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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
1. Context of the evaluation 

The increasing levels of plastics pollution are widely acknowledged as a global challenge, with 
negative impact on multiple dimensions of sustainable development. Some estimates point out 
that the amount of plastic waste that enters the world's oceans could nearly triple between year 
2016 and 2040, with a particular impact on Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and/or Small Island 
Development States (SIDS). In order to address this plastic pollution issue, the fifth session of the 
United Nations Environment Assembly (UNEA-5.2), in February 2022, called for the development 
of an international legally binding instrument on plastic pollution. 

However, the complexity inherent to the topic and to the process of international treaty 
negotiations results in many countries requiring legal, regulatory, and technical support. The 
AFRIPAC project addresses this need in Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, 
Senegal, and Sierra Leone. 

The AFRIPAC project was planned to be implemented between November 2022 and December 
2024 but has been extended by six month (until June 2025). The project is jointly implemented by 
the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and GRID-Arendal and had a budget of 
26.11 million Norwegian Krone (NOK), funded by the Norwegian Agency for Development 
Coordination (NORAD). The goal of the AFRIPAC project is to empower the governments of the 
beneficiary countries, along with national stakeholders, to actively participate in and inform 
ongoing negotiations for the Global Plastics Treaty, as well as to provide these actors with tools and 
knowledge to ensure the implementation of treaty obligations once they are agreed upon and 
adopted. 

2. Objectives of the Evaluation 

This final evaluation object is to assess the performance of the AFRIPAC project between 
November 2022 and December 2024, covering both the inception and implementation period.  

The main objective of the final evaluation is to assess the key results achieved by the AFRIPAC 
project and to provide insights and recommendations for future improvement of similar initiatives. 
The Evaluation was based on the evaluation criteria of Relevance, Coherence, Effectiveness and 
Impact, Efficiency, and Sustainability as defined by the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 
of the OECD (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development). Additionally, the 
evaluation included considerations on the AFRIPAC project’s contribution to the IUCN One 
Programme Approach, Science/policy/action interface, and Gender Concerns. 

The evaluation combined qualitative and quantitative primary and secondary data. This data was 
collected through the review of documents produced throughout the AFRIPAC project; 24 semi-
structured interviews to project staff, project donor, governmental agencies and other 
stakeholders; and the responses collected through a self-administered survey targeting 
governmental and non-governmental stakeholders involved in the AFRIPAC project activities. 

3. Evaluation findings 

3.1. Relevance 

The AFRIPAC project was relevant, addressing critical technical and policy knowledge gaps in 
beneficiary countries, enabling their participation in the Global Plastics Treaty negotiations. The 
project aligned with the strategic goals of IUCN and GRID-Arendal. The intervention logic was 
coherent and strategically designed, leveraging the expertise of the implementing partners to 
meet long-term objectives. Needs assessment mechanisms implemented during implementation 
allowed the AFRIPAC team to identify and address implementation bottlenecks effectively. 
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Despite its strengths, some of the project’s inputs and strategies faced difficulties to achieve the 
desired results. This is the case of the overreliance on virtual methods, which was altered 
throughout project implementation; of the limited on-site presence of project staff which 
hampered the ability to follow-up and support national stakeholders; or the insufficient resources 
of national stakeholders to replicate knowledge products and training sessions as a means to foster 
communities of practice. 

3.2. Coherence 

The AFRIPAC project was coherent with beneficiary countries’ international commitments, as well 
as with their recent track record of legislative and policy efforts on the domains of plastic pollution 
and inclusion of circularity principles into waste management. Moreover, the AFRIPAC project was 
coherent with NORAD’s aid programme to combat marine littering and microplastics, and with 
multilateral efforts on the issue of plastic pollution.  

The project has demonstrated adaptability and a commitment to aligning its design and 
implementation with national needs despite initial limitations in stakeholder involvement during 
the design phase. The inclusion of deeper consultations in the inception phase, has allowed for the 
identification of country-specific needs and fostered engagement. In this process, the initial 
strategy based on survey has proven to be unfruitful, but the project reacted positively by 
strengthening consultations through one-on-one calls with national focal points, and national 
workshops. The project demonstrated flexibility in adapting to stakeholders' evolving needs 
through one-on-one calls and post-workshop surveys.  

The AFRIPAC team conducted stakeholder mapping to identify key actors in plastic and waste 
management, but key informants highlighted gaps in the process, including over-reliance on 
governmental stakeholders and underrepresentation of local authorities, the tourism sector, and 
customs, recommending a more systematic and inclusive approach in future projects. 

3.3. Effectiveness & Impact 

The AFRIPAC project has been successful in empowering the national government agencies of the 
five countries with knowledge and capacity to engage in the negotiations process for the Global 
Plastics Treaty (Outcome 1). There is less evidence on the project’s influence to empower non-
governmental stakeholders to play an active role in the Treaty negotiations, as the involvement of 
non-governmental stakeholders was limited and non-systematic. Outcome 2, regarding policy 
making that integrates circular economy principles in waste management, was not achieved, due 
to delays in the Treaty negotiations. Nonetheless, the policy and trade assessments, as well as the 
material flow analysis carried out through the project serve as “building blocks” to developing 
future policies. 

The technical contents in learning events and learning materials were understandable and useful. 
Making contents available in the different national languages (French, English and Portuguese) of 
the countries involved was highly appreciated by all actors. Moreover, individual support provided 
to each country’s national delegation in the preparation for and during each INC 
(Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee) meeting contributed to empowering these actors’ 
participation in the Treaty negotiations, and consolidated solid trust relations among project 
stakeholders. The financial support provided by the AFRIPAC project enabled national 
stakeholders to either attend the meetings or expand national delegations. Presence in the INC 
was a key factor to the beneficiary’s capacity to engaging in negotiations.  

The engagement of different non-governmental stakeholders into the project’s workshops 
contributed to creating a shared understanding of the waste policy priorities and challenges in 
each country. However, few events involving non-governmental stakeholders limited the 
consolidation of intended communities of action. The limited involvement is partly explained by 
barriers to planned online interactions, due to unstable internet connections and insufficient 



 

9  

familiarity with online dynamics. The organization of on-site events was hampered by insufficient 
planning and a short project implementation timeframe. Insufficient presence of AFRIPAC staff in 
the different beneficiary countries might have negatively impacted a more fluid coordination with 
national partners. 

3.4. Efficiency 

IUCN and GRID-Arendal worked very collaboratively during project design and implementation. 
This led to a shared understanding of the exact scope of the project, and a clear understanding of 
the roles and tasks division among both organizations. The articulation between the project team 
and the different national stakeholders was described as fluid, occurring through formal and 
informal channels. The AFRIPAC project complied with all reporting requirements towards 
NORAD, with whom good communication was ensured. Critiques regarding project management 
relate to the efficiency costs associated to project coordination being led from the organizations’ 
headquarters, rather than from the regional office.  

Regarding budget spending, the AFRIPAC project spent 71 percent of its total project budget by 
the end of 2024. Both external (delays in the Treaty negotiation process) and internal factors 
(difficulties in organizing all planned activities in a tight timeframe) justify the low spending. After 
December 2024, remaining funds are being channelled to a six months’ project extension. 

The MEL strategy has been successful in measuring progresses towards the planned outcomes, 
and in identifying emerging needs and priorities among the stakeholders. However, ex-post data 
reporting and format changes regarding the project’s tracking tool may have caused minor 
information inconsistencies. 

3.5. Sustainability 

Through the production of several national assessments, the AFRIPAC project has created valuable 
“building blocks” for future policy making efforts within plastic pollution and waste management. 
Some key dimensions essential for implementing future policies were not included in AFRIPAC's 
capacity-building objectives. Participation of non-governmental stakeholders in each country is 
expected to also have future importance, as it allows for a shared understanding of waste policy 
challenges and priorities. 

The AFRIPAC project contributed to developing capacities and knowledge among national 
stakeholders. Moreover, the active participation throughout the Treaty negotiations of countries 
with no prior experience in these arenas, represents an important and enduring legacy. These 
capacities, nonetheless, are at risk of being lost in case of staff rotation within the involved 
institutions. Moreover, in the event of AFRIPAC’s work lines not being continued by IUCN or GRID-
Arendal after the project’s end, there is no evidence of other national or regional actors having the 
resources or the skills to replicate the learning processes and technical support initiated with the 
project. 

3.6. IUCN One Programme Approach 

There was an adequate engagement of IUCN constituents throughout the project, with 
collaboration between different bodies of the IUCN. There was constant collaboration throughout 
the project implementation between the headquarters and the regional PACO (West and Central 
Africa Programme). Moreover, there was an active collaboration between the project team and the 
IUCN WCEL (World Commission on Environmental Law) in organizing training events on the legal 
implications of the Treaty, producing learning materials and supporting the national delegations 
in the INC meetings. The AFRIPAC project also involved the Global Programme Operations Unit, 
which ensured project’s budget management. 
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3.7.  Science/Policy/Action Interface 

The AFRIPAC project played an important role in supporting beneficiary countries in actively 
participating in the Treaty negotiations. This support included training sessions before INC 
meetings and comments on the format and content of written submissions to the negotiations. 
During the INC meetings, the AFRIPAC staff played an important role in clarifying doubts among 
the national delegations’ representatives and mediating the implications of the ongoing 
discussions. At INC-5, AFRIPAC staff also integrated the national delegations of some beneficiary 
countries to strengthen their technical capacity at the negotiations. The AFRIPAC project also 
managed to create spaces of interaction among representatives of national delegations. 

The AFRIPAC project was also successful in generating and mediating knowledge that is 
accessible, applicable and relevant to inform future policies. Moreover, within each country, the 
engagement of stakeholders with different profiles into its activities (although at varying degrees 
in different countries) contributed towards a shared understanding among relevant country 
stakeholders of the importance, technicalities, implications and priorities of plastic reduction, 
which is likely to be essential to ensuring the legitimacy of future policy-making efforts. However, 
maintaining collaboration among different stakeholders beyond the AFRIPAC project is 
challenging. This will likely require a targeted effort over a longer period of time in view to establish 
lasting community of practice.  

3.8. Gender concerns 

Despite the formulation of the project’s Outcome 1 directly referring to women, the evaluation 
team did not identify any specific actions to ensure women’s meaningful participation. The project 
did include gender disaggregated data regarding participants in the held activities. However, a 
more thorough effort could have been done to map and include women’s organizations in these 
events. Women’s central role in waste disposal and informal sector work, as well as gender equality 
issues, could have made more central in the contents produced by the project.  

4. Lessons learned 

I. Legal and technical backstopping given by AFRIPAC effectively empowered national 
delegations by improving the clarity, credibility and coherence of their participation. 

II. Increased technical knowledge and access to information is necessary, but not sufficient, to 
empower national delegations in the setting of international negotiations. For this, 
understanding of legal and procedural aspects of negotiations is also important. 

III. Regional group negotiations seem to be an accessible arena for smaller countries, with smaller 
national delegations, to ensure their views and concerns are considered. 

IV. When providing support to countries with weak technical capacities, smaller national 
delegations and little experience in the context of international negotiation arenas, the 
differentiation between technical support and political options can become blurry. To avoid 
doubts on the normative/policy neutrality of the support given, it is important that the scope 
of the support and its expected result is clearly defined and communicated. 

V. The inclusion of countries with different institutional capacities, availability of financial and 
human resources, experience in international negotiation processes and with different 
languages proved to be very resource demanding. 

VI. Project flexibility, in terms of exact content and format of its activities, is necessary to 
accommodate implementation learnings, emerging needs and changes in context.  

VII. Longer and thorough project design is important to enable stronger stakeholder involvement 
and a better understanding of specific contexts and differences among countries. Such design 
processes are more likely to lead to greater stakeholder ownership, as well as more solid 
intervention logic. 
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VIII. Online approaches are not always fit for interventions seeking active stakeholder participation 
in countries with poor digital infrastructure. In this regard, on-site events seem to remain the 
most effective strategy.  

IX. Interventions aiming at institutional capacity building should include thorough 
institutionalization strategies to maximize the sustainability of its achievements. 

X. Trust is essential for interventions aiming at institutional capacity building. The development 
of trust among actors requires time. Therefore, new interventions will, whenever relevant, 
benefit from maintaining previous relations between institutions and, if possible, focal points.  

5. Recommendations  

I. Provide greater responsibility to regional and national offices in terms of project design and 
coordination. 

II. Ensure more frequent staff presence in the beneficiary countries, in terms of ensuring more 
effective stakeholder engagement and follow-up on agreed activities. Ensure project staff is 
able to communicate in the stakeholders’ native language. 

III. Enable more spaces which enable peer-learning among participants, taking language 
differences into account. 
a. To facilitate online exchanges future projects may conduct pre-project assessment of 

digital readiness, and provide preventive technological support, such as training in online 
tools, and/or hardware or data funds. 

IV. Allocate resources that could enable replication, by project stakeholders, of training sessions 
and workshops. 

V. The five countries involved in the AFRIPAC project will still need technical support to overcome 
institutional weaknesses and ensure the implementation of the future Global Plastics Treaty. 
Therefore, maintain collaboration with AFRIPAC partners to benefit from the trust created 
through the AFRIPAC project, and strengthen capacities on NAP reporting, information 
systems development and management, monitoring, interinstitutional collaboration, among 
others. 

VI. During future policy-making efforts following the AFRIPAC project, ensure women are given 
an active voice in the discussions of problem-framing and solutions’ design, by proactively 
including women organizations and public authorities mandated to promote gender-equality 
as intervention stakeholders. 

VII. Include, into project activities, all relevant actors from the full plastic value chain , such as local 
authorities, customs authorities and informal waste collectors. 

VIII. To promote greater engagement of non-governmental stakeholders into international treaty 
negotiations and policy-making processes, future interventions could: 
a. Foster a more comprehensive stakeholder mapping process, by actively collaborating 

with project partners (e.g.: public institutions) to establish detailed stakeholder profiles 
and selection criteria and following up closely on the mapping process. 

b. Promote a broader consultative process, in a snow-ball logic, that engages governmental 
stakeholders, CSOs, experts and international/regional networks to identify less visible 
stakeholders. 

c. Establish stakeholder consultation bodies, with a clear scope and governance rules, to 
formalize their involvement in the processes. 

IX. Institutional capacity building interventions should include clear strategies to promote the 
institutionalization of results. Such strategies could include: 
a. Engage with multiple public institutions, avoiding dependence upon the capacities, 

engagement and changes of a single institutional partner. 
b. Raise awareness of the local community to the importance and potential impact of the 

issue of plastic pollution, as a mechanism to create public demand for continued policy 
action. Such awareness could be raised through interventions in the education system or 
through existing media channels. 
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c. Ensure that policy commitments are formally linked to financial sources (which could be 
national or multilateral) to avoid emptying its potential. 

d. Ensure training and means for the actors in charge of implementing improved waste 
management practices, according to the new or enhanced policies. These actors are 
usually local level authorities, private companies or informal waste collectors. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
The Independent Final Evaluation of the Effective Capacity Building for the Global Plastics Treaty 
in Africa project (AFRIPAC) was carried out between October 2024 and January 2025. 

The AFRIPAC project started in November 2022, and it was initially expected to end in December 
2024. According to project sources, the AFRIPAC project has been granted a six-month no-cost 
extension, running to June 2025. The project is being implemented in the West-African region, 
more precisely in Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, 
São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and Sierra 
Leone. It is being implemented by the 
International Union for Conservation of Nature 
(IUCN) and GRID-Arendal with a planned 
budget of 26.11 million Norwegian Krone (NOK), 
funded by the Norwegian Agency for 
Development Cooperation (NORAD). 

The goal of the AFRIPAC project is to empower 
the governments of Cabo Verde, Guinea-
Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and 
Sierra Leone, along with national stakeholders, 
to actively participate in and inform ongoing 
negotiations for the Global Plastics Treaty, as 
well as to provide these actors with tools and 
knowledge to ensure the implementation of 
treaty obligations once they are agreed upon 
and adopted1.  

The project seeks to equip key national 
stakeholders in the beneficiary countries with 
the required knowledge and capacity to engage effectively in negotiations, thus contributing to 
the responsiveness of the Global Plastics Treaty to the needs and circumstances of developing 
nations, including those classified as Small Island Developing States (SIDS). Additionally, the 
AFRIPAC project aims to support the development or strengthening of national policies in 
alignment with the objectives of the Global Plastics Treaty and to integrate Circular Economy 
principles in national waste management practices. The targeted stakeholders in each country 
include representatives of national governments (ministry level), local authorities, civil society, 
academia and the private sector.  

This final evaluation is to assess the performance of the AFRIPAC project between November 2022 
and December 2024 covering both the inception and implementation period. It was conducted 
involving the project team, implementation partners, cooperation partners and other partner 
institutions. The main objective of the final evaluation is to assess the key results achieved by the 
AFRIPAC project and to provide insights and recommendations for future improvement of similar 
initiatives.  

This report begins with a context chapter that explains the framework of the project, and 
dedicated chapters on the purpose of the evaluation as well as evaluation questions and criteria. 
Following, a methodological framework chapter explains the methodological approach, methods, 
as well as data management and disposal process, ethical considerations and limitations of this 
evaluation. Subsequently, the analysis of findings chapter explores the results of the evaluation by 
criteria: relevance, coherence, effectiveness & impact, efficiency, sustainability, the project’s 

 
1 IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) and GRID Arendal: “IUCN – Capacity Building for The Plastics 
Treaty in Africa, Annex 1. Terms of Reference and Project Narrative”, 2022. 

 

Figure 1. Countries of implementation of AFRIPAC 
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contribution to the IUCN One Programme approach, science/policy/action interface, and gender 
concerns. Lastly, this report has dedicated chapters to present its key conclusions and lessons 
learned, and recommendations. In the Annexes, additional information is provided, namely the list 
of entities consulted, and data collection instruments. 

2. EVALUATION CONTEXT 

2.1. IMPLEMENTATION CONTEXT 

Plastics pollution is widely acknowledged as a global challenge. According to Kane et al. (2020), 
“plastic has been observed in nearly all environments on Earth and across all of its oceans”2, which 
indicates the global nature of the phenomena. 

A report published in October 2024 by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) estimates that in the absence of ambitious production reduction policies, 
annual plastic production will increase from 435 million tons (Mt) in 2020 to 736 Mt in 20403. Some 
estimates suggest the amount of plastic waste that enters the world's oceans could nearly triple 
from some 9–14 Mt per year in 2016 to a projected 23–37 Mt per year by 20404. Plastic pollution is 
believed to have a particularly negative impact on Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and/or Small 
Island Developing States (SIDS) due to their higher dependence on the blue economy, insufficient 
access to large waste and recycling facilities and difficulty accessing financial schemes deemed 
necessary to strengthen their resilience5. It is generally accepted that a majority of the plastic 
entering the ocean originates on land, of which uncollected waste is thought to be the largest 
source, followed by collected waste re-entering the system from poorly operated dumpsites6. 

It is estimated that only around 1 percent of marine plastic floats on the surface of the oceans, with 
the remaining 99 percent ending up in the water column as a plastic cloud and ultimately sinking 
into deep sea sediments7. Plastic pollution endangers marine and coastal biodiversity8. An 
estimated 13.5 percent of plastic at sea are microplastics (i.e., small fragments less than 1 mm) 
which are originated from manufactured particles, synthetic textiles, or breakdown of larger 
plastic debris9. The effects of microplastics are not yet fully known, yet microplastics are 
increasingly found in many marine and terrestrial species10, including humans. The presence of 
microplastics in marine species represent an additional risk to human health due to seafood 

 
2 Kane, Ian A., et al.: “Seafloor Microplastic Hotspots Controlled by Deep-Sea Circulation.” Science 368 (6495), 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba5899, 2020. 
3 OECD (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development): “Policy Scenarios for Eliminating Plastic Pollution by 
2040”, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/76400890-en, 2024  
4 UNEP (United Nations Environment Programme): “Circular solutions in focus in landmark global investment to tackle 
plastic pollution”, 30th June 2023, online: https://www.unep.org/gef/news-and-stories/press-release/circular-solutions-
focus-landmark-global-investment-tackle-plastic, accessed on 25th of November 2024. 
5 IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature): “Small Island Developing States call for ambitious Global Plastics 
Treaty – INC-2 Paris”, 2nd June 2024, online: https://iucn.org/story/202306/small-island-developing-states-call-ambitious-
global-plastics-treaty-inc-2-paris, accessed on 25th of November 2024. 
6 Baker, Elaine, et al.: “Oceans and Coasts.” In Global Environment Outlook - GEO-6: Healthy Planet Healthy People, 175–98. 
New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2020. 
7 Kane, Ian A., et al.: “Seafloor Microplastic Hotspots Controlled by Deep-Sea Circulation.” Science 368 (6495), 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba5899, 2020.  
Harris, Peter T., et al.: “A marine plastic cloud - Global mass balance assessment of oceanic plastic pollution”. Continental 
Shelf Research (Volume 255), 2023. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csr.2023.104947.  
8 Baker, Elaine at al.: “Oceans and Coasts.” In Global Environment Outlook - GEO-6: Healthy Planet Healthy People, pp175–
98. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2019. 
9 Kane, Ian A., et al.: “Seafloor Microplastic Hotspots Controlled by Deep-Sea Circulation.” Science 368 (6495), 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba5899, 2020. 
Harris. P.T., et al.: “Exposure of coastal environments to river-sourced plastic pollution”. Science of The Total Environment 
(Volume 769), 2021. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.145222.  
10 O’Leary, Bethan et al.: “Options for Managing Human Threats to High Seas Biodiversity.” Ocean and Coastal Management 
187 (April):1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2020.105110, 2020.  

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba5899
https://doi.org/10.1787/76400890-en
https://www.unep.org/gef/news-and-stories/press-release/circular-solutions-focus-landmark-global-investment-tackle-plastic
https://www.unep.org/gef/news-and-stories/press-release/circular-solutions-focus-landmark-global-investment-tackle-plastic
https://iucn.org/story/202306/small-island-developing-states-call-ambitious-global-plastics-treaty-inc-2-paris
https://iucn.org/story/202306/small-island-developing-states-call-ambitious-global-plastics-treaty-inc-2-paris
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba5899
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csr.2023.104947
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba5899
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.145222
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2020.105110
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consumption. By entering the food chain, microplastics may be ingested, which may release 
harmful substances11. 

As the harmful consequences of plastic pollution became known, the matter progressively gained 
interest in international discourse, particularly from the 2000s onward. International agreements 
and conventions prior to the recognition of the plastics as an international challenge include, 
nonetheless, provisions that can be evoked to address plastic pollution. However, they do not 
directly address or regulate the full lifecycle of plastics, plastic components or the impacts of 
plastic pollution. 

The United Nations Conference on the Human Environment, held in Stockholm, Sweden, in 1972 
is widely considered as a foundational moment of international environmental law and the global 
environmental movement. It was, for instance, this conference that led to the establishment of the 
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). Whereas the declaration resulting from the 
Conference does not explicitly mention plastic pollution, its Principle 6 calls for halting the release 
of toxic substances in quantities the environment cannot degrade. Furthermore, Principle 7 urges 
preventing pollution of the seas; a principle relevant to addressing marine plastic debris12. 

The Rio Declaration, following the Earth Summit, held in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, in 1992, also does 
not explicitly mention plastic pollution. It does, nonetheless, include several principles that are 
relevant to the current Global Plastics Treaty negotiations. For example, Principle 7 highlights the 
responsibility of States to collaborate on global environmental issues, and Principle 8 that 
emphasizes the importance of reducing and eliminating unsustainable patterns of production 
and consumption13. More recently, plastic pollution has also been included in two Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) of the 2030 Agenda: SDG 12, target 12.4 intends to “achieve the 
environmentally sound management of chemicals and all wastes throughout their life cycle, in 
accordance with agreed international frameworks, and significantly reduce their release to air, 
water and soil in order to minimize their adverse impacts on human health and the environment”. 
SDG 14, target 14.1 aims to “prevent and significantly reduce marine pollution of all kinds, in 
particular from land-based activities, including marine debris and nutrient pollution”14.  

However, it should be noted that the outcomes from the Stockholm Conference and the Rio de 
Janeiro Summit, as well as the SDGs, were not legally binding, instead being considered soft (non-
binding) elements of international law. They represent, nonetheless, important landmarks, as they 
subsequently gave rise to binding law in international treaties. 

For instance, the 2019 amendment of the 1989 Basel Convention included plastic waste under its 
framework15. The efforts in international law on matters of plastic pollution gained further 
expression during the fifth session of the United Nations Environment Assembly (UNEA-5.2). In 
February 2022, the UNEA-5.2 passed Resolution 5/14 “End plastic pollution: Towards an 
international legally binding instrument” that called for the development of an international 
legally binding instrument on ending plastic pollution, including in the marine environment. The 
resolution requested the Executive Director of UNEP to convene an Intergovernmental 

 
11 Kane, Ian A., et al.: “Seafloor Microplastic Hotspots Controlled by Deep-Sea Circulation.” Science 368 (6495), 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba5899, 2020.  
12 UN (United Nations): “Report of the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment”, A/CONF.48/14/Rev.1, 1972. 
13 United Nations General Assembly: “Annex I: Rio Declaration on the Environment and Development”, 1992.  
14 UN (United Nations): “Transforming our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development”, A/RES/70/1, 2015. 
15 "Amendments to Annexes II, VIII and IX to the Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous 
Wastes and their Disposal", online: 
https://www.basel.int/Countries/StatusofRatifications/PlasticWasteamendments/tabid/8377/Default.aspx accessed on 
22nd of November of 2024. 

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba5899
https://www.basel.int/Countries/StatusofRatifications/PlasticWasteamendments/tabid/8377/Default.aspx
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Negotiating Committee (INC) to develop an "international legally binding instrument," which was 
to be based on a comprehensive approach that addresses the full life cycle of plastic, including its 
production, design, and disposal16.  

The INC began its work during the second half of 2022, with the ambition to complete the 
negotiations by the end of 202417. Underlying the INC was the conviction that effective 
participation from all parties in negotiations is critical to ensure that the Global Plastics Treaty’s 
measures are responsive to the needs and circumstances of each country, and that the obligations 
agreed upon can be effectively implemented by national parties. 

