanzania antlganda reported that they have registered
sulfoxafor/mango; Kenya is in the process of doing so. In Asia, all participants in trials have registered the resultin
products (Thailand: spinetoram/lychee and mango; Indonesia and Viet Nam: azoxystrobirfeplosodazole/
dragonfruit; Malaysia and Singapore: pyriproxyfen/mango).

The fourth specific objectivavas to develop aeplicable model for joint pesticide residue projects This has
been achiewttand is now being improved for a second round of projacisia and Latin America

Ther e weveral oljevtioe8 0 fadilimte market accessand toexpand lowerrisk pesticide options.

- The first will be measurable only after the MRLs are adopted and awareness ameuggrsn¢growers,
exporters) anduyers improves.

- The second is a key objective and its achievement will depend on a number of factors. While the project
contribute sciencbased data and facilitate registration and MRLs, the uptake of the-fliskgrroducts will
depend in part on awaress of their existence by producers, exporters, extension services, relevant governmen
agencies, NGOs. The pesticide companies have a role to play in promoting thadkweoducts and ensuring
they are competitive (price/effectiveness ratio).

17. What were the major factors influencing the achievement of the project objectives, outcomes and

outputs?
A Commitment, persistence and patience by both the USDAtHams and the national teams
A National project teamsO0 composition and maeachge me

team member understood his or her role and the importance of that role in achieving the overall objectives)
The central coordinating role of USDIRAS, @mmbined with the close working relationship with IR4

Solid GLP/GAP training programme in ppeoject and early stages of the projects

Practical, handsn experience in field and laboratory work and preparing submissions

Excellent technical assistance (adltional teams said this) in the field trials, laboratory analysis and +eport
writing stages

Participation in regional and international residue and prisgtying activities

Emergence of some 06champi omhiéhcontoibuéd o the pursuitmingaality y
and results, and sustainability.

o o o o

o o

18. To what extent did the multi-stakeholder/central coordinator approach contribute to results and
effectiveness?

The o6smudkehol der & approach occurred on two | evels:
1. Thedirect project level: USDA-FAS, IR4 Rutgers University, national teams, pesticide companies, ASEAN
Secretariat, IICA, AUBAR, FAO/JMPR)
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2. The broader level involving a variety of government agenciesg(e Agriculture, Health, Environment,
Commerce) and the privatecser.

Project Level:
The very active participation and dedication of USBAS (Dr. JasorSandahl and colleagues) and-4RRutgers

University (Dr. Michael Braverman and colleagudsying the projectshave beera key factor inthe successful
outcomes of the projects. They were able to draw on their considéatitef knowledge and experience and
extensive contact netwakincluding international, regional and national public and private organisations working
in the pesticide areaThe central role played yr.Sa nd a h | was crucpattuilddsr ol
that required a constant focus on achieving the objectives and attaining the vision. It was a huge responsibility; I
would have had to be very fosasl amdl disciplined not to get overwhelmed by three big projects in challenging
countries and on a challengingdarelatively unexplored topicThe support provided by the #R teams was
equally important, and instrumental in keeping the projects moving fotwadhe very end, constantly highlighting
quality andhelping to overcome the innumerable challenges that tend to occur in such projects. Ther&iogse
relationship between USDRAS and IR4 and their common vision also constituted an important sutaess.

Managing multistakeholder endeavours requires very good communications, coordination, relatinnlstimg

and expectation management. All three projects had weaknesses in each of these areas. As a result, in some cz:
the multistakeholder approach contributed ésults and in others it led to delays and ineffectiverfagseys and
interviews revealed that roles, responsibilities and mutual expectations should have been more clearly spelled out
project documents, contracts, letters of agreemeniSetcthe rgional sections after this Overview for details.

Broader Level:

Some of the more successful projects were those where a broader set of national stakeholders was involved ¢
where awareness and better common understanding ofrelRled issues reachedfdient government agencies

and private sector organisatiorihis has the benefit of delivering more coherent and cohesive action on food
safety, environmental and tradelated issues

19. What challenges and risks, if any, occurred during project implemetation, and how was the project
able to adapt to these changes and manage risks
A Changes in crop/pesticide combinations in the ea
reluctance to participate in what they saw as a lowloaséfitratio exercise
A Insufficient support at senior levels of governments and institutions (to ensure appropriate priority for the
project activities, sufficient budget, adequate staff, sufficient time, etc)

A Accustoming project officers and technicians tohigh degree of documentation and precision required for
GLP research and the important role of Quality Assurance oversight
Inability of some laboratories to analyse the selected product once the field trials were completed
Transfers or absences of kpyoject personnel which led to delays and lost continuity (and extra training
costs)
Transfers or absences of key regional administrator staff, which affected communications and coordination
Equipment deficiencies and/or breakdowns
Reagent problems
Misunderstandings on terms &fansferringpaymens from AU-IBAR to partner institutions; which led to
delays in funding the field trials and laboratory analyses in Africa
Difficulties in raising money to send samples from Africa to a UK laboratory
Need to repddrials and analyses in Africa.
A Need to add effiacy trials in Africa in order to register and get the labels necessary for the JMPR

submission.

> T

o o o o

o T

In most cases, solutions were found, and with considerable persistence, patience and commitment,t¢he proje
were completed. Some countries, nonetheless, were unable to complete the project as originally contemplated af
the search for solutions was unsuccessfgl,(Peru, Bolivia, Tanzania).

Many of these things can be avoided in future thraimgrous risk assessment and risk mitigatiorplanning in
the design and implementation phases. Including these experientamiimg activities can also help to focus
attention on common problem areas.

Impact

20. To what extent were horizontal (crosscutting) issueadequately addressed in the project?
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The projects facilitated and encouraged the introduction of newer pesticides with reduced risks for both huma
health and the environment. This was achieved by generating pesticide residue data enabling JMPRsHo establi
Codex MRLs and encouraging pesticide manufacturers to register such pesticides for use in the participatin
countries. In addition, the capacityilding phase included training in GAP/GLP in the application of pesticides,
which should lead to reducedwronmental contamination.

21. To what extent did the projects contribute to higherlevel objectives of the STDF programme such as a
measurable impact on market access; improved domestic and where applicable - regional SPS
situations, and/or poverty reduction, and to relevant SDGs?

Market access:Because the new MRLs were only approved in 2018, and others are expected in 2019 and 2020,

is too early to assess the impact on market access. However, trade in these tropical products is growing. F

exampl e, Col ombi ads Mi nalBlanming Departméhibshomedrthatavoadodxpdita shot o

up from US$1m in 2013 to over $60m in 2018 (maro.com.co). TheGulexMRL is considered very important

in efforts to enter new markets and expand existing oney. fidpethis will encourage additimal cultivation, with

a positive impact on rural deepment and povertyeduction.However theEU, Norway and Switzerland reserved

their position on the new 2018 Codex spinetoram/avocado MRBlthese promising markets will remain a

challenge EU hasadgted a much lower MRL than the Codex MRIO.05mg/kg(Limit of Quantification, LOQ)

vs Codex: Bmg/kg TheUS has adopted the Codex MRL

Domestic and regional SPS situationsThe projects have raised awareness and practical expertise in GAP and
GLP, which are key to enhancing SPS management and monitoring, for local production and imports, as well as f
exports. The projects have also contributdttough joint activitiesnd participation in regional and global events
-to stronger 6team spirité among SPS institutions
repercussions (e.g., the EAC harmonisation efforts and better participation in internatioitgtgetting and other

fora). In addition, the training and practical experienaad the confidence this generatdths produced stronger
national teams that can provide additional kinds of scibased information to their decisiomakers.

SDGs: The three projects have contributed to the following Sustainable Development Goals:

Goal 1 | Eliminate poverty.

Goal 2 | End hunger, achieve food security, improved nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture.

Goal 3 | Ensure healthy lives and promatell-being for all at all ages.

Goal 10 | Reduce income inequalityithin and among countries

Goal 12 | Ensuresustainable consumpti@nd production patterns

Goal 15| Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestagystemssustainably manage forests, combat
desertificationand halt and reversand degradatioand haltbiodiversityloss

Goal 17 | Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalise the global partnership for sustainable developm

Source www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/sustainatdeelopmengoals

22. What real difference (expected and/ounexpected) have the projects made or are likely to make for the

final beneficiaries (roducers and trade)®
The STDF projects have contributed to a variety of outcombeth expected and unexpectedhat could
potentially deliver benefits throughoueth é mi nor wuseb6 crop value chain. E x

Growing awareness of the lack of MRLs for tropical fruits The SSTDF Projeddwas regularlyeferred to during
the CCPR sessions, the Global Minor Use Summits, American Chemical Society, many other events during th
course of the project. It was held up as a model for collaboration, capacity building and addressing MRL barriers.

Registrationof the lowerrisk products will helpreplace some of the higherisk pesticides However, this will
depend on pesticide companies and growers/exporters working together to put these products to good use
explained undeResultsabove).

Where registrabn authorities were involved (e.g., Thailand), they gaindetéer understanding of the MRL
establishment processand thus couldetter evaluate registration submissionsWas the residue data generated
under GLP? How many trials? Who conducted them®. dRegistration officials who also attended Codex
meetinggver e mor e act i vel y,recougtsdgasbnSandafl F dira nedx & rhg Isa drs  a
Pisan from Thailand was one of the main drivers wiG@PR to establishminimum trial requ irements for the

various crops (as there was never clear guidance on the minimum number, and submitters just had to hope 1
reviewers accepted what they submitéed)
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Using the training tdrain extension officers on calibration and protection (e.g., Tlhad, Malaysia, Vietnam,
Costa Rica).

Better participation in global priority -setting fora: A large portion of countries responding to the calls for
proposals for priorities in 2016/18 were STDF project partners, according to USBAIIR hes e athe no
gl obal priorities database, with | ots of tropical

The STDF projects contributed directly to the establishrire@018 of the Minor Use Foundation (MUF) - an
outcome that is already making a difference foritbeeficiaries(Seelntroduction.)

Improved understanding of how MRLs are establishedhas helped partner countries to become involved in other
international efforts to support trade and deal with MRLs, e.g., the APEC initiatives on MRL import tolerahces a
MRL compliance flexibility.

ASEAN harmonisation

Following the completion of the ASEAN proje@ropLife Asia has initiated and funded a project to train national
authorities from 10 ASEAN member countries on pesticide registration according to FAO guidance on pesticide
managemeniThe project started in 2018 and is slated to end in 2020, with timatd aim of seeing FAO
guidance adopted into the national pesticide registration regimes (the FAO guidelines can be accessed \
www.fao.org/agricuure/crops/thematisitemap/theme/pests/codeAgiidenew/eny.

Latin American harmonisation. Dr. Jason Sandahl said USBRAS i s pl anning fAa | ot ¢
Latin America in 201906. As a di r e cColonmbia aretakimgthedehd it h e
designing a workshop programme to address harmoni s
really the champions behind this effort,o said Dr.

