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1.9
PROJECT SUMMARY


The overall objective of the full projecta is to rapidly phase-out all non-exempted uses of methyl bromide (MB) in seven CEIT countries (Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan). The elimination of about 167 metric tonnes MB used annually will enable these countries to comply with the Montreal Protocol requirement to phase-out MB imports in 2005, excluding quarantine and other exempted uses. The project addresses the key barriers that have prevented the adoption of MB alternatives by providing training for MB users, resources to assist the procurement and installation of alternatives, policy development and capacity building.  The project will transfer existing MB alternatives (often chemical fumigants) in order to achieve a rapid MB phase-out, and will build capacity for the development and implementation of non-chemical alternatives in the future.  

The project is consistent with the GEF Focal Area of Ozone Depletion, and the GEF Strategic Priority called ‘Ozone Depletion OZ-1 Methyl Bromide Reduction’. The GEF Operational Strategy for Ozone Depletion aims “to reduce – and to the extent feasible, eliminate – the remaining (ODS) substances: methyl bromide and HCFCs.”  The project is also consistent with the GEF document ‘GEF Support to Countries with Economies in Transition in Phasing Out of Annex C1 and E Substances of the Montreal Protocol’ GEF/C.18/Inf.6. 

The PDF-B consultations with stakeholders (both public and private sector) identified the technical needs and provided open discussion of assumptions and potential risks with representatives from all levels of stakeholders. The participating countries have already raised awareness among stakeholders, have begun the educational aspects of retooling the sector, and have immediate ownership of the project.  At national level the project will be implemented by existing organizations that will continue to function after the project has finished: the national ozone units, agricultural institutes and growers/users organizations.  The full involvement of stakeholders, supported by the pre-existing infrastructures, will help to ensure that the MB phase-out achieved by the project will be maintained after the project is completed.  Key components of the project (such as the national Monitoring and Evaluation exercises, national Project Coordination Units and international Project Steering Committee) are tasked with identifying any project difficulties at an early stage, and implementing adjustments or solutions in a timely manner.

The methods used during the project will be replicable in other MB phase-out projects and other areas such as POPs.  The model of participatory methods of training and up-take of alternative agricultural technologies by small users, for example, could be replicated through collaboration with the Regional Network of Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia (CEECA), which is one of eight regional networks of ODS Offices financially supported by the Multilateral Fund and serviced by the UNEP Compliance Assistance Programme. 
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The project aims to enable the 7 countries to meet compliance with the control measures of the Montreal Protocol for Methyl Bromide (MB) (Annex E substance). This control measure requires 100% phase out of MB imports (excluding quarantine and exempted uses) by January 1, 2005, through the urgent implementation of sectoral phase out plans for the Eastern European countries listed above. Through partnered missions to the countries, UNEP, UNDP and the countries collaborated with the relevant stakeholders to design a framework within which MB users (institutional and private sector) will receive investment (UNDP) and training assistance (UNEP), to achieve a cost-effective phaseout of methyl bromide. The project will achieve: (1) rapid transfer of MB replacement technologies to MB users (particularly MB fumigators), focusing on a quick replacement for the 2005 growing season to achieve sustained phase out and permit country compliance with the Montreal Protocol; (2) the leveraging of existing infrastructure for the implementation of a cost-effective, sustainable coordination structure and mechanisms to carry out the work and sustain phase out after the project; (3) enhanced awareness and confidence of MB users; and monitoring of the efficacy and performance of alternatives, improving them where necessary to achieve phaseout; and (4) Increased capacity and pilots for the longer-term development of more environmentally sustainable MB alternatives based on non-chemical and IPM methods . 

Following the GEF Council meeting in May 2004 the project scope/activities were reduced in line with comments received from GEF Council Members, and to fit the available co-funding and feasible counterpart contributions.  Tasks removed from the initial project include: activities to reduce MB use for quarantine and pre-shipment (QPS); activities that promoted IPM in general (except for IPM methods that are direct substitutes for MB); and activities to achieve compliance with EU regulations and agricultural standards. The revised project focuses only on the activities necessary to achieve compliance with the Montreal Protocol (ie. training and adoption of available MB alternatives) and capacity building to enable participating countries to implement more environmentally friendly alternatives in the longer term.  The project will work primarily with MB fumigators and other direct MB users. End users or secondary users will be provided with training where necessary for achieving the objective of MB phase-out.  
Ongoing activities under the Multilateral Fund will be leveraged to aid project implementation. UNEP and UNDP will build on the first regional GEF-funded activity "Initiating Early Phase Out of Methyl Bromide in Countries with Economies in Transition (CEITs) through Awareness Raising, Policy Development and Demonstration/Training Activities"b.  The majority of project activities will be completed in the first two years of the project. 
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BACKGROUND
Current Situation

1.
Under the Montreal Protocol, Countries with Economies in Transition (CEITs), which are not funded under the Multilateral Fund for the Montreal Protocol, are faced with a deadline of 1 January 2005 for phasing out national imports of methyl bromide. It is therefore very urgent that these countries phase out methyl bromide in a cost-effective and sustainable way so that they can be in compliance with the Montreal Protocol. The problem to date in achieving full phase out has largely been a lack of training, financial and technical resources and other measures to effect phase out. 