Past negotiation processes have shown disadvantages of LDCs in international climate-related 
negotiations. For example, a study on LDCs’ capacity at the United Nations Framework Convention 
on Climate Change (UNFCCC) has identified barriers to LDCs’ participation in environmental 
negotiations such as the cost of sending delegations, access to translated documents, and 
changing elements of national delegations. The study further identified barriers to the 
domestication of UNFCCC outcomes to national development planning, namely the lack of 
financial resources, capacity to follow all parts of negotiations, lack of technical skill among 
negotiators, insufficient technical knowledge and language skills of negotiators, limited 
knowledge on the topics being negotiated, and challenges in disseminating information across 
ministries and stakeholders, among others18. 

Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and Sierra Leone, the beneficiaries of 
the AFRIPAC project are LDCs19, and Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau and São Tomé and Príncipe are 
SIDS20. 

The five countries are below the world average in the Human Development Index (HDI). Since 2014 
their progress has been slow yet following an ascendent trend (Table 1). Cabo Verde is the 
exception, as between 2018 and 2022 had a mild decline in its HDI21. The five countries are relatively 
behind in achieving the targets set by Agenda 203022, which indicates the necessity for further 
engagement.  

 
16 UNEP (United Nations Environment Programme): “Resolution adopted by the United Nations Environment 
Assembly on 2 March 2022: End plastic pollution: towards an international legally binding instrument”, UNEP/EA.5/RES.1, 
2022. 
17 UNEP (United Nations Environment Programme): “Resolution adopted by the United Nations Environment 
Assembly on 2 March 2022: End plastic pollution: towards an international legally binding instrument”, UNEP/EA.5/RES.1, 
2022. 
18 Andrei, Stephanie et al.: “A Study of LDC Capacity at the UNFCCC”, International Institute for Environment and 
Development, 2016. 
19 UN (United Nations Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing 
Countries and Small Island Developing States): “List of LDCs”, online:  https://www.un.org/ohrlls/content/list-ldcs accessed 
on the 22nd of November 2024. 
20 UN (United Nations): “About Small Island Developing States (SIDS)”, online: https://sdgs.un.org/smallislands/about-small-
island-developing-states accessed on the 22nd of November 2024. 
21 UNDP (United Nations Development Programme): “Human Development Index (HDI)”, online: https://hdr.undp.org/data-
center/human-development-index#/indicies/HDI accessed on the 22nd of November 2024. 
22 Sachs, Jefferey et al.: “The SDGs and the UN Summit of the Future. Sustainable Development Report 2024”, 2024, online: 
https://dashboards.sdgindex.org/rankings accessed on the 22nd of November 2024. 

https://www.un.org/ohrlls/content/list-ldcs
https://sdgs.un.org/smallislands/about-small-island-developing-states
https://sdgs.un.org/smallislands/about-small-island-developing-states
https://hdr.undp.org/data-center/human-development-index#/indicies/HDI
https://hdr.undp.org/data-center/human-development-index#/indicies/HDI
https://dashboards.sdgindex.org/rankings
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Table 1: Score of AFRIPAC beneficiary countries: Human Development Index (HDI) and SDG Index (1-100) 

 

Source: The evaluation team, based on data from: 1UNDP: “Human Development Index”, 2024. 2Sachs et al.: 
“The SDGs and the UN Summit of the Future. Sustainable Development Report 2024, 2024. 

Regarding environmental policy, according to the Ibrahim Index of African Governance (IIAG), the 
five beneficiary countries have improved their environmental policies and regulations since 2014. 
Despite general improvements throughout the 2014-2022 period, Guinea-Bissau and São Tomé 
and Príncipe remain below the West African and the African average in the index of environmental 
policies and regulations (Table 2). Senegal is consistently above the regional and continental 
averages, while Cabo Verde’s evolution has allowed the country to surpass the African and West 
African average. The IIAG also indicates that the enforcement of environmental policies remains a 
challenge for all the countries supported by the AFRIPAC project, particularly in Sierra Leone 
whose score is considerably lower than the West African and African averages. The IIAG has no 
score for Guinea-Bissau and São Tomé and Príncipe23.   

 
Table 2: Score of AFRIPAC countries in relation to the African and West African averages, regarding selected 

Sustainable Development Indicators (score 1 – 100) 

 

Source: The evaluation team, based on data from: MIF: “Ibrahim Index of African Governance”, 2024.  

2.2. AFRIPAC FRAMEWORK 

The AFRIPAC project was designed to build capacity of the five countries, within the context of the 
negotiations of the Global Plastics Treaty. It departs from the assumption that the effectiveness of 
the Global Plastics Treaty is contingent to its responsiveness to the needs and circumstances of 
the signatory countries. Increasing the Global Plastics Treaty’s responsiveness would translate in 

 
23 MIF (Mo Ibrahim Foundation): “Ibrahim Index of African Governance (IIAG)”, n.d., online: https://iiag.online/about.html 
accessed on the 22nd of November 2024. 

https://iiag.online/about.html
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higher likelihood of integration (or domestication) of the provisions of the Global Plastics Treaty 
into national policies and legal frameworks. 

In the early stages of negotiations there was the expectation of a rapid pace of Global Plastics 
Treaty development, as the UNEA-5.2 Resolution established the ambition of completing the treaty 
between the second half of 2022 and the end of 202424. The expected rapid pace signified that 
countries would have limited time to prepare their position and contributions to the negotiation. 
While some countries have sufficient technical skills and human resources to participate in 
negotiations, past experiences have indicated LDCs and SIDS have difficulties in participating in 
negotiation processes notably regarding their capacity to send delegations, and access to relevant 
knowledge and data to support their positions25. As a response to the likely challenges of LDCs and 
SIDS in effectively participating in the negotiations, the AFRIPAC project was developed with the 
objective of aiding a selection of LDCs and SIDS to participate in the Global Plastics Treaty.  

The IUCN and GRID-Arendal leveraged an unexpected and short-notice funding opportunity 
created by NORAD to launch the AFRIPAC project in November 2022 with a planned budget of 
26.11 million NOK and an implementation period of 2 years (30 November 2022 to 31 December 
2024). As the project approached its completion, sources from the project reported that a request 
for a no-cost extension of 6 months had been accepted by the NORAD.  

To select the beneficiary countries, the IUCN and GRID-Arendal leveraged their prior engagement 
and knowledge of West African countries. Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, 
Senegal, and Sierra Leone (all LDCs and/or SIDS) were invited to participate in the project.  

The AFRIPAC project has established the long-term goal of empowering Cabo Verde, Guinea-
Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and Sierra Leone with knowledge and capacity to engage 
in the negotiations process for the Global Plastics Treaty. By empowering these countries, the 
AFRIPAC project expected the Global Plastics Treaty to be responsive to the needs and 
circumstances of these countries, which would then facilitate the adoption or improvement of 
national policy and legislative frameworks that address plastic pollution in alignment with the 
Global Plastics Treaty and that integrate circular economy principles in waste management. 

The project adopted a comprehensive approach, that is synthesized in the following two project 
outcomes: 

Outcome 1 
Target States and Stakeholders, including women, play an active role in Intergovernmental 
Negotiating Committee (INC) negotiations processes for the Global Plastics Treaty. 

 Output 1.1  Establish needs assessment, baseline capacities, platform, stakeholder 
engagement strategy, project plan. 

 Output 1.2.  Information and knowledge products specific to treaty negotiations 
developed based on needs evaluation. Mechanisms to develop 
"resolutions”, guidelines, and build capacity on how the UN negotiation 
processes work. 

 Output 1.3. Target Stakeholders are equipped with legal, regulatory and relevant 
technical knowledge and guidance, and intervention texts reviewed and 
developed. Engage in multi-stakeholder processes (e.g. civil, indigenous, 

 
24 UNEP (United Nations Environment Programme): “Resolution adopted by the United Nations Environment 
Assembly on 2 March 2022: End plastic pollution: towards an international legally binding instrument”, UNEP/EA.5/RES.1, 
2022. 
25 Andrei, Stephanie et al.: “A Study of LDC Capacity at the UNFCCC”, International Institute for Environment and 
Development, 2016. 
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industry, science, informal sector to deliver documents, guidelines, and a 
forum for knowledge exchange.). 

 Output 1.4. Legal backstopping provided through briefings on MEA processes and 
legal explanations of Treaty dialogues system provided. 

 Output 1.5. Coordination and engagement with key stakeholder groups to minimise 
duplication of efforts. 

Outcome 2 
Plastic pollution mitigation processes of Target States integrate Circular Economy (CE) principles 
in Waste Management (WM) practices. 

 Output 2.1.  Information and knowledge product needs for plastic pollution 
(including Trade flows), CE, and WM are identified. 

 Output 2.2.  State and regional actors, including women, equipped with tailored 
information addressing their needs. Effective technical assistance 
facilitated with scientific and socio-economic assessments. 

 Output 2.3.  Stakeholders are trained on how to use information products from 2.2, 
these appropriate tools will be used for national action planning based 
on globally accepted methodologies. 

 Output 2.4. Community of Action platform developed 

 Output 2.5. Deliver an active community of action to extend learnings/capacity 
building (inclusive of regional partners from organisations such as 
AMCEN, AfDB, WTO IDP, HAC, African women's legal groups, African INC 
countries outside the project, and others TBD) 

 

2.3. AFRIPAC THEORY OF CHANGE 

The AFRIPAC project’s vision is that adopting an effective Global Plastics Treaty plays a critical role 
in addressing the triple planetary crisis (i.e., climate change, biodiversity loss, and pollution), by 
positively contributing to pollution reduction targets, biodiversity conservation, and potentially 
improving human well-being and livelihoods. For the Global Plastics Treaty to be effective it must 
be responsive to the needs and circumstances of the signatory countries, including LDCs and SIDS. 
If the Global Plastics Treaty reflects the needs and circumstances of its signatories, those countries 
are more likely to integrate (or domesticate) the Global Plastics Treaty into their national policies 
and legal frameworks.  

Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and Sierra Leone face different 
challenges in advocating and negotiating their interests in the Global Plastics Treaty. The project’s 
assumption is that, without enhanced capacity, their needs and circumstances may not be 
adequately reflected in the treaty, which could lead to lower ownership or knowledge and, 
consequently, reduced efforts to apply the Global Plastics Treaty once it is adopted. 

Therefore, the AFRIPAC project asserts that by empowering Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé 
and Príncipe, Senegal, and Sierra Leone to negotiate in the Global Plastics Treaty, the measures 
agreed in the Global Plastics Treaty will be responsive to the needs and circumstances of the target 
countries, which would lead to improved or new national policies and legal frameworks. The 
combination of an effective Global Plastics Treaty and enhanced national policy and legal 
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frameworks are believed to be positive for reducing plastic pollution, including on marine and 
coastal ecosystems and communities.  

To empower the target countries, the AFRIPAC project established two long-term outcomes. First 
to adequately engage and capacitate target countries and stakeholders, including women, to play 
an active role in the INC negotiation processes for the Global Plastics Treaty, namely through the 
submission of interventions.  Second, that the targeted countries acquire sufficient capacity to 
adopt plastic pollution mitigation processes that integrate Circular Economy principles into Waste 
Management. 

The long-term outcomes are achieved through needs assessment surveys, capacity building 
trainings on negotiating tools, technical guidance and knowledge events/products on law, 
science, and technology, and fostering coordination across relevant national stakeholders. Though 
these initiatives project countries’ stakeholders will be empowered to effectively engage in the 
Global Plastics Treaty dialogues, and to incorporate principles of sustainability, circularity, and 
social equity in national policies and legal frameworks.  

Moreover, the project aims to engage relevant stakeholders into a community of action platform, 
leveraging national and regional expertise to share and generate technical and policy knowledge, 
contributing to bridge the science-policy gap. It is envisioned that the relationships built will 
enable an informed construction of national action plans and the development/improvement of 
legal and policy frameworks that are sensitive to national contexts. 

During the design of the AFRIPAC project, the Global Plastics Treaty negotiations were expected 
to be relatively short (2 years) and, therefore, a speedy intervention was considered necessary. This 
constituted a risk for the project implementation, as it required the capacity to deliver a diverse 
set of knowledge to the target countries within very short timelines. It further required a high 
degree of adaptation and availability by the partners to ensure knowledge demands are met and 
relevant, especially when considering the specific approaches required for LDC and SIDS countries 
due to their limited national capacity. 

The success of the AFRIPAC project relies on several critical assumptions. It is assumed that 
national governments in Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and Sierra 
Leone will demonstrate sustained political will to engage in the Global Plastics Treaty negotiations 
and develop corresponding national action plans. It is assumed an effective collaboration among 
various ministries within these governments, which is crucial to create national cohesive strategies 
that address plastic pollution. An active engagement with mapped partners and stakeholders is 
essential; it is assumed that national non-governmental partners will willingly participate and 
provide their insights, as well as be well-represented in negotiation contact groups, allowing them 
to advocate for their perspective of national interests. The involvement of women’s law groups and 
women in government is a critical assumption, as the AFRIPAC project assumes women’s 
perspectives enrich the negotiation process and promote gender equity. 
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Figure 2. AFRIPAC’s Theory of Change (ToC) diagram 

 

Source: Evaluation team, based on AFRIPAC Project Document.  
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3. PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 

3.1. PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 

The purpose of this independent final evaluation is to assess the results of the AFRIPAC project. 
The findings and recommendations of the final evaluation are expected to inform future 
interventions, including new intervention, scaling up of existing interventions, and replication of 
the AFRIPAC project elsewhere. The final evaluation also seeks to identify key lessons learned that 
could be used for the development of future projects26.  

The key intended users of the final evaluation are: (1) the AFRIPAC Coordinators and Managers in 
IUCN and GRID-Arendal for the purpose of informing decision-making and design of future 
projects, (2) the IUCN Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning unit on the purpose of improving the 
monitoring and learning approach, and (3) NORAD and its evaluation department to provide 
information to the relevant national authorities and the general public of Norway. 

3.2. EVALUATION OBJECTIVES 

The main objectives of this independent final evaluation are to explore the project’s results and the 
role played by IUCN and GRID-Arendal with the aim of assessing the project intervention and its 
sustainability, as well as contributing to learning and accountability27. The specific objectives of the 
final evaluation include: 

→ “To assess the relevance of the Project in terms of responding to the challenges it seeks to 
address and in terms of aligning with the objectives of the current IUCN’s global plastic 
agenda; GRID-Arendal's flagship project on tackling plastic pollution; and NORAD’s Marine 
Litter Agenda. 

→ To assess its coherence with the situational analysis and how well the Project fits in its 
context and its compatibility with other interventions led by IUCN and GRID-Arendal. 

→ To assess the effectiveness of the Project in achieving its objectives and provide clear 
insights about what has and has not worked. It will also analyse key underlying risks, 
assumptions and constraints which have affected the intended result. 

→ To assess the efficiency in terms of use of resources and value for money through the 
delivery of the Project. 

→ To assess the impacts of the AFRIPAC project and provide clear indications about the 
positive and negative, intended and unintended changes that resulted from its 
interventions. 

→ To assess the sustainability of the project in terms of strengthening enabling conditions, in 
particular capacities, partnership and policy and likeliness to see these benefit continue in 
the longer term. 

→ To identify lessons and provide set of short term and actionable recommendations that 
can inform future decision-making on whether to improve, pursue, scale up or replicate 
similar projects elsewhere. 

→ Three additional lines of inquiry should also be addressed: contribution to the IUCN One 
Programme Approach, Science/policy/action interface, and Gender Concerns.” 

 
26 IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature): “Terms of Reference for the independent Final 
Evaluation of Effective Capacity Building for the Global Plastics Treaty in Africa Project”, July 2024. 
27  IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature): “Terms of Reference for the independent Final 
Evaluation of Effective Capacity Building for the Global Plastics Treaty in Africa Project”, July 2024. 
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4.  EVALUATION CRITERIA AND QUESTIONS 
The Evaluation was based on the evaluation criteria of Relevance, Coherence, Effectiveness and 
Impact, Efficiency, and Sustainability as defined by the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 
of the OECD28. Additionally, the evaluation included considerations on the AFRIPAC project’s 
contribution to the IUCN One Programme Approach, Science/policy/action interface, and Gender 
Concerns.  

As per the ToR guidance, a detailed Evaluation Matrix was elaborated (see Annex 6. Evaluation 
matrix), including the full list of evaluation questions, sub-questions and a set of indicators for each 
question (along with relevant sources of information and data collection tools to measure them). 
This matrix guided the process of data collection and analysis throughout the evaluation. The list 
of evaluation questions, divided by criteria, were the following:  

RELEVANCE  1. How relevant was the Project in terms of aligning and responding to 
the objectives of the current IUCN and GRID-Arendal Programmes 
(understood as the themes, work lines and interventions carried out 
by these organizations) and other needs and priorities in relation to 
reducing plastic pollution? 

2. Was the project Theory of Change (ToC) and logic for interventions 
feasible? To what extent were the planned inputs and strategies 
identified viable, appropriate, and adequate to achieve the results? 
Were they sequenced appropriately? 

3. Has there been any change (i.e., change in the negotiation process) 
that affected the relevance of the Project since it has started? If so, 
how well did the project adapt to the changing environment and 
how well has the design adjusted to emerging circumstances? 

4. To what extent was the Project aligned with previous and current 
IUCN and/or GRID-Arendal projects, knowledge products and 
stakeholder engagement process? 

COHERENCE  5. How well did the Project fit in its context? In particular:  
5.1. To what extent were the needs and capabilities of different 

partners and other counterparties carefully considered in the 
design of the Project? 

5.2. To what extent did the Project harmonize its interventions 
with government priorities, national strategies and other 
stakeholders? 

EFFECTIVENESS 
& IMPACT  

6. To what extent has the Project delivered on its outputs and 
outcomes? In particular:  
6.1. How effective has the Project been in terms of helping target 

States and Stakeholders, including women, play an active role 
in Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee (INC) 
negotiations processes for the Global Plastics Treaty?  

6.2. How effective has the Project been in terms of helping Target 
States integrate Circular Economy (CE) principles in Waste 
Management (WM) practices?  

 
28 OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development): “Applying Evaluation Criteria Thoughtfully, OECD 
Publishing, Paris, 2021. 
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6.3. To what extent was the Project able to adapt to country 
specific priorities and needs? 

7. What constraints and limiting factors have been encountered by the 
Project in meeting its objectives and delivering on its work plans? 
How did the project deal with those constraints in implementation?  
7.1. To what extent have the mitigation measures, identified 

during the Project design, to address the risks been 
implemented? Were these measures effective? 

8. To what extent was the Project able to make a significant global 
contribution towards empowering government and their 
stakeholders in Africa to inform negotiations for the Global Plastics 
Treaty (extent to which the Project helped shape the countries’ 
contributions to the negotiations)? 

9. Were there any unintended consequences, both positive and 
negative resulting from the actions of the Project?  

EFFICIENCY  10. To what extent is the Project governance system conducive to results 
achievement?  
10.1. Was the project team able to establish efficient and fluid 

articulation mechanisms with the government focal points 
and other key stakeholders involved in the project? 

11. Has the management approach promoted by the Project led to the 
most effective use of the resources, cost savings, and to efficiencies 
of scale in the provision of coordination and technical support? More 
specifically:  
11.1. Are accounting and financial systems adequate for project 

management and producing accurate and timely financial 
information?  

11.2. Have progress reports been produced accurately, timely and 
responded to reporting requirements?   

11.3. In terms of periodic update meetings, what worked and what 
didn't in ensuring effective communication and project 
alignment between IUCN and GRID-Arendal and their 
respective teams?  

12. To what extent are the Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) 
strategy and tools adequate and effective in view of:  
12.1. Tracking progress against expected results  
12.2. Enabling adaptation in the strategy according to current 

success and failures, changes of stakeholders’ priorities or 
conditions on the context. 

12.3. Improving reporting, transparency and accountability to 
NORAD, and other key stakeholders 

12.4. Providing lessons from activities and results that contribute 
to the enrichment and continuous improvement of the 
project. 

SUSTAINABILITY  13. Is there evidence of ‘country ownership’ of the Project initiatives? 
What evidence exists that shows that the enabling conditions are in 
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place to continue what was initiated by the Project, particularly in 
terms capacities, partnership and/or policy?  
13.1. What actions were undertaken to institutionalize the 

generated skills, i.e. minimize future loss of capacities 
resulting from political change or staff rotation? 

IUCN ONE 
PROGRAMME 
APPROACH 

14. To what extent did the project adequately engage all constituents of 
the Union in its design or implementation? 

SCIENCE/ POLICY 

/ACTION 
INTERFACE 

 

15. Was it possible to create dynamic communities of action, that enable 
an active exchange among different stakeholders? 
15.1. Was it possible to create an effective science-policy interface, 

that lead to the development of evidence-informed National 
Action Plans or other relevant national policy strategies? 

16. Were the knowledge/inputs of IUCN and GRID-Arendal useful and 
relevant for the needs of the participant countries? 

17. To what extent are the knowledge producing mechanisms and 
partnerships developed by the Project likely to continue to influence 
policy or actions in the future? 

GENDER 
CONCERNS 

18. To what extent have gender concerns been considered in the design 
and implementation of the Project?  
18.1. To what extent was the project decisive to ensure women’s 

meaningful participation in its activities and expected 
outcomes?  

 

5. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH 

5.1. EVALUATION APPROACH 

The evaluation’s approach was result-based and participative. The independent and critical 
analysis of the evaluation team was complemented by an active and systematic consultation with 
key stakeholders. To score the results of the different evaluation criteria, the evaluation team 
applied the rating scale developed for Global Environment Fund (GEF)29 terminal evaluations, as 
follows: 

Criteria: Relevance, Coherence, 
Effectiveness and Impact, Efficiency 

Criteria: Sustainability 

6 = Highly Satisfactory (HS): exceeds 
expectations and/or no shortcomings 

4 = Likely (L): negligible risks to sustainability 

5 = Satisfactory (S): meets expectations and/or 
no or minor shortcomings 

3 = Moderately Likely (ML): moderate risks to 
sustainability 

4 = Moderately Satisfactory (MS): more or less 
meets expectations and/or some 
shortcomings 

2 = Moderately Unlikely (MU): significant risks 
to sustainability 

 
29 UNDP (United Nations Development Programme): “Guidance for Conducting Terminal Evaluations of UNDP-Supported 
GEF-Financed Projects”, 2020. 
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3 = Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): somewhat 
below expectations and/or significant 
shortcomings 

1 = Unlikely (U): severe risks to sustainability 

2 = Unsatisfactory (U): substantially below 
expectations and/or major shortcomings 

Unable to Assess (U/A): Unable to assess the 
expected incidence and magnitude of risks to 
sustainability 

1 = Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): severe 
shortcomings 

- 

Unable to Assess (U/A): available information 
does not allow an assessment 

- 

Source: UNDP: “Guidance for Conducting Terminal Evaluations of UNDP-Supported GEF-Financed Projects”, 2020. 
 
Specifically for the effectiveness criteria, the evaluation team analysed and compared the expected 
results expressed in the project’s Logical Framework with the actual results achieved by December 
2024. The evaluation applied a color-coded rating to quantify and allow for a more visually intuitive 
assessment of the project’s performance. The colour scheme was as follows: 

● Green Target fully met, almost fully met, or exceeded 90-+100% 
● Orange Target partially met, but bellow intended target  60-89% 
● Yellow Target achieved average results  30-59% 
● Red Target underperformed or failed 0-29% 
● Blue No data available at the time of the evaluation n.a. 

 

5.2. METHODS 

The evaluation combined qualitative and quantitative primary and secondary data to triangulate 
information and obtain results. The mix methods applied were as follows: 

5.2.1. METHODOLOGICAL BRIEFING AND FOLLOW-UP MEETINGS 

A methodological briefing was held on the 27th of September of 2024, with a follow up call taking 
place on October 8th, between the evaluation team and the interested parties (i.e., Project Team). 
These meetings served to analyse the ToR, align the expectations and priorities for the Evaluation, 
discuss, adapt, and operationalize relevant aspects of the Evaluation such as (i) project overview, 
(ii) main methods of data collection, (iii) working plan, (iv) main stakeholders, and (v) other relevant 
aspects, and discuss and collect project-related documents.  

Throughout the evaluation process the evaluation team maintained an open channel of 
communication and dialogue with the project team to access relevant information and 
clarifications, as well as expedite the scheduling of key informant interviews (KII) and online survey. 

5.2.2. DESK REVIEW 

The evaluation team collected and analysed qualitative and quantitative secondary information 
produced within the scope of the AFRIPAC project including the project proposal, project 
execution reports, information and data collected through the MEL system and other relevant 
knowledge products developed by the project to date (see Bibliography). The collection of project 
documentation started at the inception phase and required the collaboration of the Project Team 
to identify and share relevant documents and instruments for an accurate project assessment. 
Additionally, the evaluation team collected and analysed secondary quantitative and qualitative 
data from external sources (e.g., scientific articles, news articles, statistics produced by reputable 
national and international organizations/agencies/entities) to assist in the triangulation of data. 
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5.2.3. KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS (KII) 

The evaluation team applied semi-structured interviews that reached 24 participants (10 Female 
and 14 Male). Those included 12 from the AFRIPAC project consortium management and staff, 1 
from the cooperation partner, 6 from governmental agencies partners, 1 from Research and 
Academia, and 2 from the civil society. Interviews took place between the 30th October and the 21st 
January 2025. 

All interviews followed a pre-approved interview guide, lasted between 45 and 80 minutes and 
were applied under confidentiality assurance through virtual platforms (Ms Teams, WhatsApp and 
Zoom). The Evaluation Team took notes of the content of the interviews using real-time note-
taking techniques, and stored them in a Word file, stored in a secure location with access only to 
the evaluation team. The content of the notes was analysed using discourse analysis techniques. 
The list of entities consulted, and interview guide is made available in the Annexes of this report 
(see Annex 1. List of Stakeholders Consulted). 

5.2.4. SELF-ADMINISTERED ONLINE SURVEY 

The evaluation team developed a self-administered survey targeting governmental and non-
governmental stakeholders involved in the AFRIPAC project activities in any capacity. For logistic 
reasons and to bolster participation, the invitations to participate in the survey were sent out by 
the project team. The survey had an estimated response time of 10 minutes, and was made 
available in English, French and Portuguese through the KoboToolBox platform.  