EAC harmonisation: The EAC Working Group on Agrocheoals had been interested in regional harmonisation

i ssues for some ti me. In 2016 fAthe STDF project ga
three EAC members who patrticipated in the project (Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda). With the Sugs®A-

FAS (Or. Jason Sandahl), FAO and others, in 20068, the Vérking Group was able to develop common
protocols for procedures for residue data generation, regional efficacy trials, and registration data requirement
Those who participated in tf&TDF project said the experience and confidence gained in the project (e.g., on how
to conduct GLP supervised residue trials and make Codex submissions) helped them in particular to develop tl
residue data generation procedures. In late January 20l B AHé Counc i | of Ministers
are now working with the EAC to put these documents into practice thrguitiit project 6 BraSandahl.

23. What was the role of the projects, if any, in raising awareness on SPS challenges and/or risipig
additional resources for SPS capacity?

During the project, the participants acquired new knowledge and practical skills irel@afd areas where they

had little previous experiencege low-risk pesticides, Codex MRL establishment processes, @AFGLP. This

has enabled a number of them to play a more active role in national, regional and international discussions

pesticide residue issues, such as prioritisation of Codex MRL development, crop grouping, regional anc

international harmonisatiomf MRLs, pesticide registration processes, etc., in CCPR and other fora. The

FAO/IJMPR secretariat and others have confirmed that the countries that participated in the pragebtsehav

significantly more active in CCPR in recent yeanrsd this is indrge part due to their participation in the project.

The project has also helped a number of countries to mobilise resources, both national and from developme
partners (especially USAID and the EU).

Sustainability

24. What were the major factors that influenced sustainabilityof the projects?

The project activities were calibrated and sequenced in a programmed, yet pragmatic, fashion, bearing in mind tl
beneficiariesdéd ability to absorb and 6owné the kno

The composition of th@roject teams has been a determining factor in sustaining the benefits of the projects.
i Bstainability has worked wheteh er e wer e g o o d DrtJasamsandahl. Responses to the slirvey
and interviews validated this, highlighting that the prbjeeam composition was a key factor in achieving the
objectives and carrying on after the projgoes sehad finished. Indeed, a number of champions have emerged
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from the STDF national project teams, and they are proving to be instrumental in talwagdfpesticide residue
issues in their regions (seapactabove).

As mentioned above, the close working relationship between the WF{3Aand IR4 teams also contributed to
sustainability, in terms of new projects in all three regions.

25. To what extentdid the benefits of the projects continuafter the end of STDF funding?

Most of the participants reported that the benefits of the capacity development (training, equipment, practica
experience in field trials and laboratory analyses, QA) are contindingumber mentioned they are applying
various aspects of GLP in their daily work and paying more attention to the need for careful documentation
Col ombia said they were adopting the proj dltsaidtheys uc
still neeatdsupport to consolidate the knowledge and skills they acquired during the projects.

26. What follow-up activities, if any, are planned and/or are required to sustain these results over time?

A number of the countries that participatedthe STDF project have participated in the Mitige Summit and

Global PrioritySetting workshops. Building on the prior$gtting activities, USDA/IRI are starting a second
round of pesticide residue projects involving national teams from the STDEctpemd additional countries in
Latin Americg Asiaand Africa

An article in an IR4 journal in 2017 explained theext stepsaf t er t he STDF project:
Workshops have illustrated the continued need for such work, and the GlobalWéed-und has provided more
opportunities for cooperative work. For example, in Latin America projects are being initiated to address several ¢
the tropical priorities from both Global Minor Use Workshops. These include: spinetoram on banana, papaya an
pineapple to control fruit fly and some lepidopteran insects; trifloxystrobin plus fluopyram on papaya to control
anthracnose; and oxathiapiprolin on cacao bean (cocoa) to control pod rot. The countries contributing to this wor
include Bolivia, ColombiaCost a Ri c a, E ¢ u a d GourceCohadudiray the&8STRF ICabaciBuédind/s. 0
Work, Success, Lessons Learned and Going Fonirdqtoject.org, pg. 9 Vol 49 No 3, 20}7.

In Asia several new projects are ongoing or planned with the support from W3Z3A& IR-4 (in Indonesia
fluopyram on dragon fruit; in Malaysia +Thailand fluopyram and trifloxystrobin on papaya; in Thailand
picarbutrazox on basil; in Vietnam spinetoram and fluopyom dragon fruit) In addition, studies are planned in
Indonesia on carbosulfan in palm oil and in Thailand on pyridaben and difenoconazole on oranges with suppo
from other sources. Singapore and Philippines have also said that they are interestedgatipgrin further
studies.

New projects are also contemplatedAdrica. In East Africa, one new project is related to the EAC harmonisation
pilot (seelmpactsection above); this may lead to new regional opportunities that will permit the coamy te
consolidate the good practices they have acquired. In West Afrighhd® been exploring the use of biopesticides
to reduce residue probl ems. ifiWe are starting to se
in the US in combin@on with other countries, and we all benefit from having a new MRL on specialityécrops
explained Michael Braverman.

Follow-on activities to sustain results over time should also include: communications strategies to disseminat
results and related infimation, oncall mentoring, support to participate in national and global pesticide residue
fora, including prioritysetting activities, support to link into SP&hd tradeelated donor programmes, etc.

27. To what extent did the multi-stakeholder approach promote greater coherence across agriculture,
health and environmental portfolios/communities?
In countries like Colombia where a variety of stakeholders was involved, the project helped to consolidate a mor
coordinated SPS approach across governmenan@oeé highlighted the inclusion in the National Development
Plan, for the first time, a chapter on sanitary and food safety issues with indicators and goals focused on nation
benefits. In addition, a national residue sampling plan was developed. @paris that the project improved the
communications and cooperation among the Ghana Standards Authority; Food and Drugs Authority; Crop Scienc
Department, University of Ghana; Environment Protection Agency; and the Plant Protection and Regulatory
ServiceDirectorate of the Ministry of Food and AgricultufEhe ASEAN countries reported that participation in
the project had improved communication and cooperation among different organisations (both public and private
within the country and, in some cases, within the region and internationally. For exam@gsidMaéported a
istronger working relationship with other gover nme
project collaboration. In addition, the project has enhanced communication between the private sector involved i
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the projectad al so ot her st akeduntriesivehersstakeholdérdvere mainty jineotveéd @n a
6need to knowdé basis (e.g., regulators), coherence

28. Do the recipients of the projects have the necessary caylg to sustin the results?

In ASEAN and Latin America, the beneficiaries have attained a good foundation. In Africa, the foundations still
need work. All parties will need to strengthen their bases by consolidating their knowledge, skills and experienc
through cotinued work on similar assignments; transferring skills and good practices; conducting joint research;
participating in regional and international events/activiess.

All the countries still need to address weaknesses relating to priorities, huspgmment, personnel, materials,
high-level support, communications, involving the private sector and universities, etc.

3.3ASEAN

This section provides further information on certain issues related to the ASEAN project, over and above tha
already present in thelntroductionand Section 3.2.

Summary

Although there were some delays in completing it, this was a very successful project, which generated high qualit
pesticide residue data, enabling JMPR to recommend Codex MRLs for a nunigssticifie/fruit combinations.
These riskreduced pesticides have now been registered in the participating countries, which should facilitate
market access for ASEAN tropical fruits and improve pesticide application and pesticide residue control. By
acceleating the introduction of newer, safer pesticides, it should contribute to reducing risks to field workers,
consumers and the environment. The project has increased communication and cooperation on pesticide issu
both within and between countries in tlegion and globally and between the public and the private sectors. The
participating countries are now in a much better position to carry out further studies on pesticide residues and su
studies are being planned. The model used in planning and impieg¢he project was sound and takes into
account the differences in infrastructure, facilities and other resources in different countries.

Relevance and design

As shown in thdntroductionand Section 3.2, the needs were well documented and the iatwees strong. The
objective was in line with the ASEAN Economic Community Blueprint (ABER) to increase agricultural
production and its competitiveness to enhance ASEAN trade. The project should help to enhance market access
ASEAN tropical fruits. Inaddition to the risks discussed in the ASEAN Project Grant Application, two others
should be mentioned. Firstly, in tropical countries there is a risk that fruit samples will be spoiled during transpor
from the field to the laboratory carrying out thaidue analysis, especially if the samples have to be transported
from one country to another and go through border controls. This was a potential risk when samples collected |
Malaysia were sent to Singapore for analysis. Secondly, there is a risk §éiffeqult to imagine!)- that a
pesticide manufacturer could submit a data package to JMPR in which the preharvest interval (PHI) on thi
authorised label was shorter than the PHI in the field studies carried out. This could result in JMPR not
recommendig an MRL, even though it considered the pesticide residue data to be adequate.

Efficiency of implementation

The planned activities and outputs were all delivered, but with some delay$he project was supposed to end

on 30 November 2015. However, following delays in starting some trials, as well as the effect of natural calamitie:
at some sites (there was an eruption of Mount Merapi in Central Java), upon the request by ASEAN, the STD
Working Group approved a ranst 12month extension and the project officially ended on 30 November 2016, i.e.
one year later than originally planned. This indicates that the assumptions made in the planning phase, and bas
largely on experience from gexts carried out in the U.S.A., were too optimistic. As shown in Sectiorih&2,
ASEAN project was executed within budgetwith a total saving of U$34 482 of the STDF contribution.

Results andeffectivenesof implementation

The technical capacity bulding activities comprised a series of trainings, workshops and consultations on the
conduct of field trials, sample preparation and analysis, SOP reviews and identification of core management tearr
facility inspections and protocol development. The imfation contained in Annex 3 in the Final Report of the
Project and views we collected from the participating countries show that theosevalt great satisfaction with

the content and quality of the training activities One parti ci pnaafthe Isestiordanided and t h
delivered international projects we have ever part
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areas, further training in the subjects covered by the courses and for training opportunities for mgranpsutici
One area where there was evidently a need for either further training or mentoring, or both, was in the preparatic
of the data packages for submission to JMPR. The fact that the pesticide residue data generated fulfilled the str
JMPR requiremestis a clear indication of the success of the training programme.

Concerningpesticide residue data generation and MRLsthe project partners agreed initially to focus on the
following risk-reduced pesticides azoxystrobin (Syngenta), pyriproxyfen (Suomto), spinetoram (Dow) and
chlorantraniliprole (Dupont). Following further discussions, it was decided to remove chlorantraniliprole from the
list. (A small error in Annex 1 of théASEAN Final Reportgivesfi ¢ h|l or antirna npgil n ea pop lee ¢
pesticide/crop combination studied in the Philippinebas now been correctedrtoe ad fApyr i praoxyf e

Initially, residue studies were planned for five countries (Indonesia, Mal8jsigpore, Philippines, Thailand),
with five Aobservero countries (Brunei Darussal am,
result in the establishment of five new Codex MRLs. However, after successfully completing the training, Brunei
Darussalam and Viet Nam were consideredifiedlto participate in the residue studies (another indication of the
effectiveness of the training provided) and they joined the participating countries. In addition, Thailand volunteerec
to undertake an additional study, bringing the total number diesttio Six.