2.
The paper prepared by the GEF on HCFCs and methyl bromide (GEF Support to Countries with Economies in Transition in Phasing Out of Annex C1 and E Substances of the Montreal Protocol, GEF/C.18/Inf.6, November 2001), concluded that as non-Article 5 (CEIT) countries have to phase out production and consumption (ie. imports) of methyl bromide by the end of 2004, additional difficulties may be faced in meeting these targets as the phase out of methyl bromide may not involve a one-time conversion to a new technology.  Available alternatives must be rapidly adopted and, where necessary adapted to meet local conditions of soil type, climate and region. Alternatives in the soil sector include combinations of chemical and non-chemical pest management techniques and practices, including fumigants, soil-less culture, soil amendments, biofumigation, solarization, biological control, resistant varieties and pesticides.  Options are more limited in the post-harvest sector where alternatives largely involve the use of phosphine, but can also include heat, cold, controlled atmospheres, pressure, IPM, and other fumigants in the process of registration.  The alternatives require adequate training and investment in order to replace MB effectively. The challenge in achieving methyl bromide phase out is also reflected in the annual consumption data of CEITs since the 1991 base line year, as several countries have very erratic patterns of tonnes of methyl bromide consumed from year to year, some even going from negative to positive consumption in consecutive years (See Table 1).

3.
As a first step to assist countries, UNEP implemented a regional GEF-funded Medium–Sized Project (MSP) "Initiating Early Phase Out of Methyl Bromide in Countries with Economies in Transition (CEITs) through Awareness Raising, Policy Development and Demonstration/Training Activities"
.  Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and Slovakia were the original participants in the MSP, with Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland being responsible for the main consumption in the region. The combined consumption of all of the countries under the MSP was initially 200 metric tonnes; and by the end of 2000 this figure had been reduced to 144 tonnes. The consumption figures of 2001, however indicates that for some of the original countries, despite policy and legislation now being in place, methyl bromide consumption still needs investment assistance if it is to be fully phased out. In 2001, three countries (Bulgaria, Latvia and Poland) showed signs of a return to increased consumption, which gives support to the countries’ statements that without further assistance they will be unable to achieve total sector phase out (See Table 1). Annex 6 of this report outlines the details of the results and findings coming out of the first regional methyl bromide MSP involving the countries of Eastern Europe. It outlines the alternatives identified for both pre and post harvest methyl bromide treatments, policy controls among the countries, and the barriers to certain aspects for the adoption of these. It also indicates the substantial expertise and capacity built up in the countries as a result of the first MSP, laying a sound basis for total phase out of methyl bromide.

	Country
	Ratifi-cation
	Annual Reported Methyl Bromide Consumption (imports + production) 

(metric tonnes) 

	
	L
	C
	1991
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	Average

2000-02

	Azerbaijan
	Y
	Y
	4.7
	-
	-
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Bulgaria#
	Y
	Y
	86.3
	15.0
	12.0
	0.0
	0.0
	65.0
	60.0
	22.0
	27.0
	27.0
	25.3

	Czech Republic#
	Y
	Y
	10.8
	7.9
	18.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	3.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Estonia#
	Y
	Y
	0.0
	-
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Hungary#
	Y
	Y
	53.0
	74.0
	53.0
	53.0
	53.0
	53.0
	40.0
	40.0
	26.5
	26.5
	31.0

	Kazakhstan
	Y
	
	26.0
	-
	-
	3.5
	2.0
	30.0
	22.0
	28.2
	0.0
	0.0
	9.4

	Latvia#
	Y
	Y
	25.5
	-
	20.0
	25.0
	0.0
	15.0
	0.0
	0.9
	14.7
	N.R.
	7.8?

	Lithuania#
	Y
	Y
	54.9
	36.0
	52.4
	45.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	16.0
	10.0
	10.0
	12.0

	Poland#
	Y
	Y
	200.0
	-
	-
	103.2
	34.0
	57.5
	89.9
	64.7
	88.3
	88.2
	80.4

	Slovakia#
	Y
	Y
	10.0
	-
	0.0
	-
	9.5
	10.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Tajikistan
	Y
	
	1.4
	-
	0.0
	3.45
	2.6
	3.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Turkmenistan
	Y
	
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Ukraine
	Y
	Y
	0.0
	0.0
	650.0
	-752.0
	0.0
	0.0
	409.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Uzbekistan
	Y
	Y
	7.3
	-
	-
	0.02
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	N.R
	N.R.
	N.R.
	N.R.


