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0.0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

0.1. Introduction

This assignment was commissioned by the United oNatiDevelopment Program
Country Office to carry out the Mid-term EvaluatiMTE) of the Strategic Approach to
International Chemicals Management (SAICM) projdtte main objective of the MTE
was to: “provide assessment of project implememaidentify project achievements and
challenges; measure project performance againscigs; and provide indications of
progress”. The project is implemented by the NatioBnvironmental Management
Authority (NEMA) on behalf of the Government of Ugla; with the Ministry of
Finance, Planning & Economic Development (MoFPE&Ng its Executing Agency.

Accordingly, this document presents the main oveltput/deliverable of the
assignment, which wa% Mid-term evaluation report on progress of theojct to-date,
analyzing progress, activities and outcomes ofpifmect based on documentation and
information provided in progress reports, by thetibiaal Environment Management
Authority (NEMA), stakeholders, or other relevanttas involved in chemicals
management activities”Also included herein were identified major chajes and
constraints that characterized the project atithe bf the MTE and their implications for
project performance and success. The report fudbeuments the major conclusions
reached by the Evaluation; its recommendationgHerway forward; lessons learnt; as
well as the general approach to work and methogolgployed in carrying out the
MTE exercise.

0.2. Approach to Work and Methodology Employed

In general, a participatory, flexible and iteratipproach to data/information gathering
and analysis were employed throughout the assignexatution process. Therenapid
Participatory Analytical Techniques (PAT) were eaydd; with Focus Group
Discussions (FGDs) and semi-structured Key Informaterviews (KIIs) constituting
the major ones. This approach was considered tbhebmost appropriate to the nature of
the tasks at hand and the essence of the outprgsegal This included the consideration
that participation of stakeholders was absolutelgcessary in order to ensure
“ownership” of the findings, conclusions and recoemaations that would be arrived at;
with a view to facilitating their fruitful and swshable application in pursuit of project
success.

Given the multi-dimensional nature of this assignmand its requirements, and this
being a participatory process, the Evaluation edrout in-depth consultations with a
wide-range of stakeholders/collaborating partnerslidevels of the Client system. This
was done in addition to all the other processedatd/information processing, analysis,
and report preparation.

0.3. Summary of the Main Findings

The main findings of the MTE and their interpretas are presented under section 5.0 of
the main report. However, the bulk of the summatiZzendings on the actual
implementation and performance of the SAICM proj@gal; objectives and output by
output) are presented in Matrix 1 (Annex 5). Thelawere the summary findings on all
the basic/fundamental elements of the project icomtance with the original project
design/plan.
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The section presents the details of the findingktaeir interpretations/analysis in terms
of the main dimensions of the project and its pennce. These included: the project
design and underlying philosophy; the institutioset-up and management arrangements
for project implementation; as well as the assessmieactual project performance. This
assessment covered the detailed analysis and netatipns of overall project
performance, including project achievements; asl wasl project shortcomings and
limitations up to the time of the MTE. Also incluti¢herein were the major challenges
and constraints that characterized the SAICM ptaged their implications for project
performance and success.

It should, however, be noted that with particukegard to the MTE findings on project
performance, it was not possible to quantitativelgasure’ project performance (output
by output) in percentage terms; which is a popyladed method. This was mainly due
to the absence of three critical project designofa¢ which are documented in detail
under sub-section 5.3.2 of the main report. Acewlyi the Evaluation was left with no
choice other thamnovativelyemploying aquasi-qualitativeapproach to ‘measurement’,
using acombinationof two feasible methods. These methods were:h@ number (and
therefore, proportion) of outputs fully accomplidnat the time of the MTE, out of the
total number of planned project outputs; and (2)ciimulative deviationsvith regard to
output accomplishment between the originally sehgletiontarget datesand actual, or
expecteccompletion dates

Accordingly, using the performance measurement atetif number of outputs fully
accomplishedthe Evaluation’s assessment was as follows. Gikiahout of the seven
project outputs, two had been accomplished (inolyidihne most central and time
consuming one, namely; the SMC national situatioaahlysis), this would have
constituted approx. 30% overall performance. Thisuld be especially so if these
outputs had been accomplished by the actual mid-(ee. by the 8 month). Now that
the two outputs had been fully accomplished byltitmonth; theadjusted performance
assessmenivas reasonably put at 25% level of performancétaeiment. Using the
performance measurement method aafmulative deviations with regard to output
accomplishment dateghe Evaluation’s assessment was as follows. Tifmeimentation
of the SAICM project had registered unusually laggneral’ and ‘expected’ deviations
between originally set, and even revised Compleliarget Dates on the one hand; and
actual, as well as expected (future) accomplishrdates on the other, for all the seven
outputs. The completion dates for five of the otgpactually still lay in the future, at the
time of the MTE.

In the light of all the foregoing considerationkge tEvaluation’s assessment was that
overall project performance had so far been sigaifily mediocre and its
implementation was considerably behind schedulés &lso took into consideration the
original project objectives; as well as the cormgpng project steps and activities that
had been planned to be executed in pursuit of grogaitputs. It also took into
consideration the fact that the MTE had been ahwist at the end of the #5nonth of

an 18-month project (which, ideally, was expectetetminate in October, 2009).

A number of factors, which had also been the majoortcomings, challenges and
constraints that had characterized the projectewaentified as having been largely
responsible for the above-noted performance overpiriod under review. The most
central ones included some project design and éeecshortcomings, as well as delayed
disbursement of project funds. They also included kvailability and instability of
human resources in both the project Implementingnsg (NEMA) and UNDP (hence,
leading toinadequate and untimely aggregate human resounse &nd effort inpuinto
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SAICM project work). They further included bureaatic processes and systems in
NEMA,; practical challenges in operationalizing ttress-sectoral and multi-stakeholder
approach to project implementation; as well aoommition and effective management of
sectoral teams. They, furthermore, included chghksnand delays in procurement and
management of consultants; as well as challengkding to the case-study-based
economic analysis of the project.

The project had, however, also registered some ritapbachievements, including, inter
alia, the following. A national cross-sectoral amdulti-stakeholder coordination
mechanism for SMC had been put in place in accaslavith project design and was
functional. In addition, as a consequence of thisonal SMC situational analysis, the
country had become more informed and aware, irativrely more comprehensive and
holistic manner than ever before, about the usel lef risk and handling/management
that characterized chemicals. There had also emieggeater understanding of the
weakness of the existing national SMC governangene as well as their implications
across sectors and for people’s livelihoods. Funiioee, despite the implementation
delays, project Management had so far endeavoreghibit fairly good adherence to the
Project Technical Guidelines. It had also performgede well in fulfilling most of the
requirements of periodic work planning and moniigrand evaluation stipulated in the
PD.

The project’s identified major shortcomings andifations, included the facts that civil
society organizations had not been adequately wedoht the very beginning and the
private sector was also not as well representg@adject implementation as ought to have
been. They also included the fact that Economiatsriot been as adequately brought on
board as appropriate. They, furthermore, includeches (albeit few) unaccomplished
obligations in the area of monitoring and evaluatio accordance with the requirements
stipulated in the PD.

0.4. Overall Conclusions and Recommendations

The main overall conclusions drawn by the Evaluatitom the entire MTE process
(section 6.0 of the main report), were as summdrizdow. First, it was concluded that
indeed, the SAICM project had so far registeredificantly mediocre performance and
its implementation was considerably behind schedBéeondly, that the major factors
that were responsible for the mediocre performaridée project included some project
design and execution short-comings/limitations,wadl as challenges and constraints
experienced in project implementation during thegaeunder review. These are already
documented above and, therefore, need not be ezpbate. Thirdly, it was concluded
that the project, nevertheless, had a good chahaeaching a satisfactory level of
achievement and, therefore, it could and shouldrbtgully completed. This conclusion
was, inter alia, based on the significant achieveméhat had so far been registered by
the project (at the time of the MTE), as well as tather unusual constraints, challenges
and circumstances that had characterized projgaeimentation.

The Evaluation, accordingly, made a number of recemdations for the way forward
under section 7.0 of the main report. These recamdat@ns were built around a number
of premises and viewpoints. First, that Project Bgament should urgently arrange for a
joint ICM-UNDP way forward retreat, or if not pobf, a joint meeting. In that meeting,
they should first and foremost, using this MTE m@s the main reference document,
critically and objectively discuss project performea and agree on a joint position. They
should also jointly agree adjusted realistically achievable objectivasdfinal outputs
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for SAICM 1 In the same meeting, they should, furthermoreeeagn the correct
approach, strategy and a focused, as well as toune¢b action plan for ensuring
reasonably expeditious completion of the SAICM ecbj under a negotiated
arrangement. This should include agreeing on apiatepproject life extension. The
Evaluation recommended an extension of six montbm fthe time the project was
ideally due for termination. All these should be aimedwtding a firm foundation for
the eventual comprehensive mainstreaming of SM& later stage. Secondly, a set of
further and related recommendations were focused anrange of other
actions/interventions that should be carried out byarious appropriate
stakeholders/collaborating partners. All theseoastinterventions were recommended to
be carried out in pursuit of fruitful completion 8AICM 1 in particular, and moving the
SMC agenda forward, in general.

The report is closed with some lessons learnt aleyant annexes.
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1.0. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Overview

This assignment was commissioned by the United oNatiDevelopment Program
Country Office to carry out the Mid-term EvaluatiMTE) of the Strategic Approach to
International Chemicals Management (SAICM) projeatplemented by the Project
Management Unit (PMU) within the National EnvirormeManagement Authority
(NEMA), on behalf of the Government of Uganda. Tiaistry of Finance, Planning &
Economic Development (MoFPED) is the Executing Anyeorf the project. The principal
objective of the MTE, according to the TORs, was“fwovide assessment of project
implementation; identify project achievements anHallenges; measure project
performance against objectives; and provide indioat of progress”. Accordingly, the
main overall output/deliverable of the assignmeaswia Mid-term evaluation report on
progress of the project to-date, analyzing progressivities and outcomes of the project
based on documentation and information providegriogress reports, by the National
Environment Management Authority (NEMA), stakehmslder other relevant actors
involved in chemicals management activities”

Against the above background, this report presémes main findings of the MTE
exercise, as well as their analysis and intergogtatwith regard to overall project
performance during the period under review; inatgdiproject achievements,
shortcomings and limitations. The report also doents identified major challenges and
constraints that characterized the project and ihglications for project performance
and success. It further documents the major coimcissreached by the Evaluation, as
well its recommendations for the way forward; wighview to facilitating fruitful
completion of the project at a satisfactory leviebbjective achievement. Also included
in the report are lessons learnt, which were exkett be of benefit to the subsequent
phases of the pursuit of the SMC agenda in Ugamdiaedsewhere. The same report,
furthermore, presents the general approach to aodkmethodology that were employed
in carrying out the MTE exercise.

1.2. Context and Background to the Mid-term Evaluaton

According to the TORs (Annex 1) and related docusiethe Strategic Approach to

International Chemicals Management was adoptednhbyiriternational Conference on

Chemicals Management (ICCM) off &ebruary, 2006 in Dubai, United Arab Emirates.
Its goal was to ensure that by the year 2020, otemiwould be produced and used in
ways that minimize significant adverse impacts lma énvironment and human health. It
is a policy framework for international action ohemical hazards. Two major value-
added features of the Strategic Approach, relaivéhe international management of
chemicals work that preceded it were:

* “A strengthened focus on improved cross-sectoralegoance for the sound
management of chemicals at the national and laeatls (i.e. rather than addressing
chemicals on a chemical by chemical for chemiclsscbasis exclusively)and

* Recognition that‘for sound management of chemicals to be advanggufEantly
beyond the pre-SAICM situation, there will need be much stronger links
established with the development planning priositigorocesses and plans of
developing countries”.

It is was understood that in support of these twonpnent value-added features of
SAICM, UNEP and UNDP had developed the Partnershipative to help client
countries to pursue a set of strategic actionsiiatgions, which were clearly articulated



in the TORs. The same TORs also outlined the unsypport services that could be
provided by the cooperating agencies (UNEP and UNDP

It was further understood that the Uganda/UNDP/UNE#tnership Initiative for the
Implementation of SAICM was advanced to assistGogernment, through the National
Environment Management Authority (NEMA), to take tine second and third strategic
priorities of the SAICM Quick Start Programme (QSP)

The 18-month SAICM project in Uganda, which is dd#sad in greater detail under
section 2.0 of this report, was launched in Noveml2907, though its effective
operationalisation commenced in April, 2008. It h#derefore, been under effective
implementation for approximately 15 months by timeet of the MTE, and wagleally

expected to terminate in October, 2009, but negotia for extension of its life were on-

going.
It was against the above background, inter aliat, tine UNDP contracted the services of
a Consultant to carry out a Mid-term evaluationhaf project.

2.0. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

According to the Project Document (PD), the SAICKkbjpct in Uganda (whose total
budget was USD 270,000), was aimed at developiagesfies to assist Government in
incorporating Sound Management of Chemicals (SM@) the national development
policies and planning to achieve the Millennium Bleypment Goals (MDGS).

In the absence of a clear and well-articulated tyithg logic theory in the Project
Document, however, suffice it to place the SAICNjpct in its appropriate perspective
in the manner summarized in the paragraphs thiatiol

The project was conceived against the backgroundeodgnition that over time in
Uganda, an extensive array of chemical substangbgh had never existed in the
environment, and for which the environment could pmvide natural conditions for
their degradation or break-down, predominated & nlame of development. This had
consequences at the public health, environmenttthand socio-political levels and,
therefore, called for a sound mechanism for mampgiie chemicals for the benefit of
people’s livelihoods. It had been established that legal framework in general was
inadequate and that there was no national policgh@micals management. Hence, there
was immediate need for development of a comprehensckage in order to address all
aspects of chemicals management. It had, furthexni@en established that information
in relation to SMC was fragmented and scatteredanous sectors. There was, thus, an
urgent need for a multi-stakeholder integrated rmgameent approach, which would
strengthen the national capabilities and capadiie$SMC in the country and fulfill the
objectives of Agenda 21.

The project was, furthermore, conceived against lthekground that Uganda was a
signatory to various international chemical relasggeements and initiatives, which the
SAICM Project sought to harmonize and provide sgiest. These included the Basel
Convention on the Control of Trans-boundary MovenwnHazardous Wastes and the
Vienna Convention on the Protection of the OzongekaThey also included the
Convention on the Prohibition of Development, Piithn, Stockpiling, Transfer and

Use of Chemical Weapons and their Destruction. g@rogect would, thus, fit in well with

building upon earlier initiatives like the Nation#rofile to Assess the Chemical
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Infrastructure in Uganda (2003) prepared by NEMAeTsame would apply to other
chemicals management initiatives, such as thoseerutite Montreal Protocol on
Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer and theki®tion Convention on Persistent
Organic Pollutants (POPs).

The primary beneficiaries of the project were idiead by the PD to include Government
departments; local experts; and multi-sectoral stipilevel policy makers consistent
with SMC. The main project stakeholder/collaborgtipartner institutions within the
cross-sectoral arrangement, that would constiteedesired national SMC coordinating
mechanism, were identified to include, at least ftbllowing: Ministry of Health;
Ministry of Tourism, Trade and Industry; Ministry Bnergy and Mineral Development;
Ministry of Water and Environment; Ministry of Agulture, Animal Industry and
Fisheries; Ministry of Internal Affairs; Ministry fo Gender, Labour and Social
Development; academic and research institutiongater sector; and NGOs.

The Strategic Results Matrix in the PD (Annex Zjjcalated the goal; the long-term
objective; as well as the (immediate) objectivéhaf SAICM project.

The immediate objective of the project was congideto be entirely consistent with
advancing the overall objective of QSP to use tfustls to “support initial enabling
capacity building and implementation activitiesdi@veloping countries, least developed
countries, Small Island Developing States and acaswith economies in transition”.

The project strategy as conceived in the PD, was tiie project would be delivered
through a partnership approach. Through this amghrogovernment officials, local
experts and UNEP/UND experts would work closelyetbgr as a team in order to share
experiences, information and knowledge to suppelivery of concrete results against
the various project activities.

Guided by, and in pursuit of the above objectived strategy, the project was originally
designed to pursue the delivery of seven outputsciwwere articulated in the Strategic
Results Matrix in the PD (Annex 2).

Accordingly, the delivery of the seven outputs waginally planned to be achieved by
implementing the project through the following magteps, which were stipulated in the
PD:

a) Qualify the links between major chemical manageiproblem areas and human
health and environmental quality in Uganda.

b) Identify which areas of Uganda’s national SMCve@mance regime need
strengthening most urgently.

c) Develop a realistic phased plan for strengtheniggniida’s national SMC governance
regime.

d) Quantify costs of inaction/benefits of actionglanning/finance/economic language
regarding major chemical management problem aneagndfrom step (a) above.

e) Propose a path forward to mainstream the highrstity SMC issues in Uganda’s
development planning processes and plans.

In line with the above project steps, summarizeldbevere originally planned (in the
PD) to be the major project activity areas (togethigh their corresponding major tasks
in each case):

1) Designating a National Project Manager and [gtajetiation.

2) Establishing a cross-sectoral, multi-stakehotd&rdinating mechanism.
3



3) Research, analysis and planning in support pfaved SMC governance consistent
with the strategic objective of SAICM.

4) Planning to implement priority actions, inclugirvia mainstreaming in national
development plans.

All the outputs were planned to be pursued thrainghexecution of the above activities,
articulated in a series of Annual Work Plans (AWPEhe two initial AWPs were
presented in the PD, while subsequent ones webe {@nd were actually) prepared by
the PMU/NEMA. In addition, project implementatiorasvalso designed to be largely
guided by the UNDP Project Technical Guidelineg tiwenstituted a major part of project
modalities.

As regards the institutional and management setrigrigement for project
implementation, the project was designed to be wrecunder the National Execution
(NEX) modality, in accordance with the National Eugon guidelines. Under this
arrangement, NEMA was designated the Implementiggn&y of the project; with the
Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Develentbeing its Executing Agency.

At the project level, however, the institutionaldamanagement set-up/arrangement was
largely characterized by the cross-sectoral andistalkeholder approach. Under this
approach, the Inter-agency Coordination MechanikbM) was designed to be at the
centre of the policy, strategic direction and tecAhdimension. The ICM was mainly
made up of the National Steering Committee (NS@9; lnter-agency Working Group
(IWG); and sectoral teams. The Project Managemarit (PMU) under the immediate
guidance of the top management of the NEMA, wagydes to, and actually performed
the day to day implementation function of the pcoje

Lastly, according to the PD, the M&E function oktproject was originally designed to
have a routine internal component, mainly charasdr by quarterly; half-year and
annual work plans and progress reports; all toliengtted to the Executing Agency. It
was also designed to have an external componemtpreging of, inter alia, an annual
Tripartite Project Review (TPR); an MTE; and a Terah Evaluation (TE).