The pesticide residue data produced in the ASEAN project not only met the planned targets, but exceeded
them. Residue data for six pesticide/crop combinations were submitted to JMPR, with the results shown in the
Status of the MREable in te Introduction JMPR accepted and reviewed the data package on pyriproxyfen on
mango submitted from the Malaysia/ Singapore study,
The data package submitted by Sumitomo included an ase#tidebel giing oneday as the Prédarvest Interval
(PHI') , whereas the PHI in the field trials in Mal:
given briefly in Annex 4According to USDA/IR4, the problem coulgbossiblybe solved if Sumitomehanged

the PHI on the label to 14 dayard if JMPR was prepared to consider a resubmigeplication.The JMPR
Secretariat indicated that JMPR would consider a resubmitted dossidtr,wauld have to get onto the CCPR
priority list again.

In the seven ASEAN countries that completed the residue stueggstrations of these reducedisk pesticides
were successfully completedDuring 20172018, USDA and IRt provided followup to expand registrations of
these project pesticides to other ASEMember States.

During the project, many of the participants acquired a lot of new knowledge and experience in areas where the
had little previously, for example, loevisk pesticides, GAP, GLP and the process by which Codex MRLs are
established and agted. This has enabled several of them (e.g. Mr. Pisan Pongsapitch from Thailand and Dr. Ngar
Chai Keong from Malaysia) to play a very active role in discussions on pesticide residue issues in CCPR and oth
international fora. The FAO/JMPR Secretariatl arthers have confirmed thtie participating countries have

been much more active in CCPR in recent yearand this is in large part due to their participation in the

project. The national Study Teams coordinated the project work with their Codex C&uiats and their lead
delegates to CCPR in order to have their project pesticides placed on the CCPR review schedule.

The project gave the governments in the ASEAN Member States an opportunity to collaborate with each other t
address their pest controteds and the development of new Codex MRLs. It also provided an opportunity for
government agencies within each country to collaborate, communicate, and build relationships which did not exis
previously. Finally, this project promoted dialogue betweeneguwent researchers, the pesticide industry, and
grower/exporter stakeholders to identify and prioritize crop protection needs.

The project was initiated by USDA in collaboration with ASEC, which was the lead agency in implementing the
project. USDAFAS dayed the role of Technical Coordinator, ensuring linkages and synergies with the other two
STDFsupported regional MRL projects to coordinate technical aspect of the project. ASEC and the Technica
Coordinator reported the progress of the Project toEdmert Working Group on Harmonisation of MRLs of
Pesticides among ASEAN Countries (EVMRLS), which acted as the Project Steering Committee (PSC). (EWG
MRLs was established in 1996 as a subsidiary body of the Senior Officials Meeting for ASEAN Ministers of
Agriculture and Forestry with the objective of facilitating trade in agricultural commodities in the ASEAN region.
Its main function is to adopt relevant Codex MRLs as ASEAN harmonised MRLs and to establish harmonisec
MRLs from residue data generated rewgilly. It also prioritizes the development of MRLs in the ASEAN region.
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Training was orgased and delivered by the Study Director and experts from thé HHetwork and the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEAThe FAO/JMPR Secretariat provided taidal advisory support on
the implementation of the Project and participated in the PSC.

The answers to our Survey Questionnaire show that therénngeneral, good communication and cooperation
between the different stakeholdersand thatthe compositon of the Project Teams was appropriateHowever,
some pestide manufacturers experiencaelays inreceiving timely responses frasome Project Teamembers

Impact

Growers in the participating ASEAN countries can now use these redskegesticides, which will have new
Codex MRLs established in 20:2®19. This should bring benefits in the formrefluced risks to field workers,
consumers and the environment, improgd access to export markets and ensured food securiffhe project
hasalsthel ped J MPRsSbme nevoisslkes, e.g., discussions on the new crop grouping system; combining
data sets from several countries in a joint submission; and the level of GlpRatw® required to accept data.

Sustainability

The capacity building provided in the project means that the participants are now in a much better position to tak
part in new projects on pesticide residue data generation and MRL setting and several ASEAN countries at
already planning such studies ocavie expressed an interest in doing so (see Section 3.2.26). Some ASEAN
countries already have the necessary resources (e.g-eom@hped laboratories with analysts experienced in
modern analytical methods) and can carry out such studies themselvedingrdivey are convinced of the need

for such work and can reach agreement with pesticide manufacturers to commit resources and seek registrati
Other countries will be able to undertake further studies only if they can obtain external resourceslydspecial
capacity building and perhaps also to cover some other costs. One way of enabling further countries to participa
in future studies is by sharing the work, so that one country carries out the field studies and another analyses t
samples, as waode in the ASEAN project, where Malaysia and Singapore and Brunei Darussalam and Malaysia
cooperated on studies.

This project has laid the technical foundation and logistical mechanisms for the establishmeriliobthdse
Foundation GMUF) (seeSection 3.2). The MUF is also looking to create partnerships with grower/exporter
associations to provide the fields/trees for the resedd@DA-FAS and IR4 have begun discussions with
Malaysia, Thailand, and Viet Nam (and Colombia, Costa Rica, and Rarfama next round of joint residue
projects. IR4, via the MUF, has established either formal Memoranda of Understanding, or informal cooperative
agreements, with the involved ministries of these six countries to partner on future joint projects. ThallMUF
provide coordination, training, and guidance for the joint work, with the pesticide manufactures providing
registration support and materials/methods for field and lab studies, and the country teams providing support «
their staff, equipment, and diities to conduct the workDiscussions are under way on a second round of
pesticide residuedata generation projectsinvolving countries in the ASEAN region and other parts of the world.
The table below gives some details of new pesticide residue @atagjon projects in ASEAN
countries.

New (ongoing or planned) pesticide residue projects in ASEAN countries

Country Pesticide/crop Support
Viet Nam Spinetoram/dragon fruit USDA-FAS, IR4
Fluopyram/dragofruit USDA-FAS, IR4
Indonesia Carbosulfan/palnoil Private company
Fluopyram/dragofruit USDA-FAS, IR4
Thailand Pyridaben, Difenoconazole/orange Dept of Agriculture
Picarbutrazox/Basil USDA-FAS, IR-4
Malaysia + Thailand Fluopyram-+ trifloxystrobin/papaya IR-4

3.4 Latin America
This section summarises the relevance, efficiency, results/effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the Lati
AmericaPesticide Residue Data Generatknoject STDF/PG/436 (1 October 2623 September 2015, extended
to 30 September 2016). It complemettie information already provided, particularly in thgroduction and
Section 3.20verall Response to Evaluation QuestidB€)s). In an effort to avoid duplication, this section does
not repeat the findings and examples provided in 3.2, so it is recommended to read 3.2 first. Where relevar
reference is made to specific EQs.
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Summary: This project has achieved most of dtigjectives. EBchnical capacity to generate, review and interpret
pesticide residue data was improved in five countries. (The project started out with six participants: Bolivia,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Panama and Peru, but Per( dropped out)imt#@eSstudies were completed

and data packages were submitted to JMPR via the chemical companies (Dow and Sumitomo). One MRL wz
approved in 2018, one is expected in 2019, and another is pending possible resubmission of data to JMPR
Sumitomo. Regisaitions have taken place in all four countries that participated in the stueliess€ see the
Project Summaries and the MRL table in the Introduction chgpter.

New projects involving USDAFAS/IR-4 and these and additional countries are underway, @stbmbia and

Costa Rica taking leadership roles. These projects will help to consolidate knowledge and skills among the STD
project participants and develop the capacity of the new members. Ultimately, this should have a positive impact ¢
regional harmons at i on ef forts and on the count rdeténg &nd athen | i f
SPS fora. Thus, the main objectives have been, or are likely to be, achieved.

Relevance and Design

The project was highly relevant and addressed Ivdglcumented SP$elated needs,as explained in the
Introductionchapter and EQs-4. All the countries were experiencing residatated problems with exports (and
imports) of tropical produce and were keen to develop the capacity to generate andtheallgge so that they
could monitor pesticide use and food safety better, and ensure that export produce met Codex or other MR
standards. The STDF project offered them an opportunity to develop such capacity.

While the model proved to be well based in general, the design had a number of weaknesses. These are discusse
EQs 59. They mainly related to risk assessment, needs and capabilities assessment, communications a
relationships (e.g., with higher levetd government and pesticide companies), and the need for clear shared
understanding of roles, responsibilities and mutual expectations. Rébemmendationand Lessonschapters
address these issues, which tended to be common to all three projectsy butnaot all aspects.

Efficiency of Implementation

Overall, given the outcomes and the continuing work, the project was good value for money.

The Latin America thregear programme cost around US$1 million (including the USDA, IDB and STDF inputs
in cash and kind). Of the US$374 166 committed by STDF, $355 418 were disbursed in six |&814663

were spent by 30 September 2016 (end of project). The STDF funding was mainly used for capacity building
(training, workshops, some equipment and materials). In February 2017, IICA returned the unspébttabe

STDF. Combined with the undisbursed¥51 in the project account, the unspent total W8$59566.

This project like the otherswas divided into four phases:

1. preliminary capacity building (mostly in 202013 before the project started; more occurred in 2&)4
2. field trials

3. laboratory analyses

4. reportwriting/submission to pesticide manufacturer for registration and submission of data to JMPR.

As explained inEQ 14 the project requestedameyear nacost extensiorbecause delays in selecting the final
pesticide/cop combinations led to delays in the field trials. Tiaéning was delivered largely as programniEae

field trials experienced further delays due to uduletgeting and lack of preparation of teams at certain sites. The
laboratory analyses experiencaidtimes long delays due to electricity failures, equipment breakdowns, personnel
transfers, quality problems with reagents, etc. And the repdihg phase required additional support that had not
been programmedSge Challenges below

Nonetheless he project was completed within the overall budfep ar t | y because Per ¥ dr

study did not continue after the trial phase, although Bolivia continued to receive training support). It was alsc
completed more or less on tinfl the daa packages and labels had been submitted to the chemical companies by
the time the Final Report was written in January 2
2016, Panam806s pyriproxyfen/ pineappd eCdadsattea Rioc a3 uon
pyriproxyfen/banana to Sumitomo in January 2017. Dow submitted the data packdffeRan late 2016, along

witht he ASEAN sister projectds spinetoram/lychee and

the submissiorwas reviewed in 2018, and MRLs approved by September 2018. The pyriproxyfen review was
rescheduled to 201&umitomo submitted the banana and pineapple data packages and labels to JMPR in lat
2017. Please see the MRL table in the Introduction for threent status.)
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Results and Effectiveness of Implementation

Overall, the Latin American projects have attainedr are likely to attain- the key aims and objectivesThe

boxes below contaih he Pr oj ect és Logi cal Framework (|l ogframe)
various aims and indicators.