In total the survey invitation was sent out to 79 potential respondents. Due to low response rates, 
the project team sent out regular reminders, and the response period was expanded. By end of 
the response period, the survey counted with only 10 participants (1 female, 9 male): 5 from Guinea-
Bissau, 3 from Sierra Leone, and 2 from São Tomé and Príncipe. Half of participants were from 
national government agencies, 2 from civil society organizations (CSO), 1 from academia, 1 from 
the private sector, and 1 from local and regional government. 

The responses were stored in an MS Excel file stored in a secure location with access only to the 
evaluation team. Due to the low responsiveness rate, evaluation team discarded the methods as a 
quali-quantitative tool. Instead, the surveys were analysed through discourse analysis techniques, 
particularly the open questions. The survey guide is made available in Annex 3. Online Survey 
Guide. 

5.2.5. PRELIMINARY FINDINGS DISCUSSION 

To foster collaboration and appropriation of the evaluation results, the evaluation and project 
teams scheduled an online preliminary findings discussion upon delivery of the first draft of 
evaluation report on the 4th December 2024 to validate results, lessons learned, and 
recommendations. 

 

5.3. DATA MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL 

All data collected during the evaluation process, including project documents, survey responses, 
and KII notes, were securely stored on a cloud-based platform with restricted access, limited to 
authorized members of the Evaluation Team. 

The data will be retained until 7 days after the final evaluation report has been validated and 
approved, ensuring that any necessary clarifications or verifications can be addressed during this 
period. After this retention period, all data will be permanently deleted to prevent unauthorized 
access or retrieval. Consequently, following the disposal of data, the Evaluation Team will no longer 
be able to respond to inquiries or comments regarding the data collection. 
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5.4. ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The evaluation complied with strict internal ethical guidelines that were applied at all. Data 
collection and processing was carried out in accordance with the following principles: 

→ Intentionality: Consider the usefulness and necessity of the study from the outset. 

→ Conflict of Interest: Uphold the commitment to avoid conflicts of interest in all aspects of 
the work, thereby maintaining the principles of independence, impartiality, credibility, 
honesty, integrity, and accountability. 

→ Interactions with Participants: Engage appropriately and respectfully with participants in 
the evaluation processes, upholding the principles of confidentiality and anonymity and 
their limitations, dignity and diversity, human rights, gender equality, and the prevention 
of harm. 

The evaluation adopted the following measures to respect these ethical principles: 

→ Ensured informed consent from all participants, including for survey and KII, concerning 
written recordings. 

→ Respected confidentiality and anonymity of sources. At the survey the evaluation did not 
collect any data that can link a participant to answers. Regarding KII the evaluation only 
lists the entities consulted in the evaluation, and throughout the evaluation report the 
names of participants are not mentioned. When referring to participants in the KII, the 
evaluation team adopted general terms such as: key informants, key informants from the 
Project, key informants from governmental partners, or similar.  

A detailed explanation of the ethical principles of data collection and processing followed by 
IMPACTE are available in the Annexes (see Annex 4. Ethical Principles for Data Collection). 

 

5.5. LIMITATIONS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

The Final Evaluation has encountered the following limitations and implemented the following 
mitigation measures:  

The evaluation had planned to apply KII to representatives of 29 different entities, including, 
management and staff of the consortium, cooperation partners, governmental entities (ministry-
level), local authorities, CSO, and research and academia. To secure participation, the Project Team 
sent out an information note to all entities about the evaluation, and following that notice, the 
evaluation team sent out meeting invitations. As potential participants were not being responsive, 
the evaluation team sent out three participation reminders and requested the Project Team to also 
reinforce the invitation. From the 29 entities planned, 11 reached back to the evaluation team. As a 
result, the primary qualitative data collected by the evaluation was skewed towards the 
perspectives of AFRIPAC coordination and staff. In terms of countries, the evaluation was able of 
securing at least one interview per beneficiary country (outside AFRIPAC staff), but participation 
was limited (Cabo Verde 1, Guinea-Bissau 2, São Tomé and Príncipe 1, Senegal 2, Sierra Leone 4). As 
a result, the evaluation team was limited in assessing the impact and effects of the AFRIPAC 
project to a larger sample of participants. To mitigate the limited number of participants from non-
AFRIPAC representatives, the evaluation team strengthened the revision of literature, which was 
hindered by the fact that the AFRIPAC project delves into an ongoing negotiation, thus insofar 
studies on this manner have not been published.  

To reach a broader audience to the final evaluation, the evaluation team proposed the application 
of an online self-administered survey. In articulation with the Project team, 79 potential 
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participants were identified, and invited to participate by the Project team. As initial response rates 
were low, the Project team sent out three reminders, and the period for response was expanded. 
Despite all efforts, only 10 participants provided their inputs. The low responsiveness in the survey 
dictated the unfeasibility of a statistical analysis. As a mitigation measure, the evaluation team has 
decided to analyse the survey using discourse analyses. The change of strategy enabled the use of 
the data, which was positive to strengthen the perception of national partners. 

Among the objectives of the final evaluation, was the assessment of the AFRIPAC project’s impact. 
Impact refers to a long-term effect of an intervention. The AFRIPAC project is still ongoing, its 
intervention only took place for two years (insofar), and the evaluation team had limited access to 
national stakeholders (governmental and non-governmental). These factors hindered the 
assessment of impact. Due to the limited information available, the evaluation team decided to 
combine effectiveness and impact. 

6. MAIN FINDINGS 

6.1. RELEVANCE 

6.1.1. ALIGNMENT WITH IUCN AND GRID-ARENDAL PROGRAMMATIC STRATEGIES  

The evaluation has found evidence that the AFRIPAC project’s focus on plastic pollution strongly 
aligns with long-term work domains of both the IUCN and GRID-Arendal.  

The protection of the oceans is a Prioritised Programme Area of the IUCN’s Programme 2021–2024. 
It includes actions towards halting the flow of plastics, chemicals and other pollutants to ensure 
that coastal ecosystems are maintained. It further prioritises “stronger legal and policy frameworks 
and their collaborative implementation for more effective governance”30.  

The IUCN’s plastics program focuses on advancing the understanding of plastic fluxes through 
regional and national plastic footprint assessments, supporting national policy changes, capacity 
building for national action to control plastic pollution, and engaging with stakeholders to design 
and implement solutions that address plastic pollution. The IUCN addresses the impact of plastics 
in over 25 countries. In the region of implementation of the AFRIPAC project, the IUCN has an office 
in Dakar, Senegal, that focuses on interventions in Central and West Africa. 

The AFRIPAC project contributes to and aligns with the global and regional IUCN priorities by 
capacitating beneficiary countries to actively participate in the Global Plastics Treaty and raise 
national awareness and knowledge on the consequences of plastic pollution to subsequently 
better prepare them to develop national legal frameworks to halt or mitigate plastic pollution. 

According to key informants consulted for this evaluation, the AFRIPAC project has laid a 
foundation for other IUCN interventions, aiming to support countries implementing a possible 
upcoming Global Plastics Treaty, notably in the development of national regulations that adopt 
science-based circular economy approaches to tackle voids across the plastics lifecycle. This is, for 
instance, the case of “The End Plastic Pollution International Collaborative (EPPIC)” initiative, which 
aims to work in Central/Latin America and the Caribbean, Southeast Asia, and Sub-Saharan Africa, 
engaging stakeholders from the public and private sector, civil society, and academic 
organizations to work collaboratively to address plastic pollution. The EPPIC project is led by IUCN 
with a set of consortium partners. 

In the area of intervention, key informants reported the hotspot assessments carried out through 
the AFRIPAC project will be crucial to guide future interventions and efforts on plastic pollution in 
the beneficiary countries. Also, the AFRIPAC project contributed to deepening IUCN’s work with 

 
30 IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature): “Nature 2030: One nature, one future. A Programme for the 
Union 2021-2024”, 2020.  
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Portuguese-speaking SIDS in supporting the adoption of environmentally sound policies and 
control of chemical imports. In the broader region the IUCN also runs plastic-pollution linked 
projects such as the “IslandPlas: Advancing Circular Solutions to Plastic Pollution in African Islands 
and Implementing Sustainable Low and Non-chemical Development in Small Island Developing 
States (ISLANDS)”, which further exemplifies the AFRIPAC project’s alignment and response to 
IUCN strategic programmatic goals.  

Likewise, the AFRIPAC project aligns with GRID-Arendal's strategic action. The GRID-Arendal 
Strategic Plan 2022-2025 highlights efforts of capacity building to address marine plastic pollution. 
It stresses strategies such as the “work at the science/policy interface, to analyse and translate 
complex scientific information into understandable, high-quality and objective products that 
support polices and that lead to action” 31. 

GRID-Arendal’s work further includes a Waste and Marine Litter programme that focuses on 
marine litter, circular economy, waste management, waste trade and sanitation and wastewater. 
This focus is reflected in the implementation of several projects addressing the plastic pollution 
issue, namely the “GEF Marine Plastics Project” and “Marine Debris Action Planner”. 

Therefore, the AFRIPAC project aligns with and contributes to the overall strategy of GRID-Arendal 
as it contributed to the development of training programmes (in French, Portuguese and English) 
and scientifically sound products that, according to national stakeholders, present complex 
information in a more accessible language. 

Furthermore, the AFRIPAC project is further contributing to the recognition of IUCN and GRID-
Arendal as players able to strengthen country capacity to engage in United Nations (UN) 
negotiation processes. Key informants reported the material flow analysis produced by the project 
has been shared with UNEP-led projects, which indicates the products of the AFRIPAC project are 
being shared with the aim of increasing knowledge of project external actors as well. 

6.1.2. THEORY OF CHANGE (TOC) 

The project’s ToC presents a coherent, sequential and adequate logic of intervention towards the 
expected long-term goals and impact.  

The assumption underlying the AFRIPAC project’s ToC is that its beneficiaries require capacity-
building and knowledge development interventions to become empowered to actively participate 
and influence the Global Plastics Treaty. The findings of this evaluation indicate this underlying 
assumption was adequately formulated. 

Stakeholders from Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and Sierra Leone 
that participated in this evaluation have identified challenges in the capacity of their countries in 
advocating and negotiating their interests in the Global Plastics Treaty in terms of technical 
capacity and knowledge to participate in the negotiations.  

According to the national stakeholders, the AFRIPAC project addressed critical country needs as 
the beneficiaries required technical, logistical, and scientific support to actively participate in the 
Global Plastics Treaty negotiation process. Several national stakeholders reported limited 
understanding or unfamiliarity with key technical and legal concepts integral to the Global Plastics 
Treaty negotiations. For example, one stakeholder reported to have no knowledge on the topic of 
microplastics prior to the AFRIPAC project, a topic that has proven to be quite relevant during 
negotiations.  

Likewise, national stakeholders considered that the insights brought by the national assessments 
on plastic pollution were relevant to developing their knowledge on plastic pollution and its several 
ramifications, which further increased the added value of the AFRIPAC intervention. At the output 

 
31 GRID-Arendal: “GRID-Arendal Strategic Plan 2022-2025”, 2022. 
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level, the AFRIPAC project had the objective of providing tailored knowledge product. This option 
for tailored products added value to the project, as the needs of stakeholders in the different 
countries varied.  

Unanimously, all national stakeholders assessed the AFRIPAC project was relevant. 

The needs described by national stakeholders to this evaluation align with the limitations 
identified in LDCs’ negotiation capacity within the scope of other international negotiation fora, 
such as the UNFCCC negotiations32. Active participation in international norm-setting is often a 
strategy employed by smaller states to mitigate the influence of more powerful states and 
competitors33. Therefore, by strengthening the capacities of Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé 
and Príncipe, Senegal, and Sierra Leone in this area, the AFRIPAC project played a relevant role in 
enabling these countries to develop and present informed national positions, which increases the 
likelihood of protecting their interests on the international stage. 

To achieve its desired impact (i.e., that pollution impacts on marine and coastal ecosystems and 
communities are reduced), the AFRIPAC project established two viable long-term goals. 

One of the AFRIPAC project’s long-term goals sought to empower its beneficiaries to influence the 
Global Plastics Treaty. Successful empowerment meaned the Treaty would be responsive to the 
needs and ambitions of beneficiary countries which, in turn, would contribute to the ratification 
and implementation of the Treaty. Complementary to this international negotiation level, the 
AFRIPAC project also focused on a domestic level. The project’s second long-term goal focused on 
the capacity of beneficiaries to improve or develop new policies and legal frameworks to address 
plastic pollution, particularly considering circular economy principles in waste management.  

By addressing the international and national levels the AFRIPAC project sought to create the 
conditions for an alignment between national policies and legal frameworks, and the Global 
Plastics Treaty measures. Thus, the two long-term goals are interconnected. Moreover, the two 
long-term goals are coherent in the sense the outcomes that enable each of the long-term goals 
are mutually reinforcing. Developing national knowledge on plastic pollution across governmental 
and non-governmental stakeholders is useful to both negotiating the Global Plastics Treaty and 
developing national policies and legal frameworks.   

The sequence of implementation was adequate. On Outcome 1, which addressed the empowering 
of national stakeholders to participate in the INC negotiations, key informants reported the 
sequential and iterative execution of needs assessment and training sessions, as well as the 
AFRIPAC project team’s support both in preparation for and during the INC was adequate and 
useful. On Outcome 2, which covered the national policies and legal frameworks, key informants 
reported the national assessments will be crucial in informing future National Action Plans and 
public policies. 

The overall adequacy, feasibility, and consistency of the ToC was achieved in a challenging context 
of project design and implementation. According to key informants, the AFRIPAC project 
leveraged an unexpected and short-notice funding opportunity. The project’s design had to be 
developed in less than two months, for an implementation period of two years. This was considered 
by key-informants as a challenging implementation period, considering the intended goals. The 
short implementation period is explained by the expectation that the Global Plastics Treaty would 
be reached before December 2024.  

In designing the AFRIPAC project, the IUCN and GRID-Arendal strategically combined their 
respective areas of expertise and regional knowledge. According to key informants, IUCN’s legal 

 
32 Andrei, Stephanie et al.: “A Study of LDC Capacity at the UNFCCC”, International Institute for Environment and 
Development, 2016. 
33 Bueger, Christian and Timothy Edmunds: Understanding Maritime Security, Oxford University Press, DOI: 
10.1093/oso/9780197767146.001.0001, 2024. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197767146.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197767146.001.0001
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expertise complemented GRID-Arendal’s technical proficiency, creating a balanced and effective 
partnership. Both organizations had prior experience in the region. IUCN had prior engagements 
in Senegal, Cabo Verde, São Tomé and Príncipe, and Guinea-Bissau, and GRID-Arendal had 
previously worked in Senegal, Cabo Verde, and Sierra Leone. The prior experience of both 
organizations was fundamental in designing the project in a challenging timeframe, particularly 
regarding the needs assessment. 

Based on the adaptations of the AFRIPAC project throughout implementation, which are 
addressed throughout this evaluation, and the perception of key informants, the evaluation team 
has identified the following aspects of project design that can be improved in future iterations of 
the AFRIPAC project:  

→ Emphasizing virtual methods of interaction in events and support has shown some 
limitations. Local working cultures in the five beneficiary countries are still adapting to 
internet-based methods: an adaption hindered by unreliable energy and internet 
infrastructure. After initial setbacks, the project adapted and began including on-site 
events (workshops) in the beneficiary countries. The adaptation increased the level of 
participation in project events, as well as a higher engagement of national stakeholders. 
Therefore, future projects in countries with internet access challenges should consider 
allocating resources to the development of on-site events. 

→ By design, the AFRIPAC project staff were stationed either at headquarters or regional 
offices in Dakar. The option has shown limitations, as some national stakeholders required 
a higher level of support and presence that could not be addressed by internet-based 
solutions. In certain government institutions, only one staff member was responsible for 
addressing the country’s participation in the negotiation for the Global Plastics Treaty, and 
their availability was constrained by several other commitments. This situation limited the 
capacity and engagement of some national stakeholders and highlighted the necessity for 
more on-site presence and support from project staff.  

→ Since one of the project's objectives was to foster the development of communities of 
practice, equipping key national stakeholders with adequate funding could have enhanced 
their engagement and ownership of the project. According to key informants from national 
governments, financial support could have fostered endogenous consultation processes 
among national stakeholders, allowing them to collaborate effectively without requiring 
direct involvement from project staff. Furthermore, it could have fostered autonomous 
activities to replicate training and discussions which would have expanded the reach of the 
project. This aspect, which could have had a positive influence on national ownership, was 
considered relevant by national stakeholders faced with limited funds to engage in 
replicability efforts. 

→ The five beneficiary countries are heterogeneous regarding skill sets of national 
stakeholders, resources availability, institutional capacity, and experience in engaging in 
international negotiations. National government agency stakeholders recognized there is 
an added value in sharing experiences and best-practices across institutions from different 
countries, as a valuable peer-to-peer learning method. The AFRIPAC project intended to 
facilitate such exchanges using an online platform for sharing best practices, as well as 
online events. These obtained inefficient results due to challenges in accessing online 
platforms and events by some countries. Related to on-site events, language barriers 
hindered effective exchanges across stakeholders from different countries. According to 
key-informants, sharing of experiences and mutual support primarily took place among 
representatives of the Portuguese speaking national delegations, who shared a common 
language. Related to language barriers, the project effectively adapted to provide 
translation services on events and materials. This adaptation was positively appreciated by 
non-English-speaking beneficiaries. However, the translation efforts did not eliminate 
language barriers, as a key informant who participated in a hybrid workshop organized by 
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the AFRIPAC project considered that the live interpretation of the interventions by the 
experts’ participating online was confusing and difficult to understand.  
 

6.1.3. ADAPTATION TO CHANGES IN THE CONTEXT 

By design, the AFRIPAC project included an inception phase to align project design with national 
needs and existing actions (see “Local Ownership” of the PRODOC). According to key informants, 
the openness to adapt the PRODOC vis-à-vis the beneficiary needs became a feature of 
implementation. This feature of flexibility has been assessed as one of the strengths of the project, 
as it enabled it to adapt to emerging needs and changes in national contexts, as well as to the 
changing dynamics of the legal and scientific elements of the treaty negotiations. For example, 
this feature has enabled AFRIPAC to recognize the limitations of online events (see above) and 
adapt its approach to on-site events. Likewise, the flexibility enabled the project to select contents 
and materials for learning events based both on the needs of beneficiary countries, and the 
changes taking place at the INC negotiations. 

Negotiations for the Global Plastics Treaty have proven to be more challenging than initially 
envisioned. The ambition of relatively fast paced negotiations was not realised across the 5 INC 
meetings. INC-5 (25 November – 1 December 2024) took place during this evaluation but did not 
generate an agreement on the text for a Global Plastics Treaty. At the time of the drafting of this 
report, there was still uncertainty regarding the base for future negotiations and the date of the 
next INC meeting.  

Because INC negotiations took place throughout the project’s period of implementation, the 
AFRIPAC project team had to maintain engagement with preparing and empowering 
beneficiaries to participate in the negotiations (Outcome 1).  

For Outcome 2, pertaining to the development and alignment of national policies and legal 
frameworks with the Global Plastics Treaty, the lack of an agreement on the Treaty hindered the 
formulation of the National Action Plans, particularly regarding national reporting requirements 
and mechanisms. Likewise, the identification of gaps in national policies vis-à-vis the Global 
Plastics Treaty was constrained. Nonetheless, this evaluation has found evidence that the AFRIPAC 
project reviewed 9 national policy instruments (5 from Sierra Leone, 2 from São Tomé and Príncipe, 
and 1 from Senegal and Guinea-Bissau)34. For example, in assessing the “National Plastics and 
Plastic Waste Management Policy” of Sierra Leone, the AFRIPAC project identified areas of 
alignment and potential gaps with the Revised Zero Draft and future International Legally Binding 
Instrument on Plastic Pollution (i.e., the Global Plastics Treaty)35. The process of transposing the 
review into actionable policy recommendation was, however, debilitated by the absence of an 
agreement on the Treaty.    

6.1.4. RELEVANCE RATING: 5 (SATISFACTORY) 

The AFRIPAC project was relevant, addressing critical technical and policy knowledge gaps in 
beneficiary countries, enabling their participation in the Global Plastics Treaty negotiations. The 
project aligned with the strategic goals of IUCN and GRID-Arendal. The intervention logic was 
coherent and strategically designed, leveraging the expertise of the implementing partners to 
meet long-term objectives. Needs assessment mechanisms implemented during implementation 
allowed the AFRIPAC team to identify and address implementation bottlenecks effectively. 

Despite its strengths, some of the project’s inputs and strategies faced difficulties to achieve the 
desired results. This is the case of the overreliance on virtual methods, which was altered 
throughout project implementation; of the limited on-site presence of project staff which 

 
34 AFRIPAC: “Tracking Tool”, last updated 31st of January 2025. 
35 Harrington, Alexandra: “National Policy Review”, AFRIPAC, n.d.. IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) and 
GRID Arendal. 
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hampered the ability to follow-up and support national stakeholders; and the insufficient 
resources of national stakeholders to replicate knowledge products and training sessions as a 
means to foster communities of practice. 

The Relevance criteria is therefore rated as 5 - Satisfactory (meets expectations and/or no or minor 
shortcomings). 

 

6.2. COHERENCE 

6.2.1. NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

Due to time constraints, the project design was primarily led by IUCN and GRID-Arendal at 
headquarters level. IUCN and GRID-Arendal regional structures were only partially consulted, and 
the involvement of national stakeholders was limited to commitments from national authorities 
to engage in the project. 

Consequently, the AFRIPAC project’s design mostly relied on the IUCN and GRID-Arendal prior 
work experience and knowledge of the national contexts, and at design phase national 
stakeholder engagement was limited to validation of the proposal and the needs identified by the 
project. The limited involvement of national stakeholders during the design phase caused some 
discomfort, with different national stakeholders noting that their early engagement could have 
facilitated better alignment of the AFRIPAC project to their specific needs and national contexts. 
This alignment would have increased the initial speed of implementation, and reduce post-
implementation adaptations, which would have been beneficial, particularly as the project had a 
limited period of implementation. 

The AFRIPAC project recognized this shortcoming of low involvement of national stakeholders to 
its needs assessment. As a result, and to increase local ownership of the project, the PRODOC 
defined that the inception phase of the project would be used to consult with national 
stakeholders, to “ensure the project design is aligned with national needs and existing actions”36. 

This evaluation has found evidence, that a deeper needs and capabilities assessment was 
conducted in the inception phase of the AFRIPAC project. The needs assessment took place via 
four key methods: survey assessment, national workshops, one-on-one calls with key stakeholders, 
and stakeholder mapping. 

The first approach made by the project was through an online survey. This method was limited in 
its results as, particularly among Portuguese speaking countries, the response rate was considered 
very low. As a result, the AFRIPAC team conducted national workshops and one-on-one calls with 
key stakeholders from each country37. According to several informants, this new approach yielded 
positive results. It fostered engagement and enabled the identification of country-specific needs. 
Upon those identified needs, the project formulated its annual work plan. 

The AFRIPAC team also conducted a national stakeholder mapping. The stakeholder mapping 
aimed to identify key actors in each country's plastic and waste management sector to involve 
them in the AFRIPAC project. This approach sought to build capacity and foster better 
coordination among stakeholders likely to be impacted by the future Global Plastics Treaty. 
Recognizing that the relevant actors could differ across countries based on their unique contexts, 
the mapping exercise was conducted by national focal points with guidance from the AFRIPAC 
project team. 

 
36 IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) and GRID Arendal: “IUCN – Capacity Building for The Plastics 
Treaty in Africa, Annex 1. Terms of Reference and Project Narrative”, 2022. 
37 AFRIPAC (Effective Capacity Building for Global Plastics Treaty in Africa), Norad, IUCN (International Union for 
Conservation of Nature) and GRID Arendal: “A Summary of Capacity Needs for Engagement in the Global Plastic Treaty 
Negotiations and Addressing Plastic Pollution in Five West African States”, July 2023. 



 

35  

According to key informants, the stakeholder mapping was an important exercise to the effective 
implementation of the project. However, key informants reported the mapping exercise was 
incomplete, and too reliant on governmental stakeholders. In the end, some groups were 
reportedly underrepresented, namely local authorities, who oversee waste management, the 
tourism sector – a key actor due to its economic weight and potential losses due to coastal 
pollution, and customs authorities - of relevance vis-à-vis trade.  

After the initial assessment, the project maintained a posture of flexibility, listening to national 
stakeholders to maintain the alignment of its activities with the changing needs of stakeholders. 
For example, according to a key informant, after each INC the project staff conducted one-on-one 
calls with all national focal points that participated in the INC in order to identify new needs. 
Furthermore, for some workshops, the AFRIPAC team applied a post-workshop survey that 
included an open-end question to assess future needs (i.e., “What topics would you like to see 
covered in future workshops/webinars?”). The post-workshop survey was, however, inconsistently 
applied. According to information made available to this evaluation, in some cases the post-
workshop surveys were shortened and contained only questions on satisfaction, perception of 
knowledge gained, and perception of usefulness of content (e.g., AFRIPAC Capacity Building on 
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR)- 31 October 2023, Survey Results for online Workshop). 

Given the specific nature of the AFRIPAC project, which aimed to empower target countries to 
engage in the negotiations of a global treaty, the identification of knowledge and capacities needs 
not only depended on the perception of national stakeholders, but also on the unpredictable 
outcomes of each INC session. According to the overall view of key informants, the project team 
was successful in identifying such emerging needs. 

 

6.2.2. ALIGNMENT WITH TARGET COUNTRIES’ NATIONAL POLICY FRAMEWORK 

Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and Sierra Leone have interest in the 
Global Plastics Treaty and in actively participating in the INC. Indeed, stakeholders from the 
beneficiary countries consulted by this evaluation reported participation in the INC was relevant 
and aligned with national priorities.  