Further project dynamics during its implementatmariod under review, vis a viz its
original design as described in summary above, elsag the Evaluator's comments on
the above aspects where necessary, are documariadrix 1 (Annex 5).

3.0. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE MID-TERM EVALUATION
3.1. Purpose

The purpose/overall objective of the MTE was tprovide assessment of project
implementation; identify project achievements andallenges; measure project
performance against objectives; and provide indara of progress!”

3.2. Scope

Accordingly, the TORs (Annex 1) also further detinéhe scope of the MTE by
stipulating the tasks and expected outputs/delbtesaof the assignment, as well as some
methodological requirements. The main outputs/e@edibles of the assignment that were
agreed upon between UNDP and the Evaluator arenasharized below:

4



1)

2)

‘A draft evaluation report to be presented taksholders and analyzing progress,
activities and outcomes of the project, based oocush@ntation and information
provided in progress reports, by the National Esvinent Management Authority
(NEMA), stakeholders, or other relevant actors lmgd in chemicals management
activities’.

‘A Final Mid-term evaluation report on progresfsthe project to-date and integrating
stakeholders’ comments’.

4.0. APPROACH TO WORK AND METHODOLOGY EMPLOYED

4.1. Overview

In general, a participatory, flexible and iteratiapproach to data/information gathering
and analysis was employed throughout the assignexa@dution process. This approach
was considered to be the most appropriate to theeaf the tasks at hand.

4.2. Assignment Execution Strategy and Procedure

4.2.1. Data/Information Gathering Procedure and Tebkniques

Given the multi-dimensional nature of this assigntmea combination of largely
Participatory Analytical Techniques (PAT) of datédrmation gathering and analysis
were employed, with a view to addressing all thg dienensions of the MTE adequately.
Using these techniques, the Evaluation endeavareghther adequate amounts of two
major kinds of data/information as follows:

(a) Secondary data/information in the forms of relevdatuments, reports and other

b)

records. Included herein, among others, were the tR® project launch/inception
workshop report and Technical Guidelines documeiitsey also included the
national situational analysis report on chemicald SMC in Uganda, as well as the
report of the stakeholders’ workshop that adoptexdreport. They further included
the seven sectoral situational analysis reportthersame subject; as well as related
documents on chemicals. They, furthermore, incluale&WPs for 2007, 2008 and
2009; as well as all quarterly work plans and pesgireports for 2008. Also included
therein were: two half-year progress reports (fanuary — June, 2008 & July to
December, 2008); the annual progress report forséimee year; the quarterly work
plans and progress reports for the first two quamé 2009; as well as minutes of key
meetings. The detailed list of all documents arfteomaterials that the Evaluation
consulted and reviewed are presented in Annex 6.

The relevant documents and reports were obtanoea &nd/or through the assistance
of the coordinators of the assignment both in ti¢DB and PMU/NEMA, upon
request by the Evaluator.

Primary data/information, which included &list hand information/data that was
elicited directly from the various stakeholderslaibobrating partners at all levels
consulted. These included, inter alia, UNDP; SAI@Mject NSC and IWG; NEMA
top Management; PMU; and sectoral teams. These tbek forms of facts,
viewpoints, opinions, evaluations or assessmemtpgsals and the like. Annex 7



presents the list of stakeholders/collaboratingtness consulted during the
data/information collection phase.

Here, largely participatory andapid appraisal techniques of data/information
gathering, with Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) &ey Informant Interviews
(KlIs) constituting the major ones, were employ&tde FGD technique was mainly
employed in the following consultative/informatioallection sessions:

» Two formal sessions with members of the PMU/NEMH®e first one of which
also included the Executive Director, NEMA and tbBérector, Finance &
Administration, NEMA. The second session also idell the Deputy Executive
Director, NEMA.

» The formal session held with members of the Intggray Working Group (IWG)
of the SAICM project at NEMA.

» The formal session held with the team-leader of Itftkistry sector, whom the
Evaluator met with two of his colleagues.

In almost all the rest of the consultative/inforiaatcollection sessions, where the
respondent was one team-leader, or stakeholdereseming his/her team, or
institution, Klls were employed.

4.2.2. Data/Information Processing and Analysis

Data/information processing and analysis were lgrgarried out qualitatively (with
minimal quantitative analysis), mainly using matgc The processing and analysis of
secondary data/information mainly involved summneian of relevant issues to the tasks
at hand and the interpretation of their implicasidior the outputs of the assignment.
Thus, in shortjn-depth document content analysisas the technique employed with
regard to this category of data/information.

It must be pointed out, however, that data/infororaprocessing and analysis were beset
with major limitations, which largely dictated thand of data/information processing and
analysis indicated above. These limitations wereéniypan the form of the absence of
three critical project design factors, which arewtaented under sub-section 5.3.2 of this
report.

Due to these limitations, for instance, it was possible to quantitatively carry out the
actual ‘measurement’/assessment of project implégtien and performance (output by
output) in percentage terms, which is a populargeds method. Accordingly, the
Evaluation was left with no choice other thanovativelyemploying aguasi-qualitative
approach to ‘measurement’, usingambinationof two feasible methods. These methods
were: (1) the number (and therefore, proportiomutputs fully accomplished at the time
of the MTE, out of the total number of planned pojoutputs; and (2) theumulative
deviationswith regard to output accomplishment between thgirally set completion
target datesand actual, or expectedmpletion dates



5.0 FINDINGS AND THEIR INTERPRETATIONS

5.1. Overview

This section presents the main findings of therentTE exercise, as well as their
interpretations.

Accordingly, therein, the Evaluation documents tekevant facts that were established
through the MTE exercise on each relevant and itapordimension of the SAICM
project. It also presents the assessment and @egessnments that were made on each
dimension; with a view to ultimately arriving atcamprehensive overall evaluation of
the project over the period under review.

The main dimensions of the project, therefore, ceddy the analysis and interpretations
in this section are as summarized below:

» Project design and underlying philosophy.
* Institutional set-up and management arrangemenixégect implementation.

* Assessment of actual project implementation andopeance. This, inter alia,
covers:

» The summary analysis of the basic/fundamental eitsnef the project (Matrix 1
— Annex 5); and

» The detailed analysis and interpretations of oV@ralect performance. This also
includes:

« Project achievements;
% Project shortcomings and limitations; and

+ Major challenges and constraints that characterthedSAICM project, as
well as their implications for project performarared success.

* Further findings on the SAICM Project and SMC, adlas their implications.

5.2. Project Design and Underlying Philosophy
5.2.1 General Assessment

The project design and underlying philosophy weralely believed by project
stakeholders consulted to be largely appropriatd {he Evaluation concurred). This was
in view of the pervasive nature and importancehefsubject of SMC; particularly taking
into account the fact that chemicals do form a mpgot of socio-economic activities in
all sectors and variously affect the livelihoodspeople of all categories. In particular,
the design and underlying philosophy were consttiéoebe largely appropriate given
that the overall project goal wasDeveloping strategies for integration of sound
management of chemicals into national developmémspand programmes through
MDG-based planning for enhancement of environmestatainability”. This was
coupled with the cross-sectoral and multi-stakedoldapproach to project
implementation. These elements were considered ¢o chucial in facilitating
opportunities for holistic and sustainable purs@iSMC.



It was established, however, that the project desigd underlying philosophy were
characterized by the following major practical dedsibility-related limitations:

» The funds provided for the implementation of SAICNhder the QSP

arrangement (the USD 270,000), were considerecetsigmificantly inadequate
for effective and results-oriented project impletagion. This took into
consideration the scope and magnitude of the acutpluts that the project was
ultimately designed to deliver.

The time frame of 18 months within which to deliitbe seven project outputs
was also considered to be inadequate and unrealigis was particularly so
given the well-known typical realities of the duoais and dynamics of the
processes of formulating national legislations,ige$, plans and programs in
most developing countries, including Uganda. Thénnohjective of the SAICM

project was to mainstream SMC in national develapnmolicies, plans and
programs; and aiming to achieve this within SAICNi®ject life of 18 months

was too ambitious.

The cross-sectoral and multi-stakeholder approaoh dnd institutional
arrangement for project implementation (with theMi@lesigned to be at the
centre of it all), was conceptually a good ideawdwer, the assumptions made
about the extent of availability; commitment to; aell as time and effort
investment by the participating institutions andithndividual representatives in
SAICM project work, were proven to be largely inemt. Much less than the
envisaged levels of that much-needed commitmentyels as time and effort
investment had been achieved in reality. This hgdificantly affected project
implementation.

The project had been designed at the internatimval and, to a large extent,
based on the success story of Slovenia, withouhnsoasideration of the specific
Ugandan context within which it was to be impleneehntThis was also believed
to have contributed to some of the challengestiadtbeen faced, as well as the
performance shortcomings that had been experienced.

Furthermore, some comments merited making abouiesotimer important aspects of
project design/planning and some aspects of exacthat were found by the Evaluation.
The design/plan of the SAICM project in the PD wadmaracterized by some rather
unusual aspects (in terms of typical project plagnand management practice), as
summarized below:

1) In the Strategic Results Matrix (pp. 9 — 10lef PD), three major project elements or

2)

‘building blocks’ were articulated, namely; the goal; the long-tevhjective; and
seven project outputs; all with their ‘Indicator®¥eans of Verification’; as well as
‘Risks and Assumptions’. However, the logical amerdrchical relationships among
the above three major projebuilding blocks’were not clear (such as is normally the
case in thd.ogical Framework At the same time, the seven project outputdis t
Matrix did not have their respective key projectiaties systematically assembled
under them. Yet this was also not done elsewheiteeifPD.

All the key project activities were stated i tAnnual Work Plan Budget Sheets for
2007 and 2008 in the PD (pp.11 & 12). However,tladise project activities were
assembled under one ‘Expected Outglidevelop strategies for integration of sound
management of chemicals into national developmiamispand programmes through
MDG-based planning for enhancement of environmenglstainability”



Interestingly, this same ‘Expected Output’ was aftated as the ‘Goal’ in the
Strategic Results Matrix (p. 9 of the PD).

3) All project outputs in the PD and in almostthkk work plans (outside the PD), were
phrased unconventionally (i.as if they were activiti¢s within the context of the
‘Logical Frameworkterminology/language’. The only exceptions to thisomaly
were Annual Outputs 1 — 6 in AWP 2009 submittedbU/NEMA to UNDP.

4) Furthermore, the pre-determined M&E timeframes the ‘Goal’ and ‘Long-term
objective’ were not indicated anywhere in the PheJe would be crucial in
providing benchmarks/points of reference for tipeaportionate interim and terminal
‘measurement’ (particularly in terms of impactstmuhes). These M&E timeframes
would, similarly, be crucial for the assessmenttled desired contribution of the
SAICM project to the ultimate achievement of thedb and ‘Long-term objective’.

In the Evaluation’s assessment, the major impheceti of the above project

design/planning anomalies, were that they alsoyarying degrees, affected project
implementation, as well as Monitoring & Evaluation¢luding this MTE. Indeed, such

anomalies, had inevitably contributed significantly making accurate continuous
monitoring of project performance, as well as tlgresponding appropriate project
focusing rather difficult. They, similarly, contrbed to making accurate ‘measurement’
during this MTE quite difficult.

5.2.2 Institutional Set-up and Management Arrangements

The institutional and management set-up/arrangesmfentproject implementation have
already been briefly described under section 2 isfreport. Suffice it here to present a
summary assessment that was done by the Evaluaftitre performance of the main
organs that constituted the institutional and managnt set-up/arrangements over the
period under review. This assessment was done tisenderms of Reference for each
organ, which were stipulated in the PD, as the tpoirreference. The assessment was
also largely based on the reports sought and aatdny the Evaluation from the PMU
and IWG as summarized below:

As regards the ICM, which was essentially madefupeNSC; IWG and sectoral teams,
its main role was to provide overall policy guidarand strategic direction to the project.
The performance of the ICM by the time of the MHEEcording to the PMU, had been
relatively good. From its minutes reviewed by thalbation, the ICM had since project
inception, held three meetings, all of which hadintyafocused on the functions for

which it was established.

As regards the NSC, it was within the ICM, mostedily responsible for policy and
functional guidance, as well as overall coordinatiaf project activities among the
national stakeholders. PMU’s assessment was tkalN8C had been able to execute its
functions relatively well. This was on the basistbé fact that it had provided the
necessary guidance in the implementation of progativities. These activities had
included the formation of sectoral teams; as welkr@iewing and approving periodic
work plans; sectoral reports; and the nationabsidmal analysis report.

Assessment of the performance of the IWG, which dease by the PMU and also in the
consultative session held between the Evaluatottant/NG; led to the conclusion that it
had also been relatively good. This also took atoount the circumstances that had
characterized the project. The above assessmentawgsdy based on the fact that the
IWG had been able to effectively review periodicrkvplans and guide the development
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of a database for SMC. It had also effectivelyipgrated in ICM meetings to review and
provide guidance on various reports, including @ett reports and the national
situational analysis report.

PMU’s assessment of its own performance was thdiag executed its functions,
involving day to day implementation of the projestasonably well. These included,
among others, organizing and facilitating projeacetmgs and workshops; preparing
work plans, as well as progress and financial rispand coordinating with UNEP/UND
personnel involved in the project.

The Evaluation largely agreed with all the abovalgative and relative assessments,
(especially taking into account the circumstandest thad characterized the project).
However, in absence of documented pre-determinadtdative and time-bound targets
and indicators on each set of tasks that each drgdno have executed by the time of the
MTE, it was not possible to make quantitative ‘mgaments’ of performance with
regard to the respective organs.

5.3. Project Implementation and Performance
5.3.1. Overview

In this sub-section, the central part of assesssnehtthe actual implementation and
performance of the SAICM project from its inceptimnthe time of the MTE, as well as
the interpretations of such assessments, are dotaddt, therefore, largely constitutes
the basis upon which the subsequent conclusionshef MTE; the corresponding
recommendations for the way forward; as well asdas learnt were drawn.

5.3.2. Summary Analysis of Basic/Fundamental Elemésnof the SAICM
Project

Matrix 1 (Annex 5) presents the bulk of the summedi findings on the actual
implementation and performance of the SAICM projectterms of all the basic/
fundamental elements of the project. This was icoatance with the original project
design/plan (in the PD and AWPSs), as well as thlessguently agreed upon and
authorized modifications to the original design.céuingly, the matrix presents the
summarized ‘measurement’ and assessment/analygisogct performance along the
lines of the basic¢building blocks’ of the project. These were the project ‘resultsd a
related planning aspects, namely; the goal; long-tabjective; output by output, as well
as activities. The summary analysis also includetbrs/stakeholders responsible for
each ‘result’; evaluation indicators per ‘resu#thd originally set completion target dates
Vs. actual completion dates. It further includedessment of proportionate mid-term
target achievement and actual proportionate mitk-eviations from set targets. Lastly,
the analysis provided for necessary summary naesftemarks about the various
assessments made; as well as for documenting ther rfectors responsible for
deviations from set proportionate targets. All #igove elements were considered to
constitute acomplete packagef the summary MTE analysis at the basic/fundaalent
level, with a view to clearly bringing out the ewation findings in a holistic and logical
manner.

10



The detailed analysis and interpretation of thersany findings in Matrix 1; as well as
of all the other findings of the MTE, are presentedier the next sub-section (5.3.3) of
this report.

It should, however, be noted at the outset, thantative ‘measurement’ of the
proportionate performance of the project (output daytput), using the popularly
employed method of percentages, proved to be viéfigult, if not almost impossible.
This was mainly due to the absence of three majmegt design factors as follows:

1) The M&E system in-built into the project desigh the planning stage, did not
incorporate consciously pre-determined proportienatid-term targets for each
project output. These would, ideally, serve asappropriate benchmarks/points of
reference in the precise quantitative ‘measurenudmtroject performance (output by
output), at the time of the MTE.

2) All the indicators of performance/achievemenattivere assigned to each project
output in all the AWPs, both in the PD and thoséssqguently prepared and
submitted by the PMU/NEMA to UNDP, did not meet thasic standards of the ideal
Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIs). These stiards are normally instrumental
in facilitating precise ‘measurement’ of actualjpcd performance at any point in the
project cycle (including the MTE stage). These Idgandards/attributes of OVIs are:
Quality, Quantity & Time (QQT); and Specific, Meashle, Achievable, Realistic &
Time-bound (SMART).

3) Each of the outputs (in their respective AWRPs)d one or two block/broad project
activity(ies) aligned with it, without logically/s@entially broken down specific and
time-bound activities, or sub-activities. In faobany of them were referred to as
‘activity areas’. This made it impossible to work out or ‘measute proportionate
mid-term achievement/performance in a meaningfuy,weing the proportion of
specific activities or sub-activities completedtst time of the MTE.

5.3.3. Analysis and Interpretations of Findings on Project
Implementation and Performance

First, it should be recapitulated here that indhesence of the three project design factors
already indicated under sub-section 5.3.2 of thport, it was technically not possible to
guantitatively arrive at the overall project perfance in percentage terms, as a sum-
total of performance of all the seven outputs ef #AICM project. In view of the above
realities, the Evaluation opted fomovativelyemploying aquasi-qualitativeapproach to
‘measurement’ of the overall mid-term performantehe project, using aombination

of two feasible methods re-stated below:

1) The number (and therefore, proportion) of ougdutly accomplished at the time of
the MTE (August, 2009), out of the total numbepuadject outputs; and

2) The cumulative deviationswith regard to output accomplishment between the
originally set completiomarget datesand actual, or expectedmpletion dates

It should also be noted, however, that, as is exidieroughout Matrix 1 (Annex 5),
which summarizes the bulk of the MTE findings (autfpy output), even the above
innovativemethods were not without their inherent limitasas summarized below:
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First, the MTE itself, was started after thé"¥Bonth of the SAICM project’s life, instead
of the ideal & month (given that the originally planned projeif¢ Wwas eighteen (18)
months). Accordingly, the technically ideal 50% oemark/point of reference in the
precise ‘measurement’ of actual project performaatdbe time of the MTE would not be
applicable in the actual situation on the grounath@r, at the P5month of the 18-month
project life, this benchmark/point of reference \btechnically be approximately 83%.
This reality was, of course, not without legitimated understandable reasons, which are
well summarized (output by output), throughout NMaltr, and need not be repeated here.