Latin America Logframe Indicators (from Project Framework)

Capacity building: Aim: Scientists and regulators have acquired knowledge and skills to organise and implement fiel
and to collect, prepare and analyse higlality data for submission to JMPRhis has been achieved and is being
consolidated through the new projects.

Indicators:

i. Atleast 95% of the total invited scientists from participating Latin American countries trained during the praject pe
(20122016) Neither Progress Reports ndhe Final Report addressed this indicatotdowever, the STDF
Secretarat, USDA and the country focal pointdeveloped detailed chart of 44 participants in capacibuilding
activities from Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Panama and Per( in 22016. We were not able to
ascertain how many were invited (to detdne if 95% attended). Interviews of participants indicated that the (mostly
handson) training activities were effective and appreciated.

[ A number of additional scientists trainbd tnaf
model. Reports did not mention this indicatpnor did they refertohowrmny o6t r ai n t loekplace a i
since 2012r how many of these trainers have trained othelsi®erviews indicated that the activities mentioned unde
0i 6 eabev ved a O purpese. Anck nbneberiofrthase trainedthave indeed passed on their skills to
others. For example, Colombia organisé€dn its own initiative)a regional Quality Assurance workshop and member:
of the project team conducteddaining.

iii. Five residue studies completed during the project period and submitted to JMPR for Ravigaily achievedThree
residue studies were completed and submitted to JIMPR. See MRL table in Introductianfédirlist.

MRL establishment/registration: Aim: The availability on the market of new, approved chemicals for minor use crops|
Comment:The set of indicatordbelow) does notnention 6 New ML Rs for the pesticide
This was definitely a key goal.

Indicators:

i. New residue data is generated for{mxicity chemicals on at leagttree tropical fruit varietieduring the project period.
Achieved New data was generated for spinetoram/avocado, pyriproxyfen/pineapple and pyriproxyfen/banana, ar
submitted taJMPR in 20162017,

ii. Newchemicals areegisteredor use inthree countrieby the end of the projecAchieved.According to the project
reports, the pesticide/crop combinations were registered in the four that produced the studies (ColombiaRasta
Guatemala, Panam@)

Achievement of the Six Main Objectives of the Project

1. Facilitate market access It is too earlyto measure market access gains yet, with just one MRL approved in 2(
and two more pending JMPaction in 2019.

2. Expandlower-risk pesticide Ongoing The project contributed scierbased data and thus facilitated registration in

options the four countries that contributed studies. Growers and exporters need to be aware
the new options aravailable. And the new optisrshouldoe competitive in
price/effectiveness with other chemicals on the market.

3. Improve technical capacity to| Achieved.This was considered the most important achievement by the project team
generate, review and interprg Needto focus on sustainability and continuity by involving lab and field teams in new
pesticide residue data projects, train the trainer activities, mentoring, etc. The USDA/ikew round of projects

facilitates this.

4. National pesticide registratior] Achieved Spinetoram/avocado registered in Colombia; pyriproxyfen/pineapple
registered in Panama4; pyriproxyfen/banana registered in Costa Rica and Guatemalg

5. Facilitate new Codex MRLs | Partially achieved One MRL (spinetoram/avocado) was approved in 2018 (Colombi
The pyriproxyfen/pineapple MRlis expected in 2019 (Panama). The final expected M
(pyriproxyfen/ banana: Costa Rica/Guatem&g)ending possible resubmission of datg
JMPR by Sumitomo MPR rejected the data set due to triglhted issues).

6. Developreplicable modelfor | Achieved.The model is now being improved for the second round of projects.
joint pesticide residue project

Major factors influencing the achievement of the project bjectives, outcomes and outputs includeda good
model with flexibility built in; solid IR4 training programmes; persistence, patience and commitment of all the
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teams (including USDA/I R4) and individual ubhderstond me n
hi s/ her role and the importance of that role in a
survey and in interviews.

The main factors driving change were locald c hampi ons 6, who went beyond t
project and solve problems. In addition, in some countries growing awareness of the issues in government at
private sector circles helped to create more support. This awareness was due teraofwimiultaneous factors:

the project, better documentation of the problems faced by exporters, relevant issues arising in international fo
(eg, SPS Committee, Global Minor Use Summit, WTO Ministerial Conference in Buenos Aires), etc.

Best Team ofthe Year

I n Col ombia, the project teambs ability t o hievingthec o
result wonthemthé Be st T e2@lWdrizeat@hg Mistituto Colombiano Agricola (ICAl.hey al s o W
P o st er fortha prajectgoster displayed at the 2017 LA Pesticide Residue Workshop in CodtarRiea5).

&
¥
]

)

p

W

Part of the team at a focus session for this evaluation, at the laboratory where the analyses t@OkcRrlacenlarge)

The main target groupsfield and laboratory researchersay the project has changed the way they engage and
act, by enhancing their understanding of GAP/GLP requirements and inculcating greater discipline and care in the
approach to trials, analysedpcumentation and quality assurance. These changes are likely to be consolidated by
continuing work on residue matters, including new projects aimed at achieving additional MRLs.

Challenges and risks and how they were managed

A Staff transfers provoked delays in many of the national projecBelf,so many of the trained people were
transferred that Peru no longer had the capacity to continue with the project. So it was teimiaty 2015
after two trials.

A Bol is\pojectdbwas cut short (after the field phase) because its partner in the spinetoram/banana study
Uganda- changed to sulfoxaflor/mango along with the rest of the African participants after Dow was unable to
support the spinetoram work there. The searcafornew partner was unsuccessfu
undergone a revision when it was found that the laboratory did not have the capacity to do the analysis. It was
ship its samples to a laboratory in a neighbouring country (as was the t¢hs&usitemala). In the end,
however, this proved too complex.

A In Guatemalaa banana plague caugbe six field trials to be reduced to one.

A Breakdowns of laboratory equipment and electrical facilities caused several long delays in analyses. In son
casea, project funding was able to help with repairs or replacement of equipment parts, materials, etc.

A In Colombia, when the Study Direct@Dr. Edwin Barbosaas transferred to a new institution, instead of
replacinghim, the teanused theopportunity toinclude the new institution and keep the same Study Director.

Sustainability and Impact
Utilising the skills and knowledge and passing them on to others is imperative if the projects are to reap the desire
longerterm impacts of improved market access and greater use offickgresticides.

One of the goals of the project was to enhgneer t i ¢ i p a engayé comstouctively inynternational SPS

and pesticide residue forathat address tradelated matters. This appears to be happening: JMPR reports that
they are seeing a O0signifi cant the dountrigs awlsee inthe prdetieIn a c
priority-setting, they have also been successful in getting a number of tropical crops on the priority list from the
Global Minor Use Workshops. This is leading to additional projects that may result in new MRLs.

The project is also leading tgreater regional cooperation A good example is a joint collaboration between
Colombia and Bolivia.Dr Edwin Barbosa (the Colombia Study Director under the STDF project) is now the Study
Director of the joint project, takg on the communications and coordination role with the other partners. Similarly,
Colombia took the initiative to host a regional Quality Assurance workshop for QA technicians.
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Another goal was to enhance the technical capacity and common approacsanmyetesunderpinregional
harmonisation of pesticide registrations. The STDF and the new projects are likely to contribute to the
achievement of this goal, through eventdalfaco, if not de jure harmonisation in both the Andean region and
Central Amerca. This would be a very positive outcome indeed. (Seéntraductionchapter and EQ 22The
Comunidad Andina (Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru) issued in September 2018 (with FAO suppdaitiad
Técnico Andino para el Registro y Control de Plaglas Quimicos de Uso Agricolayhich gives all four
members a common basis for registration and control of pesticides for agricultur@vageomunidadandina.oyg
The STDF project and the continuingUSDA/IR-4 activities will help create capacity in the four countries to
implement these registration and monitoring guidelihesddition, Colombia and Costa Rican participants in the
STDF project are coopating with USDAFAS to create anechanism and hatin Americanregional technical
working group toaddress harmonisation issu&$e first set ofregionalmeetings will take place in Argentina in
late March 2019.

Putting the skills and knowledge acquired to good use in new projects is a key silgyaioab USDA-FAS and
IR-4 are implementing a new round of projects in Latin America, following up on priorities thatdeetidied at
the Global Minor Use Workshops in 2016 and 2018. The new residue studies involve Bolivia, Coltwshaa,
Rica,Ecuador, Panama and Peru and focus on the following pesticide/crop combinations:

1. Spinetoram on banana, papaya and pineapple to control fruit fly and some lepidopterous insects.

2. Trifloxystrobin+ Fluopyram on papaya to control Anthracnose.

3. Oxathiapiprolin orcacao bean (coco) to control pod rot.

SecondRound Projects in Latin America: Status as of eneFebruary 2019

Spinetoram/ Banana: 4 field trials (2 Colombia, 2 Ecuador); Colombia to analyse all sa@gitawbia will start field trials

inSept. 20199Ecuador é6s trials will start after personnel cf

1. Spinetoram/ Pineappl e: 10 field trials (4 Col ombi a
Panamé will analyse its sampld3anama expected to start trislslune 2019, and Columbia in September/October.
Bolivia to confirm dates for trials later in 2019rials to continue in 2020.

3. Spinetoram/ Papaya: 4 field trials in Panama and Costa Rica. Each to analyse its own aogdeRica is on a
different gant.)

4. Trifloxystrobin+ Fluopyram on Papaya: 1 field trial in Pekin Costa Rica, which will analyse all sampl€xosta Rica
made final application and collected samples in late February 2019. Peru will make applications in earhAkkgcis
of the samples will follow shortly.

5. Oxathiapiprolin on cacao bean: 8 field trials in Colombia, which will analyse all samples. Study to start in coming
Source IR-4

3.5 Africa

This section summarises the relevance, efficiency, results/effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the Afric
Pesticide Residue Data Generation Project STDF/PG/359 (1 May320ABril 2016, extended to 30 April 2017).

It complements the information rahdy provided, particularly in théntroduction and Section 3.20Overall
Response to Evaluation Questida®s). In an effort to avoid duplication, this section does not repeat findings and
examples provided in 3.2, so it is recommended to read 3.2 first. Where relevant, reference is made to specific EC

Summary: The STDF project started in May 2013, inlwing five countries spanning eastern and western Africa:
Ghana, Kenya, Senegal, Tanzania and Uganda, and one pesticide/crop combination (spinetoranh&ngo).
STDF project officially finished in April 2017. Howeverud to a series of unexpected proldefpee Africa
Project box beloyy the project did not complete its activities within the STDF project timeframe of 2013

All sources interviewed agree that the STDF project imptagehnical capacity to generate, review and interpret
pesticide reslue data in all five countrieRegistrations have occurred or are underway in three countries: Uganda,
Tanzania and Kenya. Three sets of data (possibly four) are close to delivering the study and data package f
submission to JMPR via the chemical compéDow). If all goes well, IMPR would consider the data and approve
an MRL in 2020. Please see the Project Summaries and the MRL Table in the Introduction ghapter.