Table 1: Methyl Bromide Consumption (ie. imports / production) (metric tonnes) in CEITs

Notes to Table 1

Status of ratification of the Amendments to the Montreal Protocol:

L = London Amendment; C= Copenhagen Amendment; Y = ratified.

# These countries took part in the MSP "Initiating Early Phase Out of Methyl Bromide in Countries with Economies in Transition (CEITs) through Awareness Raising, Policy Development and Demonstration/Training Activities". 

Consumption data was taken from Ozone Secretariat and from the survey carried out under the MSP, and represents the imports of methyl bromide controlled by the Montreal Protocol (it excludes quarantine and pre-shipment (QPS) uses). Note that QPS uses of MB are exempted from Montreal Protocol controls; and the Ozone Secretariat does not count this data towards compliance. 

4.
In considering the eligibility of countries, the GEF document GEF Support to Countries with Economies in Transition in Phasing Out of Annex C1 and E Substances of the Montreal Protocol (GEF/C.18/Inf.6) states that the GEF Operational Strategy has so far determined that only countries that have ratified both the London and Copenhagen Amendments to the Montreal Protocol, will be eligible for GEF assistance for phasing out methyl bromide (and HCFCs). A look at Table 1 indicates that only Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Turkmenistan fail to meet this requirement. During the PDF-B, Kazakhstan, though indicating in writing that they intend to ratify the Copenhagen Amendment, did not ultimately offer any date by which they would ratify, and so had to be excluded from this project proposal. Tajikistan and Turkmenistan also did not ratify and so will not be included, although it should be noted that Tajikistan has not recorded consumption since 1998, whilst Turkmenistan has no history of consumption to date. Azerbaijan, Estonia and Uzbekistan do meet the ratification requirements, but have no history of significant methyl bromide consumption. Only Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan indicated an interest in participating in future regional training activities, as a precautionary step against developing new methyl bromide uses
. The Ukraine is working with the World Bank as its Implementing Agency to address both methyl bromide consumption and production.

5.
The GEF Operational Strategy on the protection of the ozone layer mentions that ODS can only be funded to the extent that they were consumed at the time of ratification.  However, the GEF document GEF Support to Countries with Economies in Transition in Phasing Out of Annex C1 and E Substances of the Montreal Protocol (GEF/C.18/Inf.6, page A4) states that :

"In order to achieve compliance with the Montreal Protocol, a full phase out of all reported (non-QPS) consumption (and production) needs to be achieved by the end of 2004…consumption needs to be reduced from the current levels… to zero in 2005".

The Multilateral Fund (MLF) of the Montreal Protocol normally bases project funding on the last 12 months before project preparation or the average of the last three years.  In MB projects the average is often used in recognition of the fact that MB consumption can fluctuate substantially from year to year as a result of varying pest pressures and weather.  The relevant consumption figures are presented in Table 1. 

6.
The ratifying countries with significant consumption - Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland - have stated their request for GEF financial assistance through this project and have been targeted for country-specific funding to enable activities required for total sector phase out. Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan, though they have ratified, do not have a history of significant consumption, and so these countries will participate in the regional activities, and will be provided with technical publications on alternatives (including those generated under the project), rather than receiving country-specific funding for activities.

7.
The experience of projects funded under the Multilateral Fund shows that the preparation of sectoral phase out plans have been most successful if phase out targets are met in a culturally sensitive and effective way. With the PDF-B grant, UNEP and UNDP have carried out joint missions to Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland to discuss issues with stakeholders and develop detailed sectoral phase out plans building on the experience gained in the first MSP.  

Situation Analysis (Problem, Stakeholder and Barrier Analysis)

Montreal Protocol schedule for MB phase-out

8.
Methyl bromide (MB) was officially listed as an ozone depleting substance under the Montreal Protocol in 1992.  Non-Article 5 countries have had to reduce their imports of MB according to a certain schedule, and are due to complete the phase-out of MB imports by 1 January 2005.  They can continue to use up existing stocks of MB after that date.  The Protocol permits certain limited exemptions for ‘critical uses’ of MB, ie. specific uses for which there are no technically and economically feasible alternatives available, as defined under Decision IX/6 of the Protocol.  However the exemption request procedure involves a complex and time-consuming application process (described in TEAP (2003) Handbook On Critical Use Nominations for Methyl Bromide).  In any case, exemptions would be granted for a limited duration only, so countries will need assistance for full phase-out.  The Protocol does not control quarantine and official pre-shipment (QPS) uses of MB, so normally QPS is not addressed in MLF projects, and activities related to QPS phaseout will not be funded in this GEF project.