Secondly, usingumulative deviationgith regard to output accomplishment noted in (2)
above, was also beset with the limitation thatfaict, the majority of the seven project
outputs had actually not yet been embarked orl.at al

In view of the above considerations and limitatioihe assessment of the proportionate
mid-term performance of the SAICM project that wme using theeombinationof
methods (1) and (2) above, was as documented below:

1) Using the performance measurement metifatumber of outputs fully accomplished
indicated under (1) above, the assessment wadlas$o

The two fully accomplished outpdt&t the time of the MTE) were the following:

a) Output 1: “Establish or strengthen a functionational cross-sectoral, inter-
ministerial coordination body in support of sustdite SMC mainstreaming”.

b) Output 2: “Qualify links between priority chertal management problems and
human health, food security and environmental &fec

The five outputs that had not yet been embarkedwod hence, were still outstanding
(at the time of the MTE), were the following:

a) Output 3: “ldentify requirements for strengimg SMC governance regime”;
also interpreted by PMU to mearPriorities for strengthening the SMC
governance regime identified”.

b) Output 4: “Develop a phased plan for strengtigmational SMC governance
regime”; also interpreted by PMU to mean:National Action Plan for
strengthening national SMC governance prepared”.

c) Output 5: “Quantify costs of inaction/benefité action in management of
chemical issuesalso interpreted by PMU to meaftEconomic Analysis of costs
of inaction/benefits of action in management ofroleals prepared”.

d) Output 6: “Mainstream priority SMC issues irtioaal development policies and
plans”; later narrowed down by PMU to readSMC issues integrated in the
National Development Plan (NDP)". This was finafiyrther narrowed down by
PMU to read: “Priority SMC issues integrated in the NationavB®pment Plan
(NDP)”".

e) Output 7: “Produce replicable resultaihich was omitted by PMU and replaced
with another output that readTerminal Project Evaluation exercise completed”.

Thus, given that out of the seven project outpwt®, had been accomplished, this
would have constituted approx. 30% of overall perfance; if these outputs had
been accomplished by the actual mid-term (i.e.Heyd" month). Now that the two
outputs had been fully accomplished by thd" tonth; theadjusted performance

! See details for each output in Matrix 1
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2)

assessmenwas reasonably put at 25% level of performancétaeiment. This also
took into account the fact that whereas in termswhbers, five outputs were still
outstanding by the {5month of an 18-month project, the two accomplisbeds
were more complex, more central and more strateglrey were also more
determinant of project success than the outstandimes, since they had laid the
critically needed foundation upon which the restildobe quickly accomplished.
Furthermore, the accomplished ones were also meneadding in terms of time
required to produce them.

It should, however, be made clear that the ab@reopnance assessment in no way
disregarded the factors responsible for the wayeptamplementation had taken
place; which largely explained its level of perf@amge at the time of the MTE.
Rather, this performance assessment was done pingewith the scientific M&E
measurement practice of clearly separating actolgjective and evidence-based
performance recorded on the one hand, from theoractesponsible for such
performance, on the other. These are two sepasmteelatable aspects in M&E, and
treating them as such was so important in ensddogsed, measurable and results-
oriented project planning and management.

Using the performance measurement methamliofulative deviations with regard to
output accomplishment datesydicated under (2) above, the assessment of the
proportionate Mid-term performance of the SAICM jpat, was as follows:

As is evident throughout Matrix 1 (Annex 5), onlyut 1 had been accomplished
before the ideal Mid-terncheckpointof nine months. However, as indicated in the
Matrix, this was, in any case, by design, a stprbutput, far distant from the Mid-
term checkpoint Its accomplishment, therefore, before the ideal-idrm checkpoint

of nine months technically had little impact on #sessment of the proportionate
Mid-term performance of the SAICM project. In fadtje to factors clearly indicated
in Matrix 1, there occurred ‘general’ deviationof one month between the originally
set completion target date of December, 2007 aedatttual completion date of
January, 2008 for this output.

Output 2 (whose relative quality was widely postivrated — see Matrix 1), had
been accomplished with an approved national SM@sdnal analysis report, duly
adopted at the stakeholders’ workshop held ofi Aril, 2009. In terms of the
project’s life, this was approximately thirteen YIf8onths from the originally set
Completion Target Date of March, 2008 (accordingWP '08 in the PD & NEMA
AWP ’'08). Hence, there had occurredganeral’ deviationof thirteen (13) months
between March, 2008 and April, 2009. This also iewplthat this output had been
accomplished three months after the ideal Mid-tehmckpointof nine months; when
April, 2008 was taken as the actual project comrasrent date.

The rest of the project outputs (3 — 7), as is evidin Matrix 1, had not been
embarked on at the time of the MTE in August, 2008eir Original Completion
Target Dates; their"2 Completion Target Dates (as per their respectiVéPA); as
well as their Newly set (future) Completion Tar@ettes by PMU (during the MTE);
are clearly documented in the Matrix. It may beedohere, that against the above
background, for outputs 3 — 7, thgeneral expected’ deviationbetween their
Originally set Completion Target Dates; and theawly set (future) Completion
Target Dates by PMU (during the MTE); ranged betwéeur and fifteen (15)
months. The actual status of each output at the tnthe MTE is presented in
Matrix 1 (Annex 5).
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In view of the foregoing analysis, it was summed ag follows. In general project
performance termsrdther thanthe Proportionate Mid-term performance terjnghe
implementation of the SAICM project had registenausually large‘general’ and
‘expected’ deviationbetween originally set, and even revised Completiarget Dates,
on the one hand; and actual, as well as expectedré) accomplishment dates on the
other, for all the seven outputs. The completiotesidor five of the outputs actually still
lay in the future at the time of the MTE.

Following the performance measurement methocliafulative deviations with regard to
output accomplishment datexlicated under (2) above, therefore, led to wessment
that the performance of the SAICM project had besther below expectations both at
the proportionate Mid-term level and the generajgut implementation level.

Accordingly, usingthe combinatiorof both methods (1) and (2) above; it was summed
up that clearly, overall project performance hadaobeen significantly mediocre and
project implementation was considerably behind dole This also took into
consideration the project objectives, as well as thrresponding project steps and
activities that had been planned to be execut@diisuit of the project outputs.

Besides the foregoing assessment of basic/fundamemject aspects, however, further
assessment of overall performance of the SAICMautajluring the period under review,
was carried out with regard to its achievements sindrtcomings/limitations. These
assessments are documented under sub-sectionabd3543.5 that follow.

5.3.4. Project Achievements

It was established that whereas the technical pegnce of the SAICM project had been
rather below expectations by the time of the Mg, project had so far registered some
important and strategic achievements. The main adestified and about which
considerable consensus existed among a diversigtakeholders, are as summarized
below:

1) A national cross-sectoral and multi-stakeholdeordination mechanism for SMC
had been put in place in accordance with projesigtle and was functional. This
mechanism mainly comprised of the ICM (made ughefNSC; the IWG and sectoral
teams), as well as the PMU within NEMA.

2) A national situational analysis on chemicals &MC in Uganda (albeit largely
indicative), had been carried out; its report caztgd; approved by the NSC; and
duly adopted at a duly convened stakeholders’ warks This had followed sectoral
situational analysis studies and reports on theessubject. These studies and reports
had created a significant basis upon which moreptehensive, rigorous and in-
depth studies could be carried out in future.

As a result of (1) and (2) above, the country hacbime more informed and aware, in
a relatively more comprehensive and holistic marthan ever before, about the use;
level of risk and handling/management that chareeté chemicals. There had also
emerged greater understanding of the weaknessdleotxisting national SMC
governance regime; as well as their implicationsosg sectors and for people’s
livelihoods. It was reported that, through SAICMyn®e sectors had demonstrated
more enthusiasm about SMC than others. Agriculideslth; Education & Research;
as well as Water & Environment were leading. En&&gylining was still mid-way,
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though moving in the positive direction; while Irety and Trade & Transportation
still needed considerable work to bring them fultyboard. It was reported that in the
Industry and Trade & Transportation sectors, macipra had not yet positively
appreciated SAICM as a well-meaning intervention #&oldress chemicals
management. Rather, they had so far viewed thevernidon with a lot of suspicion
and skepticism.

3) It was also established that despite the delpygject Management had so far
endeavored to exhibit fairly good adherence toRhgect Technical Guidelines that
constituted a major part of project design and enm@ntation modalities. This was
true with regard to the two accomplished outputs] ¢he planning that had been
done for the implementation of the outstanding ofé® exception to this state of
affairs, however, was in situations where fully edhg to certain technical guidelines
for certain specific outputs or activities wouldveaesource implications that would
be beyond the funds provided in the project budgetthe respective outputs or
activities.

4) As regards periodic work planning, as well asnitarsing and evaluation, the
Evaluation established that Project Managemenpleaidrmed quite well in fulfilling
most of the requirements stipulated in the PD. &haesre, inter alia, that'self-
evaluation of program activities, with partners,ocdinated by the PMU, will be
undertaken on a quarterly basisFrom the documents studied by the Evaluation, all
quarterly work plans for the year 2008, as weltresannual work plan for the same
year had been prepared and submitted to UNDP. &ipilall the quarterly progress
reports for the year; two half-year progress rep@anuary — June, 2008 & July —
December, 2008); as well as the annual progresstrégr the same year had been
prepared and submitted to UNDP. Furthermore, ttatgry work plans for the first
two quarters of 2009, as well as the quarterly msg reports for the same period had
also been submitted.

5.3.5. Project Shortcomings and Limitations

The major shortcomings and limitations, which hbhdracterized the project by the time
of the MTE, that were found by the Evaluation, asesummarized below:

1) Despite the key role that civil society orgatizas could play in a project like
SAICM, they had not been adequately involved at Weey beginning. These
organizations would, inter alia, be crucial in emtiag the already created awareness;
championing advocacy for SMC and its mainstreamasgyell as play a crucial role
in mobilizing communities to operationalise SMCrtpmaularly at the grassroots level.

2) Similarly, the private sector was also not asll wepresented in project
implementation as ought to have been, considehiegcentrality of its role in the
entire chemicals cycle. The attempt that had beemdemto bring Uganda
Manufacturers’ Association (UMA) on board had natequately achieved the
involvement of the informal sector (including thmall-scale local artisans, also
locally referred to as thidua-Kali’ group).

3) It was further established that Economists hatdoeen adequately brought on board
as appropriate. An assumption had been made teaEoonomist would be able to
isolate all economic implications of SMC from diktsectors and integrate them into
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the situational analysis. It was further establishieat in fact, MOFPED had been
erroneously only brought on board to help in inédigg SMC in the NDP, but not to
offer guidance on economic analysis and interpcetat

4) Whereas Project Management had performed wethost other aspects of periodic
work planning, as well as monitoring and evaluatite following shortcomings in
that area were found by the Evaluation:

» The formats of the periodic progress reports weteconsistent. In the two Half-
year Progress Reports (January — June, 2008 &-JOlgcember, 2008), as well
as in the Tand 29 Quarter Progress Reports of 2008, the formatipdatly the
column heads) of the ‘Project Status’ Table wagedght from that of the Tables
of the 3* and 4" Quarter Progress Reports of 2008; the Annual ResgReport
(January — December, 2008); as well as of tfleQuarter Progress Report
(January — March, 2009). Accordingly, the corregpiog information sought by
these two different formats was also not the sameddition, whereas in the
above-noted two Half-year Progress Reports, thejéet Status’ Table was
accompanied by a questionnaire form seeking furitifermation on a range of
project implementation and performance issuestha&l other Progress Reports
received and studied by the Evaluation had none.

» Two activities that had been prescribed by the Ridleu‘on-going project
monitoring and reporting’(p. 15 of the PD), had not yet been carried out as
scheduled at the time of the MTE. Accordingly, thesrresponding sub-outputs
had also not yet been produced. Hence, they wilrewgstanding. These were:

% The Tripartite Project Review (TPRineeting, which was supposed to be
carried out once a year, as the highest policytHeveeting of the parties
directly involved in the implementation of the prof; and

+ The Annual Project Report (APRvhich was supposed to be prepared by the
NPM and submitted to the UNDP-CO; the Governmer§wéden and UNDP
MPU/Chemicals for review and comments. This too stdsoutstanding.

5.3.6. Major Challenges and Constraints that Charaerized the Project
and their Implications for Project Performance andSuccess

During the MTE process, a number of factors, cemsts and challenges were
established as having been largely responsibleifiermediocre project performance.
These factors and challenges were reported fronveasity of sources and verified by
the Evaluation. While some of them had been cir¢an&l; some had emanated from
project design; while others were related to ceréapects of the project implementation
modalities/arrangements. Below, the major ones {(rmbws/hich are already summarized
in Matrix 1), are further elaborated; while addi# ones are also documented.

1) Delays in Disbursement of Project Funds

There had been two major delays in the disbursemiefunds from UNDP to the
Project Account since the inception of the projéttey were: the initial delay and the
subsequent one during the period January — Ap@092 These had considerably
contributed to the slowing down and delay in prbj@goplementation. It was
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2)

established that thestimated total cumulative delay project implementation
attributable to both delays in disbursement of ggbfunds was approximately eight
months. This, by any standards, was a significatay] particularly in a project
whose life was only eighteen (18) months. As aiglaconsequence of the above-
noted eight-monthgumulative delayinter alia, the timing of implementation of
project activities in pursuit of all the seven j outputs was sequentially pushed
forward in the manner elaborated in Matrix 1 (owtpy output), and needs not be
repeated here.

Human Resource Issues

It was established that one of the important factitvat contributed to delays in
project implementation and production of plannedpots was the fact that both
UNDP and NEMA were characterized by low availapiind instability of human
resources during the period under review. This leddto inadequate and untimely
aggregate human resource time and effort inpub SAICM project work, as
summarized below:

First, in NEMA, the relatively long illness and bmequent death of the pioneer
Project Manager/Coordinator (between October andcebBder, 2008), had
significantly affected project implementation. Hadhreportedly done a good job in
getting the project off the ground. This was lagsacerbated by the subsequent
departure of the pioneer Project Technical Assistam June 2009. The new
respective replacement staff also needed timeki® fial charge of the project. The
reported estimated time loss due to the abovermetas approximately four months.

Secondly, still in NEMA, the PMU had since projeuteption, been characterized by
the fact that the Project Manager/Coordinator hatl been full-time. The pioneer
Project Manager/Coordinator was also a full-timdicef of NEMA, as an
Environmental Audit & Monitoring Officer. The sanagplied to his successor, who
was also a full-time Environmental Inspector, while the same time striving to
balance his mainstream job demands with the eqdaltyanding requirements of the
SAICM project. This reality was significant becauSAICM was designed as a
relatively ambitious project (given its objectivasd scope of outputs); in addition to
being a cross-sectoral and multi-stakeholder ptojext with a short life of eighteen
(18) months. Therein, the central role and dutfeth® Project Manager/Coordinator,
according to project design, would include, intdéia,aintensive and time-bound
coordination; follow-up and facilitation of the adties of a multitude of
actors/stakeholders; as well as over-seeing theepsing and distribution of
numerous reports and other documents. To effegtavedl timely execute such duties
would ideally demand that such an engagement wiasme.

Hence, whereas it was clearly explained by Prdja&hagement that it would have
been very difficult to hire a well-qualified and mpetent full-time Project
Manager/Coordinator for such a short tenure; tlaityeremained that it had also
contributed, in part, to the lower than desiredespef project implementation.

It was, similarly, established that UNDP was alé@arecterized by similar human
resource-related challenges as NEMA, which had sitgtificantly affected the speed
and effectiveness of project implementation. Faost throughout the period under
review, all the UNDP officers that had been asgigteebe responsible for SAICM
matters were also executing this duty as‘ashd on’ to their other duties and
responsibilities. Thus, while they strove to fdeileé expeditious project
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3)

4)

implementation, they were often only able to achi#hvs objective at a modest level.
Indeed, in order to facilitate the desired levelegpeditious project implementation
would demand much more time than what seemed &véiéable to these officers.

Secondly, it was reported that the pioneer Progtdficer and his supporting Intern,
who had originally worked with the project (reasbiya effectively) as the
representatives of UNDP, had suddenly left theititgin. It was reported that this
departure also caused a temporary, but signifisatuum’, until new program staff
fully took over. Though, the ‘new’ officers alsoetl their best to get the project back
on track, they were also seemingly very busy.

Bureaucratic Systems and Processes

It was established that lengthy bureaucratic mrooes within NEMA had also
variously contributed to delays in project impleraion. This was largely because
NEMA was a government institution, which had toldal standard government
procedures of public institutional management imegal, and of public financial
management in particular. For instance, the Findegartment was (rightly), more
interested in ensuring that the necessary finargoatrols were in place and fully
enforced than in the flexibility demanded by PMU txpedite activity
implementation in pursuit of delivery of certaintputs. Such flexibility could
possibly have been permissible under a differemdifuy mechanism and institutional
management system.

It was, in addition, reported that the same céimtrd financial management system,
which served all NEMA’s mainstream functions andimas projects, had on some

occasions, been overstretched and delayed toZenplocessing of various payments
that were vital for speedy project implementatidhese included payments meant for
facilitation of sectoral teams that carried out $leetoral SMC situational analyses; as
well as other allowances for some meetings of #meous organs of the ICM. Some

stakeholders considered such delays to have beerotieating. The delays had also

occurred in effecting payments for some privateviserproviders, particularly some

Consultants, which had also contributed to delaysompletion of their assignments.

Yet, much of the SAICM project work had been desijto be executed through

consultancy assignments.

Practical Challenges of Operationalizing the Crss-Sectoral and Multi-
Stakeholder Approach to Project Implementation

The cross-sectoral and multi-stakeholder apprdacland institutional arrangement
for project implementation was conceptually a gateh. Indeed, as reported under
sub-section 5.2.2, the PMU gave a relatively pesiissessment of the performance
of the ICM as a whole. Similar assessment was gigethe performance of ICM’s
constituent organs, namely; the NSC; IWG; and satteams. It was established,
however, that in absolute terms and with particidenus on concrete outputs, the
actual performance of the above organs had alstrilcoted to delays in project
implementation in particular, and the overall medso project performance in
general.

It was established, for instance, that some of diwess-sectoral actors and multi-
stakeholders serving on the various SAICM organd hat played their roles
expeditiously enough so as to facilitate speedyisd@emaking and delivery of
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5)

outputs in a timely manner. This, in some cases, e to laxity; lack of adequate
commitment; and lack of investment of adequate @meé effort on the part of those
actors/stakeholders.

Another major discovery in this regard, however,swhe genuine and practical
challenge that had actually been experienced byymah the institutional
representatives on the SAICM project, who were clted. It was reported that they
had been torn between the often urgent, as wealleasanding SAICM work on the
one hand, and the demands of their own mainstrastiesdand responsibilities in
their institutions, on the other. It was reportédttthis particular phenomenon had
been one of the major causes of some delays, efipemmong many members of
sectoral teams during sectoral situational analstsidies. Some of them had actually
pre-maturely pulled out, or contributed minimalty teamwork. It was also reported
to have been partly responsible for the irregufasitsome members of the IWG and
NSC in attending meetings, or for delays in readmpgortant documents and giving
timely feedback.

Yet, no specific arrangements had been made to renghat institutional
representation by individual officers on SAICM pdj organs was not personalized,
but rather institutionalized. That is, ensuringtthmestitutional or departmental heads
would demand or require that their representatimesthe SAICM project would
regularly update them and other technical offigersheir institutions. This would
have been crucial in ensuring that in the event thair originally designated
representatives became too busy, or unavailabéd, ithstitutions would continue to
be effectively and timely represented on the pta@eninimize implementation gaps
and delays.