New projects involving USDAAS/IR-4 and some of these and other countries are undesideration
(Impact/Sustainability below These projects will help to consolidate knowledge and skills among the STDF
project participants and develop the capacity of the new members. Ultimately, this should have a positive impact ¢
regional harmonisasin ef f orts and on the countr i es-éettirglandlother y t
SPS fora.
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Relevance and Design

The project was highly relevant and addressed vagltumented SP$elated needs,as explained in the
Introductionchapterand EQs 4. All the countries were experiencing residatated problems with exports (and
imports) of tropical produce and were keen to develop the capacity to generate and analyse the data so that tt
could monitor pesticide use and food safety betiad ensure that export produce met Codex or other MRL
standards. The STDF project offered them an opportunity to develop such capacity.

While the model was good in general, the design had a number of weaknesses which are discusse@.inEQs 5
this cae, they mainly related to risk assessment, needs and capabilities assessment, communications a
relationships (e.g., with pesticide companies &wHIBAR), and the med for clear understanding ofutual
expectations.

Due to these and other weaknesses, implementation proved to be a major challenge. Unexpected setbar
throughout the project meant that it did not achiallehe objectives in the timeframe allocated. Many lessons
were learned, especially about the impode of thorough prproject assessments, strategic planning, risk
assessment and risk management.

There were related | essons to be |l earned about ass
anticipated that only small equipmgnirchases will be made to support the project. Project partners are expected
to use existing national resources to implement t
transferred by AUBAR to beneficiaries as needed (as set out in tiegepr document)that national laboratory
equipment sufficed and would generally work as expettddiat budget s woul dthatrelimbber o6t
refrigerated transport would be available, etc.

Sustainability was lightly touched upon in theject document, mainly referring to dissemination of results and
lessons learned at the end of the project. It remains to be seen how and when this will be implemented. Futu
project documents should consider sustainability more thoroughly, with am égegierm continuity.

Efficiency of Implementation

The US$1m project in Africa (at April 2017) was plagued with challer@éthe total US$446 150 committed by
STDF, $423 721 were received by ABAR (the administrator) in four disbursements from Japu2014 to
February 2017. Of this, $391 073 was spent, leaving an unspent balance6dB$8dich AUIBAR returned to
the STDF in February 2018. This plus the undisbursed $22 429 added up to an unspent total ofI838r6&7.
of efficiency, timelines and coseffectiveness, the project did not meet expectatiahSDA/IR-4 have probably
spent a lot more than their expected cash akihith contribution of just over US$6@DO.

The early training activities and field trials were carried out largslyprjected From then on, problems and
delays cascaded, to the extent that the project was almost abandoned.

The Africa Project: An Example of Persistence and Commitment

fi | dondét think the original pl an SBARKA Sv.r ofmo ri nt PAd ra rcig
(azoxystrobin and difenoconazabygenta), all the labs had some capability of doing the work. But, when we had to sw
chemicals (to sulfoxaflor Dow), only the Kenya and Ghana labs were capable of doing the esialith some support. Th
problem was that we ran out of time since: 1) Syngenta lost market interest for these products and we needed to fing
company to join the project; and 2) ABAR was not able to transfer the funds to the countries to dedhledue to
unexpected bidding requirements. After six months of searching for a solutielBARIwas able to transfer the money
(US$261000) to IR4/Rutgers University to manage the transfers. That took anoc#hendnths, because {#Rhad to transfe
it to another regional entity, African Agricultural

iThe crop seasons were winding down (or we would hay
grant and the agreement with AU/IRds ending. We only had a couple of months left and that was not enough time tq

the | abs up to the I evel that they could actually r\
ready, and we didnodte hhave hmdr & itnteaienearhserawai | abl
iSo, we decided that the only option was to send t he

(CEMAYS) is used by Dow for other work, and Dow offered to pay half the cost of the analysis. So, it made sense. In
IR4 reduced their own service fees to cover the shodr

iButh,e Tanzanian samples didnoét finish the journey f
shi pment dates and their samples were lost. Only Ugg
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labelwasuncler . Wi th all that, we were discouraged and re

AiBut, the countries rallied. All said they would useée
to help Senegal and Ghana in the end). USDA also found farsgsntl an IR chemist, Wayne Jiang, to work with the lab
in Kenya and Ghana to prepare them for the analyses. Kenya and Ghana competed their analyses, and we are still
get Senegal samples to Ghana (the first shipment thawed during air ttatedpgs), or wait a bit longer and help them

borrow a university instrument in Senegal to do the analyses. In the meantime, the Senegal/Uganda results from th¢
laboratory are being reviewed by-lR6s Joe de Fr ancesco an dhtWahaneandKeryaddts
and they indicate that the data are good enough to |

iCorteva (Dow) has |listed the JMPR r evi e wdath packagesready,to
submit.The final combined study (mango/sulédior) will include data from Ghana (2 trials), Kenyat(ials), Uganda (1
trial) andSenegal (1 trialj for a total of 6 total trials from the African countries. We are now in discussions with them
possible followu p pr ogr amme. 0

State of playat end-February 2019: sulfoxaflor/mango project(Source: IR4 team working on the data packjge
Received Kenyaods final analytical dat a: Feb. 201
Still awaiting field data notebooks and QA reports from Kenya.

Recei ved Ghanaodos a nhetaatQActatémertd and report. f or matt i ng

Still awaiting QA reports from Ghana field trials.

Senegal and Uganda 2016/2017 trials data received from UK CEMAS lab in Sepn@@1ldder review.

Have field data notebooks from Uganda and Senegal.

To Io To To I o

Results ard Effectiveness of Implementation

Overall, the African project is likely to attain most of the key objectivatheit rather later than originally
planned.Fol | owi ng are the Projectds Logical Fr ameetanr k
results and indicators.

Results to Date as per Africa Logframe Indicators (from Project Framework)
Expected results

1. Training of skilled scientists and regulators in the process of study design, field trial implementation, sample colle
preparation and analysis to produce higfality residue data to be considered by the JMPR for chemical evaluation
MRL establishmentRartially achievedThe training is completed and mentoring (QApntinues The training and
mentoring provided by USDAAR enabled laboratories in two of the countries (Kenya and Ghana) to eventually co
the analysis of the samples (after the STDF project had formally cld$ed)projects in some of the countries will helg
to consolidate skills.

2. Project chemical is registered for use in three countrikely to be achievedIt has reportedly been registered in
Uganda and Tanzania, and Kenya is in the process

3. Important residue data is generated for-towicity chemicals on three (possibly four) tropical fruit varietidst
achieved Residue data was generated for one variety: mango.

Indicators:

i. An estimated 20 scientists from participating AU mendbates will be trained at six technical capacity building
workshops.Achieved.More than 20 scientists were trained during the life of the project (including 2018).

ii. Atleast one set of residue data generated and submitted to the JMPR to suppstioaie Codex MRIPending.Data
set expected to be submitted to JMPR in late 2019 for MRL consideration in 2020.

Achievement of the Six Main Objectives of the Project

7. Facilitate market access It is too early to measure market access gains since no MRL has been approve
8. Expand lower-risk pesticide The project contributed scienbased data that will facilitate registration in all
options countries participating in the studies. Once reged, growers and exporters need

be made aware that new options are available. And these new options should
competitive in price/effectiveness with other chemicals on the market.

9. Improve technical capacity to Achieved. But further improvements needeith a ocus on sustainability and
generate, review and interpret continuity (involve lab and field teams in new projects, tthimtrainer activities,
pesticide residue data mentoring, etc). A second round of USDA/#R projects would facildte this.

10.National pesticide registration Registration is underway, pending confirmation in three countries: Tanzania an

Uganda saidhiey were awaiting labeldsenya is completing the data submission.

11.Facilitate new Codex MRLs Not yet achievedoutpossible in 2020.

12.Developreplicable modelfor joint | The model is now being refined for the second round of projects. The basic lea|
pesticide residue projects by-doing approach remains at the core.
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Major factors in achieving the objectives,outcomes and outputs

According to the stakeholders, the following were important contributors to achievements:

A Commitment, persistence and patiemdeUSDA/IR-4 teams and the national teaimsthe face of constant
challenges

A A good model with enougthexibility and knowhow to deal with challenges and adversities

A Solid IR-4 handson training programmes provided by highality trainers

A Regional team spirit among the five countries (and among EAC members Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda in tt
harmonisation wrk)

A Financial assistance from Dow at a critical point (for CEMAS laboratory to analyse Uganda and Senega
samples in the UK)

A EU funding for KEPHIS lab to buy a newCkMS/MS machine, allowing Keny@ analyse itsetrial samples

l

!
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KEPHISLab Head with new C-MS/MS machine KEPHIS STDF Project Team

Major Factors in Delays

A Multiple changes in crop/pesticide combination A Freezer breakdowns due to electrical outages and
A Inability of laboratories to analyse the selected produ equipment problems

once the fi&d trials were completed A Reagent prolems

A Challengesn raising money to send samples to a UK | A Personnel transfers or absences
laboratory A Need to repat the trials and analyses

A Misunderstandings on terms énsferringpaymens A Need to add efficiency trials to the project in order to
from AU-IBAR to partner institutions register and get the labels necessary fodMER

submission.

Impact and Sustainability

Utilising the skills and knowledge acquired and passing them on to etfegnsperative if the projects are to reap
the desired longeierm impacts of improved market access and greater use of-li@kegresticides. This often
requires adopting new appidaes and changing longstanding ways of doing things.