According to the IIAG, there is a growing environmental policy and regulation development in the 
five beneficiary countries38. In the domains of plastic pollution and inclusion of circularity principles 
into waste management there have been some legislative and policy development in the 
beneficiary countries, which indicates alignment of the AFRIPAC project with national priorities.  

For example, Cabo Verde’s earliest legislative efforts on this domain can be traced back to 1993, 
with the Law No. 86/IV/9339 creating fiscal and financial incentives to promote recycling and reuse. 
More recently, the Decree-Law No. 56/201540 established the general regime for waste prevention, 
production, and management, including extended producer responsibility and waste licensing 
systems. This law was complemented by the Plastic Bag Ban in 201541, targeting non-reusable 
plastic bags. The 2016 Strategic National Plan for the Prevention and Management of Waste42 
introduced a 15-year plan to improve municipal solid waste management. 

 
38 MIF (Mo Ibrahim Foundation): “Ibrahim Index of African Governance (IIAG)”, n.d., online: https://iiag.online/about.html 
accessed on the 22nd of November 2024. 
39 Cabo Verde: “Lei n2 86/IV/93”, Boletim Oficial da República de Cabo Verde, No. 27, 26th July 1993. 
40 Cabo Verde: “Decreto-Lei nº 56/2015, de 17 de Outubro”, Boletim Oficial da República de Cabo Verde, Série I, No. 62, 15th 
of October 2015. 
41 Cabo Verde: “Lei nº 99/VIII/2015, de 27 de Agosto”, Boletim Oficial da República de Cabo Verde, No. 51, 27th August 2015. 
42 Cabo Verde: “Decreto-Lei n.º 32/2016, de 21 de Abril”, Boletim Oficial da República de Cabo Verde, Série I, No. 30, 21st April 
2016. 

https://iiag.online/about.html
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In Guinea-Bissau, the Decree No. 16/201343 established a prohibition on the manufacture, 
importation, sale and distribution of plastic bags. 

São Tomé and Príncipe approved in 2020 a set of measures to reduce the use of plastic bags, 
through the Law No. 8/202044. 

Senegal approved in 2020 the Law No. 2020-04 which bans single-use plastics and promotes the 
use of alternative materials45. The law replaced and updated a previous law46 from 2015. In 2020, 
the National Integrated Solid Waste Management Program47 was approved with the intention of 
improving waste collection, recycling, and integrating informal waste collectors into a circular 
economy framework. 

Sierra Leone created an Environmental Protection Agency48 in 2008, which has the mandate to 
regulate waste management in the country. This Agency has a leading role in the country’s efforts 
to reduce the use of single-use plastic products, having prepared a draft Plastic and Plastic Waste 
Management Policy in 201949. Although this policy draft has not yet been approved, it serves as an 
important template for future actions directed at improving the plastics pollution problem in 
Sierra Leone. 

 

6.2.3. ALIGNMENT WITH NORAD PRIORITIES 

The NORAD’s Strategy Towards 2030 considers environmental protection as a transversal priority. 
Specifically, under strategic goal 3 “Contribute to a greener world”, NORAD indicates its intention 
to align its development assistance with the Paris Agreement and other environmental targets 
and agreements50. Under its thematic area of engagement “Climate, food, environment and 
energy”, the strategy for “Oceans for Development” articulates NORAD’s objective of reducing 
ocean pollution while promoting sustainable economic development51. In 2023 NORAD funded 19 
projects with a total of 736,321,332 NOK towards the objective of improving plastic waste 
management and strengthening the informal recycling sector, the largest NORAD workstream of 
that year52. 

The AFRIPAC project is thus coherent with NORAD’s priorities, being aligned with its aid 
programme to combat marine littering and microplastics. The project is also aligned with Norway’s 
wider foreign affairs priorities, as it contributes to the goals of the High Ambition Coalition to end 
plastic pollution that Norway co-chairs. 

6.2.4. COHERENCE RATING: 5 (SATISFACTORY) 

The AFRIPAC project was coherent with beneficiary countries’ international commitments, as well 
as with their recent track record of legislative and policy efforts on the domains of plastic pollution 
and inclusion of circularity principles into waste management. Moreover, the AFRIPAC project was 

 
43 Guinea-Bissau: “Decreto n.º 16/2013”, 2013. 
44 São Tomé and Príncipe: “Lei n.º 8/2020, Sobre Medidas para a Redução do Uso de Sacos de Plástico em São Tomé e 
Príncipe”, Jornal da República, I Série, No. 61, 21st September 2020. 
45 Senegal: “Loi n 2020-04 relative la pr vention et la r duction de l'incidence sur l'environnement des produits plastiques”, 
8th of January of 2020. 
46 Senegal: “Loi n 2015-09 du 04 mai 2015 relative l interdiction de la production, de l importation, de la d tention, de la 
distribution, de l utilisation de sachets plastiques de faible micronnage et la gestion rationnelle des d chets plastiques”, 
4th of May 2015. 
47 PROMOGED (Project for the Promotion of Integrated Management and Economy of Solid Waste), s.d., online: 
https://www.promoged.sn/en/en/about-us accessed on the 23rd of November 2024. 
48 Sierra Leone: “The Environment Protection Agency Act, 2008”, Sierra Leone Gazette, No. 44, 11th September 2008. 
49 The World Bank: “Sierra Leone Circular Economy in Plastics for Sustainable Tourism and Economic Diversification: 
Summary Report”, 2024. Washington, DC: World Bank. http://hdl.handle.net/10986/41684.  
50 NORAD (Norwegian Agency for Development Coordination): “Norad’s Strategy Towards 2030”, 2021.   
51 NORAD (Norwegian Agency for Development Coordination): “Oceans for Development”, 2020. 
52 GRID-Arendal: “Ocean Report 2024: Making Waves Plastic Free”, ISBN: 978-82-8369-204-4, 2024. 

https://www.promoged.sn/en/en/about-us
http://hdl.handle.net/10986/41684
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coherent with NORAD’s aid programme to combat marine littering and microplastics, and with 
multilateral efforts on the issue of plastic pollution.  

The project has demonstrated adaptability and a commitment to aligning its design and 
implementation with the national needs despite initial limitations in stakeholder involvement 
during the design phase. The inclusion of deeper consultations in the inception phase, has allowed 
for the identification of country-specific needs and fostered engagement. In this process, the initial 
strategy based on survey has proven to be unfruitful, but the project reacted positively by 
strengthening consultations through one-on-one calls with national focal points, and national 
workshops. The project demonstrated flexibility in adapting to stakeholders' evolving needs 
through one-on-one calls and post-workshop surveys.  

The AFRIPAC team conducted a stakeholder mapping to identify key actors in plastic and waste 
management, but key informants highlighted gaps in the process, including over-reliance on 
governmental stakeholders and underrepresentation of local authorities, the tourism sector, and 
customs, recommending a more systematic and inclusive approach in future projects. 

The Coherence criteria is therefore rated as 5 - Satisfactory (meets expectations and/or no or minor 
shortcomings). 

 

6.3. EFFECTIVENESS & IMPACT 

The AFRIPAC project outlined its long-term goals as follows: 

• “Global Plastics Treaty measures are reflecting the needs and circumstances of the five 
countries.” 

• “National policy and legislative frameworks address plastic pollution in alignment with 
the Global Plastics Treaty, integrating circular economy principles in waste management.” 

These goals are intended to contribute to the overarching impact: “Pollution impacts on marine 
and coastal ecosystems and communities are reduced.” 

This evaluation could not verify the achievement of these long-term goals or assess the project's 
ultimate impact, due to the ongoing negotiation of the Global Plastics Treaty, which has yet to 
produce a finalized draft that can guide national-level policymaking. Consequently, evaluating the 
project's contribution to its stated impact requires a longer timespan than what this evaluation 
permits. 

The design of the AFRIPAC project’s results framework and outcome indicators took place before 
the structure and process of the Global Plastics Treaty negotiations were fully established. Thus, 
the AFRIPAC project was designed under a considerable degree of uncertainty, using previous 
international treaty negotiations as a point of reference. According to key informants, this explains 
why some of the outcome indicators and targets were reformulated during the intervention, to 
ensure their usefulness vis-à-vis the actual intervention taking place. Nevertheless, some key 
informants expressed concerns that the complexity of the AFRIPAC project might make the 
indicators in the Results Framework insufficient to fully capture the extent to which the project 
contributed to empowering Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and 
Sierra Leone to engage in the Global Plastics Treaty negotiations. 

Despite these limitations, the evaluation found substantial evidence regarding the achievement 
of the intermediate outcomes included in the project’s Results Framework, which are detailed in 
the following sections. 
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6.3.1. OUTCOME 1 

As part of Outcome 1 the AFRIPAC project intended to empower state entities and other national 
stakeholders, including women, to play an active role in INC negotiation for the Global Plastics 
Treaty.  

To measure progress toward Outcome 1, the AFRIPAC project defined three key indicators: (1) 
number of submissions submitted by States and Stakeholders in preparation for the INC meetings, 
(2) percentage of interventions submitted by target countries that are reflected in the two INC 
Contact and African groups’ reports, and (3) Percentage of in-country key stakeholders 
contributing with ideas and/or content to the country submissions and INC intervention 
preparatory meetings (see  
Table 3). 

Regarding the number of submissions presented, the defined target was that at least one 
submission should be presented by each country at each INC meeting, beginning at INC-2. 
According to data from the project’s Tracking Tool53:  

o At INC-2: Sierra Leone submitted one written submission. Senegal, Guinea-Bissau and Sierra 
Leone made verbal interventions.  

o At INC-3: Guinea-Bissau submitted one written submission. Senegal, Guinea-Bissau and 
Sierra Leone made verbal interventions.  

o At INC-4: there was only registry of Senegal making several verbal interventions. 
At INC-5: verbal interventions were made by Guinea-Bissau and Senegal.  

Adding to individual submissions of countries, the African Group submitted written submissions 
at all INC meetings. Accounting for the submissions of the African Group is relevant because the 
AFRIPAC beneficiaries participated in the development of the African Group positions54.  
Quantifying the extent to which the AFRIPAC beneficiaries influence the decisions of the African 
Group is difficult, because the decision-making process within the African Group is not public. 
Therefore, this evaluation has found the consistency of data to be insufficient to consider the 
African Group submissions for the measurement of this indicator.  

Consequently, this evaluation has assessed this target as partially met, as not all countries 
submitted a written or verbal communication in each INC.  The evaluation team acknowledges this 
indicator has been rendered difficult to assess due to the national sovereign option of leaving some 
written or verbal submission to the African Group.  

Regarding the indicator on the percentage of interventions submitted by target countries that are 
reflected in the two INC Contact and African groups, the target was set on 20 percent. An accurate 
measurement of this indicator would require knowledge (1) on how many interventions AFRIPAC 
countries submitted for the INC Contact and African Group meetings, and (2) a clear insight into 
how many of these interventions were included in the INC Contact and African Group reports and 
statements, which are not available as the decision processes of these groups are private. Due to 
this limitation, the evaluation team decided to consider the values indicated in the project’s 
Tracking Tool55. Accordingly, the results for this indicator were: 

→ The written submission made by Sierra Leone in preparation for INC-2 showed 6 percent 
similarity with the reports of both Contact Group 1 and Contact Group 2.  

→ The written submission made by Guinea-Bissau in preparation for INC-3, showed 6 percent 
similarity with the Contact Group 1’s full compilation of the revised zero draft text; 7 percent 

 
53 AFRIPAC: “Tracking Tool”, last updated 31st January 2025. 
54 However, São Tomé and Príncipe only participated in the African Group from the INC-4 onwards. 
55 AFRIPAC: “Tracking Tool”, last updated 31st of January 2025.  
In the Tracking Tool the indicator is measured based on the text similarity analysis that was conducted during the project. 
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similarity with the Contact Group 2’s full compilation of the revised zero draft text; and 13 
percent similarity with Contact Group 3’s outcome of the zero-draft text. 

→ The in-session submission made by the African group during INC-4 showed 11 percent 
similarity with Contact Group 2’s non-paper (SG2.2 Co-Facilitators’ Streamline Part IV); and 
9 percent with the Zero Draft document. 

Using these data, the indicator score is 9 percent. Consequently, the evaluation team has 
considered this target to be partially met. 

Lastly, the third indicator relates to the percentage of in-country national stakeholders 
contributing with ideas to the country submissions or interventions. According to the Tracking 
Tool56, all key stakeholders (including representatives from government, CSOs, private sector and 
academia) invited to preparatory meetings attended and contributed to the meeting. Therefore, 
the evaluation has considered that the target was fully met. 

Table 3. LogFrame Indicators – Outcome 1 

Indicator Baseline Target Result 

Number of submissions submitted 
by States and Stakeholders in 
preparation for the INC meetings* 

0 

At least 1 
written/verbal 
submission per 
country per INC, 
beginning at INC-
2 meeting (targets 
are 10 each year 
total) 

• INC-2: 3 countries made 
submissions 

• INC-3: 3 countries made 
submissions 

• INC-4: 1 country made 
submissions 

• INC-5:  2 countries made 
submissions  

● 

Percentage of interventions 
submitted by target countries that 
are reflected in the two INC Contact 
and African groups reports* 

0 20% 9% ● 
Percentage of in-country key 
stakeholders contributing with idea 
and/or content to the country 
submissions and INC intervention 
preparatory meetings* 

0 40% 100% ● 

* As adapted by the project team in the Tracking Tool file (last updated 31st of January 2025). 

Source: Evaluation team, based on the project’s Tracking Tool file (last updated 31st of January 2025) 

The LogFrame indicators provide a good indication of project results, yet the AFRIPAC’s project 
results go beyond the defined indicators. 

Through literature review, and actively listening to project beneficiaries, this evaluation has found 
evidence the AFRIPAC has been successful in empowering the national government agencies of 
the five beneficiary countries (Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and 
Sierra Leone) with knowledge and capacity to engage in the negotiations process for the Global 
Plastics Treaty. The evidence is, however, less clear regarding the extent to which AFRIPAC has 
contributed to non-governmental stakeholders playing an active role in the negotiations. 

Key informants reported that the AFRIPAC project has been essential to ensuring national 
delegations had a thorough understanding of the technicalities, complexities and implications of 
the discussed issues. According to a key-informant, the AFRIPAC project contributed to “build 
substantial skills”, which were decisive for the country to actively engage in the Global Plastics 
Treaty negotiations.  In the case of Senegal and Sierra Leone this understanding was considered 
essential for national delegations to have a more informed and active participation. In the case of 
São Tomé and Príncipe, Cabo Verde and Guinea-Bissau the project was important to ensure these 
countries were able to have an informed participation in an arena in which they had limited prior 

 
56 AFRIPAC: “Tracking Tool”, last updated 31st January 2025. 
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experience. Indeed, Cabo Verde only started participating from INC-2, and Sao Tome and Príncipe 
from INC-4 (see Table 4). This suggests that the AFRIPAC project contributed to ensuring these 
two countries’ participation in the process.  

Table 4. AFRIPAC countries represented at the INC meetings through a national Delegations 

INC 
meeting 

Senegal 
Sierra 
Leone 

Guinea-
Bissau 

São 
Tomé 
and 

Príncipe 

Cabo 
Verde 

INC-1 Yes Yes Yes No No 
INC-2 Yes Yes Yes No Yes 
INC-3 Yes Yes Yes No Yes 
INC-4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
INC-5 Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Source: Evaluation team, based on the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee on Plastic Pollution’s 

official website57 

To further analyse the countries’ participation in the negotiations process, the evaluation team 
looked at the evolution of the national delegations’ oral interventions from INC-2 to INC-5 (Table 5) 
and written submissions from INC-1 to INC-5 (Table 6).  

Senegal clearly has been the most active AFRIPAC country regarding verbal interventions at each 
INC meeting. This finding is coherent with the view, held by most key informants, of Senegal being 
the country with the strongest institutional capacity, a record of participation in international 
negotiations and an influential voice in the West Africa region. Similarly, a key informant 
considered Senegal to be heavily involved in the African Group leadership system. 

Sierra Leone also intervened in INC meetings, which is coherent with the views expressed by key 
informants who considered this country to have stronger institutional capacities than the 
Portuguese speaking countries in the AFRIPAC project. However, Guinea-Bissau had verbal 
interventions at three INC meetings, having also presented written submissions for the INC-3, the 
INC-4 and the INC-5. This participation level is worth highlighting, as key informants stressed the 
country’s historical record of limited experience of active participation in international arenas. 

When analysing the countries’ participation in the negotiations process, it is important to take into 
consideration the number of staff members that each country was able to include in its delegation 
for each INC. Whereas UNEP covers the cost of two national delegation members’ attendance at 
each INC, the AFRIPAC project supported target countries to cover the cost of additional 
delegation members. Considering that the INC meetings had two permanent contact groups in 
session, which occasionally rose to three contact groups meeting simultaneously, the size of 
countries’ national delegations determines their ability to actively participate in the negotiations. 
It is worth pointing out that, despite the options for support, Cabo Verde and São Tomé and 
Príncipe only included one person in their delegations.  

The African Group, where all five countries are included, presented the most written submissions 
during the INC meetings. According to key informants, it is exactly at the African Group meetings 
that the AFRIPAC project had the biggest impact, as the project’s activities arguably empowered 
the five countries to actively make their views and needs expressed in this forum, so that they could 
be included into the Group’s regional positions. The AFRIPAC project, moreover, contributed to the 
five countries’ participation in these meetings by partly covering their expenses. The African Group 
meetings happened behind closed doors, so it is not possible to quantify AFRIPAC countries’ 
participation.  

 
57 UNEP (United Nations Environment Programme): “Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee on Plastic Pollution”, 
n.d., online: https://www.unep.org/inc-plastic-pollution. Accessed on 28th of January of 2025. 
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Table 5. National delegations’ verbal interventions at each INC meeting 

INC 
meeting Senegal 

Sierra 
Leone 

Guinea-
Bissau 

São 
Tomé 
and 

Príncipe 

Cabo 
Verde 

INC-2 7 2 1 - 0 
INC-3 9 2 1 - 0 
INC-4 13 0 0 0 0 
INC-5 12 0 1 0 - 

Source: Evaluation team based on the project’s “Tracking Tool” file (last updated 31st January 2025) 

Table 6. Written submissions at each INC meeting 

INC meeting Senegal Sierra 
Leone 

Guinea-
Bissau 

São 
Tomé 
and 

Príncipe 

Cabo 
Verde 

African 
Group 

INC-1       
Pre-session submissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-session documents 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Written statements 0 0 0 0 0 1 
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 1 
INC-2       
Pre-session submissions 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Written statements 0 0 0 0 0 1 
TOTAL 0 1 0 0 0 2 
INC-3       
Pre-session submissions 0 0 2 0 0 2 
In-session documents 0 0 0 0 0 9 
Written statements 0 0 1 0 0 2 
TOTAL 0 0 3 0 0 13 
INC-4       
In-session documents 0 0 0 0 0 29 
Written statements 0 0 1 0 0 6 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 35 
INC-5       
In-session documents 0 0 1 0 0 10 
Written statements 0 0 0 0 0 3 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 13 

Source: Evaluation team based on the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee on Plastic Pollution’s 
official website58.  

Table 7 details the outputs under Outcome 1, which contributed to strengthening the AFRIPAC 
countries’ national delegations’ capacities. Key informants considered that the materials and 
training sessions organized by the project provided stakeholders with relevant and 
understandable knowledge. This is confirmed by the feedback collected through some of the 
event feedback surveys: 

→ After the “Capacity workshop EPR” (held in October 2023): 84 percent of participants felt 
that they had a better understanding of the material taught, and 53 percent were 
confident that they would use what they learned during the workshop59. 

→ After the “Capacity workshop Zero Draft” (also held in October 2023): 100 percent, of 
participants felt that they have a better understanding of the material taught, and 63 
percent were confident that they would use what they learned during the workshop60. 

 
58 UNEP (United Nations Environment Programme): “Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee on Plastic Pollution”, 
n.d., online: https://www.unep.org/inc-plastic-pollution. Accessed on 28th of January of 2025. 
59 AFRIPAC (Effective Capacity Building for Global Plastics Treaty in Africa): “Survey Result presentation 31 October Online 
workhshop”, n.d.. 
60 AFRIPAC (Effective Capacity Building for Global Plastics Treaty in Africa): “Survey Result presentation 11 October Online 
workhshop”, n.d.. 

https://www.unep.org/inc-plastic-pollution
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→ After the “Pre INC-4 National Workshops” (held in March 2024): 82 percent of the 
participants felt that their knowledge significantly increased, while the applicability of the 
workshop content to the participants’ work was perceived as very good or Excellent by 80 
percent of the participants61. 

→ After the "Webinar for intersessional work preparation” (held in August 2024): 60 percent 
of participants declared their understanding had been significantly increased, and 40 
percent of the respondents were confident that they would use what they learned in the 
future. 100 percent of participants felt better prepared for the in-person intersessional 
meeting in Bangkok62. 

It is clear the project effectively contributed to empowering state actors to participate in INC 
meetings. This is illustrated, for instance, by 100 percent of participants of the “Webinar for 
intersessional work preparation” reporting to feel better prepared for the in-person intersessional 
meeting in Bangkok. Likewise, a key informant representing a national government declared that 
the support received through the AFRIPAC project allowed their country to prepare its positions 
for the INC meetings. 

AFRIPAC’s consultants further supported the countries in the preparation for and during each INC 
meeting. For the INC meetings’ preparation, AFRIPAC staff provided legal and technical expertise, 
contributing to countries’ drafting of written submissions. During the INC meetings, AFRIPAC staff 
present at the meetings played an important role in interpreting the ongoing discussions and 
submitted documents, highlighting key take-aways and its potential implications. These 
interactions with the AFRIPAC countries’ national delegations were done both through the shared 
WhatsApp group and through informal meetings held throughout the events. Illustrative of this 
close support, two of the project’s staff members integrated Senegal’s and Guinea-Bissau’s 
national delegations for the INC-5, to strengthen their technical and legal ability. 

Table 7. Outputs of the AFRIPAC project under Outcome 1 

Products Baseline Target Year 1 Year 2 Total 

1.1. Number of needs assessments conducted 0 5 5 0 5 

1.1. Number of stakeholder mapping conducted 0 1 1 0 1 
1.2. Number of information and training materials 
developed and used in training sessions. 

0 5 26 37 63 

1.3. Number of State actors trained, reflected across 
each State included in the project. 

0 25 21 23 44 

1.3. Number of training events conducted 
(workshops) 

0 5 2 1 3 

1.4. Number of briefings (meeting and webinar) 
conducted 

0 20 20 5 25 

1.5. Number of agreements to coordinate activities 
with similar networks. 

1 5 7 3 10 

Source: Evaluation team, based on the project’s Tracking Tool file (last updated 31st of January 2025) 

Regarding the impact of the AFRIPAC project in supporting non-governmental stakeholders to 
play an active role in the negotiations, the picture is less clear. The evaluation team had limited 
success in interviewing representants of non-government stakeholders involved in the project. In 
total, the evaluation conducted an interview with 1 informant from Research and Academia, and 2 
from the civil society. Furthermore, the online survey collected replies from civil society 

 
61 AFRIPAC (Effective Capacity Building for Global Plastics Treaty in Africa): “Pre INC 4 Worshop Post Survey Result 
presentation”, n.d.. 
62 AFRIPAC (Effective Capacity Building for Global Plastics Treaty in Africa): “Survey Result presentation 5th August 
webinar”, n.d.. 
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organizations (n=2), academia (n=1), and the private sector (n=1). Insights into these stakeholder 
profile’s views on the AFRIPAC project are, thus, limited.  

Non-governmental stakeholders could play an active role in the negotiations by directly 
participating in the INC meetings as civil society members. One key informant representing a civil 
society organization stated that the AFRIPAC project’s training sessions were “crucial” to inform 
the organization’s participation at an INC meeting. However, in-person participation is difficult for 
most civil society actors due to financial and legal (access to visa permits) barriers. Hence, another 
channel to influence the treaty negotiations is to contribute to the development of the country’s 
position for each INC meeting.   

The list of project events with participation from actors of the AFRIPAC countries (see Table 8) 
indicates that the AFRIPAC project involved non-governmental stakeholders from Senegal in five 
events, non-governmental stakeholders from Sierra Leone in four events, in the case of Guinea-
Bissau and of Cabo Verde there were 2 events in which non-governmental actors participated, and  
only one event had the participation of a non-governmental stakeholder from São Tomé and 
Príncipe. These events were mostly oriented towards capacity building around specific technical 
topics such as extended producer responsibility, or the requirements associated to internationally 
legally binding instruments. The available feedback surveys, presented above, indicate that 
knowledge increase, and applicability was considered to be high among participants of events in 
events in which non-governmental stakeholders were included (“Capacity workshop EPR”, 
“Capacity workshop Zero Draft” and “Pre INC-4 National Workshops”).  

Table 8. List of events with participation from actors of the AFRIPAC countries (disaggregated by stakeholder 
profile). 