Formation and Management of Sectoral Teams

Sectoral teams were an important pillar of the@Wlproject under the cross-sectoral
and multi-stakeholder approach. It was establistexlyever, that the manner in
which they had been constituted, facilitated andagad had left a lot to be desired.
This had affected motivation and morale, as welthes speed and quality of their
work and outputs; hence, significantly contributtoglelays.

First, it was found that the method used and mhoe followed in the formation of
sectoral teams had been less rigorous and lessiltaing than ought to have been.
This included the selection of team members andraing their leadership. In
many cases, PMU had simply written to what had lersidered to be appropriate
sectoral institutions, requesting their heads tminate officers/persons to represent
them on various teams, which the respective irgiita did. It was established,
therefore, that little, or no effort had been méalensure that the specific delegates
representing the requested institutions on theosdctteams were adequately
interested in, and committed to effectively papating in the work of their
respective teams.

Secondly, team leaders had neither participateam member selection, nor had
been given real authority to actually be in chavf¢éheir teams. It was reported that
each team member of any sectoral team had sigséaehiservice contract directly
with PMU, independent of his/her respective teanmadés. Accordingly, all

contractual matters relating to the respective teamber's work, including

payments and logistics, had actually been handiegtvden the respective team
member and PMU without any involvement of his/heam leader. This had
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6)

effectively made team leaders almost totally poes=lin their relationship with their
team members. They were, hence, unable to demaeufisgbehaviors from their
members, particularly the timely delivery of qualitoutputs, especially
data/information, or report drafts. They had simiplsked any power and authority to
apply any form of sanctions. Accordingly, it wapoeted that those teams that had
done reasonable studies and produced reasonabigsiegp few of their members had
made it possible out of personal commitment andrdehation to deliver.

Thirdly, it was reported by all sectoral teamstttiee terms and conditions under
which they had been facilitated to carry out threspective sectoral SMC situational
analysis studies were very unfavorable. In pariiculall of those consulted
complained that the package that had been offereddh individual team member as
facilitation under their contracts, was consideyahbhdequate for the scope of work
that was required of them. The same applied to silm&-total of all individual
packages of all team members of any given teans, Tiey argued, had limited their
geographical coverage; scope and depth; as welligasir with regard to their
data/information collection, compared to the lewtksy had wished to achieve. This
was, however, clarified by Project Management thaén the limited funds in the
project budget for this output, among other fagtdhe national SMC situational
analysis had been consciously intended to be airggapdicative study; and not an
extensive, rigorous and in-depth one.

Lastly, another commonly voiced complaint was tpayment of the respective
installments of facilitation to sectoral team memsbander their contracts, had, in
most cases, been effected considerably late. Husffected them negatively.

It was, therefore, deduced that largely as a apresece of all the above factors, the
levels of reliability and contribution exhibited layconsiderable number of members
of sectoral teams had been found to be wantindadh in almost all the sectoral
teams, the actual sectoral situational analysikwad been done by just a proportion
of the original team — ranging between 20% and 50Pe rest had pulled out pre-
maturely. For instance, in the Mining & Energy seat team, out of the original ten
members, only two active members had remainedast thhese that had actually done
most of the situational analysis work, includingquction of the sectoral report. In
other cases, even where some members had notlagiubéd out, they had left the
bulk of the work to be done by a few, particulathe team leaders. In two extreme
cases (namely, Trade & Transportation and Indwsstcyoral teams), the original team
leaders had actually abdicated their leadershiporesbilities. They had left a team
member in each case to assume the responsibilitgash-leader to complete the
team’s work to some extent. In the most extreme,caamely, the sectoral team for
Water & Environment, the original team had actualéen completely disbanded. A
replacement one had to be put in place two weekbdadeadline to carry out the
sectoral situational analysis work almost afresth @mpile the report.

All the foregoing factors and developments alsoyatieely affected project
implementation to varying degrees.

Procurement and Management of Consultants

The SAICM project was designed in such a way thastnof its outputs were to be
produced through execution of consultancy assigmsnamd/or with the guidance of
Consultants. It was established, however, that gteeesses of procurement and
management of consultants had been characterizadchbynber of challenges. These
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had also contributed, in varying degrees, to delayproject implementation. The
major challenges identified were as summarizedvinelo

a) During the initial period (i.e. from inceptida end of 2008), PMU/NEMA had
directly handled the entire process of identifyingd contracting necessary
Consultants for the various assignments of theeptpjas well as carrying out
service contract management. The major challenigas were found to have
characterized this period were that some of thesGltemts that had been
contracted had delayed to deliver their outputéew of them had fallen short of
the desired quality of outputs that had been exgkeot them in accordance with
their contracts. The two major management-orienfi@ctors that had been
responsible for this state of affairs were repottedave been the following:

i) Less than adequate speed on the part of Rrbjanagement to effectively
facilitate and follow-up the work of the contract€dnsultants, with a view to
ensuring that they would deliver their outputsiime.

i) Less than optimum speed in processing varipagments for contracted
Consultants in accordance with the terms agreedh upotheir service
contracts. This had partly affected their motivatamd commitment to deliver
their outputs in time.

b) Effective from the beginning of 2009, UNDP hatlanged its guidelines
governing the procurement of goods and servicesitforprojects, including
Consultants. This had also affected the SAICM mtoj&his change involved a
shift from NEMA directly procuring the required s&es for SAICM, to UNDP
procuring those services for the project, which kaghificantly contributed to
delays in project implementation. It was reportedttthe delays had mainly
emanated from a combination of factors. These dedy inter alia, lack of
adequate staff at UNDP to expeditiously processfahow-up the procurement
of Consultants; including processing of their TORselecting them and
contracting them.

7) The Paradox ofLow Absorption Capacity’of ‘Inadequate’ Project Funds

An issue was raised by UNDP that the SAICM profexd been characterized gw
absorption capacity’of project funds. Thislow absorption capacity’had been
indicated by the fact that funds (amounting to UBB223,103) had had to be
returned by PMU/NEMA to UNDP at the end of the @dlar Year 2008) and had
been requisitioned again, in accordance with UNDRisancial management
regulations.Low absorption capacity’had further been indicated by significant
unspent balances by the project at the end of RO@8 (UShs111,882,344); and at
the beginning of October, 2008 (UShs.103,500,3&hilar unspent balances had
also been recorded in December, 2008 (UShs.86,34p,and at the beginning of
May, 2009 (UShs.53,964,656).

Given that the total funds allocated to the profed themselves, been considered to
be inadequate, thikow absorption capacityappeared to the Evaluation to constitute
a paradox.In view of all the foregoing findings, howevervitas deduced that this
‘low absorption capacitynust have been a consequence of the cumulatiegsdahd
slow speed of project implementation caused by mbooation of all the factors
documented under (1) to (6) above.

2 Source: Funds Flow Record from the UNDP, a copwhtith is herewith attached as Annex 4.
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8) The Case-study-based Economic Analysis

Another significant challenge that had characteritee project concerned the case-
study-based economic analysis, which was of majmortance within the strategy of
mainstreaming SMC in the NDP. First, it was repirieat the technical guidelines
for this analysis that had been issued in June9, 20@re so rigorous that if it was to
be carried out to the ideal standards (in accomlavith those guidelines), it would
require more funds than those that had been prdvide in the SAICM project
budget. PMU had so far, experienced consideralffewdty (since June, 2009), in
identifying a competent Expert willing to carry abe economic analysis for the pay
package and other terms affordable by the proj8etondly, the analysis also
required a substantial amount of time to be dormpgnty (approximately three
months). In such circumstances, the Evaluation w@ascerned at the time of the
MTE, that PMU might find itself in a situation wleeit would be practically unable to
afford having the economic analysis carried oualigein accordance with the above-
noted guidelines.

5.3.7.Further Findings on the SAICM Project and SMC

Besides all the foregoing findings, which more dike focused on project design,
implementation and performance over the period undeiew; the Evaluation also
endeavored to seek the opinions of key stakeholeég@rding the central subject matter
of the SAICM project. This wasainstreaming of SMC in the NDPocumented below
is the summary of the findings and their implicatiofor the success of the SAICM
project, in particular and the SMC agenda, in galner

1) One of the key findings was that the legislatipelicy and institutional frameworks
for SMC in Uganda were still weak and inadequatiéh wome policies overlapping,
yet many of the existing scattered and fragmenta@s| and policies were
characterized by poor enforcement. After analyZimg various opinions given by
stakeholders, the Evaluation reached the conclusianthere would be need (at the
appropriate time), to carry out a focused, compmnsive and rigorous study of the
existing legislative, policy and institutional fremorks for SMC in Uganda. This
would be necessary in order to establish whichhef following options would be
most appropriate for ensuring effective and suatda SMC in all sectors of the
country:

a) Formulation of a new national policy and enasthof a new national level piece
of legislation (from which sectoral policy and leigitive guidelines would be
derived); as well as setting up a new neutral giagucentral agency (with
adequate capacity). This agency would be spedificaksponsible for
coordinating, regulating and overseeing SMC (he.éntire chemicals cycle from
production/importation; transportation; use; uglisposal) in the whole country.
The agency would be empowered by, and also impl&erdnrce the policy and
legislation.

b) Formulation of a new policy and enactment afeav piece of legislation (from
which sectoral policy and legislative guidelines ukb be derived); and
designating an appropriate existing central govemtagency (with adequate
capacity). This agency would be responsible forrdimating, regulating and
overseeing SMC (i.e. the entire chemicals cyclenfrproduction/importation;
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2)

3)

transportation; use; up to disposal) in the whalentry. It would be empowered
by, and also implement/enforce the above-noteatpailnd legislation.

c) Reviewing all existing sectoral policies ancqas of legislation that have a
bearing on SMC, with a view to amending them tdyflccommodate SMC
issues. Then, compulsorily task each sectoral tmni® ensure that SMC is
mainstreamed and effected in their respective secldey should, however, be
facilitated with conditional grants from central vgonment specifically for
funding SMC work, rather than requiring them to dusuch work from their
‘traditional’ budgets.

The above options, as well as any other plausiblesowould need to be fully
examined, with a view to agreeing on the best @afsction for the way forward.

Another important subject matter issue that wasimonly raised by almost all

stakeholders consulted, was that there was urgsed for putting in place national

comprehensive and state-of-the art facilities foper disposal of chemical waste
from all sectors and institutions. It was estaldshthat the only incinerator at

Nakasongola, which belonged to the Ministry of ek was both inadequate and
not easily accessible. It was also emphasizedbieduse industries polluted directly
into the ecosystems and in largest volumes, buldiapacity for addressing their
waste disposal was most urgent and needed to ba §igt priority.

Lastly, on the project subject matter, it wagpbasized by stakeholders that in order
to achieve sustainability, in the long-term, ma@aming of SMC should not be
limited to the NDP at the centre. Rather, it shobkl made comprehensive and
bottom-up, starting from the grassroots, namelg;géneral public — where it is most
crucial. It would then go all the way to local gowment councils; and ultimately to
the central government level (via the NDP). Thisulddoe in line with the prevailing
national development planning system in the countiiyhin the framework of the
decentralization policy. Their plausible argumeraswhat it would only be through
this approach that SMC would be sustainably praad in planning and resource
allocation; as well as operationalisation at alkls.

6.0. CONCLUSIONS

In view of all the foregoing findings of the MTE excise and their interpretations
documented at the various levels in this repowai$ concluded as follows:

1)

2)

After fifteen (15) months of implementation, the time of the MTE, the 18-month
SAICM project had, in standard project managementns, so far registered
significantly mediocre performance and its impletaion was considerably behind
schedule.

The major factors that were responsible forrttegliocre performance of the project,
whose details have already been given, includeghesproject design and execution
short-comings/limitations; as well as delays in tlosv of project funds. They also
included challenges and constraints relatingpuman resourcelsoth in NEMA and
UNDP. These factors also included further delays tubureaucratic systems and
processes within NEMA; practical challenges of atienalizing the cross-sectoral
and multi-stakeholder approach to project implermgon; as well as challenges
relating to the case-study-based economic anatydise project. They, furthermore,

23



3)

included challenges and delays that emanated fomation and management of
sectoral teams; as well as those experienced ipribmirement and management of
consultants.

It was, nevertheless, also the Evaluation’s kaion that the project had a good
chance of reaching a satisfactory level of achiex@nand, therefore, it could and

should, be fruitfully completed. This conclusion syanter alia, based on the

significant achievements that had so far been tegd by the project at the time of
the MTE. It also took into consideration the ratbeusual constraints, challenges and
circumstances that had characterized project imgheation. These have already
been documented and need not be repeated herdditioa, Project Management

had expressed confidence that they had the resoldecapacity to complete the

project at no extra cost, once they would be suppdo do so.

7.0. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE WAY FORWARD

In the light of all the foregoing conclusions; tBealuation recommended as summarized
below.

1)

First, that Project Management should urgentigrege for a joint ICM-UNDP way
forward retreat (for at least 2 working days), bnot possible, a joint meeting, in
which to address, inter alia, the following criticaatters:

a) Using this MTE report as their main referencecuinent, critically and
objectively discuss project performance and corelilng process with a formally
agreed and documented joint position.

b) On the basis of the agreed joint formal positim project performance, agree on
the way forward, particularly with regard to théldaving:

i) Adjusted realistically achievable objectivasdfinal outputs for SAICM ,lvis
a viz those stipulated in the PD. This should take account the realities
established by the MTE, which are documented i rigport.

i) The correct approach and strategy, as we#l Bicused and time-bound action
plan (with SMART indicators and targets), for emsgr reasonably
expeditious completion of the SAICM project underegyotiated arrangement
with the donor partners. This should be done bogdon the fast-track
strategy and work plan that had already been dr&iyePMU.

iii) The appropriate optimum timeframe within wh to expeditiously
accomplish the agreed upawdljusted realistically achievable objectivasd
final outputs for SAICM .1Accordingly, one of the key matters that shoudd b
discussed and agreed upon would be the issue ofafoextension of the
project life; which would then be subsequently prged as a formal request
to the project's donor partners for consideratiohhe Evaluation
recommended that an extension of, at least, sixtimsofif this would be
feasible and acceptable), should be sought in dcdensure the achievement
of a reasonably fruitful completion BAICM 1 Such project completion
should be able to provide a solid foundation forving the SAICM agenda
forward in a meaningful and strategic manner. tusth, accordingly, also be
adequate to facilitate the eventual comprehensiamstreaming of SMC at a
later stage.
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2)

3)

4)

The Evaluation also recommended that seriousideration should be given by
PMU/NEMA and UNDP to addressing the following isswand factors, which were
critical to project success, using the most efiectneans available to them. This
should be done as a part of the overall joint etyatfor ensuring successful
completionof SAICM 1

a) Ensuring timely release of project funds, wéthview to facilitating the fast-
tracking of output delivery during the extensionapé of SAICM 1. Without
ensuring that this issue is sorted out, all theeotsirategy actions would be
rendered un-workable.

b) NEMA Management should internally address g®ie of lengthy bureaucratic
administrative and financial procedures within NEM# least, for the duration of
the fast-track project extension phase. This wdndlchecessary to ensure that all
activities would be executed in time and their esponding outputs
accomplished on schedule. This should, of cours@ldme without compromising
the internal control and accountability functiorsatt these procedures were
designed to perform.

c) The top Management of NEMA should seriously sider the possibility of
designating or seconding the current Project Mar@gerdinator as a full-time
officer of the PMU for the duration of the fastdkaextension phase of SAICM 1.
This would enable him to have adequate time toceffely play the central role
expected of him in ensuring the successful execubtd the recommended
approach and strategy, as well as the focusedimredbtound action plan. These
would be critical in ensuring successful completdhe project.

d) Given the centrality of the role playedthg UNDP officers directly in charge of
the SAICM project, the Management of UNDP shoukbaderiously consider the
possibility of re-aligning the duties of these offis during the fast-track
extension phase of the project. This should be duitte a view to creating for
them more space and time, in order to enable tloeexpeditiously facilitate and
support SAICM project implementation.

e) The UNDP and NEMA should develop and agree mreffective strategy to
ensure that within UNDP’s procurement guidelined anocedures, the needed
Consultants could be expeditiously procured; catd and managed. This
would be necessary to ensure that the outstandisigranents would be quickly
and effectively executed. This could be achievedough, among others,
PMU/NEMA and UNDP making deliberate and consciotferts to cooperate
more closely, with the aim of minimizing, or elinaiting delays.

The Evaluation further recommended that during tast-track project extension
phase, operationalization of the cross-sectoral emdti-stakeholder approach to
project implementation needed to be drastically rowpd in order to minimize

further delays. It was, accordingly, recommendeat tturing the joint ICM-UNDP

way forward retreat, or joint meeting, as well &sotigh other channels, efforts
should be consciously and collectively made bytthe parties to effectively address
this important matter.

Subsequently and building on the joint decisittrag would have been reached by the
two parties, the NSC and PMU (with the back-up suppf the Management of
NEMA), should take all the necessary follow-up awc$. These should include
lobbying the participating SAICM stakeholder ingtibns to co-operate more
favorably with the project. These actions should at, inter alia, ensuring that, for
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5)

6)

any project implementation responsibility, or tas&t would be assigned to the ICM
as a whole, or any of its organs, all the necessthoyts would be made to ensure the
following:

a) That the method used and procedure followedhén selection of institutional
representatives to serve on such organs, as weill@getermining their leadership
would be rigorous and consultative enough. This ldidae necessary so as to
ensure that the persons so selected would be steeren, and committed to
effectively participating in executing the worktbe respective organs.

b) That those chosen to serve as organ/team leaaersl be given the opportunity
to participate in team member selection, and aesgitken adequate authority to
actually be in charge of their teams/organs inpilnesuit of their stated objectives.

c) All such organs/teams that would be assignedirtapt project work should be
adequately motivated. The PMU should also endetwvensure that they would,
at all times, be well-coordinated and equipped wihthe facilities they would
need to expeditiously execute their assignments.

d) In all cases of engaging organ/team membersytefshould be made (including
adequate briefing), to ensure that each membefuligainderstood the TORs for
the assignment, as well as the terms of engagentmfgre committing
him/herself.

The Evaluation, furthermore, recommended that ithportant issue of awareness
raising, sensitization and advocacy for SMC nedddak given serious consideration
and also addressed effectively. This should nog beldone during the remainder of
SAICM 1, but should also be well planned for posiKSM phases of pursuing the

SMC agenda. It was, accordingly, recommended thatI€M, through the NSC,

IWG and PMU should consider designing and operatipimg a comprehensive and
focused SMC awareness creation and advocacy straiég aim of this endeavor

should be to educate, sensitize, and ultimatelgruit’ all relevant sectors and the
entire public to be effective advocates and pronsoté SMC. The strategy should
also target policy makers, community leaders, dbageother categories of leaders.