Respondents to surveys and interviews said the GLP training and supervisedrhandstice was leading to a
more disciplined approach to field and laboratory work.AThe field training enhanced ouagacity in designing

and implementing field trial protocols. Laboratory training helped in method development and validation to ensure
the results generated are accurate and reli@ilP training has influenced the way we conduct document and
record keepig.We areinthepr ocess of adopting the standard refer

One of the overall goal s of t he pemage constructigely int o
international SPS and pesticide residue foraAs mentioned earlier in the report, a JMPR representative familiar
with the projectnoteda 6 s i gnd rfa asaetibn i mradiye earticipatoe imE@PR snéetings. Other
sources also mentieda fistr onger Af ri c &8RS andbatha e faotr aCCRWR,t hWTH@ | €
and technical knowl edge of issues raised and contr |

Another goal was to enhance the technical capacity and common approach necessary to nagiengain
harmonisation of pesticideregistrations.The STDF project played a role in fasicking the development of
commonEast African Community (EAC) protocols for procedures for residue data generation, regional efficacy
trials, and registration data requirements (especially residaerelghirements and standards establishment). This
should give chemical companies an incentive to register more newiskg@roducts in the EAC region, and may
serve as a model for other regions, as W8ke the box below, as welltag Introductionchapter and EQ 2p.
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An important impact, mentioned by several people interviewed in the region, wasghevement in the
countriesé ability to addrseuscsh eanse rFgaelnlc yArpneys tWoorunt. b ri
STDF project, country #anms are now contributing to developing solutions to exotic pest outbrdaksging
residue studies/MRLs with identifying new pesticides, collaborating with pesticide companies, and considering
efficacy needs and residue needs while finding sol

EAC Harmonisation of Pesticide Registration Requirements: Added Value of the STDF Projec

Frustration with efficacy requirements for each country individually was a key motivation to work towards the mutual
recognition of efficacy data in the East Africa region, where these are a prerequisite for registration. The very lbégin
this effortstemmed from a meeting between the Africans and the chemical companies hosted bifASDthe margins
of the 2016 global priority setting conferencafter Sygenta had pulled out of the STFiiRded project. The country
representatives asked what whas problem and what they could do to get the chemical firms to register new products i
Africa. The response was fiYou need to harmonise dat @
confidentiality issueso.

The EAC Working Groupm Agr ochemicals had been interested in r

gave us a basis for a common work programme on regi g
members were in the STDF project: Kenya, Tameand Uganda). With the support of Jason Sandahl, FAO and others
20162018, the WG was able to develop common protocols for procedures for residue data generation, regional effic
and registration dat aMike ®dng framdJgemdatakey persdnanstte STDF projexcttamddEAC
harmonisation effort, was to join me at the WE®S Committee meeting in October 2016 to present on the success of
EAC wor k. Sadl vy, Mi ke passed away en route to Genevd

Participants said thalhe experience and confidence gained in the STDF project (eg, on how to conduct GLP supervis
residue trials and make Codex submissions) helped them in particular to develop the residue data generation proceg
late January 2019, the EAC CouncilMinisters signed the protocols. The Working Group is still addressinfidentiality.

ifWe are now working with EAC to |iottproepchéseaddcuUumeonns
chemical companies are volunteering to move th@idpcts through this new mechanism. The EAC technical group will
meetl8-21March2019in Arusha to put in place guidance documents and roadmaps to get efficacy trials underway. W
going to link this to the Fall Army Worm efforts, as we can then lgyesealditional funding resources, and this puts some
urgency behind moving the project forward quickly.o

New projects: Consolidating skills and knowledge through new projects is very important for sustainability.
USDA-FAS/IR-4 are in the planning stagésr a number of new projects involving some of the countries that
participated in the STDF programmie. East Africa, one new project is related to the EAC harmonisation pilot
mentioned above. This may lead to new regional opportunities that will gaemiountry teams to strengthen the
good practices they have acquiré.West Africa, IR-4 has been exploring the use of biopesticides to reduce
residue probl ems. iwWe are starting to see howUSwe ¢
in combination with other countries, and we all b e
Michael Braverman of IRl. Work should start in the next few montbs residue mitigation studies to reduce
export problems with dimethoate aadklorpyrifos in eggplant and okia Ghana, and with lamda cyhalothrin and
deltamethrin in mangm Senegal

4. Conclusions

1. Altogether, the three projects hasuccessfully generated quality pesticide residue datantributing to the
establishment dfive new Codex MRLsfour from ASEAN andonefrom Latin America) JMPR evaluations
have been completed for a further fveamd MRLs are expected in 20{&he ASEAN and one LA)Another
two (also one ASEAN and one LA) did not pass JMPR evaluation. It rertaibhe seen if the chemical
company,Sumitomo,is prepared to revise and resubmit the two dossieddfR. (Rec. 14)Regarding the
African study, IR4 is working on the data package and awaiting the remaining documentation from the
participants. Thehemcal company (Dow) must submit the dossier to JIMPR by November 2019 if it is to be
evaluated as scheduled in 2020.

2. Technical capacity has improved visib}. All respondents to surveys and interviews said they needed further

support to consolidate the knauige and skills acquired and to strengthen their capacity to apply them and
pass them on to othefRecs. 5, 9, 10, 11, 12)
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

To date, all of the ASEAN countries that participated in the trials reyistered the reduceerisk pesticide
for the crop they tested, as have Colombia, Panama, Costa Rica and Guatemala in Latin America, and Ugan
and Tanzania in Africa. Kenya is in the process.

Participantsin the STDF projecth ave demonstrated a 06s.i apilitytb éngagen t [
constructively in international SPS and pesticide residue foraand to contribute to regional
harmonisation efforts.

Themodel usedin the three projectwas sound but needs to be adapted to the infrastructure, conditions and
resources availablie the participating countrie§.he composition of the national Study Teams used in the
projects appeared to work well and should be replicated as far as pdgeiold)

The projects proved thatooperation and collaboration was possibleamong a broad range of national
stakeholders, including registrants, research institutes, labs, other government agencies, and in some ca:
universities, producers, exporters, their asdimia, and extension servicesSome who were not initially
involved (e.g., in the last five groups) became important partners for sustainabilitineprojecs. In future,

their possible role should be given consideration early in the planning phlasg . message from surveys and
interviews was that thgrivate secta in particular should be involved much more proactively(Recs. 14)

High-level commitment from governments, key ministries and chemical companies was a challenge
highlighted in all three projects. A number of interviews indicated that a stronger form of agreement should be
sought, with mutual expectations, roles, responsibilities and comntionicaatters spelled out and signed off

by all parties.(Rec.2)

Managing multi -stakeholder endeavoursrequires very good communications, coordination, relationship
building and expectation management. thleeprojects had weaknesses in each of these areas. As a result, in
some cases, the muttiakeholder approach contributed to resultsiarothers it led to delay&fficiency and
effectivenessmay well have been higher (i.e., many delays avoided) if ralesponsibilities and mutual
expectations had been agreed and spelled out clearly in the project and contractual documents. This applies
all parties- administrators, implementers, pesticide companies, national testing faciliti¢Rext@)

Thereis aneed forbetter communication amongthe pesticide manufacturers, the JMPR Secretariat and the
Technical Director of the projects tensure that information about JMRRta requirenents for MRL
establishmentisuptdat e and that t he r esexpldinedsmthat ahyMiBfiRiénsies e v a
can be rectified (Rec 3, 14

Some of theamore successful projects were those where a broader set of national staketaéderelved

and where awareness and bettemmon understanding of MRielated issues reached different government
agencies and private sector organisations. This has the benefit of deliveringaherent and cohesive

action on food safety, environmental and traééated issuesProjects wher@ narrower set of stakeholders
was involved on a 6need to knowd basi(Recded to | i

Both the design and implementation stageguired more thorough and ongoing needs and capabilities
assessments, risk ass@entscontingency planning, communicatiomechanisms, and strategies to manage
relationshipsaandexpectations(Recs. 5, 8)

Sustainability aspectsneed to bebetterincorporated into the project at the planning stage update
regularl in order toensure posproject continuity and consolidation of resultéRec. 5)

Identifying and prioritising project pesticide/crop combinations to study is extremely difficult, as there are
many interests at play and it is important that representatives efealant stakeholders be involve@Rec 6)

Serious problems may ariseciiop sampleshave to be transported long distances from the field study sites to
the analytical laboratoriesor if they have to be stored in deep freezers for a long period of Rigk
mitigation in such cases may have budget implicatigRgc. 6)

Project team compositionwas a key factor in achieving the objectives and carrying on after the ptujekcts
finished. Successful projects had teams in which each person undetsgibdr role and importance in
achieving the specific and overall objectivexleed, a number of champions have emerged from the STDF
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17.

18.

19.

20.

5.

national project teams, and they are proving to be instrumental in taking forward pesticide residue issues i
their regians. (Rec. 7)

The capacity building phase of the projects was very successfitarticipants particularly appreciated the
61 e a-byrdion @pproach and thetrong support of the K technical teams from start to finish. All
highlighted the need for ctinued training opportunities and -time-job learning in order to consolidate the
knowledge and skills they acquired in the STDF project, especially those rédapgdducingdata for
submission to JIMPRRecs. 9, 10, 11, 13)

Project teams also suggestihat anend-of-project review, with a facilitator, would be a good sustainability
tool, since it would give them the chance to discuss achievements, challenges and lessons learned that could
applied both generally in ongoing work and specificallyéwrprojects(Rec. 12)

A very large number of tropical fruits exisemnd it is unrealistic to think that pesticide residue data will ever

be generated to enable JMPR to propose Codex MRLs for all of them. Hence the importance of the ongoin
discussionsi JMPR and CCPR on thextrapolation of Codex MRLs adoptedfor a few key representative
crops to other crops within the same Codex subgobtiopical fruits. Rec. 16)

Being able to comply with Codex MRLs is, unfortunately, not always enough t@gedss to some markets,
since stricter MRLs are applied by some countries and/or commercial food business operators (e.g. Glob:
Gap) and these are more difficult and expensive to comply \{Rec. 20)

Following national registration, growers in manytioé participating countries can now use the reduistd

pesticides studied in the projects. This should bring benefits in the foredwéed risks to field workers,
consumers and the environment, improved access to export markegd better food security.

Recommendations

The Final Reports of the three progecontain a number of specific and broader recommendations, including those
on areas that would benefit from additional support and capacity building in the future; these recommendation
should be taken intaccount when planning capaectiyilding activities in future projects of this kind.

For projectdesigners managersand partners

The Model

1.

Future projects on generation of pesticide residue data should be based on the model piloted in the thre
projects evaluated, taking into account the lessons learned and adapting the model to the infrastructur
conditions and resources of the participgtoountriesThe composition of the national Study Teams used in
the projects appeared to work well and should be replicated as possiblNdiienal Focal Point/Testing
Facility Manager, Study Director, Quality Assurance, Field Research Director dtat@y Research
Director). The Focal Point should be a senior person with sufficient authority to make the necessary decision:
and at the same time be able to devote adequate time to the project. Dedicated staff and equipment should
encouraged whereopsible.

Relationships and communications

2.

The letters of agreement with the agencies and pesticide companies concernedlehdyldpell out the
mutual expectations, roles, responsibilities and communication matters, and be signed off by both parties
High-level commitment should be sought from governments to provide the necessary policy, personnel an
budgetary support. Similar highvel support should be obtained from the chemical companies. In all cases,
such commitment should be communicated faidwed up vertically so that all relevant levels and offices in
government and in the companies are aware of the project and their specific roles in it.