Event Date Location Participants 
Stakeholder 
profile 

Senegal     

Senegal inception meeting July 2023 Senegal 

12 Government and Policy 

3 Civil Society and NGO 

1 Business 

Legal capacity building 
webinar 

September 
2023 

Online 
2 Government and Policy 

4 Civil Society and NGO 

Capacity workshop EPR 
October 
2023 

Hybrid: 
online and 
in country 

location 

3 Government and Policy 

6 Civil Society and NGO 

Capacity workshop Zero 
Draft 

October 
2023 Online 

9 Government and Policy 

5 Civil Society and NGO 

Legislative Theatre event at 
INC-3 

December 
2023 

Kenya 2 Civil Society and NGO 

Webinar for intersessional 
work preparation August 2024 Online 1 Government and Policy 

Workshop pre INC-5 for 
negotiators 

November 
2024 

Kenya 1 Government and Policy 

Sierra Leone     

Sierra Leone inception 
meeting 

March 2023 

Hybrid: 
online and 
in country 

location 

20 Government and Policy 

10 Civil Society and NGO 

1 Business 

11 Media 

2 Others (not specified) 

Legal capacity building 
webinar 

September 
2023 

Online 2 Government and Policy 

Capacity workshop EPR 
October 
2023 Online 3 Government and Policy 
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Capacity workshop Zero 
Draft 

October 
2023 Online 

4 Government and Policy 

2 Civil Society and NGO 

Legislative Theatre event at 
INC-3 

December 
2023 

Kenya 4 Government and Policy 

Sierra Leone Workshop March 2024 
Sierra 
Leone 

18 Government and Policy 

1 Civil Society and NGO 

4 Business 

2 Research and academia 

Webinar for intersessional 
work preparation 

August 2024 Online 3 Government and Policy 

National Dialogue on Plastics 
Policy - Sierra Leone August 2024 

Sierra 
Leone 

32 Government and Policy 

2 Local and regional 
Government 

13 Civil Society and NGO 

5 Business 

2 Research and academia 

Workshop pre INC-5 for 
negotiators 

November 
2024 Kenya 2 Government and Policy 

Guinea-Bissau     

Cabo Verde, São Tomé and 
Príncipe and Guinea-Bissau 
inception meeting 

April 2023 
Cabo 
Verde 

2 Government and Policy 

Legal capacity building 
webinar 

September 
2023 

Online 2 Government and Policy 

Guinea-Bissau Workshop March 2024 
Guinea-
Bissau 

9 Government and Policy 

8 Civil Society and NGO 

1 Business 

5 Research and academia 

3 Others (not specified) 

Webinar for intersessional 
work preparation 

August 2024 Online 3 Government and Policy 

National Dialogue on Plastics 
Policy – Guinea-Bissau 

August 2024 

Hybrid: 
Guinea-

Bissau and 
online 

24 Government and Policy 

1 Civil Society and NGO 

1 Business 

Workshop pre INC-5 for 
negotiators 

November 
2024 

Kenya 2 Government and Policy 

Cabo Verde     

Cabo Verde, São Tomé and 
Príncipe and Guinea-Bissau 
inception meeting 

April 2023 
Cabo 
Verde 

3 Government and Policy 

2 Civil Society and NGO 

SIDS INC-2 side event June 2023 Paris 1 Government and Policy 

Legal capacity building 
webinar 

September 
2023 

Online 5 Government and Policy 

Capacity workshop EPR 
October 
2023 

Online 
4 Government and Policy 

2 Civil Society and NGO 

Capacity workshop Zero 
Draft 

October 
2023 Online 2 Government and Policy 

São Tomé and Príncipe     

Cabo Verde, São Tomé and 
Príncipe and Guinea-Bissau 
inception meeting 

April 2023 
Cabo 
Verde 

2 Government and Policy 

Legal capacity building 
webinar 

September 
2023 

Online 1 Government and Policy 

Capacity workshop EPR 
October 
2023 

Online 2 Government and Policy 
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Capacity workshop Zero 
Draft 

October 
2023 Online 1 Government and Policy 

São Tomé and Príncipe 
Workshop 

March 2024 
São Tomé 

and 
Príncipe 

12 Government and Policy 

3 Civil Society and NGO 

2 Research and academia 

Webinar for intersessional 
work preparation 

August 2024 Online 1 Government and Policy 

Source: Evaluation team, based on the project’s Tracking Tool file (last updated 31st of January 2025) 

According to a key informant, an active involvement of non-governmental stakeholders in the 
treaty negotiations was challenged by the short timelines available in-between INC meetings to 
comment the Treaty draft, which were further difficulted by the technical complexity of its 
contents.  

Among the activities held by the AFRIPAC project (see Table 8), it appears that only in Sierra Leone 
(“Sierra Leone Workshop”, March 2024, and “National Dialogue on Plastics Policy”, in August 2024), 
Guinea-Bissau (“Guinea-Bissau Workshop”, March 2024, and “National Dialogue on Plastics Policy”, 
in August 2024) and São Tomé and Príncipe (“São Tomé and Príncipe Workshop”, March 2024) held 
events in which there was space to discuss and align domestic stakeholders’ positions regarding 
the Global Plastics Treaty negotiations. Of these, the evaluation team only had access to reports 
regarding two of these events63. Nonetheless, as many of the stakeholders involved in AFRIPAC 
events had collaborations with public institutions that compose the national delegations prior to 
the AFRIPAC project, they can have contributed to their country’s submissions through informal 
channels beyond the sphere of the project, and to which this evaluation in not aware of due to the 
limited auscultation of non-governmental actors. 

One key informant reported that non-governmental stakeholders face barriers to participation in 
INC meetings, namely financial (expenses linked to traveling) and legal (linked to obtaining 
required travel visas) barriers. Future interventions may consider financially supporting non-
governmental actors to ensure their participation in INC meetings. 

 

6.3.2. OUTCOME 2 

The AFRIPAC project had the goal of supporting the development of policies targeting plastic 
leakage and waste management. This evaluation has found no data suggesting that new or 
enhanced policies have yet been developed as a result from the AFRIPAC project’s intervention 
(see Table 9). Therefore, this target is assessed as underperformed. 

Due to delays in the negotiation process, there still is no final draft of the Global Plastics Treaty and, 
therefore, it has not been possible to determine what contents and targets future National Action 
Plans should contain. However, there is evidence suggesting that the AFRIPAC project contributed 
to generating some of the “building blocks” upon which future policies can be based. 

Table 9. LogFrame Indicators – Outcome 2 

Indicator Baseline Target Result 
Number of new or enhanced policies that promote Circular 
Economy, improved Waste Management, or reduce plastic 
leakage 

0 5 0 ● 
Source: Evaluation team, based on the project’s Tracking Tool file (last updated 31st of January 2025) 

Firstly, the project produced policy and trade assessments for each of the beneficiary countries, 
which key informants considered to be essential to understand gaps in existing legislation, policies 

 
63 EPAL-SL (Environment Protection Agency – Sierra Leone): “Report on the National Dialogue”, n.d.. 
Ministério do Ambiente, Biodiversidade e Ação Climática: “Relatório Síntese Do Atelier Nacional Pós Inc 4”, n.d.. 
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and practices that will need to be addressed to meet the requirements of the future treaty. Hence, 
these policy and trade assessments will also be instrumental to identify the monitoring needs of 
the upcoming National Action Plans. Moreover, a key informant stressed the relevance of the policy 
assessments to map relevant institutions within the existing policy and legal framework in each 
country. 

The project also produced material flow analysis in the five countries, which are considered by key 
informants to be relevant to inform future plastic policies on the priorities to act upon. Material flow 
analyses are also considered important to illustrate the cross-cutting nature of plastic pollution 
and to explicit the need for cross-sectoral interventions and stakeholder engagement. The 
conclusions of these assessments have been presented and discussed with the representatives of 
national government agencies. A key informant representing one of the national stakeholders held 
the view that these assessments are of great value to the beneficiary countries, as they did not 
beforehand possess a comprehensive view of the plastic and waste management sectors and the 
respective legal framework. The support of the AFRIPAC project on this issue guarantees the 
access to technical know-how to produce updated and reliable information. 

Table 10: Outputs of the AFRIPAC project under Outcome 2 

Products Baseline Target Year 1 Year 2 Total 
2.1. Number of Circular Economy, Waste Management, and plastic 
pollution processes assessed 

0 12 0 15 15 

2.2. Number of information products (Establish necessary tools, 
technical and sustainable financing strategy), for a minimum 
number of sets of tools (blueprints, strategy) that include human-
rights/gender aspects per national contextual needs. 

0 5 1 3 4 

2.2. Number of States' Blueprints/Roadmaps for CE, WM, plastic 
pollution. 

0 1 0 0 0 

2.3. Number of actors trained (gender-disaggregated 0 10 0 118 118 

2.3. Number of trainings 0 7 0 4 4 

2.4. Community of action platform established 1 2 2 1 3 

2.5. Number and type of actors in community of practice, gender 
and country disaggregated, by sector (gov, CSO, private sector) 

0 50 20 14 34 

2.5. Number of contributions to the community of practice  0 3 1 2 3 

Source: Evaluation team, based on the project’s Tracking Tool file (last updated 31st of January 2025) 

Secondly, the learning materials produced by the project (see Output 1.2 in Table 7 and Output 2.2 
in Table 10), will remain available in the online knowledge hub created by AFRIPAC64. This website 
has published 36 files, which the evaluation team classified as follows:  

→ 17 Briefs. 
→ 3 Infographics. 
→ 1 One Pager. 
→ 2 Documents containing information on the INC negotiation process. 
→ 6 videos (corresponding to 5 webinar recordings and 1 documentary)65. 
→ 7 power point presentations. 

 
64 AFRIPAC: “Resource Library”, available at https://afripac.grida.no/index.php/resource_library/. Accessed on the 29th of 
November 2024. 
65 There are 3 webinar recordings only available in English, but the power point slides are available in all languages. The 
documentary is only available in English. 

https://afripac.grida.no/index.php/resource_library/
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The online knowledge hub also includes a “Plastic Hubs” section, which includes links to relevant 
plastic knowledge and data hubs. Furthermore, the legal briefs produced by the AFRIPAC project 
are available at the IUCN website66. 

It is worth pointing out that the learning materials, as well as the training sessions, were offered in 
English, French and Portuguese. Access to translated documents has been one of the most valued 
aspects by national stakeholders in the interviews, in particular non-English-speaking 
beneficiaries. The language barriers were particularly felt in Portuguese-speaking countries, where 
governmental and non-governmental stakeholders required information in their native language.  

Thirdly, the engagement of stakeholders (Table 8) who are relevant in the waste sector of each 
country have been important to create a shared understanding of the importance, technicalities, 
implications and priorities of plastic waste reduction. According to survey-responses collected 
during the current evaluation process, the AFRIPAC project activities served as “introduction” and 
“clarification” regarding the concepts and operationalization of circular economy principles. A 
shared understanding might be of great value to ensure the legitimacy of future policy-making 
efforts.  

In the case of Sierra Leone and Guinea-Bissau, in 2024 the AFRIPAC project supported the 
organization of a specific workshop in each country with stakeholders, aiming to create a “national 
dialogue” for plastic policies (Table 8). On the topic of stakeholder engagement, the critique 
expressed by some key informants and in survey-responses collected during the current 
evaluation process was linked to the fact that these national workshops did not sufficiently engage 
with local level actors, working on the ground to carry out waste management activities, nor 
customs authorities, responsible for the overview of trade involving plastic. 

 

6.3.3. CONSTRAINTS 

The AFRIPAC project faced some barriers throughout its implementation, to which it has showed 
good adaptation capacity. 

According to key informants the most significant constraint was the delay in the negotiations of 
the Global Plastics Treaty. Outcome 2 was partially contingent to the approval of the legally binding 
document. This constraint, however, did not prevented the AFRIPAC project from carrying out 
planned activities and achieve expected outputs under this outcome (see Table 10).  

Another constraint the AFRIPAC project faced is linked to the effectiveness of planned online 
dynamics. The project intended, from its inception, to base some of its processes on online 
interactions (PRODOC67). Online methods have been proved to have severe limitations, due to 
unstable internet connections and insufficient familiarity with online dynamics68. Key informants 
consider hybrid workshops to limit a clear understanding of the topics and an inadequate method 
to foster group discussions and stakeholder engagement. The establishment of an online platform 
to foster interactions and peer-learning, thus creating a community of practice, was also hindered 
by the lack of familiarity and access barriers to internet-based tools. 

In the case of the online knowledge hub, the AFRIPAC project initially attempted to share its 
documents through UNEP’s GPML platform. However, key informants mentioned the platform 
required authentication, was difficulty to access on smartphones, and was overall not found user-

 
66 IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature): “Advancing legal expertise for negotiators of a global plastics 
treaty as part of the AFRIPAC project”, 2024. Available at: https://iucn.org/story/202408/advancing-legal-expertise-
negotiators-global-plastics-treaty-part-afripac-project. Accessed on the 2nd of January of 2025. 
67 IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) and GRID Arendal: “IUCN – Capacity Building for The Plastics 
Treaty in Africa, Annex 1. Terms of Reference and Project Narrative”, 2022. 
68 AFRIPAC (Effective Capacity Building for Global Plastics Treaty in Africa), Norad, IUCN (International Union for 
Conservation of Nature) and GRID Arendal: “Capacity Building for the Plastics Treaty in Africa: Annual Progress Report 
November 2022-December 2023 Grant Number: RAF-22/0044, IUCN”, 30 April 2024. 

https://iucn.org/story/202408/advancing-legal-expertise-negotiators-global-plastics-treaty-part-afripac-project
https://iucn.org/story/202408/advancing-legal-expertise-negotiators-global-plastics-treaty-part-afripac-project
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friendly for the AFRIPAC countries. After consultation with the countries, this led the project to 
adapt to the countries’ needs and to develop a tailored online platform (https://afripac.grida.no/) 
as well as a WhatsApp group to be used as a knowledge sharing mechanism (as WhatsApp is a 
commonly used online tool in the target countries). Sharing documents via WhatsApp was limited 
to the governmental stakeholders. 

To compensate for the limitations shown by the hybrid workshops, the project decided to organize 
more in-person workshops in each country. The ability to organize these events, however, has been 
limited by several factors, which were identified by key informants:  

→ Tight timeframes, due to project start up taking longer than anticipated and to the short 
nature of the project, bound to the rhythm of the treaty negotiations. These tight 
timeframes affected the ability of the project team to organize more events and limited the 
overall availability of national institutions’ staff. In the case of the smaller countries, the 
availability of national institutions’ staff was further affected by the fact that they were also 
in charge of representing their countries in other international negotiations, such as those 
on climate change and biodiversity. These factors can possibly explain the fact that Senegal 
had only one in-person workshop (July 2023) and Sierra Leone had one-year hiatus 
(between March 2023 and March 2024) – see Table 8. Similarly, the fact that Guinea-Bissau 
had its first on-site event in March 2024. 

→ In at least one instance, an in-person event was not possible due to political instability (in 
Senegal), which is something naturally beyond the project’s control. 

→ In some countries – such as Cabo Verde and São Tomé and Príncipe – the project had 
difficulty in establishing a permanent and fluid communication with the national focal 
points. This can be explained by the scarcity of human resources and institutional fragility, 
which in the case of São Tomé and Príncipe was also complicated by a transition period 
following a change in the national government. This limitation is likely to explain the fact 
that Cabo Verde didn’t organize an in-person workshop with non-governmental 
stakeholders69, and that this type of workshop first took place in March 2024 in the case of 
São Tomé and Príncipe (Table 8). 

→ The absence of permanent Portuguese speaking AFRIPAC staff in the Portuguese speaking 
countries diminished the project’s capacity to ensure fluid communication and follow up 
on activity organization, as national stakeholders of those countries tendentially have a 
limited command of the English language. 

Lastly, key informants mentioned that the AFRIPAC project also faced difficulties to hire national 
consultants to conduct the policy assessments in São Tomé and Príncipe and in Cabo Verde. This 
can be explained by the relatively small size of these countries, as well as by the limited knowledge 
of existing specialists that the project team had, due to their lack of presence in these countries. 
Ultimately, the project hired a single consultant to undertake the assessment of all three 
Portuguese-speaking countries, which, according to the stakeholders consulted, presents 
limitations in terms of carrying out in person consultations and spending enough time in each 
country. A key informant from one of the Portuguese speaking countries expressed concern over 
the ability of the consultant to correctly engage with relevant actors and grasp the country’s 
domestic specificities. 

The evaluation team did not find any evidence of unintended consequences resulting from the 
actions of the project. 

 

 
69 There was an on-site AFRIPAC meeting held in Cabo Verde, in Abril 2023. However, this meeting was intended for 
national government agencies representatives from the three Portuguese speaking countries. Only one Cabo Verdean 
non-governmental actor participated in the meeting.  

https://afripac.grida.no/
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6.3.4. EFFECTIVENESS & IMPACT RATING: 5 (SATISFACTORY) 

The AFRIPAC project has been successful in empowering the national government agencies of the 
five countries with knowledge and capacity to engage in the negotiations process for the Global 
Plastics Treaty (Outcome 1). There is less evidence on the project’s influence to empower non-
governmental stakeholders to play an active role in the Treaty negotiations, as its involvement was 
limited and non-systematic.   

Outcome 2 - policy making that integrates circular economy principles in waste management, was 
not achieved, due to delays in the Treaty negotiations. Nonetheless, the policy and trade 
assessments, as well as the material flow analysis carried out through the project serve as “building 
blocks” to developing future policies. 

The technical contents in learning events and learning materials were understandable and useful. 
Making contents available in the different national languages (French, English and Portuguese) of 
the countries involved was highly appreciated by all actors. Moreover, individual support provided 
to each country’s national delegation in the preparation for and during each INC meeting 
contributed to empowering these actors’ participation during the Treaty negotiations, and 
consolidated solid trust relations among project stakeholders. The financial support provided by 
the AFRIPAC project enabled national stakeholders to either attend the meetings or expand 
national delegations. Presence is the INC was a key factor to the beneficiary’s capacity to engaging 
in negotiations.  

The engagement of different non-governmental stakeholders into the project’s workshops 
contributed to creating a shared understanding of the waste policy priorities and challenges in 
each country. However, few events involving this group limited the consolidation of intended 
communities of action. The limited involvement is partly explained by barriers to planned online 
interactions, due to unstable internet connections and insufficient familiarity with online 
dynamics. The organization of on-site events was hampered by insufficient planning and a short 
project implementation timeframe. Insufficient presence of AFRIPAC staff in the different 
beneficiary countries might have negatively impacted a more fluid coordination with national 
partners. 

The Effectiveness and Impact criteria is therefore rated as 5 - Satisfactory (meets expectations 
and/or no or minor shortcomings). 

 

6.4. EFFICIENCY 

6.4.1. PROJECT GOVERNANCE 

Key informants from both organizations agree that the AFRIPAC project was designed 
collaboratively by IUCN and GRID-Arendal. This seems to have contributed to both organizations 
having a clear and shared understanding of the exact scope of the project, as well as each 
organization’s roles and responsibilities. Moreover, the project management tools (see Logical 
Framework70 and Tracking Tool71) clearly identified both organizations’ role for each activity. 

The grant contract was signed between NORAD and IUCN, as only one entity can formally appear 
in the agreement. GRID-Arendal assumed the role of IUCN’s “implementing partner”, after a formal 
process of due diligence carried out by IUCN. For the project implementation both organizations 
constituted teams, each with clear leadership (from headquarters), regional staff, and technical 
experts. Furthermore, a project operational plan was established, including bi-weekly joint project 
management meetings, clear communication channels, shared access to the project documents, 

 
70 IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) and GRID Arendal: “IUCN – Capacity Building for The Plastics 
Treaty in Africa, Annex 1. Terms of Reference and Project Narrative”, 2022. 
71 AFRIPAC: “Tracking Tool”, last updated 31st of January 2025. 
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a consensus-based decision-making mechanism and shared activity planning. Hence, the overall 
articulation between both organizations is considered by key informants to have been fluid and 
positive. Some challenges were identified between the IUCN headquarters and the regional office 
regarding the selection of the most effective approach for engaging with countries (online versus 
in person), which highlights the need for better alignment during the project inception phase.  

Regarding the articulation between the project team and the different stakeholders, this was 
ensured mainly by the project’s regional staff (based in Dakar, Senegal). Interviewees representing 
national stakeholders consider that the AFRIPAC project staff was, overall, easily identified and 
accessible for government focal points from the involved countries (both through e-mail and 
phone). The existence of a WhatsApp group including national focal points and the project team 
was also identified as an accessible channel to share information and clarify doubts. Moreover, after 
every workshop, the project team ran a survey to evaluate its relevance and identify unmet needs. 
As previously mentioned, one-on-one calls between the project team and national focal points 
were carried out after each INC-meeting, to gather participants’ perspectives and requirements.  

Regarding the participation of stakeholders, a few different respondents to this evaluation’s online 
survey pointed out the insufficient notice period with which they received the invitations for 
AFRIPAC project activities. Furthermore, the engagement of a wider profile of stakeholders 
(beyond national government focal points) proved difficult in online activities. The inclusion of in-
person meetings and workshops was important to inform relevant actors about the scope of the 
AFRIPAC project and ensure wider participation in the project. Nevertheless, different factors (see 
page 47) limited the ability to organize regular on-site events in each country. 

Some informants reported that the fact the project was coordinated from the organizations’ 
headquarters, in Europe, delayed the adaptation of planned activities to the local contexts and 
specificities. An example of such misalignment is the option of continuing with online activities 
after the need for on-site activities had been identified. This type of bottleneck was, according to 
the same sources, cleared throughout the project implementation.  

 

6.4.2. BUDGET SPENDING  

The budget was split between IUCN and GRID-Arendal according to the planning of activities and 
outputs in charge of each organization.  

Considering data from January 2025 (Table 11), the AFRIPAC project spent 9,432,296.25 NOK, 
corresponding to 36 percent of its budget, between its kick-off in November 2022 and the end of 
2023. Throughout 2024, the project spent 9,054,482 NOK, which translates into a total 71 percent  
project budget spending. The budget execution was similar by outcome. Both Outcome 1 and 2 
had an execution of 71 percent  of the planned outcome budget. 

Table 11.  AFRIPAC’s budget spending 

 Total 
Budget 
(NOK) 

Total 
expenditure 
Nov 2022 - 
Dec 2023 

(NOK) 

% of budget 
spent 

Nov 2022 – 
Dec 2023 

Total 
expenditure 

Jan-Dec 2024 
(NOK) 

Total 
expenditure 

(by 
December 

2024) 

% of 
budget 
spent 

Budget items 
under 
Outcome 1 

13,116,515 5,161,362 
 
 

39% 4,142,159 9,303,521 71% 
 
 

Budget items 
under 
Outcome 2 

11,281,738 3,653,868 
 
 

32% 4,319,974 7,973,842 71% 
 
 

Overhead (7%) 1,707,878 617,066 36% 592,349 1,209,415 71% 
Total 26,106,130 9,432,296 36% 9,054,482 18,486,778 71% 
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Source: Evaluation team, based on the financial information shared by the IUCN finance team by email. 

The evaluation did not find, among members of the project team, a clear explanation for the 
above-mentioned low budget spending. One reason highlighted by informants is linked to the 
delay on the Treaty negotiations, that have not enabled the AFRIPAC project to support countries 
developing their National Action Plans, as initially planned and budgeted. Another reason for low 
spending, identified through the evaluation interviews, is the difficulty of organizing all the 
planned activities as scheduled. This difficulty seems to be linked to (i) the dense project activities’ 
plan, given the relatively short implementation period (2 years), which also explains some fatigue 
or unavailability among national stakeholders; and (ii) the absence of project staff in the involved 
countries, that limited the project team’s ability to follow up efficiently on agreements. Although 
these difficulties do not seem to have negatively impacted the achievement of the project’s overall 
goal, they could arguably have been mitigated through a more context-sensitive project planning.  

It should be noted that during the project evaluation process a 6-month project extension was 
approved by NORAD. According to key informants from the project management team the 
approval of the no-cost extension will enable the AFRIPAC project to spend the remaining funds.  

 

6.4.3. ACCOUNTABILITY TOWARDS DONOR 

The AFRIPAC project has complied with reporting and accountability requirements included in 
the grant agreement. The project delivered an interim report in September 202372 followed by a 
progress report in April 202473. A final technical report is also expected at the end of the project 
implementation. All technical reports included a financial report. Moreover, the AFRIPAC project 
underwent an independent auditing process, covering the period November 2022 to 31 December 
2023. The final evaluation is also required by the donor.  

The AFRIPAC project has had an overall fluid communication with NORAD. Moreover, as NORAD 
also participated in the INC meetings, there were interactions between NORAD and the AFRIPAC 
countries’ national delegations during the INC-3 in Nairobi, the INC-4 in Ottawa and the INC-5 in 
Busan.  

A key informant reported that communication between the donor and the AFRIPAC project 
should evolve to be closer and go beyond the formal instruments defined in the grant agreement. 
A deeper engagement of the donor through regular information, communication and some 
involvement in project activities could, in the view of the key informant, contribute to higher levels 
of awareness of the donor regarding the project’s context, challenges and achievements, which 
could lead to potential synergies in the context of the project and beyond. 

 

6.4.4. MEL STRATEGY 

The evaluation team found AFRIPAC’s monitoring efforts to have been successful in ensuring that 
the project’s management was sensible to evidence of success and failures, as well as to emerging 
needs and priorities of the stakeholders. The project implemented several formal and informal 
instruments and strategies to ensure the efficacy of its MEL strategy.  

Regarding formal instruments, the project developed a Monitoring and Learning Plan containing 
a detailed “data collection plan”, specifying how impact, outcome and output indicators should be 

 
72 AFRIPAC (Effective Capacity Building for Global Plastics Treaty in Africa), Norad, IUCN (International Union for 
Conservation of Nature) and GRID Arendal: “Capacity Building for the Plastics Treaty in Africa: Annual Progress Report 
November 2022-June 2023 Grant Number: RAF-22/0044, IUCN”, 30 September 2023 
73 AFRIPAC (Effective Capacity Building for Global Plastics Treaty in Africa), Norad, IUCN (International Union for 
Conservation of Nature) and GRID Arendal: “Capacity Building for the Plastics Treaty in Africa: Annual Progress Report 
November 2022-December 2023 Grant Number: RAF-22/0044, IUCN”, 30 April 2024. 
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measured, and identifying responsibilities. Collected data was accessible in a very comprehensive 
tracking tool, that was regularly updated. The tracking tool allowed project team members to have 
an ongoing and complete overview of implementation.  

The MEL efforts were maximized through the application of one-on-one calls and post-event 
surveys. These, along with informal means of communication (see below) enabled the capacity of 
projects to adapt the AFRIPAC project in accordance with emergent needs. The organization of 
on-site workshops in each of the countries to replace virtual events is a clear example of a 
management practice that was adapted according to monitoring evidence and learning process. 

To facilitate the analysis of the AFRIPAC project’s achievements under Outcome 1, IUCN has 
developed a software code to enable an automated text similarity analysis which is intended to 
dissect the interventions made by AFRIPAC countries during the INC meetings. This tool was useful 
to analyse the similarity between the documents emerging from the Treaty negotiations and the 
submissions made by AFRIPAC countries (see Outcome 1). This analysis has been limited by the 
increasing preponderance of negotiations through the regional groups, in which there are no 
written submissions nor an official record of individual national positions. Nonetheless, this effort 
testifies to the AFRIPAC project’s commitment to provide accurate reporting. 