Lastly, it was considered to be crucial for alBAICM project
stakeholders/collaborating partners to seriouslyster and chart the way forward
for the post-SAICM 1phase of the SMC agenda. Of particular concern tivadact
that project design had not made concrete prowsfon the post-SAICM 1 phase,
particularly with regard to funding. It was congielé to be crucial to have in place
clear plans, strategies and resources for enstn@gperationalization and further
pursuit of the outputs and way forward recommeidatiof SAICM 1. It was,
accordingly, recommended that conscious and dalibezfforts should be made as
soon as possible, championed by the NSC, PMU/NEM®A @ND, to constructively
engage the Government of Uganda together with tireemt and other potential
donors on this important matter. The main focughid engagement should be on
working out in a concrete manner, the way forwand3MC as a follow-on effort for
SAICM 1; with a view to ensuring continuity.
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8.0. LESSONS LEARNT

Against the background of the findings, conclusiansl recommendations of this MTE
documented in the foregoing sections of this repwortthis section, the Evaluation

documents the key lessons that had been learnteinptocess of implementing the
SAICM project over the period under review. Thesessbns were expected to be of
benefit to the subsequent stages of pursuing thestneaming of SMC in Uganda. The

same lessons were also expected to be useful imghlementation of similar projects

within and outside Uganda. The main lessons leaené as summarized below:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

In order to avoid delays in project start-upd drence, also avoid the undesirable
consequences of such delays; it is crucial to &rgure that all the key pre-requisite
arrangements have been made. One of these isutedhat the project implementing
agency and executing agency, as well as the lamabrdCountry Office responsible
for handling the project funds and related mattéesye understood each other’'s
operational systems and can easily work togethashduld only be subsequent upon
achieving the above state of affairs that projaanth should take place; with a view
to minimizing the gap between project launch asddtual operationalization.

In order to avoid inadequate funding for pilobjects, as well as its undesirable
consequences, it is crucial to ensure that theabsttope and requirements of such
projects are not under-estimated on the groundsthles are'pilot’ . This is because
experience on the ground indicated that the batages and processes that
characterize bottpilot’ and‘main phase’projects, happen in reality, to be largely the
same, or similar. Hence bofhilot’ and‘main phase’projects tend to demand more-
or-less the same volume of resources. In detergpitiie level of funding for any
project, therefore, it is crucial to first carrytan in-depth and realistic assessment of
the actual scope of outputs that the project aspgwedeliver, as well as the actual
circumstances on the ground. Both of these facoesmajor determinants of the
actual resource requirements of a project.

Another major lesson learnt was that if sucoafsany project is to be achieved,
under-estimation of its human resource requiremshtsuld be avoided. This is
particularly so with regard to the levels of cooation and monitoring needed,
besides other critical engagements during the difethe project. Similarly, the
assumption that the local donor Country Office oesible for handling the project
funds and related matters has adequate human cescapacity to take on any
number of extra projects without special suppargements, should be avoided.

It was, furthermore, learnt that even with pgwbjects, or QSPs, it is crucial to first
carry out an in-depth and realistic assessmertteofjbal and actual scope of outputs
that the project aspires to deliver before deteimgithe project life. The same should
be done with regard to the nature of the projedijesit matter (such as those
involving mainstreaming into national legislatigrglicies, plans and programs). The
actual circumstances on the ground in the hosttcpaiso need to be first studied
and well-understood. All the above aspects are rtapbin order to ensure that the
timeframe given to the project is not too shorttmguch possible consequences as
portraying it as being too ambitious, or a failure.

Lastly, it was learnt that if a project is asveise, cross-sectoral and multi-
stakeholder, yet with a short project life as SAIGM Manager/Coordinator should
be full-time. This is mainly because, in such ggxt its Manager/Coordinator plays
such a central role that he/she needs to be givemgh space and time to concentrate
on project work, which tends to be multi-faceteelwintensive and demanding.
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ANNEX 1:

Terms of Reference
For Mid-Term Evaluation of the Uganda/UNDP/UNEP Patnership Initiative
for the Implementation of SAICM

1. Background

The Strategic Approach to International Chemicaigement (SAICM), adopted
February 2006 with a goal to ensure that, by tlae 2820, chemicals are produced and
used in ways that minimize significant adverse iatp@n the environment and human
health. Two major value-added features of the &jratApproach, relative to the
international management of chemicals work thatguled it, are:

« A strengthened focus on improved cross-sectoralegm@ance for the sound
management of chemicals at the national and |lesal$ (i.e. rather than addressing
chemicals on a chemical by chemical for chemicksscbasis exclusively); and

* Recognition that for sound management of chemitalbe advanced significantly
beyond the pre-SAICM situation, there will need Ibe much stronger links
established with the development planning priaitigorocesses and plans of
developing countries.

In support of these two prominent value-added festwf SAICM, UNEP and UNDP
have developed a Partnership Initiative to helpnticountries to:

0 Assess their sound management of chemicals regmalasive to the strategic
objectives of the SAICM Overarching Policy Strategynd put in place a plan to
begin addressing gaps in the national regime; and,

o Improve the incorporation of national sound manag@nof chemicals priorities into
the national development discourse and planningagaye

This partnership initiative draws on the uniquesup services that can be provided by
the cooperating agencies:

UNDP Support Services UNEP Support Services

= Capacity development = Normative development

= Integrated policy design = Technical analysis

= Support to MDG-based national development = Piloting of innovative approaches — synergies \lith
assessment and investment planning processes UNEP-WHO

= Implementation at the country level Health and Environment Linkages Initiative (HELI)

= Science-based guidance and knowledge services

Objectives of the overall process

The Uganda/ UNDP/UNEP Partnership Initiative foe timplementation of SAICM is
being advanced to assist the Government, through Nmational Environmental
Management Authority (NEMA), to take up the secamdl third strategic priorities of
the Strategic Approach to International Chemicalan&bement (SAICM) Quick Start
Programme (QSP), namely:

* “the development and strengthening of national ¢baism management institutions,
plans, programmes and activities to implement tin@t&gic Approach, building upon

2



work conducted to implement international chemicalated agreements and
initiatives”; and,

* “Undertaking analysis, interagency coordinationg goublic participation activities
directed at enabling the implementation of thet8gia Approach by integrating — i.e.
mainstreaming — the sound management of chemioalsaiional strategies, and
thereby informing development assistance cooperaiimrities”.

The activities listed above will be executed by Nwional Project Management Unit
(PMU) within the National Environment Managementtidarity (NEMA) which is the
national implementing agency for the project. TIMUPwill be managed by the National
Project Manager (NPM). During the implementatiorthe#f project, NEMA shall seek the
expertise of national consultants in the relevaatd$ for the proper and effective
implementation of the SAICM project.

Objectives of the Consultancy

For this purpose, NEMA, on behalf of the UNEP-UNDPRBrtnership Initiative for the
Implementation of SAICM, requires a National Cotauot/ a neutral third party to:-

= provide assessment of project implementation,

= to identify project achievements and challenges,

= to measure project performance against objectinds a

= to provide indications of progress.

Activities
The consultant will:

a) Study the project background materials, including project description, work plan
and application to the QSP trust fund, the guigsliand forms for evaluation of QSP
trust fund projects, SAICM texts and QSP generdkenels.

b) Study the general national chemicals, managemdotmiation, including, when
available, a National Chemicals Profile, existiegevant policies and legislation and
reports of other relevant international and natigmajects.

c) Analyze the project activities and outcomes, thiougpntact with the project
management Unit and/or other relevant stakeholdaergrder to regularly gather
information and documentation on implementation ptdnned project activities,
including meeting documents, reports and partidgatists, developed public
information and training materials, publication atter relevant reports.

d) Undertake interviews of and/or sending questiomsdaio stakeholders involved in the
project in preparation of the evaluation report(sing the guidelines and suggested
format of the SAICM secretariat.

e) Draft the evaluation report(s) using all previoushptained information and
documents in relation of the project and by fillithge specific templates provided by
the SAICM secretariat.



f) Timely submission of the finalized progress andfioal report to the SAICM
secretariat on the agreed dates.

g) Provide additional information or correction on tieport(s) after submission.

Expected Outputs and deliverables:
Deliverable 1:Inception report

Deliverable 2: A draft evaluationreport to be presented to stakeholders and anglyzin
progress, activities and outcomes of the projesetdaon documentation and information
provided in progress reports, by the National Emvnent Management Authority
(NEMA), stakeholders or other relevant actors imedl in chemicals management
activities.

Deliverable 3: A Final Mid term evaluation report on progressh# project to-date and
integrating stakeholder comments.

Methodology

The consultancy shall include the following methlody:-

= The Consultant shall review relevant documents

= The Consultant shall coordinate with NEMA, othdevant sectors and stakeholders
involved in chemicals management activities, pakady the SAICM project steering
committee. NEMA will facilitate the Consultant’s cass to relevant materials and
documents within its responsibility and assist @twsing clearance for access to
materials and documents from other sources belgrtgimther ministries, sectors and
relevant stakeholders;

= The consultant shall facilitate consultation megtimorkshops with NEMA SAICM
steering committee, UNDP and UNEP officials andeotbectors relevant for Sound
chemicals management such as health, agricultuegelaoment, environment,
industry and trade, defence among others.

= Consolidate the inputs from all those consulted

» Presentation of the refined draft Mid term evaloatieport

Note that: The Consultant cannot release nor conuatento anyone any unpublished
information made known to them in the conduct of #ctivity without consent of
NEMA.

Reporting and supervision

The consultant shall provide his/ her services uritie supervision of the Project
Coordinator of SAICM in NEMA who will provide daytday backstopping to the
consultant and who will report to the Executivedator of NEMA. The Consultant will
also maintain regular contact with the Environm@pécialist of UNDP.
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11.

Qualifications

 The consultant or organization MUST have relevaxjieeience and expertise in
project Monitoring and Evaluation. Knowledge of otieals is a bonus.

 The Consultant must be familiar with the variousovsions of the Stockholm
Convention on POPs, Basel Convention, Montrealdeaf Rotterdam Convention,

 The consultant or organization should have genkralwledge of the national
chemicals situation or should have access to sohmation when available.

* The consultant/organization should demonstratengtskills and background in the
monitoring and evaluation of international projeatating to different sectors, such
as agriculture, development, environment, heatith$try and labour.

» Excellent communication and writing skills.

To facilitate the evaluation, the curriculum vitaethe Consultant should highlight the
following areas.

» Educational attainment;
* Relevant trainings;
* Relevant experience Monitoring and Evaluation

Duration of the Work

It is expected that the assignment with be comgletghin 1 month, starting from the
official date of the contract. All expected outputbould be submitted to NEMA
according to the agreed plan/schedule of activities

Duty Station

The Consultant will hold office outside NEMA butahd be available for discussion on
the progress of the activities and to address amstanding issues for the duration of the
project and submit the reports as agreed in th@'sithedule.

Schedule of Payments

The consultant will be paid a lump sum figure upsuccessful completion of the
assignment and after submission of the final Michteevaluation report to UNDP.

Commencement of Work
The successful Consultant shall commence the wonkddiately after receiving the
Notice to Proceed, which shall be issued afterstgring of the Contract and the transfer

of the first payment.

The consultant will be expected to work closely andan iterative fashion with the
project management team, international consultagitdesignated UNDP managers.
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Annexes to the Terms of Reference:

* The Uganda/ UNDP/UNEP Partnership Initiative foe tmplementation of SAICM
project document.

* SAICM Annual / Quarterly work plans and progregsoms.

* Technical Guide for Mainstreaming the Sound Manag@nof Chemicals (SMC) in
MDG-Based Policies and Plans.

* Other related literature.



ANNEX 2:

THE STRATEGIC RESULTS MATRIX OF THE PROJECT
DOCUMENT (PD)



Strategic Result Matrix (in the SAICM Project Document)

UNDAF Outcome

Increased opportunities for people, especiallyntiost vulnerable, to access and utilize qualitydasivices and realize sustainable employment,

income generation and food security.

UNDAF Output

Poor people have increased access to and usedxfgbinee assets, technologies and energy

CPAP Output

National and local government plans integrate emvirent

Narrative summary

Obijectively Verifiable Indicators

Goal

Develop strategies for integration of sound manageraf chemicals into national development plarts @ogrammes through MDG-based plannin

for enhancement of environmental sustainability.

Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptbns

Long Term Objective: > SMC adopted by government OR > Documentation of development > Time constraints
Strengthen focus on improved a process clearly established to policies, plans and programmes > Revision of policies, plans and programs is
cross-sectoral governance fo achieve this based on fixed schedules
SMC at the national and local > Development policies, plans and
levels and establish stronger programmes that reflect
SMC links with national prioritization and mainstreaming of
development planning chemicals management
priorities, processes and plans
to achieve the MDGs.
Output 1: Establish or > National Project Manager and > Review of all documented > Inadequate representation of stake holders
strengthen a functional Technical Assistant appointed information and correspondences > Inadequate communication among
national cross-sectoral, inter-| > National Steering Committee and (letters of invitation of stakeholders stakeholders
ministerial coordination body Inter-agency Working Group and corresponding assignment as > Package not easily understood by stakehold
in support of sustainable SMC established. NSC members) > Inadequate stakeholder analysis
mainstreaming. > Briefing package distributed to > Inception meeting report and > Stakeholders may not be able to fully

key government decision-making reports of other meetings participate

bodies and other stakeholders. > Project documents specifying > Project management weakness as a result of

> Electronic stakeholder list, roles roles and responsibilities of not getting a competent project management u

and responsibilities available for
project use.

stakeholders
> The briefing package produced.

> Stakeholder nomination of
representatives.

» Documentation of stakeholders by
category.

» Attendance lists in minutes and
reports of stakeholders’
meetings/workshops/seminar.

ers

nit



Output 2: Qualify links National SMC Situation Report, > TORs and contracts for national Delay in recruitment of competent consultants
between priority chemical with readers’ comments sheet, and international consultants and task teams due to lack of expertise,
management problems and available in electronic format and > Assignment letters for Technical procurement laws, procedures
human health, food security discussed with stakeholders in crogs- Sectoral Teams Not all sources of information are covered by
and environmental effects sectoral inter-ministerial meetings > TORs and contracts endorsemenmnt the Situation Report.
Decision taken on the application by NSC Short exposure to HELI methodology for
of the HELI methodology for > Report on workshop of participants to make adequate contributions and
subsequent analysis stakeholders to adopt the HELI decision
Workshop held. Report produced. methodology Inadequate preparations and
> Report of the workshop involvement/participation of stakeholders
> List of participants
Output 3: Identify Decision taken by the National > Minutes of NSC meeting Delays in procurement of competent
requirements for strengthening Steering Committee to proceed with > TORs and contract for consultant
SMC governance regime the development of a phased plan for international consultant Inadequate stakeholder representation in the
strengthening the national SMC > Multi-stakeholder workshop to workshop
governance regime identify gaps and prioritization Review may not be adequate
» Priority setting background document
> Brainstorming workshop
summary report
Output 4: Develop a phased Endorsement of SMC Plan of > Multi-stakeholder workshop SM( Inadequate stakeholder representation in the
plan for strengthening national Action secured at national and local Plan of Action document workshop
SMC governance regime levels. > Brainstorming workshop report Work plan and time schedules inconsistent
> Action plan workshop report with each other
» Final SMC Plan of Action
Output 5: Quantify costs of Agreement from central planning > TORs and contract for national Delays in procurement of competent
inaction/benefits of action in and finance agencies on the and international consultants. consultants.
management of chemical relevance of the methodology tested > Economic analysis document Delays in obtaining comments and meetings to
issues for costing SMC priorities into » Minutes of meetings to discuss discuss economic analysis documents
national development planning economic analysis document (NSC,
processes. finance and planning agencies)
Output 6: Government willing to explore > Mainstreaming and buy-in Inadequate stakeholder representation in
Mainstream priority SMC national budgetary commitments in meetings/workshop reports meetings/workshops
issues in national development partnership with donor assistance tp > Project concept documents Project Concept documents inadequate in
policies and plans implement programmatic and project > A plan and schedule of national content

opportunities

development plans to influence/Ro
map

ad

National development plans have fixed
schedule.

Output 7: Produce replicable
results

>

Interest generated in other
countries to adopt the SMC
mainstreaming methodology

» Lessons learned report
» Methodology and guidance

documents

Countries inertia to buy-in into lessons
learned, methodologies and guidance

documents developed in another country




ANNEX 3:
THE SAICM PROJECT ANNUAL WORK PLANS (AWPs)
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Year: 2007

ANNUAL WORK PLAN BUDGET SHEET 2007

Project Number: 00057870

Project Title:  Uganda/UNDP/UNEP partnership Initiative for the Implementation of SAICM
Expected Key Time Frame Implementing | Planned Budget
Output Activities QL[ Q2 Q3] Q4] Agency Fund Donor| Budget| Descriptibn Amoupt
Designating a NEMA UNDP | 71300 National
National consultants 7,500
Project X NEMA UNDP | 71100 National
Manager and staff
Project salaries 6,000
Initiation NEMA UNDP | 72200 Office
equipment 2,481
NEMA UNDP | 74500 Sundries 2,667
NEMA UNDP | 73100 Rental of
office
Develop space 2,000
_strategl_es for Subtotal 20,648
integration of  I"Estaplishing 4 NEMA UNDP | 72100 | Contractual
sound Cross- services:
management of, gsecoral, meetings &
chemicals into | - workshops 2,000
national stakeholder X | x | NEMA UNDP | 71600 | Travel: PMU 5,000
development | coordinating & sectoral
Elr?)rg];aarlrr:g]es Mechanism teams
MPU- UNDP | 71600 | Travel: UN 4,000
through MDG- chemicals staff
based planning Subtotal 11,000
];Or:hancement of Resea_rch, NEMA UNDP | 72100 Cor_ltrac?tual
environmental analys_ls a_lnd services:
sustainability. | Flanning in NGO and
Support of other
Improved participation 3,750
SMC NEMA UNDP | 72100 | Contractual
Governance services:
Consistent X meetings &
with the workshops 0
Strategic MPU- UNDP | 71200 | International
Objectives of chemicals consultants
SAICM 6,750
NEMA UNDP | 71600 | Travel: PMU
& sectoral
teams 4,000
Subtotal 12,500
Total budget for 2007 44,148
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Year: 2008

ANNUAL WORK PLAN BUDGET SHEET 2008

Project Number: 00057870

Project Title:  Uganda/UNDP/UNEP partnership Initiative for the Implementation of SAICM
Expected Key Time Frame Implementing | Planned Budget
Output Activities QL | Q2] Q3] Q4| Agency fund | Donor | Budget | Descripton | Amount
Designating a NEMA UNDP | 71300 National
National consultants 22,500
Project X X X X NEMA UNDP | 71100 National staff
Manager and salaries 18,000
Project NEMA UNDP | 72200 Office
Initiation equipment 0
NEMA UNDP | 74500 Sundries 5,33
NEMA UNDP | 73100 Rental of
office space 0
Subtotal 45,833
Research, NEMA UNDP | 72100 Contractual
Develop Analysis and services:
strategies for | pjanning in NGO and
integration of | gypport of other
sound Improved participation 11,250
management of gpc X | x |x NEMA UNDP | 72100 Contractual
chemicals into | Governance services:
national Consistent meetings &
development | yth the workshops 23,000
plans and Strategic MPU- UNDP | 71200 International
programmes | opjectives of Chemicals consultants 20,250
through MDG- | sajcm NEMA UNDP | 71600 | Travel: PMU
based planning & sectoral
];Or:hancement o teams 6,000
environmental Subtotal 62,500
L Planning to NEMA UNDP | 72100 Contractual 15,000
sustainability. S
Implement services:
Priority meetings &
Actions, workshops
including via MPU- UNDP | 71200 International
Mainstreamin Chemicals consultants 30,000
g in National MPU- UNDP | 71600 Travel: UN
Development X X X Chemicals staff 4,000
Plans MPU- UNDP | 71400 Contractual
chemicals services:
Report 20,000
MPU- UNDP | 72100 Contractual
Chemicals services:
Evaluation 10,000
Subtotal 79,000
Total budget for 2008 187,333
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ANNUAL WORK PLAN (AWP) 2008 (BY PMU/NEMA)
Uganda/UNDP/UNEP partnership Initiative for the Implementation of SAICM
UNDAF Output: Poor people have increased access to, and usedifqtive assets, technologies and energy

UNDAF Indicator: Number of strategies developed & number of amaitpolicy position papers produced and used in
sectoral planning processes.