Technical coordinators of pesticide residue data generation projectshangesticide manufactures
involved should maintain regular and close contact with the JMPR Secretariat imoorelgrain current on
JMPRG6s r e gredardirgrthe natuse, quality, quantity and presentation of the data to be submitted for
setting Codex standardsarly feedbak from the JMPR reviewer, enabling the applicant to provide additional
information, clarifications, etc, would help to avoid unnecessary delays in the evaldMiBR should
establish a better mechanism to inform the applicant, the project coordinatihreaetevant country(ies) on

the outcomes of its evaluations.
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At the country level, the project should identify key national decisiakers and stakeholders, determine the
role they are to play in the project (who, when, how), and develop strategjesand keep them onboard at
critical points before, during and after the project. They include, for example:

A 6Lead agencybd

Ministry of Agriculture and related services (e.g., research entities, extension services, etc)
Laboratories

Growers, Exporterspiporters and their Associations

Companies (food businesses, importers and exporters)

Ministry of Commerce and export promotion agency

Universities and research institutes

To Io o To I To

Planning

5.

Future projects would benefit from more thorough planning, including rigorous needs assessments, risl
assessments, contingency planning, and regular r
design from the beginning, determining hbest to consolidate learning and results fhtting and after the
project. The timeframe should be calculated to include contiogguians and followup action.(Many
development assistance programmes use aorti+2-year model, with a mitierm reviewto assess progress

and suggest improvements in approadimiex 7gives some key questions to pose before starting a project.

The initial planning discussions, including the choice of pesticide/crop combinations to be studied, the site(s
for the field sudies and the laboratories to carry out the analyses, should include representatives of the
growers and exporters, pesticide companies, relevant government authorities, laboratories, pesticid
registration entities, agricultural extension services, resaastitutes and universities as appropriate. If field
studies are to be carried out far from the analytical laboratories, logistics and transport of samples t
laboratories should be incorporated in the planning and budgeting.

In choosing the broad reseh teams, the roles and responsibilities of each team member should be carefully
and clearly definedsee Annex6 for amodelreflecting experience ithese projects). The STOFojects have

shown that it is useful to seek the input and participation of (Agriculture) ministry crop research sections, ac
well as extension services and university crop researchers. At this stage it is also important to identify back
ups for each keperson, and determine how to involve them in the project so as to permit seamless continuity
in case someone leaves.

During the preémplementation needs and capacity assessment phase, and during risk assessment, all issu
related to facilities, equipmé and materials should be identified and resolved. Project planning should

i ncorporate sufficient contingency plans, backup
repairs. For laboratory equipment supplied by donors, good practicatieslihat the purchase terms should
include aftersales contracts covering yearly training and maintenance/repair for five years following delivery
(in the interest of sustainability).

For project designers, managersatners, partner country institutios:

Capacity development and prpetuating knowledge and skills

9.

10.

Capacity building shodhkjdo xd® nd-het ude irtnae rféo Iplrd w cti tpd e
eventually having a core group of people in each country who have fully acquired the necessary expertise ar
can pass it on to new staffhetraining should enable candidates who already have good basic knowledge of
field work or advanced analytical methods (e.g.;MG/MS) to improve it in specific areas so that they can
carry out field studies and laboratory analyses according to GAP andR@ktiRipation in training courses

(and study teams) should be contingent on sufficient technical knowledge and language skills to be able t
fully benefit from the experience. Since staff turnover is common in most organisations, it is important that the
people trained pass on their knowledge to colleagues. Trainers can facilitate this by providing course
materials, etc., on USB memory sticks.addition, including irtraining activities case studies on the issues

that caused delays can also help to fattention on common problem areas.

USDA-FAS and IR-4 are encouraged to develop mentoring programmes, as both a capddityg and
sustainability toolk.al Thesmencoulicogi ftel. gde &@gn Sky
stages of the mpject and in the pogiroject period where researchers are putting to use the skills and
knowledge they have acquired.
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11. To consolidate knowl edge, skills and capacity, t
which laboratories still nekto improve in order to generate higbality data Reports and interviews
highlighted ongoing needs relating to SOPs, methods development, performing QA auditndognd
report writing. This will also help to ensure sufficient laboratory prepardtefore training visits and may
underpin stronger commitment from those involved to meet deadlines and achieve goals.

12. Upon completion of each project, follemp meetings should be held at both the national and regional level,
involving all participané and other interested parties, to communicate the results obtained, discuss lesson:
learned and develop recommendations to improve the planning and implementation of future projects.

For international organisations and developing countries

13. In orderto disseminate information and advice from successful pesticide residue data generation projects an
related issues, STDF, WTO, FAGodexand other international and regional organisations stamritinue to
invite relevant people to make presentationsvants they organis@he EAC, for example, might share its
experience in regional harmonisation of registration, etc, with the other AU Regional Economic Communities.

14. In order to enable JMPR to establish Codex MRLs for pyriproxyfen on mango and bamarhiys meet a
key objective of two projects in which a large investment has been Maléat/Sumitomo shouldrevise and
/or complete lteir dossiers so that they fulfil IMPR requirements, and resubmit them to. JWNRRR has
confirmed to the evaluaticleam and the parties that this is the correct way to proceed.)

15. In order to expedite the development and adoption of Codex standards on pesticide residues, FAO and WH
should consider increasing the resources available to JMPR to enable it to eliminate the backlog of dossie
awaiting evaluationin addition, if theras a considerable backlog, considerationld be given to prioritising
dossiers from developing countriebere the potential impact on trade would be high

16. The countries that participated in the three projects should continue to play an activeh®ankt of CCPR
and encourage other tropical frpitoducing countries to do so as well. In collaboration with other countries,
they should endeavour to expedite JMPR and CCPR work tmapelating Codex MRLs from key
representative crops to other cropshia same Codex crop subgroup.

17. In order to expedite the standaseltting work of Codex, STDF should consider further support to developing
countries wishing to carry out pesticide residue data generation projects by inviting them to seek Projec
Preparation Grants.

18. USDA/IR4 and partner country institutions should approach donors involved in SPS and trade issues to Se
how these projects and others in national SPS/MRL plans could fit into ongoing or planned dapladity
programmes. The releragovernment donor coordination focal point should be involved.

19. FAO, WHO and WTO should make stronger efforts to encourage their Members to incorporate Codex MRLs
for pesticide residues into their national legislation, to facilitate international trade.

20. Exporting countries whose tropical produce is denied access to markets due to the application of MRLs the
are stricter than Codex MRLs should raise the issue at the SPS Committee and other international fora ar
request justification for the stricteniits.

6. Lessons Learned
This chaptershareghe key lessons learneahd practical suggestiorisat are applicable twider use and future
programme developmert We ar e aware that the Opractical sugges

Identifying and prioritising project pesticide/crop combinationsto study is extremely difficult, as there are
many interests at play. Firstly, there must be a real pest control problem to be tackled in the country. Secondl
there are the commercial interests of festicide industry to be considered and, thirdly, it is meaningless to
generate residue data for Codex MRLs if there is no opportunity for the pesticide to be placed upon the JMPI
review schedule. Thus, there is a need to balance these three key coosgl@énatiiscussions with relevant
stakeholders involved. The lesson learned in this project wadhihgirocess can be quite slow and future
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projects should allow more options, allocate more time for achieving consenswand include more fallback
optionsin case primary options fail.

The most importaniesson learned about the budgetvas the high cost of travel to conduct the research. Most
study sites were far from the researchers, and in some cases required air travel and lodging for field irsvestigatol
Future projects need to include larger budgets for site travel. In addition, it is critical to identify several alternative
field study sites in case problems develop at the initially planned site.

Project team compositionis a key to success. One lesson leawad not to rely too much on government
officials; they tend to rotate too often, despite undertakings to not transfer staff during the project. Another lesso
wasthat roles and responsibilitiesustbe clearly defied and even more clearly understeqarticularly in terms

of how each role and person contributes to the overall results.

Based on the STDF project experience, thetlRechnical team and Dr. Jason Sandahl prepared a set of Study
Team roles andesponsibilitiesgeeAnnex6); themain points are in the chart below prepared bykinkel.

Study Team Roles and Responsibilities
~MRL Residue Studies ~

Sponsor (Testing Facility Management)
~ Provides resources to ensure completion of the study in a timely manner
~ Designates Study Director and Quality Assurance Unit
~ Reviews and signs protocol, SOPs, and QA audits and inspections
~ Official country signee with in-country registration division and CCPR (Codex)

/ N\

Quality Assurance (QA) Study Director (SD)
~ Independent person who audits lab & field activities, and data ~ Responsible for all aspects of the study and monitors progress
~ Ensures compliance with GLPs ~ Develops protocol; Provides guidance; Assesses data
~ Conducts lab & field inspections, Provides reports to SD, LI, & FI ~ Reviews Analytical Summary Report and Field Notebooks
~ Reviews Analytical Summary Report and Final Report ~ Writes final report; Assists sponsor with submission for MRL
Laboratory Investigator (LI) Field Investigator (FI)
~ Develops SOPs; Follows protocol; Trains assistants ~ Develops SOPs; Follows protocol; Trains assistants
~ Maintains/calibrates instruments; Method validation ~ Selects test site; Ensures crop health; Collects data
~ Ensures sample integrity;, Coordinates with FI ~ Makes applications; Maintains field notebook

~ Conducts sample analysis; Writes analytical summary ~ Collects and ships samples; Ensures sample integrity

An important lesson is that Study Teasmould be adapted to theconditions and resources in each country

one size does not fit all! It is important telact members from organisations with the ability to dedicate time,
replace members if needed, and coordinate with other institutions involved in the work. Each Study Team shoul
have a strong kHeountry Study Director or contact person who can communigikeall other members of the
team, IR4, and other stakeholdef©ur Surveyresponsefdicatal thatmostparticipating countries considered

the composition of their Study Teams to be adequale.

Another lesson learned is that to ensure searta#inuity, back-up or replacement equipment and materials
should be identified in the early stage dmtk-up personnelshould be appointed from the beginning of the
project to 6shadowd the key team me mménrcase f meedgThey St

should participate in training and ot hup persaxcshoule i t i
participate fully, in order to be able to step in and take responsibility for the outcome should the need arise. /
6vettapproachdé to reach all the technical staff sh

Universities and research institutesproved to be useful partners in the few projects where they were involved
(Asia). Interviews in other regions indicated strong support for involvinga e mi a mor e in f ut |
uni versity researchers can Osecondd or replace | a
conducting the studies, o0 commented Jason Sanda,hl
Senegal, and Ghananay be more as we get wunder way. o

Involvement ofagricultural extension servicescould support sustainability, as they could carry on helping
growers after the end of the project (in terms of pesticides, sprayers, calibration, protection, etc). This did nc
happen very often in the STDF projects (mainly in ASEAN). In interviews, mbau of people noted that
extension serviceger se either did not exist in their country or were a local phenomenon and therefore not
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centrally accessible. They concurred that involving extension services would be a good idea, and if governmel
extensm people werendét available, then perhaps the fr
obviously budgeting would be an issue.