In its MEL efforts, the project team had technical support from headquarters MEL office. This office 
also led the process of generating lessons learnt from the AFRIPAC project experience. The 
Monitoring and Learning Plan included a set of key learning questions, which have guided internal 
discussions on which outcome has been reflected into an internal learning document. These 
lessons learnt are relevant for other IUCN and GRID-Arendal projects, and there is evidence of 
informal activities to promote institutional learning. However, it is not possible for this evaluation 
to determine the extent to which institutional learning effectively occurred so far. 

According to key informants, the project’s MEL strategy can be strengthened in the following 
aspects: 

→ Ensure all project staff members are aware since the kick-off of the implementation of the 
project’s Monitoring and Learning Plan, as well as of the procedures and task distribution 
for indicator data  reporting. According to a key informant, the slow uptake of the MEL 
strategy by the project team may have resulted in some data being reported ex-post, 
leading to information gaps or variety of data formats. 

→ More systematically register the names and contact information of those participating in 
assessments. The lack of information (missing name and contact) on the individuals who 
took part in the baseline capacity assessment survey means that the project will not be able 
to run a similar survey at the end of the project, as initially planned. Consequently, the 
project’s capacity to track changes in beneficiaries’ capacity is hindered.  

→ In the project’s tracking tool (in Excel format), the “Results tracking system” tab provides an 
indication of the progress of each of the project’s Outcomes and Outputs against its 
different target. However, the disaggregated data contained in the remaining tabs (as the 
“Event Registry” or “Comm and Knowledge Product”) are not directly associated with the 
Results Framework outputs or activities. This makes it challenging to get a clear picture of 
the linkage between the project’s events or products and the targets indicated in the 
“Results tracking system” tab. Also illustrating this point, the Tracking Tool does not 
explicitly identify the women organizations which were involved in project activities, 
despite the project’s PRODOC referring to the intervention’s gender-responsive approach.  

→ Strengthen the accuracy of the annual report. During the Annual Review Meeting between 
the AFRIPAC project and the donor, concerns were raised regarding the accuracy and 
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timeliness of some sections of the annual report.74 Specific examples include statements 
such as: “The GMPL platform manager has been invited to present the platform at the 
planned briefing sessions to take place in preparation for INC-3 in September and October.” 
This phrasing creates ambiguity about whether the activity occurred as planned.  

→ Key informants highlighted that the annual report lacks a compelling narrative to engage 
readers effectively. Currently, it places significant emphasis on indicators that may be 
difficult for audiences outside the project team to interpret. While indicators are an 
essential component of any annual report, their impact is maximized when integrated into 
a cohesive narrative that contextualizes and illustrates the project's successes.  

Regarding informal instruments, the AFRIPAC project established informal, yet accessible, 
communication channels between national focal points and the AFRIPAC project team (e.g., 
WhatsApp groups). That has allowed the identification of emergent needs and discuss the viability 
and relevance of different implementation strategies.  

 

6.4.5. EFFICIENCY RATING: 5 (SATISFACTORY) 

IUCN and GRID-Arendal worked very collaboratively during project design and implementation. 
This led to a shared understanding of the exact scope of the project, and a clear understanding of 
the roles and tasks division among both organizations. The articulation between the project team 
and the different national stakeholders was described as fluid, occurring through formal and 
informal channels. The AFRIPAC project complied with all reporting requirements towards 
NORAD, with whom good communication was ensured. Critiques regarding project management 
relate to the efficiency costs associated to project coordination being led from the organizations’ 
headquarters, rather than from the regional office. Furthermore, more regular involvement of the 
donor throughout the project could contribute to a better insight into the intervention’s 
achievements and allow for more informed discussions regarding AFRIPAC’s relevance and 
possible continuation. 

Regarding budget spending, the AFRIPAC project spent 71 percent of its total project budget by 
the end of 2024. Both external (delays in the Treaty negotiation process) and internal factors 
(difficulties in organizing all planned activities in a tight timeframe) might explain the low 
spending. After December 2024, remaining funds will be channelled to a six months no-cost 
extension. 

The project MEL strategy has been successful in measuring progresses towards the planned 
outcomes, and in identifying emerging needs and priorities among the stakeholders. However, ex-
post data reporting and format changes regarding the project’s tracking tool may have caused 
minor information inconsistencies. 

The Efficiency criteria is therefore rated as 5 - Satisfactory (meets expectations and/or no or minor 
shortcomings). 

 

6.5. SUSTAINABILITY 

6.5.1. FUTURE POLICY-MAKING EFFORTS 

The exact implications of the domestic implementation of the future Global Plastics Treaty are still 
uncertain, given the negotiation process is still ongoing.  

 
74 AFRIPAC (Effective Capacity Building for Global Plastics Treaty in Africa), Norad, IUCN (International Union for 
Conservation of Nature) and GRID Arendal: “Annual Review Meeting Capacity Building For The Plastics Treaty In Africa 
Norad agreement number: RAF-22/0044”, September 2024. 
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According to most interviews, a valuable legacy of the AFRIPAC project are the trade and policy 
assessments, as well as the material flow analysis, carried out for each country. These studies 
identify existing policy gaps and provide country specific information, having been considered a 
valuable “building block” to the development of future policies.  

Other elements, that could also be expected to be important for future plastic policy 
implementation, have not been among the capacity building objectives of the AFRIPAC project. 
Such dimensions include the existence of adequate financial mechanisms that can guarantee 
effective policy implementation. It also includes the existence of technical capacities and 
institutional agreements that enables data gathering to monitor the implementation of such 
policies and treaty obligations. 

Another valuable effect of the AFRIPAC project has been the engagement of non-governmental 
stakeholders working within the plastic and waste management sectors in most of the involved 
countries (see Table 8), despite the challenges to ensure their active engagement throughout the 
project. Key informants stressed that contacts between governmental and non-governmental 
stakeholders took place prior to the AFRIPAC project. However, the meetings enabled through  
project-promoted workshops contributed to creating a shared understanding among these 
stakeholders of the current context, challenges and priorities, which might be important to the 
design and implementation of future policies.  

 

6.5.2. CAPACITIES 

According to the views collected through the key informant interviews, the AFRIPAC project 
contributed to the development of technical and legal knowledge and capacities among the 
involved stakeholders. Illustrating this point, the feedback surveys show that workshop 
participants tended to consider it likely to apply the workshop contents (see “Outcome 1”). 

Regarding the capacities the AFRIPAC project developed among national government agencies 
staff, both on plastic pollution and on the international treaty negotiations process, the project has 
no influence on how these skills are internalized and disseminated in each institution. This 
evaluation had insufficient contact with national stakeholders to effectively determine the level of 
institutionalization of the benefits of the project. In the case of poor institutionalization, staff 
rotation could jeopardize the long-lasting effects of the project. Although internal capacity leakage 
is a common risk in similar projects, this risk could have been mitigated by adopting a strategy to 
promote institutionalization of new skills, or by establishing formal partnerships with more than a 
single governmental agency, in order to reduce the dependency upon the fate of a single entity.  

Regardless of the above mentioned risks, key informants stressed that the experience of having 
participated in international treaty negotiations is an important milestone which might positively 
influence the AFRIPAC countries’ abilities to participate in future international negotiation 
processes. This is particularly relevant for those countries with weaker institutional capacities and 
no record of similar experiences, such as Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau and São Tomé and Príncipe. 
Hence, there is an aspect of legacy creation that might resist staff rotation. 

 

6.5.3. KNOWLEDGE MATERIALS 

The online knowledge hub, created through the project, is valuable in storing knowledge materials, 
which can be accessed by both beneficiary countries and non-beneficiary countries. The 
maintenance of the current platform is, however, only ensured during one year after the AFRIPAC 
project’s end. In the event of IUCN and GRID-Arendal lacking the financial resources to ensure its 
continuity beyond this point, there is the possibility of migrating its content to UNEP’s GPML 
platform. This platform, though, has been considered by key informants to be less accessible and 
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user friendly. Additionally, the UNEP’s GPML platform does not ensure the availability of contents 
in Portuguese as it is not an official UN language. To secure the accessibility of material produced, 
the AFRIPAC team may consider making the documents available on public repositorium, as well 
as in their own institutional websites whose maintenance is assured.   

The initial PRODOC mentioned the intention to identify regional and other national bodies which 
can then replicate the training and policy foundations for continuity. However, the evaluation team 
did not find evidence of any replication or continuation of the AFRIPAC project work done by other 
actors, possibly due to the short project timeframe. Regarding the work of IUCN and GRID-Arendal, 
both organizations had previous work experience that is relevant for the AFRIPAC project (see 
section on “Alignment with IUCN and GRID-Arendal programmatic strategies”) and expect to 
continue to work on plastic pollution reduction. Both organizations have regional staff in Senegal 
and have other relevant interventions underway. Even though the exact focus and partners of each 
project might vary, informants from IUCN and GRID-Arendal stressed the importance of the 
AFRIPAC project’s achievements for other related interventions. For instance, the contents 
produced through AFRIPAC, such as the national policy and trade assessments, and the material 
flow analyses, will inform similar interventions focused on plastic pollution. Examples of such 
interventions include regional projects such as the EPPIC initiative, the ISLANDS project, the GEF 
Marine Plastics Project and the Marine Debris Action Planner project. 

Moreover, according to several key informants, the AFRIPAC project has contributed to the 
development of trust across national focal points and the project staff. Trust is, arguably, 
fundamental in the effort of ensuring institutional collaboration, as it facilitates communication 
and prevents the occurrence of several bottlenecks. As trust takes time to build and consolidate, 
key informants pointed out that it would be extremely valuable to take advantage of existing 
relations and extending the collaboration between the AFRIPAC team and the public institutions 
in each of the five countries: maintaining the technical collaboration around plastic pollution.  

 

6.5.4. SUSTAINABILITY RATING: 3 (MODERATELY LIKELY) 

Through the production of several national assessments, the AFRIPAC project has created valuable 
“building blocks” for future policy making efforts within plastic pollution and waste management.  
Some key dimensions essential for implementing future policies were not included in AFRIPAC's 
capacity-building objectives. Participation of non-governmental stakeholders in each country is 
expected to also have future importance, as it allows for a shared understanding of waste policy 
challenges and priorities. Nonetheless, questions remain regarding the ability of government 
actors to continuously mobilize these non-governmental stakeholders. 

The AFRIPAC project contributed to the development of capacities and knowledge among 
national stakeholders. Moreover, the active participation throughout the Treaty negotiations of 
countries with no prior experience in these arenas, represents an important and enduring legacy.   

However, capacities developed through the project are at risk of being lost in case of staff rotation 
within the involved institutions. In the event of AFRIPAC’s work lines not being continued by IUCN 
or GRID-Arendal after the project’s end, there is no evidence of other national or regional actors 
having the resources or the skills to replicate the learning processes and technical support initiated 
with the AFRIPAC project. 

Finally, IUCN and GRID-Arendal are maintaining work on plastic pollution, applying the products 
and learnings of the AFRIPAC project to inform decisions in other regional projects. 

The Sustainability criteria is therefore rated as 3 – Moderately Likely (there are moderate risks to 
sustainability). 
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6.6. IUCN ONE PROGRAMME APPROACH 

Under this criteria, the evaluation team assessed the extent to which articulation mechanisms 
were effectively established between different constituents of IUCN, in the context of the AFRIPAC 
project’s design and implementation. The overall conclusion is that there seems to have been an 
adequate engagement of IUCN constituents throughout the project. 

The One Programme Charter75 “calls upon the Secretariat, Commissions, and National and 
Regional Committees to work together to develop and implement the IUCN Programme 
collaboratively”. The evaluation team found that collaboration between different bodies of the 
IUCN took place.  

Firstly, there was good collaboration between the headquarters and the regional PACO (West and 
Central Africa Programme). This collaboration was constant throughout the project 
implementation and crucial for successful project management. However, as pointed out above 
(see Relevance and Efficiency), the design of the project was overwhelmingly carried out at the 
headquarters, with limited meaningful participation from the regional office, which could 
question the extent to which the principle of subsidiarity was practiced. 

Secondly, the project had an active collaboration with the IUCN WCEL (World Commission on 
Environmental Law) since the design of the project, in which the terms of WCEL’s active 
involvement were negotiated. Thus, this Commission was actively involved throughout the 
AFRIPAC project, organizing training events on the legal implications of the Treaty, producing 
learning materials and supporting the national delegations in the INC meetings.  

It is worth highlighting that the IUCN secretariat, the PACO office, and the WCEL were all involved 
in the Global Plastics Treaty negotiations through other processes, besides the AFRIPAC project. 

The AFRIPAC project also involved the Global Programme Operations Unit, which ensured project’s 
budget management.  

According to a key informant, national IUCN committees in the AFRIPAC countries have not been 
involved, as they are not active. 

The IUCN One Programme Approach criteria is therefore rated as 6 – Highly Satisfactory (exceeds 
expectations and/or no shortcomings). 

 

6.7. SCIENCE/POLICY/ACTION INTERFACE 

6.7.1. EVIDENCE FOR POLICYMAKING  

The AFRIPAC project contributed to inform the national delegations of beneficiary countries 
throughout the Global Plastics Treaty negotiations. The AFRIPAC project has also engaged in 
generating or mediating knowledge that will be important for future policymaking in these 
countries. 

Before each INC meeting, the project team produced a range of learning materials on plastics and 
on the legal aspects of the Treaty negotiations, which were presented in the webinars and 
workshops with national stakeholders. These materials were highly valued by all key informants, 
who consider them to be accessible, applicable and relevant to inform national delegations’ 
participation at the Treaty negotiations. The project staff also supported, upon request, the 
beneficiary countries in the preparation for their national positions for each negotiation meeting. 

 
75 IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature): “Working as a Union to Deliver IUCN’s One 
Programme”, May 2011. 
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Furthermore, during INC-5 staff of the AFRIPAC project integrated the delegations of Senegal and 
Guinea-Bissau, in order to participate on their behalf in the legal draft group. 

During the INC meetings the AFRIPAC project team supported representants of the beneficiary 
countries by mediating the topics under discussion in plenary or contact group sessions, providing 
context and highlighting their potential implications. This support was provided through the 
collective WhatsApp group, which’s usefulness was highlighted by several key informants, and 
through informal conversations during the INC meetings.  

According to key informants, the support provided by the AFRIPAC team was initially limited by 
language barriers and by a lack of confidence among representatives of the beneficiary countries. 
These two barriers affected more the support to the Portuguese speaking countries, which 
possessed less experience in participating international negotiation contexts. The development of 
trust among the different parties throughout the project contributed to mitigate these barriers.  

The ability of countries’ national delegations to have their positions reflected in the regional group 
or the contact groups documents is, according to key informants, determined by a range of factors 
exogenous to the AFRIPAC project. These factors include the ability of national representatives to 
communicate in English, their ability to correctly interpret and grasp the topics under discussion 
and their individual authority or formal mandate (within the institution and delegation they 
represent) to actively intervene during the negotiations. Moreover, the geopolitical weight of the 
countries also plays a role in the ability to push forward any specific proposal. According to a key 
informant, this dynamic explains why the Portuguese speaking countries mostly focused on 
intervening through the Africa Group discussions. 

Furthermore, the AFRIPAC team conducted policy and trade assessments for each of the 
countries, along with material flow analysis. These were considered by all key informants as pivotal 
to identify gaps in existing legislation, policies and practices, thereby informing future policies on 
the priorities to act upon. The conclusions of these assessments have been presented and 
discussed with the representatives of national government agencies.  

The learning materials produced by the project are available for all actors through the online 
knowledge hub, created by the project (https://afripac.grida.no/), which will remain accessible for, 
at least, one year after the AFRIPAC project’s end.  

 

6.7.2. Community of action  

The AFRIPAC project contributed to engaging stakeholders in discussing the plastic pollution 
problem and in providing useful knowledge which can be applied for future policy making. Despite 
these advancements, the project did not succeed in establishing communities of action in the 
strict sense of the concept, and key informants expressed doubts regarding the continuity of the 
interactions among stakeholders beyond the AFRIPAC project’s timeline. 

To create dynamic communities of action, the AFRIPAC project intended to ensure active 
information and experience exchange through an online platform. This was not achieved through 
UNEP’s GPML platform, as initially intended (see “Constraints” section). Instead, the project team 
created a WhatsApp group including representatives of each country’s national delegation. 
According to several key informants, this space contributed to creating a sense of “community”, 
enabling a “safe space” in which participants shared insights and doubts among members of the 
national delegations and the project staff.   

The project managed, moreover, to engage a diverse profile of non-governmental stakeholders in 
each country through their inclusion in some of the project’s workshops (see Table 12). Due to the 
constraints explained above (see “Constraints” section), there was a limited number of on-site 
workshops in each country. According to Table 8, only Sierra Leone (3 events) and Guinea-Bissau 

https://afripac.grida.no/
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(2 events) managed to hold more than a single event involving non-governmental stakeholders.  
Despite the difficulty in ensuring a continued participation of non-governmental stakeholders, the 
project seems to have managed, according to key informants and to survey responses, to create a 
shared understanding among domestic actors of the importance, technicalities, implications and 
priorities of plastic reduction. 

Looking at Table 12, Sierra Leone stands out as the country in which there was a highest number 
of people involved in AFRIPAC project events, followed by Guinea-Bissau and Senegal. São Tomé 
and Príncipe and Cabo Verde appear as the countries that involved least stakeholders. Overall, 
stakeholders representing civil society and NGOs (24,2%) were the most common profile, after 
government agencies representatives (58%). Representants from the business sector (5,5%), 
academia (5%) and media (5%) were also involved, although not in all countries. Some key 
informants held the view that AFRIPAC events should also focus on involving more local authority 
representatives (only 0,5% of total), as well as customs authorities and actors from the tourism 
sector. 

Table 12. Profile of the people who participated in AFRIPAC events 

Stakeholder profile TOTAL % 
Senegal   
Government and Policy 17 57% 
Local and regional government 0 0% 
Civil Society and NGO 12 40% 
Media 0 0% 
Business 1 3% 
Research and Academia 0 0% 
Others (not specified) 0 0% 
TOTAL 30 100% 
Sierra Leone   
Government and Policy 58 53% 
Local and regional government 1 1% 
Civil Society and NGO 24 22% 
Media 11 10% 
Business 9 8% 
Research and Academia 4 4% 
Others (not specified) 2 2% 
TOTAL 109 100% 
Guinea-Bissau   
Government and Policy 30 63% 
Local and regional government 0 0% 
Civil Society and NGO 9 19% 
Media 0 0% 
Business 2 4% 
Research and Academia 5 10% 
Others (not specified) 2 4% 
TOTAL 48 100% 
Cabo Verde   
Government and Policy 7 58% 
Local and regional government 0 0% 
Civil Society and NGO 5 42% 
Media 0 0% 
Business 0 0% 
Research and Academia 0 0% 
Others (not specified) 0 0% 
TOTAL 12 100% 
São Tomé and Príncipe   
Government and Policy 15 75% 
Local and regional government 0 0% 
Civil Society and NGO 3 15% 
Media 0 0% 
Business 0 0% 
Research and Academia 2 10% 
Others (not specified) 0 0% 
TOTAL 20 100% 
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Overall   
Government and Policy 127 58% 
Local and regional government 1 0,5% 
Civil Society and NGO 53 24,2% 
Media 11 5% 
Business 12 5,5% 
Research and Academia 11 5% 
Others (not specified) 4 1,8% 
TOTAL 219 100% 

Source: Evaluation team based on the project’s Tracking Tool file (last updated 31st of January 2025) 

 

6.7.3. Science/Policy/Action interface rating: 5 (Satisfactory) 

The AFRIPAC project played an important role in supporting beneficiary countries in actively 
participating in the Treaty negotiations. This support included training sessions before INC 
meetings and comments on the format and content of written submissions to the negotiations. 
During the INC meetings, the AFRIPAC staff played an important role in clarifying doubts among 
the national delegations’ representatives and mediating the implications of the ongoing 
discussions. At INC-5, AFRIPAC staff also integrated the national delegations of some beneficiary 
countries to strengthen their technical capacity at the negotiations.  

The AFRIPAC project was also successful in generating and mediating knowledge that is 
accessible, applicable and relevant to inform future policies.  

The AFRIPAC project was successful in creating spaces of interaction among representatives of 
national delegations. Moreover, within each country, the engagement of stakeholders with 
different profiles into its activities (although at varying degrees in different countries – see Table 
12) contributed towards a shared understanding among relevant country stakeholders of the 
importance, technicalities, implications and priorities of plastic reduction, which is likely to be 
essential to ensuring the legitimacy of future policy-making efforts. 

However, maintaining collaboration among different stakeholder beyond the AFRIPAC project is 
challenging. This would likely require a targeted effort over a longer period of time in view to 
establishing lasting community of practice.  

The Science/Policy/Action Interface criteria is therefore rated as 5 - Satisfactory (meets 
expectations and/or no or minor shortcomings). 

 

6.8. GENDER CONCERNS 

The formulation of the project’s Outcome 1 includes a specific mention to women’s participation. 
Despite this reference, gender concerns appear to have been mostly absent from the project 
design and implementation. The evaluation team did not identify any specific actions to ensure 
women’s meaningful participation. 

Considering the project’s monitoring data available in the Tracking Tool76, there is gender 
disaggregated data available for 33 events organized by the AFRIPAC project. In these, a total of 
509 people participated, of which 36 percent of participants were women. Regarding the 
participants from the five intervention countries, a total of 219 people participated in project 
events. Of these, only 51 were women (corresponding to 23 percent of participants). Moreover, 
analysing the list of organizations that participated in these events, only 3 appear to correspond to 
local women's organizations. Although control over the gender distribution of individuals 
participating in activities can be difficult, the project could have done a more thorough effort in 

 
76 AFRIPAC: “Tracking Tool”, last updated 31st of January 2025. 
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mapping and including women’s organizations in the events, trainings and discussions on plastic 
pollution and the national positions regarding the Global Plastics Treaty negotiations. This could 
be an accessible strategy to promote women’s inclusion and voice into the ongoing Treaty 
negotiations and upcoming policy making processes. 

According to the last available yearly report (covering the project activities of 2023), discussions 
around gender issues were promoted in two workshops held by the AFRIPAC project. Looking at 
the documents produced by the project which are published on the online knowledge hub, there 
are 4 documents (out of the 36 files published77) that mention gender. These correspond to three 
documents/briefs and one power point presentation that was used during a training session. 
These documents refer to gender to state their inclusion as a priority in existing multilateral funds78 
and international agreements79, or as a central consideration for effective just transition 
strategies80. It does seem as if, despite the importance it was given in the PRODOC, nor women’s 
central role in waste disposal and informal sector work nor advancing gender equality were central 
topics in the contents produced by the project. 

According to a key informant, the adoption of a gender-responsive approach will again be relevant 
as countries develop their NAPs (National Action Plans) and engage into policy making regarding 
plastic pollution and waste management. Thus, it will be important to ensure the active 
involvement in those processes of women organizations and public authorities mandated to 
promote gender-equality. 

The Gender Concerns criteria is therefore rated as 3 – Moderately Unsatisfactory (somewhat below 
expectations and/or significant shortcomings). 

6.9. OVERALL ASSESSMENT 

An average of the scores of each criteria evaluation, indicate the overall score of the AFRIPAC 
project is 4,9 out of 6 (see Table 13). The sustainability criteria has a score of its own and was 
evaluated at 3 out of 4. 

Table 13. Table of scores per criteria 

Criteria Score 

Relevance 5 

Coherence 5 

Effectiveness and Impact 5 

Efficiency 5 

IUCN One Programme Approach 6 

Science/Policy/Action Interface 5 

Gender Concerns 3 

Total 4.9 

 
77 AFRIPAC: “Resource Library”, available at https://afripac.grida.no/index.php/resource_library/. Accessed on the 29th of 
November 2024. 
78 AFRIPAC (Effective Capacity Building for Global Plastics Treaty in Africa), IUCN (International Union for Conservation of 
Nature), GRID Arendal and WCEL (IUCN World Commission on Environmental Law): “Financing Mechanism Options for 
the International Legally Binding Instrument on Plastic Pollution”, 2024. 
79 Harrington, Alexandra: “National Policy Review”, AFRIPAC, n.d.. IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) 
and GRID Arendal. 
    IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) and WCEL (IUCN World Commission on Environmental Law): 
“IUCN WCEL Briefings for negotiators”, 2024. 
80 AFRIPAC (Effective Capacity Building for Global Plastics Treaty in Africa), Norad, IUCN (International Union for 
Conservation of Nature) and GRID Arendal: “Just Transition for the plastic value chain”, 2024. 

https://afripac.grida.no/index.php/resource_library/


 

61  

7. CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED 

7.1 CONCLUSIONS 

I. The AFRIPAC project was well-aligned with beneficiary countries’ commitments to 
combating plastic pollution. Moreover, the project was aligned with NORAD’s and global 
multilateral efforts on plastic pollution. AFRIPAC is also coherent with past and current 
interventions, as well as strategic goals, of both IUCN and GRID-Arendal. 

II. The AFRIPAC project effectively addressed critical technical and knowledge gaps in 
beneficiary countries, empowering their participation in the Global Plastics Treaty 
negotiations (Outcome 1). The project’s coherent intervention logic leveraged the expertise 
of implementing partners and aligned with the beneficiary countries’ needs through 
regular needs assessment mechanisms. 

III. Providing learning events, materials, and individual support helped national delegations to 
effectively prepare for the INC meetings and to achieve Outcome 1. 

IV. The five beneficiary countries were heterogeneous regarding institutional capacity of 
national stakeholders, resources availability, and experience in engaging in international 
negotiations. Moreover, the beneficiary countries speak different languages (English, 
French and Portuguese). These differences made peer-to-peer learning more difficult. 

V. Outcome 2 was not fully achieved due to treaty negotiation delays. However, the project's 
trade and policy assessments and material flow analyses are important foundation for 
future policy development. 

VI. Involvement of relevant non-governmental stakeholders in AFRIPAC activities was 
important to ensure a shared understating of priorities regarding plastic pollution policies. 
However, continuous engagement of these stakeholders was limited by the challenges of 
online interactions, insufficient in-person events and limited on-the-ground presence and 
follow-up by AFRIPAC staff.  