UNDAF Outcome: Increased opportunities for people, especiallyntwst vulnerable, to access and utilize quality
basic services and realize sustainable employrirerdine generation and food security.

Expected CP Outcome(s)improved conservation and access to sustainakigemechnologies

Expected CP Output(s):Increased access to energy services, new teches|ogjectricity, or cleaner fuels for
the rural and urban poor

Executing agency Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Deyet@nt (Aid Liaison Department)
Implementing agency:National Environment Management Authority (NEMA)

Collaborating partners: Ministry of Health, Ministry of Tourism, Trade drindustry; Ministry of Energy and
Mineral Development; Ministry of Water and Enviroent; Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and
Fisheries; Ministry of Internal Affairs; MinistryfoGender, Labour and Social Development; Academmd a
research institutions; Private sector and NGOs.

Project Summary: Over time in Uganda, an extensive array of chamsubstances, which never existed in the
environment, and for which the environment cannmatvigle natural conditions to cause their degradatio break
down, now predominates in the name of developniErit has had consequences at the public healtliroemental
health and socio-political levels, and calls faoand mechanism of managing the chemicals for énefit of people’s
livelihoods.

Uganda is a signatory to various international dbehrelated agreements and initiatives which t#éC31 Project
seeks to harmonize and provide synergies. Thisdviituin well with building upon earlier initiativelike the National
Profile to Assess the Chemicals Infrastructure gatta (2003) prepared by the National Environmeabhdgement
Authority (NEMA) and other chemicals managementiatives such as those under the Montreal Protaco
Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer and tle&t&tion Convention on Persistent Organic PollutédRBPs).

The one and a half year pilot project aims at dgyely strategies to assist government in incorpagasound
management of chemicals (SMC) into the nationalettgpment policies and planning to achieve the Miliem
Development Goals (MDGs). This will allow for aestigthened focus on improved cross-sectoral goveentor the
sound management of chemicals at national and levels (i.e. rather than address chemicals oneanidal by
chemical basis exclusively). The project will britogthe fore the recognition that for sound managenof chemicals
to be advanced significantly beyond the pre- SAl€iiation, there will need to be much stronger dimlstablished
with the development planning priorities, processss plans of the country.

The primary beneficiaries in this project will b Government departments (ii) local experts afigrfiulti-sectoral
ministry level policy makers consistent with sowtémicals management. The project will be implemeity NEMA
in close collaboration with the Ministry of WatardaEnvironment and other collaborating institutiower one and
half year period.

Programme Perioc: 2006 — 2010 Budget: $ 133, 105.77
Programme Component Energy and Environment for Agreed by

Sustainable Development (Implemen | Other Allocated Resources:

Project Title: Uganda/UNDP/UNEP Partnership| ting Government (In kind)

Initiative for the Implementation of SAICM Partner): | UNDP (SAICM QSP TF) $ 133, 105.77
Project ID: Agreed by | Total $133,105.77
Project Duration: 1.5 Years (2007-2009) UNDP:

Management Arrangement: National Execution
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Annual Work Plan (AWP)

YEAR 2008

EXPECTED | PLANNED TIME FRAME RESPONSIBLE PLANNED BUDGET
CP ACTIVITIES PARTY (USD)
OUTPUTS List all
and activities
indicators including
g]:rl]li:i"lng l,\JAngaIZrtt(;lE:n Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Source Budggt . Amount
targets during the of Description
year towards Funds
stated CP
outputs
Stronger Project
SMC links activity area 3 X 71300
with national | Research UNDP | National
development | analysis and NEMA Consultants
planning planning to 22,500
priorities, determine
processes medium/long 711_00
and plans to | term UNDP | National
achieve the | priorities. staff
MDGs Information salaries 6,667
gathering and 72200
Project analysis: UNDP | Office
output 2: National equipment | 2,481
Qualify links | situation 74500
between report (Jan- UNDP | Sundries
priority March 08) 5,333
chemical 73100
management| Priority UNDP | Rental of
problems and| action for fast office
human health| track PRSP space 2,000
,food planning: 71600
security and | Planning to UNDP | Travel:
environment | implement PMU &
effects short term Sectoral
priorities Teams 15,000
Quarterly 1. Sectoral 72100
target 1: teams UNDP | Contractual
One national | undertake services:
SMC inventories to NGO and
Situation develop a other 11,250
Report National SMC participatio
produced situation n
analysis report UNDP | 72100
Indicator 1: | for addressing Contractual
National short term services:
SMC priority gaps in meetings &
Situation the National workshops | 18,874.77
Report with | chemical
readers regime (Jan
comments 2008)
sheet, and
discussed
with
stakeholders
in a cross-
sectoral
inter-
ministerial
meetings.
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EXPECTED CP | PLANNED TIME FRAME RESPONSIBLE PLANNED BUDGET
OUTPUTS ACTIVITIES PARTY (USD)
and indicators List all activities
including annual | including M&E to
targets be undertaken
during the year
Indicator 2: towards stated CP Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Source Budggt . Amount
RELIl outputs of Description
Methodology Funds
adopted 2. Economic
analysis for these
Indicator 3: priorities
Workshop held. undertaken (Feb-
Report produced. | March, 2008)
3. Mainstreaming
highest priorities
into national
development goals
and programmes
(March 2008)
Project output 3: 71100
Identify Project activity X NEMA UNDP | National
requirements for | area 3 staff
strengthening salaries 4,000
SMC governance | Research, Analysis 71200
regime and planning to Internation
determine al
Annual target 2: | medium/long term consultants
Priority setting priorities. 27,000
Document Information 72100
gathering and Contractual
Indicator 1 analysis: National Services:
Decision taken | situation report Meetings &
by the NSC to . . Workshops
proceed with the| dentify national
development of gmg;tzﬁﬁggcand 10,000
a phased plan priorities to address
for . gaps in the national
strengthening | SMC regime.
the national
SMC
governance X NEMA UNDP
regime
Project Output Activity area 4:
4 Plan to implement
= priority actions,
Develop a including via
phased plan for | mainstreaming in
strengthening National
national SMC Development Plans|
governance
regime
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EXPECTED CP | PLANNED TIME FRAME RESPONSIBLE PLANNED BUDGET
OUTPUTS ACTIVITIES PARTY (USD)
and indicators List all activities
including annual | including M&E
targets to be undertaken
during the year
towards stated Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 OfSource [B):ggrei:)tion
CP outputs Funds | Amount
Annual target 3. | Produce a
National Plan of | national Plan of
Action Action for
. addressing 71100
Indicator priority gaps in National
Incomes of the the national SMC| Staff
_rural communities| regime salaries 4.000
increased
Project Output
5 Activity area 4: X
Quantify costs | Planning to implement priority
of actions, including via mainstreaming
inaction/benefits| in National Development Plans 71100
of action in National
management of Demo.ns.trate an approgch/methodolo W staff .
; for building an economic case for salaries 4,000
chemicals mainstreaming a high priority SMC
issue in national development planning
Annual target 4
Economic
Analysis Report
Indicator
1. Agreement
from central
planning and
finance agencies
on the
methodology for
costing SMC
priorities into
national
development
planning process
2. Report
produced and
discussed with
stakeholders
133,105.77
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ANNUAL WORK PLAN (AWP) 2009 (BY PMU/NEMA)

Uganda/UNDP/UNEP partnership Initiative for the Implementation of SAICM
UNDAF Output: Poor people have increased access to, and usediqtive assets, technologies and energy

UNDAF Indicator: Number of strategies developed & number of amaitpolicy position papers produced and used in
sectoral planning processes.

UNDAF Outcome: Increased opportunities for people, especiallyntwst vulnerable, to access and utilize quality
basic services and realize sustainable employrirerdine generation and food security.

Expected CP Outcome(s)improved conservation and access to sustainakigemechnologies.

Expected CP Output(s):Increased access to energy services, new teches|ogjectricity, or cleaner fuels for
the rural and urban poor

Executing agency Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Deyet@nt (Aid liaison department)
Implementing agency:National Environment Management Authority (NEMA)

Collaborating partners: Ministry of Health, Ministry of Tourism, Trade drindustry; Ministry of Energy and
Mineral Development; Ministry of Water and Enviroent; Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and
Fisheries; Ministry of Internal Affairs, MinistryfoGender, Labour and Social Development; Acadenmd a
research institutions; Private sector and NGOs.

Project Summary: Over time in Uganda, an extensive array of chamgubstances, which never existed in the
environment, and for which the environment cannatvigle natural conditions to cause their degradatio break
down, now predominates in the name of developmehnis had consequences at the public health, ermieotal
health and socio-political levels, and calls faoand mechanism of managing the chemicals for énefit of people’s
livelihoods.

Uganda is a signatory to various international dbehrelated agreements and initiatives which t#éC31 Project
seeks to harmonize and provide synergies. Thisdviituin well with building upon earlier initiativelike the National
Profile to Assess the Chemicals Infrastructure gatta (2003) prepared by the National Environmeahdgement
Authority (NEMA) and other chemicals managementiatives such as those under the Montreal Protaco
Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer and tlo&t&tion Convention on Persistent Organic PollutédRGPs).

The one and a half year pilot project aims at dmiely strategies to assist government in incorpagyasound
management of chemicals (SMC) into the nationalettgpment policies and planning to achieve the Miliem
Development Goals (MDGs). This will allow for aestigthened focus on improved cross-sectoral goveentor the
sound management of chemicals at national and levels (i.e. rather than address chemicals oneanidal by
chemical basis exclusively). The project will britogthe fore the recognition that for sound managenof chemicals
to be advanced significantly beyond the pre- SAl€iMation, there will need to be much stronger dimstablisheg
with the development planning priorities, processss plans of the country.

The primary beneficiaries in this project will b Government departments (ii) local experts afigrfiulti-sectoral
ministry level policy makers consistent with sowth@&micals management. The project will be imple@aity NEMA
in close collaboration with the Ministry of WatardaEnvironment and other collaborating institutiower one and
half year period.

Programme Perioc: 2006 — 2010 Agreed b Budget: $ 152, 987
Programme Component Energy and Environment for (Irg‘Jn Ieme)rll

Sustainable Development tin p Other Allocated Resources:

Project Title: Uganda/UNDP/UNEP Partnership Pa?tner)' Government (In kind)

Initiative for the Implementation of SAICM Aareed b UNDP (SAICM) $ 152,987
Project ID: U?\IDP, Y| Total $ 152,087
Project Duration: 1.5 Years (2007-2009) :

Management Arrangement: National Execution
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EXPECTED | PLANNED TIME FRAME RESPONSIBLE PLANNED BUDGET
CP ACTIVITIES PARTY (USD)
OUTPUTS List all Q1 Q2| Q3| Q4 Source Budget Amount
and indicators| activities of Description
including including Funds
annual targets| M&E to be

undertaken

during the

year towards

stated CP

outputs
Output 1: Conduct NEMA UNDP | 71300
SMC situation| information National
report gathering and | 10,000 Consultants | 10,000
finalized. analysis to NEMA UNDP | 72100

determine NGO and
Annual target | SMC other
1 priorities. Participation
One National | NGOs to
SMC participate in
Situation awareness
Report raising
produced

5,946.92 5,947
Indicator 1 Conduct NEMA UNDP | 72100
National SMC | awareness Meeting and
situation raising for workshops
report with stakeholders | 10,000 10,000
readers Printing UNDP UNDP | 71400
comments situation Printing
sheet analysis report report
Indicator 2:
Workshop
report
20,000 20,000

Output 2: Identify UNDP UNDP | 71200
Priorities for | national SMC International
strengthening | specific consultants
SMC opportunities
governance and priorities
regime to address
identified. gaps in the

national SMC

regime. 27,000 27,000
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EXPECTED | PLANNED TIME FRAME RESPONSIBLE PLANNED BUDGET
CP ACTIVITIES PARTY (USD)
OUTPUTS List all
and activities
indicators including
I(,;]:rl:ﬂlng UMH%IZ;[(;E; Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Source Budggt _ Amount
targets during the of Description
year towards Funds
Annual stated CP
target 2: outputs
Priority Review SMC 72100
setting priority Meetings
document setting UNDP | and
document Workshops
Indicator 1 3,185.13 3,185
Priority
setting
document
developed
Output 3: Review SMC NEMA UNDP | 71300
National priority National
Action Plan | setting Consultants
for document to
strengthening| produce
national Action Plan.
SMC
governance
prepared.
Annual
target 3
National plan
of action for 4,683.45 4,683
SAICM Conduct NEMA UNDP | 72100
governance | stakeholders’ Meeting
finalized workshop to and
validate workshops
Indicator 1: Action Plan.
National Plan
of Action
developed.
Indicator 2
Workshop 4,025.23 4,025
report.
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EXPECTED | PLANNED TIME FRAME RESPONSIBLE PLANNED BUDGET
CP ACTIVITIES PARTY (USD)
OUTPUTS List all
and activities
indicators including
I;:::f](zlng l,\JAng(LjEertt(;IEeen Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Source Budge_t _ Amount
targets during the of Description
year towards Funds
stated CP
outputs
Output 4: Conduct an 71300
Economic assessment on National
analysis of the costs and UNDP | Consultants
cost of benefits of NEMA
inaction/bene| action/inaction
fits of action | in
in management
management| of chemicals
of chemicals
prepared.
7,000 7,000
Annual Conduct
target 4: stakeholders 72100
Workshop to NEMA Meeting and
Economic validate report UNDP | Workshops
Analysis
Report and
Health
Situation
Analysis
Report
Indicator:
1. Economic
Analysis
Report
2. Health
Situation
Analysis 4,000 4,000
report
Output 5: Prepare SMC
SMC issues | issues paper.
integrated in NEMA UNDP
the NDP

20




EXPECTED | PLANNED TIME FRAME RESPONSIBLE PLANNED BUDGET
CP ACTIVITIES PARTY (USD)
OUTPUTS List all
and activities
indicators including
I(,;]:rl::](j;lng rnizégffn Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Source Budggt _ Amount
targets during the of Description
year towards Funds
Annual stated CP
target 5: outputs
Integrate Create 72100
SMC issues | awareness Meeting
inthe NDP | among other NEMA UNDP and
sectors on Workshops
Indicator 1 SMC issues.
SMC issue in 3100 3,100
the NDP
Output 6: 15,284.8 NEMA 71600
Terminal UNDP Travel:
Project Conduct PMU &
Evaluation Terminal UN staff
exercise Evaluation
completed. exercise
15,285
Annual 10,000 71400:
target 6 UNDP UNDP Hire
Terminal Evaluation
evaluation Consultant
report
produced by
August
Indicators
Terminal
Project report 10,000
71100
NEMA UNDP National
staff
salaries
9,031.4| 9,031.4 18,063
Budget 72200
description NEMA UNDP Office
applies to all 2,481 equipment | 2,481
activity areas 73100
NEMA UNDP Rental of
office
1,000 | 1,000 space 2,000
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EXPECTED PLANNED TIME FRAME RESPONSIBLE PLANNED BUDGET
CP ACTIVITIES PARTY (USD)
OUTPUTS List all activities
and indicators | including M&E
including to be undertaken
annual targets | during the year | Q1 Q2 Q3| Q4 Source| Budget Amount
towards stated of Description
CP outputs funds
74500
3,108.87 NEMA UNDP | Sundries
3,108.87 1,629.74
.3% ISS UNDP 4,589
GRAND TOTAL 110,462.05 | 42,525.09 152,987
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ANNEX 4:

THE SAICM PROJECT FUNDS FLOW RECORD FROM UNDP
UGANDA/UNDP/UNEP PARTNERSHIP INITIATIVE FOR THE STR ATEGIC APPROACH
TO INTERNATIONAL CHEMICALS MANAGEMENT (SAICM)

Below is the Flow of Advances Released to the ProjgAs at the time of the MTE — August
to September, 2009)

Funds in
Details UGX

1 Jan-March 08 ®1Advance was given out on 2&ebruary 2008

UGX 143,989072
2 Jan-March 08 expenditure was UGX 4,919,000
3 The balance at the end of March 2008 was UGX Q730072
4 | April — May 08 advance was given ori"3dlay 2008 of UGX | 17,100,000
5 At the beginning of June 2008 the project hadl tatnount of 156,179,072
6 April- June 2008 the project accounted for 46,298
7 The project balance at the end of June 08 was 1,882,344
8 At the beginning of October the project had abeé of 103,500,344
9 October — Dec 08 the project utilized/accountei

amounting to UGX 17,057,4100
10 | Atthe end of December 08 the project had uirzet funds

totaling to UGX 86,442,934
11 | 31 Dec 2008 the project refunded funds totaling GX 73,223,103
12 | Atthe beginning of 2009 the project had a badaof UGX 13,219,831
13 | Jan-March 2009 opening balance was UGX 13,219,83
14 | Jan-March 2009 on ®8viarch 09 project received an advande

of UGX 70,000,000
15 | Jan-March 09 project had funds totaling to UGX 83,219,831
16 | Jan- April 09 the project accounted for UGX 255,175
17 | Atthe beginning of May 09 the project had uilizagd funds

totaling UGX 53,964,656
18 May — June 09 the project had utilized UGX 39,425
19 | Atthe beginning of July — Sept 09 the projexd h balance of

UGX 18,219,250
20 | July — Sept 09 the project received an advah&ad,000,000

totaling UGX 101,219,250
21

At the time of the MTE — August to September, 2009roject

had un-ACCOUNTED for funds totaling UGX 101,219,250

Source: UNDP Country Office, Kampala
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ANNEX 5:

MATRIX 1: THE MID-TERM EVALUATION MATRIX FOR THE
SAICM PROJECT (SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF
BASIC/FUNDAMENTAL ELEMENTS OF THE SAICM PROJECT)

24



MATRIX 1:

April, 2008 to July, 2009.