Another lessoncontributed by several participaritsthat personnel must fully understand the proceduresto
follow, so that the data generated is not wadtél crops are not picked without permissi@tc. It is important to
include such contingencies in thsk mitigation plan

The technical trainers ammksticidecompany representatives providisg following suggestiondased orlessons
theylearned during the projects

- Morefocused attention to thechoice of personnetonducting the studie&ach researcher must haugrent
experience for the role they will fill. Field researchers should have expertise in conducting crop research.
Quality assurance officers should have quality control experience in crop production or laboratory analysis.

- Dedicatedpersonnel or at least dedicated timéo ensure the completiasf the research, data collection and
report writing

- Dedicated critical equipment, or & least better control over the use and maintenance of shared critical
equipment, especially prayers and analytical equipment.

- Good maintenance contracts foessentidlaboratory equipment, and/ora plan forback-up equipment.

- Storing and shipping samples Install an alarm system to alert if freezer or electricity fail. Have a-bpdjas
generator for the freezer in theesw of an electricity failure-ave a plan to move samples frarfailed freezer
to a functioning freezer. Use a reliable shipping company that is willing to replenish dry ice in route, if needed.

- Use Skype or other videoconferencing to provide additional training.Towards the end ohe projectthe
technical teanstartedusingSkype to provide training for the analytical summary report and final report writing.
This worked well, as long as the participants had access to good internet connections.

- Incentivesto ministries/study teans ensure the timely completion of each phase of the study

Regarding the last issucentives and motivationto complete tasks in a timely fashion, several team members
respondediiObtain a firm commitment from higher levels that the necessary budljéte made available and

that the professionals and technicians will stay in their jobs/roles during the whole project unless they are nc
performingd In other words, provide stable environmentin which to carry out the studies.

Regardingoriv ate setor involvement and sustainability, surveys and interviesssuggestedhe following:

A Involve the relevant agriculture and export trade and industry associations, and explore how they can contribu
to project outcomes by taking responsibility for commutigato their members information on the progress,
the results, the lessons learned and the opportunities.

A Involve the Ministry of Commerce, export promotion agencies and other relevant agandieacourage them
to work with the associations to help farmers foutl exporters take advantagfethe new opportunities arising
from the new MRLs and tHewer-risk pesticides that have been trialled and registered.
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Annex 2: Evaluation Matrix

(Please noteThe ToR gquestions have beedlited to reflect the fact that the evaluation will cover three projects. Priority guestions are in bold.

Evaluation Questions
Relevance (from ToR)

1. Were the projects the right answer to the SP$elated
needs of the beneficiaries?

2. What was the value added of these projects, compare]
other support programmes?

3. Were local contexts, ownership, processes and
stakeholders adequately taken into accounlé design
and implementation of the project?

4. Was sustainability (including follow-up activities,
scaling up and dissemination of results) adequately
considered at the project design phase and
throughout the project?

Evidence/Indicators

Needs assessments (change in negdstime)

Coverage of other donor programmes

Gaps filled by the STDF projects

Multi-stakeholder approach: links to other projects/programm
of governments, donors, international organisations, academ
cooperation and collaboration across governmeeneigs in and
among countries/regions, and with the private sector
Synergies between STDF and other donor projects/programn
Value added of the STDF contribution

Donorsé6é willingness to fund
Synergies wit Her® Stiadgyp201520€3d i u

Synergies with MDGs and SDGs
St akehol

dersodé6/ beneficiaries

accurate throughout implementation to date?
12. To what extenhave the expected changes in mindsg
and behaviour occurred among the main target grot
How have these changes contributed to the
achievement of the objectives?

13.

Additional questions on design, logframe, indicators 1 Baselines established to underpin the results frameworks

5. Has the implementation design proved tadisticin | § Expectations: original and evolving
terms of delivering the desired results, meeting f Risks: original and evolving
expectations and managing risks? 1 Extent to which the design targeted the right people and tailg

6. Has it beerilexible enough to be refined to meet the services/outputs appropriately
evolving needsind requirements? . 1 Extent to which the programme design (e.g., concept,

7. To what extent have the assumptions, risks, assumptions and strategies) addresiseddentified and
strategies, baselines, indicators and results evolving needs, expectations and situations (e.g., flexibility
fram_ewprks proved_ap_proprlate in terms of respond to evolving requirements)
monitoring and a_ch|eV|ng the de_swe_d resulis? 1 Suitability/measurability of results indicators and verification

8. To what extent did the outcome indicators reflect thi sources
staed ok_)jegtives? Were they real_istic? T Extent to which O6crosscutand

9. Afe the md!cators and clalms_ valid measu_res? environmental sustainability are reflected in the design, desif

10. Did thedesign pay due attention to the ultimate results and implementation plans
impacts on gender equality and environmental
sustainability?

Sample questions oiiheory of Change 1 Assumptions and underlying reasoning, evidence

11. Have the underlying assumptions proved relevant a § Extent to and direction in which mindset amehaviour have

changed so far
Extent to which the Beneficiaries and Implementers have proy
to be effective change agents

f Donor so

1 International priorities (e.g. MDGs, SDGs
1 Analytical reports on SPS and relaissues
1 Needs assessments and other baseline

Sources and Methods

and partner
strategies and country programmes

information: original and revised facts,
figures, statistics and other evidence
STDF Project documentatiohgnceforth
this term meansall project documentation
including STDF MediuTerm Strategy,
project apgkations, results frameworks,
plans, reports, correspondence, outputs,
M&E, feedback from training, case studie
etc)

Interviews with STDF Secretariat, project
partner and implementing organisations
Interviews with other relevant donors,
internationalorganisations, regional
organisations, technical experts
Interviews with beneficiaries (government
private sector, civil society, etc, as require




Efficiency of Implementation (from ToR)

14.

15.

22.

23.

achievement or nonrachievement of the project
objectives, outcomes and outputs? What factors
were most effective in driving change?

. To what extent did the multi-stakeholder/central

coordinator approach contribute to results and
effectiveness?*

. What changes and risks, if any, occurred during

project implementation, and how was the project
able to adapt to these changes and manage risks

. To what extent were horizontal (crosscutting) issues

(particularly related to gender andvaenment)
adequately addressed in the project?

Impact (from ToR)
21.

To what extent did the projects contribute to higher
level objectives of the STDF programme such as a
measurable impact on market access; improved
domestic and where applicableregional SPS
situations, and/or poverty reductiand to relevant
SDG®

What real difference (expected and/or unexpected)
have the projects made or are likely to make on the
final beneficiaries (producers and tradep®

What was the role of the projects, if any, in raising
awareness on SPS challenges and/or mobilising

= = = =4 =

il

Transi arenci

16.

il

Were the activities and outputs delivered according
to the project document (i.e. on time and within the
budget)?

Was the project a casffective contribution to
addressing the needs of the beneficiary?

Results and Effectiveness of Implementation (from ToR)
To what extent were the
achieved- or are likely to be achieved based on the
indicators for expected outputs and outcomes
identified in the logframes?

. What were themajor factors influencing the

=4 =4 =4 -4 -8 -8 -8_-8_-9

= =4 =4 =4

f

f
f

Timeliness of funding disbursements

How funding wa used

Extent to which activities, outputs, services were delivered on
time, as per Plan

Extent to which activities, outputs, services were delivered wit
budget, as per Plan

Efficiencies gained from coordination with and among donors;
partners €g, IR4/Rutgers/Cornell; Global Minor Use Foundajion

Changes in the capacity of SPS institutions, the SPS situatiol
market access, needs and other relevant indicators over the
baselines at the beginning of the projects

Extent to which the overall objectives been achieved
Results achieved vs O6desi
Outputs/services delivered vs annual action plans
Quality of outputs and services

Effectiveness of multstakeholder approach in delivering resul
Follow-up and responsiveness to evolving custonesds
Customer satisfaction with outputs, services, implementation
Extent to which outputs led to desired results and outcomes
Effectiveness of risk management strategies and actions vs i
risks encountered

Effectiveness as viewed by other stakebodd

Effectiveness of resource mobilisation

Timeliness and ease of comprehension of reporting
Transparency and accountability of the implementers

re

Changes in the capacity of SPS institutions, the SPS situatio
market access, needs and other relevant indicatergioe 2012
baseline

Unexpected or unforeseen changes, positive or negative
Evolution of key stakehol
since 2012

de

{ Evaluations

I Programme documentation, including
annual budgets, plans and narrative and
financial reports, any audits

T Interviews with Secretariat, partner
organisations, beneficiaries, external
experts

9l STDF programme documentation

9l Targeted interviews with stakeholders and
STDF, including M&E officers

TAnalyses6 st akehol der s
documentation/data (e.g. partner
organi sations©d
evaluations)

9 Feedback (surveys, pesaining evaluation
forms, interviews, etc)

1 WTO SPS documents, any relevant TPRs

9 UN and other relevant analyses

repgd

9 Interviews

il Programme documents

9 Other evaluation reports and baseline dat
1 Relevant reports and analyses

fKey stakehol dersd 9
priorities, country and regional programmig

11 Evolving needs assessments




additional resources for SPS capacity?

Sustainability (from ToR)

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

To what extent did the benefits of the projects
continue after the end of STDF funding?

To what extent did the multi-stakeholder approach
promote greater coherence across agriculture,
health and environmental portfolios/communities?
Did the recipients of the project have the necessary
capacity to sustain the results?

What follow-up activities, if any, have been planned
and/or required to sustain these results over time?
What were the major factors that influenced
sustainability of the projects?

Lessons Learned and Next Steps (from ToR)

29.

30.

31.

32.

What lessons can be learned from the projects
regarding the process of project design and
implementation?

What lessons can be learned that may be of importal
to the broader donor community and which should be
disseminated more widely?

What actions have been taken by the beneficiary, ST
partners or others to disseminate, learn and foelipvon
the outcomesf the project?

How could STDF increase the sharing of good practi
on SPS capacitiuilding coming out of this project?

Additional question for Next Steps

33.

What practical improvements or changes in
approach (eg, organisation, strategy, delivery, etc)
should be considered in future project design and

planning?

= =

E R

Extent of beneficiariesdé co
ability to maintain and build othe outputs and outcomes of the
Programme

Effects of coordination and cooperation across government
agencies in different countries/regions, and with the private s
Extent to which the activities were calibrated and sequenced
benefi ci atroi easbés oarbhi,| itoywn 6 an
Impact of challenges experienced during the programme peri
Extent to which gains can be attributed to the programme (if
sufficient information is available)

Sustainability issues above

Human, financial, institutional capacity and mandates
Needs

Priorities

9 Evaluations
9 Programme documentation

9 Feedback from staholders (interviews,
surveys, postraining evaluation forms, etc

9 Needs assessments

1 Interviews with partners, donors, other
stakeholders

9 Other relevant evaluation reports and
analyses

9 STDF Strategy and other programme
documentation

1 WTO SPS Committee and other relevant
organisationsd
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