VII. IUCN and GRID-Arendal demonstrated effective collaboration throughout project design 
and implementation. Project articulation with national stakeholders was overall fluid, 
except in the cases of Cabo Verde and São Tomé and Príncipe. These difficulties are mainly 
due to lack of human resources and institutional fragility, which in the case of São Tomé 
and Príncipe was also complicated by a transition period following a change in the national 
government. Management efficiency could be strengthened through providing more 
management autonomy to the regional project staff. 

VIII. All NORAD reporting requirements were met, and communication was positive. More 
regular donor involvement could improve understanding of the intervention’s impact and 
potential. 

IX. By the end of 2024, when the project closure initially was planned to happen, the AFRIPAC 
project had spent 71 percent of its budget. Remaining funds are expected to be used on 
the no-cost extension. 

X. Despite successes towards achieving the project’s outcomes, the project’s gains are at risk 
due to potential staff turnover and the absence of national or regional actors with the 
necessary resources or expertise to sustain the learning and technical support after the end 
of the AFRIPAC project.  

XI. The AFRIPAC project did not focus on enhancing countries' capacities to implement 
forthcoming policies and meet the obligations of the future Global Plastics Treaty. 
Developing such technical capacities may represent an opportunity for future 
collaboration, building on the trust developed between partners through the AFRIPAC 
project. 

XII. Gender concerns appear to have been mostly absent from the project design and 
implementation, with no specific actions taken to ensure women’s meaningful 
participation. An effective gender approach will be important to consider when designing 
policy measures to tackle plastic pollution and waste management. 
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7.2. LESSONS LEARNED 

Based on the evidence gathered during the evaluation process and AFRIPAC team insights, the 
following lessons highlight ways to enhance relevance, coherence, effectiveness and impact, 
efficiency, and sustainability for AFRIPAC’s expansion or future projects.: 

XI. Legal and technical backstopping given by AFRIPAC effectively empowered national 
delegations by improving the clarity, credibility and coherence of their participation. 

XII. Increased technical knowledge and access to information is necessary, but not sufficient, to 
empower national delegations in the setting of international negotiations. For this, 
understanding of legal and procedural aspects of negotiations is also important. 

XIII. Regional group negotiations seem to be an accessible arena for smaller countries, with smaller 
national delegations, to ensure their views and concerns are considered. 

XIV. When providing support to countries with weak technical capacities, smaller national 
delegations and little experience in the context of international negotiation arenas, the 
differentiation between technical support and political options can become blurry. To avoid 
doubts on the normative/policy neutrality of the support given, it is important that the scope 
of the support and its expected result is clearly defined and communicated. 

XV. The inclusion of countries with different institutional capacities, availability of financial and 
human resources, experience in international negotiation processes and with different 
languages proved to be very resource demanding. 

XVI. Project flexibility, in terms of exact content and format of its activities, is necessary to 
accommodate implementation learnings, emerging needs and changes in context.  

XVII. Longer and thorough project design is important to enable stronger stakeholder involvement 
and a better understanding of specific contexts and differences among countries. Such design 
processes are more likely to lead to greater stakeholder ownership, as well as more solid 
intervention logic. 

XVIII. Online approaches are not always fit for interventions seeking active stakeholder participation 
in countries with poor digital infrastructure. In this regard, on-site events seem to remain the 
most effective strategy.  

XIX. Interventions aiming at institutional capacity building should include thorough 
institutionalization strategies to maximize the sustainability of its achievements. 

XX. Trust is essential for interventions aiming at institutional capacity building. The development 
of trust among actors requires time. Therefore, new interventions will, whenever relevant, 
benefit from maintaining previous relations between institutions and, if possible, focal points.  
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS 
The recommendations are based on evidence, conclusions, and lessons learned and are directed 
at evaluation users. The team also gathered input through key informant interviews. 

X. Provide greater responsibility to regional and national offices in terms of project design and 
coordination. 

XI. Ensure more frequent staff presence in the beneficiary countries, in terms of ensuring more 
effective stakeholder engagement and follow-up on agreed activities. Ensure project staff is 
able to communicate in the stakeholders’ native language. 

XII. Enable more spaces which enable peer-learning among participants, taking language 
differences into account. 
a. To facilitate online exchanges future projects may conduct pre-project assessment of 

digital readiness, and provide preventive technological support, such as training in online 
tools, and/or hardware or data funds. 

XIII. Allocate resources that could enable replication, by project stakeholders, of training sessions 
and workshops. 

XIV. The five countries involved in the AFRIPAC project will still need technical support to overcome 
institutional weaknesses and ensure the implementation of the future Global Plastics Treaty. 
Therefore, maintain collaboration with AFRIPAC partners to benefit from the trust created 
through the AFRIPAC project, and strengthen capacities on NAP reporting, information 
systems development and management, monitoring, interinstitutional collaboration, among 
others. 

XV. During future policy-making efforts following the AFRIPAC project, ensure women are given 
an active voice in the discussions of problem-framing and solutions’ design, by proactively 
including women organizations and public authorities mandated to promote gender-equality 
as intervention stakeholders. 

XVI. Include, into project activities, all relevant actors from the full plastic value chain , such as local 
authorities, customs authorities and informal waste collectors. 

XVII. To promote greater engagement of non-governmental stakeholders into international treaty 
negotiations and policy-making processes, future interventions could: 
d. Foster a more comprehensive stakeholder mapping process, by actively collaborating 

with project partners (e.g.: public institutions) to establish detailed stakeholder profiles 
and selection criteria and following up closely on the mapping process. 

e. Promote a broader consultative process, in a snow-ball logic, that engages governmental 
stakeholders, CSOs, experts and international/regional networks to identify less visible 
stakeholders. 

f. Establish stakeholder consultation bodies, with a clear scope and governance rules, to 
formalize their involvement in the processes. 

XVIII. Institutional capacity building interventions should include clear strategies to promote the 
institutionalization of results. Such strategies could include: 
e. Engage with multiple public institutions, avoiding dependence upon the capacities, 

engagement and changes of a single institutional partner. 
f. Raise awareness of the local community to the importance and potential impact of the 

issue of plastic pollution, as a mechanism to create public demand for continued policy 
action. Such awareness could be raised through interventions in the education system or 
through existing media channels. 

g. Ensure that policy commitments are formally linked to financial sources (which could be 
national or multilateral) to avoid emptying its potential. 

h. Ensure training and means for the actors in charge of implementing improved waste 
management practices, according to the new or enhanced policies. These actors are 
usually local level authorities, private companies or informal waste collectors. 
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9. ANNEXES 

ANNEX 1. LIST OF STAKEHOLDERS CONSULTED 

The evaluation team conducted interviews with representatives from the following organizations: 

Organization Stakeholder profile 
NORAD Cooperation partner 
IUCN Implementation partner 
GRID-Arendal Implementation partner 
DGAAC: Direcção Geral do Ambiente e Acção Climatica Government and policy (São Tome and Principe) 
AAAC: Autoridade de Avaliação Ambiental Competente Government and policy (Guinea-Bissau) 
Ministère de l’Environnement et du développement 
durable – DEEC 

Government and policy (Senegal) 

Environment Protection Agency - EPA-SL Government and policy (Sierra Leone) 
Direção Nacional do Ambiente Government and policy (Cabo Verde) 
IMBO Research and Academia (Sierra Leone) 
Tiniguena Civil Society (Guinea-Bissau) 
Association Zéro Déchet Sénégal Civil Society (Senegal) 
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ANNEX 2. INTERVIEW GUIDE 

 

INTERVIEW RULES AND PROCEDURES 

This document lays out key standard rules and procedures that all facilitators (i.e., the person 
conducting interviews) must abide to when conducting interviews. 

 
1. Duration of the interview: 60 min.  

 
 

2. Objective of interviews  

Interviews are supported by a script which determines the thematic axes of the dialogue. 
Interviews seek to increase the understanding about the Project under evaluation and gather vital 
or complementary information to the evaluation process. 

On semi-structured interviews, questions are tendentially open-ended to allow for a great 
flexibility in the conduction of the interview. This approach seeks to maximize the inputs provided 
by participants, for it allows room for participants to structure their reply according to his/her train 
of thought.  

 

3. Posture during interviews 

The reaction of interviewees should be clearly induced from the questions on the script. The 
questions are purposely designed to address the objectives of the evaluation.  

During the interview, the facilitator may, whenever deemed necessary, request complementary 
data, information, examples, opinions and judgments to maximize the input’s provided by key 
informants. This step is particularly relevant when interviewing shy or nervous participants. The 
request for further information should be made using follow-up questions and rephasing 
techniques.  

 

4. Procedures & Rules 
 

(i) Prior to the interviews, facilitators should acquaint themselves with the interview rules & 
script, with the nature of the interviewee role in the Project and with the Project itself.  

(ii) The objectives of the evaluation should be presented at the beginning of the meeting. 
(iii) Participants must decide whether to participate in the evaluation and may decide to 

withdraw at any time. It should be clear from the onset that participants can abandon the 
interview at any point. Participation is completely voluntary. 

(iv) All participants must be treated with the uttermost respect, civility, and courtesy.  
(v) Interviews are a place of dialogue, and seek understanding and clarity of the position, 

perceptions, and opinions of the participants.   
(vi) All information collected during the interview can be used to inform subsequent interviews, 

yet the information cannot be linked to participants outside the transcripts of the 
interviews. To tease out additional information and/or validate information, the facilitator 
may mention the opinions, arguments, or declarations of previous participants without 
ever mentioning the identity of those who produced said opinions, arguments, or 
declarations.  

(vii) The facilitator should abstain from providing personal impressions about the Project.  
(viii) All data collected should be registered on the interview protocol sheet. The protocol sheets 

will be part of the documentation. It should include all comments considered relevant for a 
better interpretation of the participants’ interventions (e.g., if participants expressed 
confidence, were nervous).  
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a. Before archiving the interview, the facilitator should review the content to make sure 
the notes are intelligible, and accurate.  

b. Special care should be taken to avoid subjective and abusive interpretations of the 
interviewee’s words. When in doubt the facilitator should summarize to the 
participant how the reply was interpreted and ask if the interpretation was correct. 

c. All sentences that by their potential uniqueness or by revealing a very personal 
approach of the participant should, whenever possible, be reproduced in the terms 
used by the participant. 

 
 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

 

1.1. GENERAL INFORMATION 

Name  
Gender  
Role   
Entity  
Country  
Interview date  

1.2. QUESTIONS 

Questions 

Stakeholder 
Project 

staff 
National 

governments 
(focal points) 

Other 
stakeholders 

Donor 

Relevance     
1. How does the AFRIPAC project align 

with, and feed into, the broader 
objectives of your organization, on 
reducing plastic pollution?  
 

x x x x 

2. How was the process of project design? 
How was the rationale of the 
intervention determined? Who 
participated in the process?  

x 
   

3. With hindsight, to what extent do you 
consider the AFRIPAC project 
intervention logic to have been 
appropriate (considering its objectives) 
and realistic (considering the context)?  

x 
x x  

4. Has there been any change (i.e change 
in the negotiation process) that 
affected the relevance of the Project 
since it has started? If so, how well did 
the project adapt to the changing 
environment and how well has the 
design adjusted to emerging 
circumstances? 
 

x x x  

Coherence     
5. To what extent were the needs and 

capabilities of your organization 
considered in the design of the 
Project? 
 

x x x  
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6. Can you identify other IUCN and/or 
GRID-Arendal projects that the 
AFRIPAC project aligns with? 
How does this alignment occur (in 
terms of knowledge products? 
Stakeholder engagement?)? 

 

x    

Effectiveness     
7. In your opinion, what were the main 

achievements of the AFRIPAC project 
so far? 
 

x x x x 

8. How effective has the project been in 
terms of helping government 
institutions and other stakeholders 
play an active role in 
Intergovernmental Negotiating 
Committee (INC) negotiations 
processes for the Global Plastics 
Treaty? (Provide examples in your 
country/ for each country (PMT)) 
 

x x x  

9. Did the project contribute to the 
development of National Action 
Plans? If so, through what activities? 
(provide examples in your country/ for 
each country (PMT)).  

 

x x x  

10. Did the project contribute to the 
development of policies focusing on 
Waste Management or on reducing 
plastic leakage (integrating Circular 
Economy principles)? If so, how? 
(Provide examples in your country/ for 
each country (PMT)) 
 

x x x  

11. What constraints and limiting factors 
have been encountered by the project 
throughout its implementation? How 
did the project deal with those 
constraints in implementation? 
 

x x x  

Efficiency     
12. Was the project team able to establish 

an efficient articulation mechanism 
with your organization? 
 

x x x  

13. What worked and what didn't in 
ensuring effective communication and 
project alignment between IUCN and 
GRID-Arendal and their respective 
teams? 
 

x    

14. To what extent were the MEL strategy 
and tools adequate to enable the 
adaptation of the project’s strategy 
according to success and failures and 
changes of the context? 
 

x    

15. Was your organization’s point of view 
ever taken into account (through 
meetings, e-mail, surveys or other 
means) by the project team, with the 

 x x x 
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objective to inform project 
management decisions? Please 
provide examples. 
  

16. To what extent has the AFRIPAC 
project been able to comply with 
reporting, transparency and 
accountability standards? 

x   x 

Sustainability 
    

17. To what extent do you consider your 
organization / participating 
organizations (PMT) will maintain its 
engagement in the activities and 
partnerships initiated through the 
AFRIPAC project? 

 

x  x x  

18. Has your organization taken any 
initiative to ensure that the knowledge 
and capacities developed through the 
AFRIPAC project are internally 
disseminated and replicated? Please 
give an example. 

 
Impact 

x  x x  

19. To what extent was the project able to 
make a significant global contribution 
towards empowering government and 
other stakeholders to inform 
negotiations for the Global Plastics 
Treaty? 

x  x x x 

20. Were there any unintended 
consequences, both positive and 
negative resulting from the actions of 
the Project? Which ones? 
 

x x x x 

IUCN One Programme Approach     

21. To what extent did the project 
adequately engage all constituents of 
the Union in its design or 
implementation? 
 

x    

Science/Policy/Action Interface     

22. Was the project able to foster 
communities of practice and 
communities of action? If so, to what 
extent have they enabled an active 
exchange among different 
stakeholders? 
(Provide examples in your country/ for 
each country (PMT)). 
 

x x x  

23. To what extent was the format and 
content of the AFRIPAC project’s 
materials and training sessions useful 
and relevant, regarding your 
organization’s needs and capacities?  
Did your organization apply the inputs 
from the AFRIPAC project? 
 

 x x  
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24. To what extent do you think that the 
AFRIPAC project’s outputs (such as 
communities of practice or the 
project’s materials and training 
sessions) will be relevant during the 
process of creation and revision of the 
National Action Plans? 

 x x  

Gender concerns     

25. How was women’s meaningful 
participation ensured throughout the 
project (in different activities)? 

x x x  

Final questions 
26. Has the AFRIPAC project provided 

lessons that can be incorporated and 
strengthen your organization’s future 
work? 

 
x 

 
x 

 
x 

 
x 

27. Is there any additional 
thought/comment you would like to 
share, regarding the AFRIPAC project? 

x x x x 
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ANNEX 3. ONLINE SURVEY GUIDE 

INTRODUCTION 

The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and GRID-Arendal commissioned 
IMPACTE Consultants for Dev to conduct an external independent final evaluation of the “Effective 
Capacity Building for the Global Plastics Treaty in Africa (AFRIPAC)”. The project was funded by the 
Norwegian Agency for Development Coordination (NORAD). 

AFRIPAC is being implemented Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and 
Sierra Leone since November 2022 and it is expected to conclude implementation in December 
2024.  

The main objective of the AFRIPAC is to empower governmental and non-governmental 
stakeholders in Cabo Verde, Guinea-Bissau, São Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, and Sierra Leone with 
knowledge and capacity to engage in the negotiations for the Global Plastics Treaty. Additionally, 
the project aims to strengthen national policies and legal frameworks by integrating Circular 
Economy principles in Waste Management practices. 

This survey is a vital component of the final independent evaluation of AFRIPAC. It is directed at 
governmental and non-governmental stakeholders who have been involved in the project 
activities in any capacity. The final objective of the final evaluation is to inform the IUCN and GRID-
Arendal on future projects. 

The final evaluation seeks to be participatory, gathering insights from multiple stakeholders. Your 
participation is crucial in helping us better understand your perspective on the project’s relevance, 
successes, limitations, impact, sustainability, and lessons learned.  

At IMPACTE, we are dedicated to ensuring the safety, well-being, and privacy of all participants 
contributing to the evaluation. 

This survey is anonymous and will take less than 10 minutes to complete. All responses will be 
analysed in aggregate, and individual responses will remain confidential.  

By completing this survey, you are granting IMPACTE permission to use your inputs. 

Participation is entirely voluntary, and there are no foreseeable risks or harm associated with taking 
part. You may also choose to withdraw from the survey at any time, without any consequences. 

Should you have any questions, concerns, or feedback please contact 
geral@impacteconsultants.com with the subject line “Online survey | AFRIPAC Final Evaluation”. 

 

 

 

Do you accept participating in this survey? 

Option Message when option selected 

mailto:geral@impacteconsultants.com
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Yes Thank you for participating. Your time and input are valuable to us.  

Please complete all questions to the best of your knowledge.  

All questions are mandatory.  

If you do now know any question or do not wish to respond, just click “NA/NR” or 
write “NA/NR”. 

At the end, please do not forget to click on “Submit”. 

If you lose internet connection while answering this survey, do not worry, as soon 
as you regain connection you can resume the survey without any data lost.  

No Thank you for time. 

 

INCLUSION/EXCLUSION QUESTION 

Question Options Instruction 

Did you participate in any 
activity of the AFRIPAC 
Project? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

[please select the correct option] 
 
If “No” the survey shall end immediately, and 
the following message should appear: 
 
“Thank you for your time and availability. 
Unfortunately, this survey is only directed at 
governmental and non-governmental 
stakeholders who have been involved in the 
project activities in any capacity” 
 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

This section seeks to collect basic general information on the respondents to better improve our 
capacity of analysing the data. No biometric data is collected. 

Question Options Instruction 

What country is your 
organization from? 

1. Cabo Verde 
2. Guinea-Bissau 
3.  São Tomé and Príncipe 
4. Senegal 
5. Sierra Leone 
6. Other (please specify) 

[please select the 
appropriate option] 

What is your gender? 1. Male 
2. Female 
3. Other (please specify) 

[please select the 
appropriate option] 

Type of organization that you 
work for? 

1. National government / 
Ministry                           

2. Financer / Project funder / 
Development Bank 

3. Local and regional 
government 

[please select the 
appropriate option] 
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4. Government and Policy 
5. Academia or Scientific 

organization 
6. Inter-Governmental 

Organization 
7. Non-Governmental 

Organization / Non-Profit or 
Association 

8. Community based 
organization 

9. Multilateral Environmental 
Agreement  

10. Private sector / Industry 
11. Trade association / Chamber 

of Commerce 
12. Other (please specify) 

In which activities of the 
AFRIPAC Project did you 
participate at? 

1. Workshops (online or in-
person events) 

2. Side events at INC 
3. Work meetings 
4. Consulted project 

publications, guidelines, 
reports, others 

5. Participated in the 
development of needs 
assessments or other 
publications 

6. Accessed online platforms 
created or supported by the 
project 

7. Other (please specify) 
8. None 

[please select ALL 
appropriate options] 
 
If “None” the survey 
shall end immediately, 
and the following 
message should 
appear: 
 
“Thank you for your 
time and availability. 
Unfortunately, this 
survey is only directed 
at governmental and 
non-governmental 
stakeholders who have 
been involved in the 
project activities in any 
capacity” 

 

RELEVANCE OF THE AFRIPAC PROJECT 

Question Options 

Instructions Evaluation 
Question the 

question 
responds to 

1. To what extent 
was/were the 
AFRIPAC project 
activities you 
participated in 
relevant to the 
needs of your 
country? 

1. Not relevant at all 
2. Slightly relevant 
3. Moderately relevant 
4. Relevant 
5. Highly relevant 
6. NR/NA 

[please select the 
appropriate option] 

1 

2. How well-informed 
do you believe you 
are about the 

1. Not informed at all 
2. Slightly informed 
3. Moderately 

informed 

[please select the 
appropriate option] 

2 
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objectives of the 
AFRIPAC Project? 

4. Well informed 
5. Very well informed 
6. NR/NA 

 

ASSESSMENT OF AFRIPAC PROJECT RESULTS 

Question Options 

Instruction Evaluation 
Question 

the 
question 
responds 

to 

3. Were you involved in 
Intergovernmental 
Negotiating Committee 
(INC) negotiations 
processes for the Global 
Plastics Treaty? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 2 go 
to question 5. 

5.1 

3.1. To what extent did the 
project activities in 
which you 
participated 
contributed to 
enhancing your 
capacity to participate 
in the INC 
negotiations? 

1. Not at all 
2. Slightly 
3. Moderately 
4. Considerably 
5. Significantly 
6. NR/NA 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 4 is: 1 
 

5.1 

3.2. Which project 
activity(ies) 
contributed to 
enhancing your 
capacity to participate 
in the INC 
negotiations? 

1. Workshops 
2. Side events 
3. Studies and 

assessments 
4. Guidelines 
5. Negotiation tools 
6. Technical 

support 
7. Other (please 

specify) 

[please select ALL 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 4 is: 1 
 

5.1 

4. Did you participate in 
project activities that 
addressed topics of Circular 
Economy principles in 
Waste Management 
practices? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 5 is: 2, go 
to question 6 
 

5.2 

4.1. To what extent did the 
project contribute to 
enhancing your 
understanding of 
Circular Economy 
principles in Waste 
Management?  

1. Not at all 
2. Slightly 
3. Moderately 
4. Considerably 
5. Significantly 
6. NR/NA 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 5 is: 1 
 

5.2 
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4.2. Which project activities 
contributed to enhancing 
your organization's 
understanding of Circular 
Economy in Waste 
Management practices? 

1. Workshops 
2. Side events 
3. Briefings for 

negotiations 
4. Studies and 

assessments 
5. Guidelines 
6. Negotiation tools 
7. Technical 

support 
8. Other (please 

specify) 

[please select ALL 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 5 is: 1 
 

5.2 

4.3. To what extent do you 
believe your organization 
is prepared to implement 
Circular Economy 
principles in Waste 
Management practices? 

1. Not prepared at 
all 

2. Slightly prepared 
3. Moderately 

prepared 
4. Prepared 
5. Highly prepared 
6. NR/NA 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 5 is: 1 
 

5.2 

4.4. In your perspective, how 
did the project's activities 
you participated in 
contributed to improving 
your capacity to integrate 
Circular Economy 
principles in Waste 
Management practices? 

Text [Please briefly 
describe how the 
project's 
interventions 
contributed. For 
example: 1 – The 
project provided 
training on CE 
principles which 
enabled my 
organization to 
implement these 
ideas in WM 
practices 
guidelines. 2 – The 
project facilitated 
the development 
of local guidelines 
that improved our 
practices, etc.] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 5 is: 1 
 

5.2 

4.5. Has your organization or 
country adopted new 
practices, policies or 
legislation based on 
Circular Economy 
principles as a result of the 
project? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. NA/NR  

Skip logic: if 
question 5 is: 1 
 

5.2 

4.5.1. Can you provide an 
example(s)? 

 Text [Please briefly 
identify practices, 
policies or 
legislation 
adopted] 
 

5.2 
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Skip logic: if 
question 5.5 is: 1 
 

5. Were you involved in 
project activities that 
fostered interactions, 
consultations, or 
exchanges of information 
across stakeholders from 
different organizations 
than yours?   

1. Yes 
2. No 

 

[ 
 
please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 6 is: 2, go 
to question 7 
 

5.3 

6.1. To what extent do you 
consider the project 
contributed to foster 
intersectoral 
coordination across 
national stakeholders? 

1. Not at all 
2. Slightly 
3. Moderately 
4. Considerably 
5. Significantly 
6. NA/NR 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 6 is: 1 
 

5.3 

6.2. Please briefly describe 
how the project’s 
interventions 
contributed to 
increasing stakeholder 
participation within 
communities of action 
or practice? 

Text [Please briefly 
describe how the 
project’s 
interventions 
contributed. For 
example: 1 – The 
project organized 
training sessions 
that equipped 
stakeholders with 
the skills needed 
to engage actively. 
2 – The project 
established 
platforms for 
dialogue that 
encouraged 
diverse 
stakeholders to 
share their 
insights, etc.] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 6 is: 1 
 

5.3 

6.3. Have you noticed an 
increase of 
interactions, 
consultations, or 
exchanges of 
information across 
stakeholders in your 
country in the 
particular area of 
plastics and waste 
management? 

1. Yes, significant 
changes 

2. Yes, minor 
changes 

3. No changes 
4. NA/NR 

 [please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 6 is: 1 
 

5.3 
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6.4. In your perspective 
what were the main 
gains from the 
increase of 
interactions, 
consultations, or 
exchanges of 
information across 
stakeholders in your 
country in the 
particular area of 
plastics and waste 
management?  

Text Please provide 
specific examples 
of tangible results, 
such as improved 
practices, 
products 
developed, policy 
changes, capacity 
building 
outcomes, or any 
other measurable 
impacts resulting 
from the project] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 6.3 is: 1 or 
2 
 

5.3 

7. Did you participate in 
workshops or other 
learning events offered 
by the project? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 7 is: 2, go 
to question 8 
 

5 

7.1.  To what extent did the 
workshops or other 
learning events 
enhance your 
understanding of 
plastic pollution 
mitigation strategies?  

1.  Not at all 
2. Slightly 
3. Moderately 
4. Considerably 
5. Significantly 
6. NR/NA 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 7 is: 1 
 

5 

7.2.  Which specific topics 
covered in the 
workshops or other 
learning events did 
you find most 
beneficial? 

1. Plastic waste 
management  

2. Recycling 
techniques  

3. Policy advocacy 
4. Community 

engagement 
5. Innovative 

solutions 
6. Legal 

developments 
7. Tool and 

mechanism 
8. Other (please 

specify) 

[please select ALL 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 7 is: 1 
 

5 

7.3.  To what extent did 
you find the materials 
provided during the 
workshops useful for 
your understanding of 
plastic pollution 
mitigation? 