THE MID-TERM EVALUATION MATRIX FOR THE SAICM PROJECT
(SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF BASIC/FUNDAMENTAL ELEMENTS OFTHE SAICM PROJECT)

Originally Planned Project Life: 18 months (Nov. ‘07 — April '09); Actual Commencement Date:April, 2008; Mid-Term Evaluation Period:

SAICM Project Results (Goal, Long-term
Objective and Outputs)

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)?

Proportionate Mid-
term Target

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from

Summary Narrative

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%} (%) for the Deviation

Goal: Develop strategies for integration of
sound management of chemicals into natio
development plans and programmes throug
MDG-based planning for enhancement of
environmental sustainability.

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible:

UNDP/UNEP
GOuU

ICM

PMU

Y VVY

Target Date(s): There was

actors/stakeholders that the
achievement of this highest levg
nabjective in the project plan
tierarchy could only be targete
during the post-SAICM 1 period
given that the actualltimate
outputs for SAICM 1 (whose lifg
was only 18 months), were
planned to culminate into
mainstreaming (only) priority
SMC issuesn the National
Development Plan (NDP). It wa
also understood that SAICM wg
only expected to contribute to
this goal.

CoNsensus among various project

14

n

1S

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

The Evaluation shared the
stakeholders’ views on
‘Target Date(s)’'in column

2, but further advised that th
Project Terminal Evaluation
should ‘measure’ the
proportionate level of
achievement that would havé
been registered. This would,
however, inter alia,
necessitate prior
determination of the target
date for achievement of this
goal; the desired contributior
of SAICM to it; as well as
precise & measurable
indicators.

11

1%

I

% A copy of the Strategic Results Matrix in the Raftached to this report as Annex 2 for easefefarce.
* |deally, the mid-term evaluation ought to haverbearried out half-way during the project life aycBAICM being an 18 month project, this would hbeen at the end die 9"
month, or thereabout, in the project life cycle. At tetdge approx. 50% of project outputs, or approx. 50% of the actéstleading to the delivery of the respective piiogetputs
would be the ideal point of reference in the ‘meament’/evaluation of project performance at thd-termcheckpointagainst pre-set proportionate targets. HowevenVfhE of
this project took place at the end tife 15" month of the project’s lifetechnically making the ideal point of reference in the ‘measnt’ of project performan@&3s%.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Goal, Long-term
Objective and Outputs)

&

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

&

Originally Set Target Dates Vs.
Actual Completion Dates

Proportionate Mid-
term Target
Achievement (With
QQT & SMART)
(Out of 83%)

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from
set Proportionate
Target
(%)°

Summary Narrative
&
Major Factors Responsible
for the Deviation

Long-term Objective: Strengthen focus on
improved cross-sectoral governance for SM
at the national and local levels and establis
stronger SMC links with national
development planning priorities, processes
and plans to achieve the MDGs.

Actors/Stakeholders Responsifile

UNDP/UNEP
GOuU

ICM

PMU

VVVY

Indicator(s):

» SMC Plan adopted by
Governmentpr a process
clearly established to achieve

C this.

Ne Development policies, plans

and programs that reflect

prioritization.

Target Date(s):Just as was the
case withthe Goal’ (above),
there was consensus among
various project
actors/stakeholders that the
achievement of this"2highest
level objective in the hierarchy
could also only be targeted

with SAICM (whose life was
only 18 months), only expected
to contribute to it.

during the post-SAICM 1 period;

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

In the same way as was the
case with regard tthe Goal’
(above), the Evaluation
shared the stakeholders’ vie
in column 2, but further
advised that efforts should b
made during the Project
Terminal Evaluation to
‘measure’ the proportionate
level of achievement of this
objective that would have
been registered; as well as
SAICM'’s proportionate
contribution to it. This too
would, however, inter alia,
necessitate prior
determination of the target
date for achievement of this
long-term objective; the
desired contribution of
SAICM to it; as well as
precise & measurable
indicators.

W

*While the Evaluation wished to employ the popularbgd percentage-based method of ‘measuring’ piiopate performance, this was hampered in thisquaar project mainly by
lack of precise pre-set proportionate mid-termeaggdat project planning stage); and lack of penforce indicators that were SMART and were charaeigby QQT.

® Source: Project Management Unit (PMU)
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

Matrix in PD) term Target term Deviation from Summary Narrative
& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (Strategic Results

Proportionate Mid-

Proportionate Mid-

Output 1: Establish or strengthemfunctional
national cross-sectoral, inter-ministerial
coordination body in support of sustainable
SMC mainstreaming.

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible:

> PMU
> Executive Director, NEMA

Indicator(s):

» National Project Manager and
Technical Assistant appointeg
» National Steering Committee

and Inter-agency Working
Group established.

* Briefing package distributed tp

key government decision-
making bodies and other
stakeholders.

* Electronic stakeholder list,
roles and responsibilities
available for project use.

According to the PMU, the
above were appropriate &
sufficient indicators

Completion Target Date:
December, 2007 (AWP '07 —
PD).

Actual Completion Date:
January, 2008.

The entire output was
.accomplished/produced
during the month of
January, 2008.

No deviatior in
terms ofthe mid-
term ‘checkpoint’
(as it was even one g@
the initial project
start-up outputs —
very distant from the
mid-term
‘checkpoint’)

However, there was
general deviatiorof
1 month’ between
the originally set
completion target
date of December,
2007 and the actual
completion date of
January, 2008.

It was argued, however, that
the NSC & IWG should have
been formed through a more
frigorous selection process tg
ensure that both the sectors
/institutions on these organs
would be appropriate (which
they were); and the specific
delegates representing them
thereon would be adequately
hcommitted to, and value-
adding with regard to project
matters in accordance with
their TOR. E.g., the level of
reliability & contributions
made by the delegates
representing Trade &
Transport; Water &
Environment; Education &
Research; FPED; & NPA ha
been below expectation,
negatively affecting project

implementation at that level.

’ Like almost all the other project start-up outpartsivities, accomplishment of this output was awvbil later than the originally targeted completiate, i.e. in January, 2008, instead
of December, 2007, with the project having beemfly launched on"7— 8" Nov. 2007.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

&

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)
&

Proportionate Mid-
term Target
Achievement (With

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from
set Proportionate

Summary Narrative
&

Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation
* At project

Output 2: Qualify links between priority

chemical management problems and human

health, food security and environmental
effects.

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible:

PMU

ICM

Sectoral teams
Consultant for the Health & Environmen
Linkages

YV VYV

Indicator(s):
» National SMC Situation
Report with readers’
Comments Sheet; available
in electronic format and
discussed with stakeholders
in cross-sectoral inter-
ministerial meetings.
Decisions taken on the
application of the HELI
methodology for subsequen
analysis.
t» Workshop held. Report
produced

t

design/planning stage,
no Proportionate Mid-
term Target was set.
Yet because one
block/broad project
activity area No. 3was
aligned with this output
(just like all the other
outputs) in the AWP's
without
logically/sequentially
broken down specific &
time-bound
activities/sub-activities,
it was not possible (at
the time of the MTE) to
work out/‘measure’ the
Proportionate Mid-
term
Achievement/perform
ancein a meaningful

way.

Not Applicable

« Given that the national
SMC situational analysis
was planned to be a
scoping/indicative (and not
a rigorous & in-depth
study), largely due to
resource and time
constraints, it was widely
assessed (in that context),
by many stakeholders
(including PMU; NSC;

IWG; and sectoral teams) t

be a reasonably good repo
(approx. 80% good), in
view of the purpose for
which the study was carrie
out.

« The Evaluation largely
agreed, but put its
assessment of its contextu
guality at 70%.

o

=2

8 Four Annual Work Plans (AWPs) were used in thisBv&Ss the major points of reference with regardchtgets that were set within the framework of SAIPMject design/planning
(and the corresponding performance ‘measuremeratijiely; (1) AWP 2007 & (2) AWP 2008 (in the PD)da(i8) AWP 2008 & (4) AWP 2009 (subsequently predaaed submitted
by NEMA to UNDP). Copies of all the AWPs are attedho this report in Annex 3 for ease of reference.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

Proportionate Mid-
term Target

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from

Summary Narrative

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Output 2 (Continued...)

» According to the PMU, the
above were appropriate &
sufficient indicators, except
‘the application of the HELI
methodology’ which was
omitted and replaced with
the following indicators:

» An approved national SMC

situational analysis report; an

» A stakeholders’ workshop to

adopt the report held.

Completion Target Date:
March, 2008 (AWP '08 — PD &
NEMA AWP '08)

Actual Completion Date:
April, 2009

The output was
accomplished/produced
with an approved
dnational SMC situationa|
analysis report, duly
adopted at the
stakeholders’ workshop
held on 18 April 2009.

Approx. 13 Months
(between March,
2008 and April,

2009¥

* The report’s major relative
strengths (also reflected in
its corresponding sectoral
situational analysis reports
lay in the chapters on the
Agricultural; Health;
Energy & Minerals; and
Education & Research
sectors; while its major
weaknesses lay in the
chapters on the Industry;
Water & Environment; and
Trade & Transportation
sectors.

? Like almost all the other project outputs & adiis, implementation of this output commenced matér than originally planned (in April 2008), whibecame the actual Eroject
commencement date, largely due to late releassfemaf the initial funds to the SAICM project Aaatt in March, 2008, although the project was folynlunched on 7 — 8" Nov.
2007. Thestart-up delay, therefore, was adpprox. 5 months
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

&

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

&

Originally Set Target Dates Vs.
Actual Completion Dates

Proportionate Mid-
term Target
Achievement (With
QQT & SMART)
(Out of 83%)

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from
set Proportionate
Target
(%)

Summary Narrative
&
Major Factors Responsible
for the Deviation

Output 2 (Continued...)

-DO -

-DO -

-DO -

The report’s quality was alsg
relatively low on the analysig
of the economic & health
implications of the weak

SMC regime in Uganda’s

sectors; cross-cutting issues;;

as well as on concrete
interventions to address the
legislative; policy &
institutional framework
weaknesses in the SMC
regime.
Major Factors Responsible
for the Deviation: It was
reported & verified that:
 Actual project
implementation commence
in April, 2008, although the
project was formally
launched on7— 8" Nov.
2007, due to late
release/transfer of the initig
funds to the SAICM project

y

Account in March, 2008.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs) Evaluation/Assessment

Indicators (ref. Strategic Proportionate Mid- Proportionate Mid-
Results Matrix in PD) term Target term Deviation from Summary Narrative

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &

Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Major Factors Responsible
for the Deviation (Cont'd...):
e The initial delay was
followed by a further major
delay?® in disbursement of
project funds to the Project
Account during the
project’s life before the
Output 2 (Continued...) commencement of the
-DO - -DO - -DO - MTE, which further
contributed to the
cumulative and sequential
pushing forward of the
timing of implementation of
the logical project activities
in pursuit of this output.
This partly led to such a
long delay/big deviation in
completing it.

191t was reported that the further major delay ease/transfer project funds to the Project Accaaaurred during the period January to April, 20€8ysing alelay in project
implementation of approx. 3 months Further analysis of this issue is presented usde+section 5.3.6 of the main report.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs) Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic Proportionate Mid- Proportionate Mid-
Results Matrix in PD) term Target term Deviation from Summary Narrative
& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Major Factors Responsible
for the Deviation (Cont'd...):
« Data/information collection
alone took between 6 & 8
months, instead of the 2
months that had been
estimated in the original
project plan (in the PD) to
be adequate for both data
Output 2 (Continued...) -DO - -DO - -DO - collection and analysis
 In many cases: some of the
private sectoidata source)
institutions did not
cooperate in providing the
required information; it was
not available at all; or it wa
recorded/stored in a form
that was difficult to utilize.

12

1t was further reported by PMU that, besides thlayk in the release/transfer of project fundieoproject, coupled with some internal bureaucrdgiays and staffing capacity
constraints within the PMU in particular, and NENA& a whole (all of which collectively slowed prdj@goplementation); the two months that had beeimaséd to be adequate for
data/information collection & analysis at projetanming stage, had been based on an assumptiotuthat out to be incorrect. That was that the iredudata/information for the
scoping/indicative SMC situational analysis wougrbadily available in the various sectoral insititus and in such a form that they would easilydigeved and used for analysis.
Data/information collection & analysis were alspeated to be easy and take a short time, basdweassumption that, within the framework of SAICMtsss-sectoral and multi-
stakeholder institutional arrangement, such ddtafimation would be collected by the situationallgsia sectoral team members. These would themsddeemembers of the
participating sectoral institutions, which wouldthe sources of the required data/information, bdacilitating maximum cooperation, ease and sp€kd.actual reality turned out to
be to the contrary in most cases.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

&

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

&

Originally Set Target Dates Vs.
Actual Completion Dates

Proportionate Mid-
term Target
Achievement (With
QQT & SMART)
(Out of 83%)

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from
set Proportionate
Target
(%)

Summary Narrative
&
Major Factors Responsible
for the Deviation

Output 2 (Continued...)

-DO -

-DO -

-DO -

* The limited funds in the

project budget for this
output could only facilitate
sectoral teams to achieve
very limited geographical
coverage; scope; depth &
rigour with regard to
data/information collection.
Data/information analysis
was also more complex an
time-consuming due to
various factors, the most
important of which being
that some of the
data/information gathered
were not aggregated, or in
form that was readily usabl
in the national SMC
situational analysis. Thus,
processing the obtained
data/ information to a level
that would be usable
consumed a lot of tiné

®

121t was, for instance, reported that in some casmsae SMC situational analysis sectoral teams dvée sent back to the field many times before tita dnalysts could get satisfied
that some reasonable quality of data/informatiablesfor purposes of the situational analysis heshtachieved.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

&

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

&

Originally Set Target Dates Vs.
Actual Completion Dates

Proportionate Mid-
term Target
Achievement (With
QQT & SMART)
(Out of 83%)

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from
set Proportionate
Target
(%)

Summary Narrative
&
Major Factors Responsible
for the Deviation

Output 3: Identify requirements for
strengthening SMC governance regime.

Also interpreted by PMU to mean:

‘Priorities for strengthening the SMC
governance regime identified’

And accordingly re-phrased and stated as
such inAWP 2009(submitted by NEMA to
UNDP) asAnnual Output 2

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible:

» PMU

» ICM

» National Consultant for Priority setting
and Action Plan

Indicator:

Decisions taken by the Nationa
Steering Committee to proceed
with development of a phased
plan for strengthening the
national SMC governance
regime(ref. Strategic Results
Matrix: PD: pp. 9-10)

Participatory review of the PD &
AWPs with PMU during the
MTE process concluded that th
above indicatowas difficult to
usein guiding implementation
as well aavi&E/measurement
of performancé®,

L

4]

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

'3 During the Participatory Project Performance Renéession with the PMU, the Evaluator, inter aliscussed some project design/planning issuesmétibers of the PMU,
including, inter alia, their own appreciation ars$@ssment of the appropriateness, as well adityisabsome original output targets and indicatorproject implementation and
M&E/performance measurement. This was done witlew %o achieving consensus on the basis used fasanag achievement of already completed outpatserisuring a clear
basis for re-planning those outputs, whose a@itvere not yet implemented; as well as appropyiatenitoring and evaluating/measuring them duidng after implementation.

34




(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

Proportionate Mid-
term Target

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from

Summary Narrative

Output 3 (Continued...)

Preferred indicator:

A complete set of properly
identified and documented
priorities for strengthening the
SMC governance regime,
determined through a prescribe
appropriate procedure; and

approved by the NSC of SAICM.

Original Completion Target
Date:

June, 2008 (AWP '08 —
submitted by NEMA to UNDP)

2" Completion Target Date:
March, 2009 (AWP '09 —
submitted by NEMA to UNDP)

New Completion Target Date
by PMU (During MTE):
1* week of October 2009.

As was the case with a
the other outputs, at
project design/planning

d stage, no Proportionats

Mid-term Target was
set; and

two broad ‘project
activitieswere aligned
with this output in the
AWP 2009 (NEMA).

At the time of the MTE,
actual work on this
output, to be executed
by a Consultant, was
just about to start
(during the ¥ week of
September, 2009).

1* Deviation (at the
[time of the MTE):

Approx.13 Months
(between June, 2008
and July, 2009).

Expected 2°
Deviation (based on
theNew Completion
Target Date by
PMU, i.e. 1 week of
October 200%

Approx. 15 months

* The already reported initial

It was reported & verified
that:

project start-up delay (from
Nov. 2007 to April 2008);
followed by a further major
delay in disbursement of
project funds during the
latter part of the project’s
life, significantly
contributed to the
cumulative and sequential
pushing forward of the
delivery of project outputs ]
& 2; which were designed
to logically precede output
3. In particular, output 3
could, logically, only be
embarked on after
completion of the SMC
situational analysis, which
was completed in April,
2009.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

&

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

&

Originally Set Target Dates Vs.
Actual Completion Dates

Proportionate Mid-
term Target
Achievement (With
QQT & SMART)
(Out of 83%)

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from
set Proportionate
Target
(%)

Summary Narrative
&

Major Factors Responsible

for the Deviation

« There was a delay in
procuring the Consultant to
execute the assignment to
deliver this output. This wa
largely due to the change i
guidelines and procedure @
procuring goods & serviceg
(including Consultants) in
UNDP, during the period
under review, which also
affected SAICM. This
change involved a shift
from NEMA directly
procuring the required
services for SAICM, to
UNDP procuring the
services for the project,
which significantly
contributed to delays in
project implementatio

Output 3 (Continued...) -DO - -DO - -DO -

= D

%1t was reported that the delays mainly emanateuh fa combination of factors, including lack of adaig staff at UNDP to expeditiously process & fatap the procurement of
services; including processing of TORs & selectibservice providers (Consultants); as well ad¢ingthy process of consultations between PMU (NEMAJ UNDP in pursuing
this process.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

Proportionate Mid-
term Target

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from

Summary Narrative

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Output 4: Develop a phased plan for
strengthening national SMC governance
regime.

Also interpreted by PMU to mean:

‘National Action Plan for strengthening
national SMC governance prepared’

And accordingly re-phrased and stated as
such inAWP 2009(submitted by NEMA to
UNDP) asAnnual Output 3

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible:

» PMU

» ICM

» National Consultant for Priority setting
and Action Plan

Indicator:

Endorsement on SMC Plan of
Action secured at national and
local levels(ref. Strategic
Results Matrix: PD: pp. 9-10)

As was the case with the
indicator for Output 3,
participatory review of the PD &
AWPs with PMU during the
MTE process concluded that th
above indicatowas also

difficult to usein guiding
implementation as well as
M&E/measurement of
performance.

4]

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

Proportionate Mid-
term Target

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from

Summary Narrative

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Output 4 (Continued...)

Preferred indicators:

* A finalized Action Plan for
strengthening national SMC
governance, prepared throug
a prescribed appropriate
procedure; approved by the
NSC of SAICM; and endorse(
by multi-stakeholders at
national and local levels.

* A multi-stakeholders’
workshop to study & endorse
the Action Plan and the
workshop report.

Original Completion Target

Date:

September, 2008 (AWP '08 —

submitted by NEMA to UNDP)

2" Completion Target Date:
March, 2009 (AWP '09 —
submitted by NEMA to UNDP)

New Completion Target Date
by PMU (During MTE):

N

)

End of October, 2009.

As was the case with a
the other outputs, at
project design/planning
stage, no Proportionate
Mid-term Target was
set; and

two broad project
activitieswere aligned
with this output in the
AWP 2009 (NEMA).

At the time of the MTE,
actual work on this
output, to be executed
by a Consultant, was
scheduled to start
during the ' week of
October, 2009.

1* Deviation (at the
time of the MTE):

Approx.10 Months
(between September

2008 and July, 2009).

Expected 2°
Deviation (based on
theNew Completion
Target Date by
PMU, i.e.End of
October 2009):

Approx. 13 months

It was reported & verified
that:

« The cumulative project

implementation delays
(combining the start-up anc
subsequent delays, partly
due to untimely
disbursement of project
funds already reported),
contributed to the delay &
the sequential pushing
forward of the delivery of
project output 4 in the sam
way as was the case with
Outputs 1, 2 & 3; which
were designed to logically
precede output 4.
Technically, output 4
immediately depended on
the completion of output 3,
which, was expected to be
completed in the®iweek of
October 2009

D
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

&

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

&

Originally Set Target Dates Vs.
Actual Completion Dates

Proportionate Mid-
term Target
Achievement (With
QQT & SMART)
(Out of 83%)

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from
set Proportionate
Target
(%)

Summary Narrative
&
Major Factors Responsible
for the Deviation

Output 4 (Continued...)

- DO -

-DO -

-DO -

« Given the reported fact tha

outputs 3 & 4 were to be
sequentially produced
mainly through the
execution a combined
consultancy assignmént
(by one Consultant), the
delay in procuring
consultancy services,
already reported with regar
to Output 3, would also
directly affect Output 4.
This was largely due to the
change in guidelines and
procedure of procuring
Consultants in UNDP
during the period under
review, which also affected
SAICM, by contributing to
delays in project

[

o

implementation.

15 According to PMU, a combined consultancy assigrirtesequentially produce the two closely relatatpats, was a part of its strategy to compensati& time and fast-track
the implementation of the outstanding project d@igis in pursuit of the outstanding outputs.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

Proportionate Mid-
term Target

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from

Summary Narrative

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Output 5: Quantify costs of inaction/benefits
of action in management of chemical issues

Also interpreted by PMU to mean:

‘Economic Analysis of costs of
inaction/benefits of action in management @
chemicals prepared’.

And accordingly re-phrased and stated as
such inAWP 2009(submitted by NEMA to
UNDP) asAnnual Output 4

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible:

» PMU

> ICM

» National Consultant for Economic
Valuation of SMC priority areas.

5 Indicator:
5.Agreement from central planning

and finance agencies on the
relevance of the methodology

tested for costing SMC prioritie$

into national development
fplanning processegref.
Strategic Results Matrix: PD:
pp. 9-10).

Not Applicable

In the same way as was the case

with the indicators for Outputs 3
& 4, participatory review of the

PD & AWPs with PMU during

the MTE process concluded that

the above indicatowas also
difficult to use andnot
clear/precise enougin guiding
implementation as well as
M&E/measurement of
performance.

Not Applicable

Not Applicable
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

Proportionate Mid-
term Target

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from

Summary Narrative

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Preferred indicators:

* A finalized report on the
economic analysis of costs of
inaction/benefits of action in It was reported & verified
management of chemicals, [ At project 1*' Deviation (at the | that:

Output 5 (Continued...)

prepared through a prescribe

appropriate procedure and
approved by the NSC of
SAICM.

* A Health Situation Analysis
report.

Original Completion Target
Date:
December, 2008 (AWP '08 —

submitted by NEMA to UNDP)

2" Completion Target Date:
June, 2009 (AWP '09 —

submitted by NEMA to UNDP)

New Completion Target Date
by PMU (During MTE):
December, 2009.

)

design/planning stage,
no Proportionate Mid-
term Target was set for|
this output, and

two broad project
activitieswere aligned
with it in the AWP 2009
(NEMA).

At the time of the MTE,
actual work on this
output, to be executed b
a Consultant, was
scheduled to start by en
of September, 2009, an

estimated to last approx.

three months.

d
il

time of the MTE):

Approx. 7 Months
(between December,
2008 and July, 2009

Expected 2°
Deviation (based on
theNew Completion
Target Date by

yPMU, i.e. End of

December, 2009):

Approx. 12 months

The cumulative project
implementation delays
(combining the start-up and
subsequent delays, already

. reported), which contributed

to the delay & the sequentia
pushing forward of the
delivery of project outputs 1,
2, 3 & 4; in the same way
affected output 5 in terms of
delay to be
accomplished/produced; as
was logically & technically
designed to be embarked on
after outputs 1 — 4, which
themselves delayed.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

&

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)
&

Originally Set Target Dates Vs.

Actual Completion Dates

Proportionate Mid-
term Target
Achievement (With
QQT & SMART)
(Out of 83%)

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from
set Proportionate
Target
(%)

Summary Narrative
&
Major Factors Responsible
for the Deviation

Output 5 (Continued...)

-DO -

-DO -

-DO -

In the same way as was th
case with outputs 3 & 4; thg
delay in procuring the
Consultant to execute the
assignment to deliver this
output (largely due to the
change in guidelines for
procuring Consultants at
UNDP), already reported;
also affected output 5.
However, the procurement
of the Consultant for this
particular output, which
began in June, 2009, was
further delayed by the
difficulty to secure a
competent Consultant
willing to execute the
unusually complex &
demanding assignmetft
for the financial package &
other terms affordable by

WD

the SAICM project.

181t was reported that the kind of economic analgsisosts of inaction/benefits of action in managatof chemicals required in accordance with théC3Atechnical guidelines
was unusually complex & challenging, and also negflicertain expertise that would normally be swgaphit a higher cost than the package affordakitesits AICM project budget.
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

Proportionate Mid-
term Target

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from

Summary Narrative

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Output 6: Mainstream priority SMC issues i
national development policies and plans.

This output was narrowed down by PMU to
read:

‘SMC issues integrated in the National
Development Plan (NDP)'.

And accordingly stated as suchAVP 2009
(submitted by NEMA to UNDP) @snual
Output 5

However, during the participatory review of
the PD & AWPs with PMU during the MTE
process, it was further concluded that the
realistically feasible output in the prevailing
circumstances was:

‘Priority SMC issues integrated in the
National Development Plan (NDP)'.

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible:

> PMU
> ICM
» Environment Sector Working Group.

Indicator:

Government willing to explore
national budgetary commitment
in partnership with donor
assistance to implement
programmatic and project
opportunities(ref. Strategic
Results Matrix: PD: pp. 9-10).

Again, in the same way as was
the case with the indicators for
Outputs 3, 4 & 5, participatory
review of the PD & AWPs with
PMU during the MTE process
led to the conclusion that the
above indicatowas also
difficult to useandnot
clear/precise enougim guiding
implementation as well as
M&E/measurement of
performance.

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators(ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

Proportionate Mid-
term Target

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from

Summary Narrative

Output 6 (Continued...)

Preferred indicators:
* A finalized Priority SMC

Issues (for integrating) Paper
prepared through a prescribed done by April, 2008. As

appropriate procedure;

approved by the NSC of
SAICM and submitted to
Government of Uganda.

Formally stated Government
Uganda willingness to take ugg
the Priority SMC Issues from
the submitted Issues Paper fc

No proportionate Mid-
term Target was set.
However, it was partially

a strategy to fast-track
integration of priority
SMC issues, the initial
priority issues were
hisubmitted in a PEAP
Revision Papéf, mainly
extracted from the
r'‘National Profile on the

integrating in the NDP.

Original Completion Target

Date: December, 200&WP '08

—PD)
2" Completion Target Date:
June, 2009 (AWP '09 —

submitted by NEMA to UNDP)

New Completion Target Date
by PMU (During MTE):
December, 2009.

Management
Infrastructure in
Uganda: Final Report’
(2003) and the
‘National
Implementation Plan of
the Stockholm

Organic Pollutants for
Uganda’ (December

Assessment of Chemicd

Convention on Persistent

2008)

1* Deviation (at the
time of the MTE):

Approx. 7 Months
(between December,

2008 and July, 2009).

Expected 2°

IPeviation (based on

theNew Completion
Target Date by
PMU, i.e.End of
December, 2009

Approx. 12 months.

Note: The PEAP had been
Uganda’s PRSP &

Comprehensive Development

Framework (CDF) since
1997, and it had been
SAICM'’s original target for
mainstreaming SMC. The
PEAP was then in the proce
of being replaced by the
NDP, which had become the
target for mainstreaming
SMC. It was planned that
following the completion of
the National situational
analysis; the economic
guantification of costs of
inaction/benefits of action in
management of chemicals;
priority setting & preparation
of the Issues Paper; a final
submission of SMC priorities
for integrating in the NDP
would be made to update &

refine the initial ones.

' The Paper was titledThe Sound Management of Chemicals Sub-sector Fapéte sector's Paper on Environment, Natural ®eses and Climate Change’ (February, 2008).
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

Proportionate Mid-

term Target

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from

Summary Narrative

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation
Otherwise, it was It was reported & verified
established that prior to that:
the completion of Like project outputs 1, 2, 3, 4
outputs 3,4,5 & 6; & 5, project output 6 was als
culminating into pushed forward by the
submission of the cumulative project
finalized Priority SMC implementation delays
Issues (for integration) (combining the start-up and
Paper to GOU; & subsequent delays, already
besides the sub-sector reported), particularly since
Output 6(Continued...) -DO - PEAP revision paper -DO - it was logically & technically

already reported; the
following major actions
had been taken by PMU
to prepare the ground fg
integrating priority SMC
issues in the NDP:

Following up to
ensure that the ENR
sector Working Grouy
mainstreams SMC
issues in the NDP.
Tasking the NPA rep.
on NSC to follow-up
mainstreaming of
SMC issues in the

NDP.

=

designed to be embarked on
after outputs 1 — 5, which
themselves had delayed.

(@)
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(Continued...)

SAICM Project Results (Outputs)

& & Achievement (With set Proportionate &
Originally Set Target Dates Vs. QQT & SMART) Target Major Factors Responsible
Actors/Stakeholders Responsible Actual Completion Dates (Out of 83%) (%) for the Deviation

Evaluation/Assessment
Indicators (ref. Strategic
Results Matrix in PD)

Proportionate Mid-
term Target

Proportionate Mid-
term Deviation from

Summary Narrative

Output 7: Produce replicable results.

In the participatory review session of the PL
& AWPs with PMU during the MTE process
it was reported that the above output had
been dropped in the course of project
implementation, largely due to its loss of
critical relevancy.

Accordingly, it was omitted in the fin®lWP
2009(submitted by NEMA to UNDP), and
replaced by another output statedAsnual

Output 6 which read:

‘Terminal Project Evaluation exercise
completed'.

Actors/Stakeholders Responsible:
» UNDP

» PMU
> ICM

D Indicator

, Interest generated in other
countries to adopt the SMC
mainstreaming methodology.

The indicator for the ‘new’
output was:

Terminal Project report.
Original Completion Target

Date: August, 2009 (AWP '09 —
submitted by NEMA to UNDP)

New Target date (at MTE):
January, 2010.

No proportionate Mid-
term Target was set.

1* Deviation (at the
time of the MTE):

No deviation, but the
output had not yet
been embarked on.

Expected 2°
Deviation (based on
theNew Completion
Target Date by
PMU, i.e.January,
2010:

Approx. 4 months.

The expected deviation would
be due to, inter alia, the fact
that because it was, logically
(by design), the last output of
this project, output 7 would
have to delay following the
sequence of the delay/pushing
forward that would have
characterized outputs 1 — 6,
for the reasons already
explained.
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ANNEX 6:

DOCUMENTS AND OTHER MATERIALS CONSULTED AND
REVIEWED

1. Inter-agency Coordinating Mechanism (ICM) 2008: Mes of the First SAICM
Meeting Held in NEMA Main Boardroom (f4March 2008)

2. Inter-agency Coordinating Mechanism (ICM) 2008: Mes of the Second
SAICM Meeting Held at Imperial Royale Hotel {3@ctober, 2008)

3. Inter-agency Coordinating Mechanism (ICM) 2009: M#s of the Third SAICM
Meeting Held in NEMA Main Boardroom (2QJanuary 2009)

4. National Environment Management Authority (NEMA)(@0 Proceedings of the
SAICM Project Launch/Inception Workshop Sessiong @nTwo

5. National Environment Management Authority (NEMA)Q20 Accountability for
the £' Quarter of SAICM Project Funds (April, 2009)

6. National Environment Management Authority (NEMA)Q20 Accountability for
the 2 Quarter and Request for Advance Bf@uarter Activities: SAICM Project
Funds (July-Sept 2009)

7. SAICM Project (2007): Terms of Reference (ToRs) tbe Sectoral Team
Coordinator to Gather and Analyze Information tov€lep the National Sound
Management of Chemicals Situation Report

8. SAICM Project (2008): Annual Progress Report, Jayniecember 2008

9. SAICM Project (2008): Annual Work Plan for 2008

10.SAICM Project (2008): First Quarter Progress Reptah — Mar 2008

11.SAICM Project (2008): Fourth Quarter Progress RgpOctober — December
2008

12.SAICM Project (2008): Quarterly Work Plan, Aprillane 2008

13. SAICM Project (2008): Quarterly Work Plan, Julye@ember 2008

14.SAICM Project (2008): Quarterly Work Plan, Octobebecember 2008

15. SAICM Project (2008): Second Quarter Progress Repgril — June 2008

16.SAICM Project (2008): Third Quarter Progress Repiuty — September 2008

17.SAICM Project (2009): Agricultural Sector Situatidmalysis Report on Sound
Management of Chemicals

18.SAICM Project (2009): Education and Research Segitoiation Analysis Report
on Sound Management of Chemicals

19. SAICM Project (2009): Energy and Mining Sector &ttan Analysis Report on
Sound Management of Chemicals

20.SAICM Project (2009): First Quarter Progress Reptah — Mar 2009

21.SAICM Project (2009): Health Sector Situation Arsady Report on Sound
Management of Chemicals

22.SAICM Project (2009): Industry Sector Situation Arsés Report on Sound
Management of Chemicals

23.SAICM Project (2009): National Situation Analysigort for the Seven Sectors
Combined on Sound Management of Chemicals

24.SAICM Project (2009): Trade and Transportation &ec®ituation Analysis
Report on Sound Management of Chemicals

25.SAICM Project (2009): Water and Environment Se&iuation Analysis Report
on Sound Management of Chemicals

26.Thomas J. Conway (2009): Supplemental Cost — Befafonomic Analysis
Guide: (Revised) RFI Draft Presented to UNEP ChatsiBranch, Resource
Futures International
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27.Uganda/UNDP/UNEP Partnership for the ImplementattdnSAICM: Annual
Work Plan (AWP) 2009

28.Uganda/UNDP/UNEP Partnership for the ImplementattdnSAICM: Project
Document (PD)

29.Veerle Vandeweerd (2009): UNDP Technical Guide Ifgegrating the Sound
Management of Chemicals in MDG-Based Policies &Pla
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ANNEX 7:

LIST OF KEY STAKEHOLDERS/COLLABORATING PARTNERS

CONSULTED/MET
No. Name Institution Designation/Role
1 Dr. H. Aryamanya-Mugisha NEMA Executive Director,
Deputy Executive
2 Dr. Gerald M. Sawula NEMA Director
3 Mr. Augustine Wandera UNDP Project Team Memb
4 Mr. Daniel Omodo-MacMonda UNDP Project Team Membg
5 Mr. Justine Ecaat UNDP Project Team Membé
6 Ms. Jenesta Nuwagaba UNDP Project Team Memit
SAICM Project
7 Mr. Isaac Ntujju NEMA Manager/Coordinator
SAICM Project
8 Ms. Enid Turyahikayo NEMA Technical Assistant
Department of Geological Surveys,
Ministry of Energy and Mineral Sectoral Team Leader
9 Mr. Bahati Godfrey Development (Energy & Mining)
Occupational Health & Safety,
Ministry of Gender, Labour and Sectoral Team Leade
10 | Mr. David Mugisa Social Development (Health)
Sectoral Team Leader
11 | Mr. Emmanuel Kaye Government Analytical Laboratory | (Education & Research
Sectoral Team Leader
12 | Mr. Grace Birikadde NEMA (Water & Environment)
Ministry of Tourism, Trade & Sectoral Team Leader
13 | Mr. Norman Ojamuge Industry (Industry)
Sectoral Team Leader
Pro-Biodiversity Conservationists, | (Trade &
14 | Mr. Robert Baganda TuwesigydJganda Transportation)
Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Sectoral Team Leader
15 | Mr. Stephen Byantwale Industry and Fisheries (Agriculture)
16 | Dr. Agaba E.F. Ministry of Health Member, ICM
Ministry of Gender, Labour & Social
17 | Dr. Ogaram David Development Consultant
18 | Mr. Kalele Ronald NEMA
19 | Mr. Mwesigwa Denis National Drug Authority MentpECM
20 | Ms. Sunny Mbabazi Byakagaha Government Analytiahoratory | Member, ICM
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Continued...

No. Name Institution Designation/Role
21 | Mr. James Ludigo Uganda Cleaner Production €enirMember, ICM
22 | Mr. Nyakahuma Edward Climate Development Iniet Member, ICM

Ministry of Energy and Mineral
23 | Ms. Aguti Caroline Development Member, ICM
24 | Ms. Kijagulwe Immaculate Consultant
25 | Mr. Barnabus Kabanda NEMA IT
26 | Mr. Kazungu Bob Ministry of Water and Environmhe | Member, ICM
27 | Mr. J.B Kavuma National Planning Authority Mempbé&€M
28 | Mr. Fred Onyai NEMA IM&E Specialist
Ministry of Tourism, Trade and
29 | Mr. Ssemanda Kassim Industry Member, ICM
30 | Mr. Onesimus Muhwezi NEMA D/EMC
31 | Mr. Ronald Kaggwa NEMA PMU
32 | Ms. Katerega Eseza Makerere University SenionBmist
33 | Mr. John Othieno UETCL Member, ICM
34 | Mr. Charles Olaker Ministry of Local Government Member, ICM
35 | Ms. Judith Nabankema NEMA Intern
36 Dr. Festus Bagoora NEMA Member, ICM
37 | Mr. Martin Imalingat UNBS Member, ICM
38 | Mr. Paul Sajabi Total Uganda Member, ICM
39 | Mr. Kasenkende Aristaco NEMA D/F&A
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