1. Not at all 
2. Slightly 
3. Moderately 
4. Considerably 
5. Significantly 
6. NR/NA 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 7 is: 1 
 

5 



 

81  

7.4.  How confident do you 
feel in applying the 
knowledge gained 
from the workshops in 
your organization's 
initiatives? 

1. Not confident at all 
2. Slightly confident 
3. Moderately 

confident 
4. Confident 
5. Very confident 
6. NR/NA 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 7 is: 1 
 

5 

7.5.  Please provide 
specific examples of 
how the workshops 
have influenced how 
you approach plastic 
pollution mitigation in 
your work. 

Text [Please describe 
how the 
workshops have 
impacted your 
organization, 
including any 
changes in 
strategy, 
implementation of 
new practices, or 
outreach efforts.] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 7 is: 1 
 

5 

7.6.  What suggestions do 
you have for 
improving future 
workshops or learning 
events on plastic 
pollution mitigation? 

Text [Please 
share any 
feedback or 
recommendation 
for enhancing the 
content, delivery, 
or structure of 
future workshops.] 

 
Skip logic: if 
question 7 is: 1 
 

5 

7.7. To what extent was the 
content from the 
workshops shared and 
communicated within 
colleagues from your 
organization? 

1. Not at all 
2. Slightly 
3. Moderately 
4. Considerably 
5. Extensively 
6. NA/NR 

[please 
select the 
appropriate 
option] 

 
Skip logic: if 
question 7 is: 1 

 

10 

7. Did you consult the 
documents produced by 
the project, such as 
guidelines, assessments, 
and studies? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

[please 
select the 
appropriate 
option] 

 
Skip logic: if 
question 8 is: 2, go 
to question 9 
 

5 

7.2. To what extent did the 
documents produced 
by the project 
contribute to the work 
of your organization? 

1. Not at all 
2. Slightly 
3. Moderately 
4. Considerably 
5. Significantly 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 

14 
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6. NR/NA Skip logic: if 
question 11 is: 1 
 

7.3. How would you rate 
the clarity of the 
language used in the 
documents you 
consulted? 

1. Very poor 
2. Poor 
3. Average 
4. Good 
5. Excellent 
6. NR/NA 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 11 is: 1 
 

14 

7.4. How effectively were 
the documents 
produced by the 
project 
communicated within 
your organization? 

1. Not effective at 
all 

2. Slightly effective 
3. Moderately 

effective 
4. Effective 
5. Very effective 
6. NR/NA 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 11 is: 1 
 

14 

7.5. What improvements 
would you suggest for 
the document 
development process 
in future projects? 

Text [Please provide 
specific 
suggestions on 
how the process 
could be 
improved.] 
 
Skip logic: if 
question 11 is: 1 

14 

EFFICIENCY OF THE AFRIPAC PROJECT 

Question Options 

Instruction Evaluation 
Question 

the 
question 

responds to 

8. To what extent do you 
consider the AFRIPAC 
project has been effective 
in communicating its 
products to the broader 
audience? 

1. Not effective  
2. Slightly 

effective 
3. Moderately 

effective 
4. Effective 
5. Very effective 
6. N/A 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option.] 
 

9.1 

 

SUSTAINABILITY OF THE AFRIPAC PROJECT 

Question Options 

Instruction Evaluation 
Question the 

question 
responds to 

9.  To what extent 
did the 
knowledge you 

1. Not at all 
2. Slightly 
3. Moderately 

[please select the 
appropriate option.] 

10 
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obtained from the 
project 
activity(ies) will 
remain useful for 
your work?? 

4. Considerably 
5. Fully 
6. NR/NA 

IMPACT 

Question Options 

Instruction Evaluation 
Question the 

question 
responds to 

10. To what extent do 
you believe the 
project activity(ies) 
you participated in 
contributed to 
empowering 
national institutions 
in the negotiations 
for the Global 
Plastics Treaty? 

1. Not at all 
2. Slightly 
3. Moderately 
4. Considerably 
5. Very significantly 
6. NR/NA 

[please select the 
appropriate 
option.] 

11 

LAST QUESTIONS 

Question Options 

Instruction Evaluation 
Question the 

question 
responds to 

11. Overall, how 
satisfied were you 
with the support 
received from the 
AFRIPAC Project 

1. Very dissatisfied 
2. Dissatisfied 
3. Moderately satisfied 
4. Satisfied 
5. Very satisfied 
6. NR/NA 

[please select the 
correct option] 

5 

12. Do you have any 
recommendations 
for future 
interventions 
focused on plastic 
pollution 
mitigation?   

Text [Please provide 
specific 
suggestions that 
could enhance the 
effectiveness of 
future 
interventions 
related to plastic 
pollution.]   

NA 

 

END MESSAGE  

Thank you for your participation! Your insights are incredibly valuable to us. 

Please remember to click “Submit” when you’ve completed your responses. A confirmation 
message will appear to indicate that your responses have been successfully submitted. 
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ANNEX 4. ETHICAL PRINCIPLES FOR DATA COLLECTION 

All internal and external collaborators of IMPACTE are committed to adhering to the following 
ethical guidelines throughout all processes of data collection. 

 

CODE OF CONDUCT 
All those involved in data collection methods must read, sign, and send a Code of Conduct 
developed specifically for each assignment. IMPACTE will send the Code of Conduct to 
interviewers, facilitators, enumerators, and facilitators. It is the responsibility of the professionals to 
review the code of conduct, understand its content, and fill in the fields intended for the data 
collection professional (name, position, location, date, and signature). The Code of Conduct - Data 
Collection Professionals can be signed manually or digitally. If signed manually, it is the 
responsibility of the data collection professional to scan or photograph and send it. Failure to send 
the properly signed and dated code of conduct prevents the start of functions. It is the 
professional's responsibility to scrupulously adhere to the Code of Conduct. 

RESPECT AND DIGNITY 
All interactions with participants are guided by principles of appropriate and respectful 
engagement, confidentiality and anonymity assurance, respect for dignity and diversity, human 
rights, gender equality, non-discrimination, and harm prevention. All participants must be treated 
with respect, dignity, and sensitivity, regardless of their sex, gender, age, ethnicity, sexual 
orientation, degree of disability, or any other characteristic. It is the responsibility of the data 
collection professional to ensure a safe and non-judgmental environment for all participants, 
respecting their limitations, dignity, and diversity, human rights, gender equality, and harm 
prevention. 

INFORMED CONSENT 
Throughout the recruitment process of participants and application of data collection methods, 
informed consent of participants must be ensured before carrying out any activities related to the 
assignment. The purpose of the assignment should be clearly explained, any doubts addressed, 
and it should be made clear that participation is voluntary and refusal to participate does not incur 
any harm to the participant.  

To facilitate the informed consent process, essential information for participants' informed consent 
is included in the scripts of the various methods, regarding the study's object and objectives, 
contracting party of the study, executing party of the study, intended contribution, duration, 
confidentiality assurances, and explicit request for participation consent. It is the responsibility of 
the data collection professional to follow the script provided by IMPACTE in all interactions with 
participants to ensure informed consent for notetaking, audio, video, photographic, or other 
records. In the case of participants under 18 years of age, informed consent should be obtained 
from the child's caregiver. 

 

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 
Participation in any data collection activity is voluntary. No participant is obliged to participate. Not 
participating has no consequences. At any time, any participant can decide to discontinue 
collaboration without the need for justification and without any prejudice to themselves. 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY & PRIVACY 
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The complete confidentiality of all participants must be maintained. No personal information or 
response obtained may be disclosed to anyone outside the IMPACTE team without explicit 
consent, except when required by law or to prevent harm to the individual or participant.  

In the application of data collection methods, no personal information beyond what is stated in 
the forms will be collected. Unless otherwise specified, the information collected is analyzed in 
aggregate, preventing a direct or indirect connection between responses and participants. It is the 
responsibility of the data collection professional to respect the confidentiality of the data, as well 
as the privacy of the participants; committing not to use or store a copy of the collected data 
beyond what is strictly necessary for contract fulfilment. 

SAFETY AND WELL-BEING 
The safety and well-being of all participants, especially children, people with disabilities, and 
marginalized or vulnerable individuals, must be prioritized. 

Whenever necessary and possible, the language used in data collection instruments should be 
adapted. Special care must be taken to ensure the inclusion of participants with disabilities. Any 
concerns or reports of abuse or violence detected should be reported to the Team, which will 
initiate the appropriate response.  

HARASSMENT, INCLUDING SEXUAL HARASSMENT 
There is a Zero Tolerance policy on harassment, including sexual harassment. IMPACTE 
unequivocally reject any form of sexual harassment or violence within our organization or any 
context in which we operate. Such behavior undermines the fundamental rights and dignity of 
individuals and is antithetical to our values. 

MINOR’s POLICY (LESS THAN 18 YEARS OLD) 
Special care must be taken when in contact with those under 18 years of age to ensure child 
protection. It must be ensured that any physical interaction with children is in accordance with 
local culture. Whenever possible, the "two adults" rule should be followed, whereby two or more 
adults should supervise all activities involving children, always being visible, even at a distance, to 
ensure the confidentiality of children's responses. Non-violent and positive methods should be 
adopted to deal with children's behavior.  

key ethical principles of the Ethical Research Involving Children (ERIC) will be respected, namely:  

• Ensuring informed consent from parents and children. 
• Permission will be requested to record audio and/or photographs in all project interactions. 
• Confidentiality and anonymity will be respected. 

CULTURAL SENSITIVITY 

It is the responsibility of the data collection professional to act in a culturally sensitive manner and 
be aware of the cultural context in which the evaluation is conducted. The approach and language 
must be properly adapted to respect cultural norms and practices, as well as the limitations of 
participants, to ensure that the questions are understood by all participants. 

IMPARTIALITY AND OBJECTIVITY 
It is the responsibility of the data collection professional to conduct activities impartially and 
objectively, without bias or prejudice. The professional must not impose or disclose their beliefs, 
ideologies, perspectives, or personal opinions to the participants. 

PROFESSIONALISM 
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A high standard of professionalism must be maintained in all interactions with participants and 
stakeholders. Appropriate dress codes for functions and the surrounding environment must be 
observed, as well as communication codes marked by respect, integrity, dignity, non-offense, and 
non-discrimination. Any concerns, suggestions, or complaints arising during work should be 
addressed to the Team. 

DATA INTEGRITY 

Collected data must be collected accurately and impartially. Established protocols for data 
collection, recording, and storage must be followed. No response may be altered or manipulated 
under any circumstances. 

CONTINUOUS TRAINING 

All IMPACTE professionals are required to participate in continuous training activities for the 
development of their skills and knowledge about data collection, as well as specific topics. 

 

COMMITMENT TO SUSTAINABILITY 

IMPACTE recognizes the critical importance of sustainability in all aspects of our operations. Our 
commitment to sustainability is deeply ingrained in our values and guides our decision-making 
processes every step of the way. 

We are dedicated to minimizing our environmental footprint and preserving natural resources for 
future generations. Through proactive measures and innovative initiatives, we strive to reduce 
waste, conserve energy, and promote responsible consumption throughout our operations. 

Furthermore, we are committed to fostering social responsibility within the communities we work 
with. We believe in supporting local economies, promoting diversity and inclusion, and investing 
in the well-being of our employees and stakeholders. Whenever possible IMPACTE resorts to local 
partners. 
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ANNEX 5. TERMS OF REFERENCE 
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ANNEX 6. EVALUATION MATRIX 

The evaluation matrix links each evaluation question to a set of evaluation indicators and to the source of information and needed data 
collection tools. 

RELEVANCE 

KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS SUB-QUESTIONS INDICATORS SOURCE OF INFORMATION 
DATA 

COLLECTION 
TOOLS 

1. How relevant was the Project in terms 
of aligning and responding to the 
objectives of the current IUCN and GRID-
Arendal Programmes (understood as 
the themes, work lines and interventions 
carried out by these organizations) and 
other needs and priorities in relation to 
reducing plastic pollution? 
  

 

• Evidence of project alignment with other IUCN and 
GRID-Arendal Programmes.  

• Key informants. 
• Institutional documents 

and websites.  

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 

2. Was the project Theory of Change 
(ToC) and logic for interventions 
feasible? To what extent were the 
planned inputs and strategies identified 
viable, appropriate, and adequate to 
achieve the results? Were they 
sequenced appropriately? 
 

 

• Level of alignment of the project’s objectives with 
the planned resources, activities and available 
timeframe. 
 

• Evidence of an adequate problem statement, 
results chain, and risk analysis, based on previous 
experiences or baseline data.   

• Key informants. 
• Project proposal. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports. 
• Other project 

documents. 
• MEL system. 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 

3. Has there been any change (i.e change 
in the negotiation process) that affected 
the relevance of the Project since it has 
started? If so, how well did the project 
adapt to the changing environment and 
how well has the design adjusted to 
emerging circumstances? 
 

 

• Evidence of significant changes in the negotiation 
process. 

  

• Level of flexibility of the project to respond to 
changing priorities, in consultation with national 
partners.  

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports. 
• MEL system. 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 

COHERENCE 

KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS SUB-QUESTIONS INDICATORS 
SOURCE OF 

INFORMATION 

DATA 
COLLECTION 

TOOLS 
4. How well did the Project fit in its 
context? In particular: 4.1. To what extent were the 

needs and capabilities of 
different partners and other 
counterparties carefully 
considered in the design of 
the Project? 

• Stakeholder mapping conducted. 
 

• Existence of a needs and capabilities assessment, 
prior to the project design. 
 

• Evidence of consultations carried out with key 
project stakeholders. 

• Key informants. 
• Project proposal 
• Other project 

documents. 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys. 
• Desk review. 
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4.2. To what extent did the 
project harmonize its 
interventions with 
government priorities, 
national strategies and 
other stakeholders? 

 
 

• Evidence of coordination efforts with national 
governments and other stakeholders, in order to 
harmonize the project’s intervention. 
 

• Evidence of project alignment with existing 
national strategies, priorities or legal or policy 
documents, in each of the involved countries. 

 

• Key informants. 
• Project proposal. 
• Other project documents  
• National legislation and 

policies. 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys  
• Desk review. 

4.3. To what extent was the 
Project aligned with 
previous and current IUCN 
and/or GRID-Arendal 
projects, knowledge 
products and stakeholder 
engagement process? 

• Evidence of project alignment with previous and 
current IUCN and GRID-Arendal projects, 
knowledge products and stakeholder 
engagement process. 
 

• Key informants. 
• Institutional documents 

and websites. 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 

EFFECTIVENESS 

KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS SUB-QUESTIONS INDICATORS SOURCE OF 
INFORMATION 

DATA 
COLLECTION 

TOOLS 
5. To what extent has the Project 
delivered on its outputs and outcomes?  
In particular: 

5.1. How effective has the 
project been in terms of 
helping target States and 
Stakeholders, including 
women, play an active role in 
Intergovernmental 
Negotiating Committee 
(INC) negotiations processes 
for the Global Plastics Treaty 

• Evidence of Project activities and efforts aimed at 
strengthening government representatives’ and 
other stakeholders’ capacities. 
 

• Number of interventions submitted by States and 
Stakeholders to the regional representative 
block(s). 

 
• Assessment by governments’ representatives and 

other stakeholders of the relevance and usefulness 
of the Project’s technical assistance and legal 
backstopping. 

 
• Percentage of interventions submitted by target 

countries that are reflected in the two INC Contact 
groups reports. 

 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports. 
• Other project 

documents. 
• MEL system. 
• Available INC / Global 

Plastics Treaty 
documents. 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys. 
• Desk review. 

5.2. How effective has the 
Project been in terms of 
helping Target States 
integrate Circular Economy 
(CE) principles in Waste 
Management (WM) 
practices? 

• Evidence of new or enhanced policies that 
promote Circular Economy, improved Waste 
Management, or reduce plastic leakage. 
 

• Evidence of Project activities and efforts aimed at 
training stakeholders in the use of information 
products for national action planning. 

 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports. 
• MEL system. 
• National legislation and 

policies. 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys. 
• Desk review. 
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• Assessment by governments’ representatives and 
other stakeholders of the relevance and usefulness 
of the Project’s. 

 

5.3. To what extent was the 
project able to adapt to 
country specific priorities 
and needs?  

• Differences in approach and activities between the 
different countries. 
 

• Evidence of differentiated information and training 
materials developed and used in different country 
training sessions. 
 

• Key informants. 
• Project proposal. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports. 
• MEL system. 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys. 
• Desk review. 

6. What constraints and limiting factors 
have been encountered by the project in 
meeting its objectives and delivering on 
its work plans? How did the project deal 
with constraints and risks in 
implementation? 
 

 

• Evidence of limiting factors influencing the 
achievement or non‐achievement of the 
objectives. 
 

• Inclusion of adaptive measures and strategies for 
ongoing unexpected constraints. 

 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports. 
• MEL system. 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 

6.1. To what extent have the 
mitigation measures, 
identified during the project 
design,, to address the risks 
been implemented? Were 
these measures effective? 

• Evidence of an adequate risk analysis, that 
contemplates conflicts and natural disasters.   
 

• Assessment by Project team and key stakeholders. 

• Key informants. 
• Project proposal. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports. 
• MEL system. 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 

EFFICIENCY 

KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS SUB-QUESTIONS • INDICATORS 
• SOURCE OF 

INFORMATION 

DATA 
COLLECTION 
TOOLS 

7. To what extent is the Project 
governance system conducive to results 
achievement? 
  

• Adequacy of the governance system. • Key informants. 
• Project proposal 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• Other project documents 
• MEL system 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 

7.1. Was the project team 
able to establish efficient 
and fluid articulation 
mechanisms with the 
government focal points 
and other key stakeholders 
involved in the project? 

• Existence of formal and informal communication 
articulation mechanisms between the project 
team and the different stakeholders, recognized by 
all parts. 
 

• Key informants. 
• Project proposal 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• Other project documents 
• MEL system 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys. 
• Desk review. 

8. Has the management approach 
promoted by the Project led to the most 
effective use of the resources, costs 
savings and to efficiencies of scale in the 

8.1. Are accounting and 
financial systems adequate 
for project management 
and producing accurate and 

• Completeness and accurateness of financial 
information produced by the project team.  
 

• Evidence of use of accounting and financial 
documents for project decision-making. 

• Key informants. 
• Project proposal 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• Other project documents 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 
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provision of coordination and technical 
support? More especially: 

timely financial 
information? 

• MEL system 

8.2. Have progress reports 
been produced accurately, 
timely and responded to 
reporting requirements?   

• Existence of reports produced according to 
planned deadlines and content. 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• MEL system 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 

8.3. In terms of periodic 
update meetings, what 
worked and what didn't in 
ensuring effective 
communication and project 
alignment between IUCN 
and GRID-Arendal and their 
respective teams? 

• Adequacy of the coordination mechanisms 
between IUCN and GRID-Arendal. 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• MEL system 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 

 

9. To what extent are the Monitoring, 
Evaluation and Learning (MEL) strategy 
and tools adequate and effective in view 
of: 

9.1. Tracking progress 
against expected results 

• Monitoring mechanisms are in place to collect 
detailed and relevant information.  
  

• Frequency and detail of monitoring reports and 
evaluations.  
  

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• MEL system 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 
 

9.2 Enabling adaptation in 
the strategy according to 
current success and failures, 
changes of stakeholders’ 
priorities or conditions on 
the context 

• Adjustments made to project on the basis of 
monitoring and evaluation results.  
 

• Evidence of clear and consistent communication 
between partners and the project team. 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• MEL system 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys 
• Desk review. 
 

9.3. Improving reporting, 
transparency and 
accountability to NORAD, 
and other key stakeholders. 

•  •  •  

9.4. Providing lessons from 
activities and results that 
contribute to the 
enrichment and continuous 
improvement of the project 

• Existence of documents containing  
 

• Evidence of such learnings being discussed by the 
project team. 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• Other project documents 
• MEL system 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 
 

SUSTAINABILITY 

KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS SUB-QUESTIONS INDICATORS • SOURCE OF 
INFORMATION 

DATA 
COLLECTION 
TOOLS 
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10. Is there evidence of ‘country 
ownership’ of the project initiatives? 
What evidence exists that shows that 
the enabling condition are in place to 
continue what was initiated by the 
project, particularly in terms capacities, 
partnership and/or policy? 
 
 

 

• Evidence that activities are building capacity 
amongst government representatives and 
stakeholders.  
 

• Existence of technical and financial resources for 
project sustainability.  
 

• Level of stakeholder engagement and 
participation in the project. 
 

• Indications of ownership (actions taken, planning) 
by governments and key stakeholders; including 
setting priorities, strategic planning, budget 
allocation. 

 

• Key informants. 
• Public government 

documents. 
• Institutional webpages. 
• Documents of 

agreement and 
commitment. 

• Other project 
documents. 

• MEL system. 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys 
• Desk review. 
 

10.1. What actions were 
undertaken to 
institutionalize the 
generated skills, i.e. 
minimize future loss of 
capacities resulting from 
political change or staff 
rotation? 

• Evidence of methodologies and activities 
implemented to promote results’ 
institutionalization. 
 

• Degree of legal and public commitment, by 
governments, with project approaches.  

• Key informants. 
• Public government 

documents. 
• Institutional webpages. 
• Documents of 

agreement and 
commitment. 

• Other project 
documents. 

• MEL system. 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys 
• Desk review. 
 

IMPACT 

KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS SUB-QUESTIONS INDICATORS 
SOURCE OF 
INFORMATION 

DATA 
COLLECTION 

TOOLS 
11. To what extent AFRIPAC project was 
able to make a significant global 
contribution towards empowering 
government and their stakeholders in 
Africa to inform negotiations for the 
Global Plastics Treaty? 
 

 

• Evolution of the capacity level of stakeholders 
involved in project. 
 

• Number of interventions submitted by States and 
Stakeholders to the regional representative 
block(s). 

 
• Percentage of interventions submitted by target 

countries that are reflected in the two INC Contact 
groups reports. 

 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports. 
• Other project 

documents. 
• MEL system. 
• Available INC / Global 

Plastics Treaty 
documents. 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys. 
• Desk review. 

12. Were there any unintended 
consequences, both positive and 
negative resulting from the actions of 
the Project? 

 

• Assessment by project team, governments’ 
representatives and other stakeholders. 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports. 
• MEL system. 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 

IUCN ONE PROGRAMME APPROACH 
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KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS SUB-QUESTIONS INDICATORS 
SOURCE OF 

INFORMATION 

DATA 
COLLECTION 

TOOLS 

13. To what extent did the project 
adequately engage all constituents of 
the Union in its design or 
implementation? 
 

 

• Evidence of articulation mechanisms between 
different constituents of IUCN. 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• Other project documents 
• MEL system 

 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 
 

SCIENCE/POLICY/ACTION INTERFACE 

KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS SUB-QUESTIONS INDICATORS 
SOURCE OF 

INFORMATION 

DATA 
COLLECTION 

TOOLS 
14. Was it possible to create dynamic 
communities of action, that enable an 
active exchange among different 
stakeholders? 

 

• Existence of community of action platforms. 
 

• Number and type of actors in community of 
practice. 

 
• Evidence of contributions to the community of 

practice, disaggregated by type of stakeholder. 
 
• Assessment by participants within the 

communities of action, regarding their value. 
 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• Other project documents 
• MEL system 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 

 

 

14.1. Was it possible to create 
an effective science-policy 
interface, that lead to the 
development of evidence-
informed National Action 
Plans or other relevant 
national policy strategies? 

• Evidence of new or enhanced policies that 
promote Circular Economy, improved Waste 
Management, or reduce plastic leakage. 
 

• Evidence of the development of National Action 
Plans. 

 
• Assessment by governments’ representatives and 

other stakeholders of the relevance of the Project 
for the development of new or enhanced policies. 

 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports. 
• MEL system. 
• National legislation and 

policies. 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys. 
• Desk review. 

15. Were the knowledge/inputs of IUCN 
and GRID-Arendal useful and relevant 
for the needs of the participant 
countries?  

• Existence of knowledge-sharing products and 
events. 
 

• Evidence of use of knowledge/inputs of IUCN and 
GRID-Arendal for the development of action plans. 

 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• Other project documents 
• MEL system 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys. 
• Desk review. 
•  

16. To what extent are the knowledge 
producing mechanisms and 
partnerships developed by the Project 
likely to continue to influence policy or 
actions in the future? 
 

 

• Existence of technical and financial resources for 
project sustainability.  
 

• Level of stakeholder engagement and 
participation in the community of action platforms. 
 

• Key informants. 
• Public government 

documents. 
• Institutional webpages. 
• Documents of 

agreement and 
commitment. 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys. 
• Desk review. 
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• Indications of ownership (actions taken, planning) 
by governments and key stakeholders; including 
setting priorities, strategic planning, budget 
allocation. 

 

GENDER CONCERNS 

KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS SUB-QUESTIONS INDICATORS 
SOURCE OF 

INFORMATION 

DATA 
COLLECTION 

TOOLS 
17. To what extent has gender concerns 
been considered in the design and 
implementation so far? 

 

• Percentage of male and female participants in the 
different project activities. 
 

• Existence of considerations (in the planning and 
implementation of the activities) focusing on 
ensuring or enhancing women’s meaningful 
participation. 

 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• Other project documents 
• MEL system 

• Interviews. 
• Desk review. 
 

17.1. To what extent was the 
project decisive to ensure 
women’s meaningful 
participation?  

• Number of actors trained (gender-disaggregated) 
• Number of specific training or capacity-building 

programs designed for women and their 
participation rates. 

• Number of partnerships or collaborations 
established with local women's organizations to 
promote engagement Qualitative testimonials 
from women participants regarding their 
experiences and the perceived effectiveness of the 
project in enhancing their participation 

• Key informants. 
• Project Implementation 

Reports 
• Other project documents 
• MEL system 

• Interviews. 
• Surveys 
• Desk review. 
 

 