Implications of European Union enlargement

9.   Accession of four of the seven countries (Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland) to the European Union occurred in May 2004. The EU regulation on ozone depleting substances (Regulation EC 2037/2000 on substances that deplete the ozone layer, Article 3,2(iii)) has more stringent requirements for determining ‘critical use’ exemptions than the Protocol. So the EU regulation is likely to grant only modest exemptions.  The project aims to assist the participating countries to deploy alternatives for the anticipated ‘critical uses’ in order to meet the Montreal Protocol requirements, and this will also assist with the regional EU situation.  The tight schedule indicates that it is essential to follow the approach taken in other MLF projects: to transfer successful cases of MB alternatives from other regions with similar climates and conditions, and adapt them to local conditions. 

Commercial codes of practice for agricultural production

In the pan-European region, farmers are experiencing market pressures to reduce the environmental impacts of their farming practices.  For example, European supermarket chains have established a code of practice for agricultural production for fruit and vegetables, called EUREP-GAP.   These standards were developed in response to consumer concerns about food production standards, pesticides and environmental pollution from agriculture.  Increasingly, the European supermarket chains are obliging farmers/suppliers to comply with these codes of practice if they wish to continue supplying the supermarkets in future.  The code requires suppliers/farmers to justify in writing the use of MB and other fumigants, and strongly promotes integrated pest management (IPM) and non-chemical methods of controlling pests and diseases. This means that the project in the longer-term needs to assist MB users to find types of alternatives that will be suitable for the markets and circumstances in which they operate.  Initially the project will transfer some fumigant alternatives in order to meet the phase-out. But in order to maintain the phase-out it will be necessary also to develop IPM and non-chemical methods for the longer term. 

Activities undertaken in previous MSP and remaining work to be done

10.
Within the MSP for the Eastern European countries, project activities included survey activity on the patterns of consumption of methyl bromide, training on alternatives in both the soil and post harvest sectors, demonstration activities with both chemical and non-chemical alternatives, and the development of technical materials to support the adoption of alternatives. Details of the outputs of the MSP are given in Annex 6 of this document. The outcome of the MSP, which began at the start of 2000, shows evidence of positive effects on methyl bromide control and consumption within the countries involved. All participating countries have put in place national mechanisms to control local consumption of methyl bromide and carried out awareness-raising activities.

11.
The primary barriers to the full implementation of alternatives most often cited by countries can be summarised into three basic categories:-

· Lack of capital to install alternative technologies

· Lack of extensive training and knowledge in effecting technology transfer and adaptation to local conditions

· Lack of confidence in alternatives (due to poor spread of knowledge on the efficacy, economics and technical implications of implementing alternatives)

12. The recent PDF-funded discussions with stakeholders confirmed the conclusion of the countries at the end of the first project, and also unearthed other barriers, such as:-

· Lack of MB-user trust in conventional extension services of the Plant/Crop Protection Services

· Lack of resident Crop Protection Expertise in the extension service

· Lack of experience of extension in the participatory delivery of new technologies (they tend to use a top down approach to introducing new technologies rather than involving the users in designing and streamlining the implementation of the technology)

· Need for closer collaboration between the National Ozone Unit and the Ministry responsible for Agriculture and Plant/Crop Protection

· In some countries, there was a reluctance by MB users to be forced (as they may see it) into collective activities or a working group not of their own initiative.

· Heavy dependence on private sector, contracted fumigators, with little pest control/fumigation expertise residing amongst the MB user clientele, and in some cases, within the public sector (ie. storage facility owners and growers)

· There was a general disparity in the technical quality and extent of currently implemented alternatives and what would be expected at the eve of total sector phase out.

13. An analysis of the main challenges in phasing out methyl bromide consumption in the CEITs is summarised in Figure 1.

FIGURE 1: Problem Analysis to indicate the Cause-Effect for Challenges Faced in Methyl Bromide Phase Out in CEITs.
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14.
In addition, a stakeholder analysis was carried out under the PDF-B to get a clear picture of infrastructure available, as well as of the nature of relationships and attitudes of the various stakeholder groups of the region. While there were some differences between countries, it was possible to put together a generalised stakeholder analysis table, as shown in Annex 2B of this document. This table looked at the characteristics, interests, potential, deficiencies and project implications for each major group of stakeholders. In general, however, it was clear that the basic component bodies and human resources to execute phase-out already exist in the countries. Relevant framework legislation is also in place, although additional policy development will be needed in some areas.  The participating countries did not request assistance in developing economic infrastructure, but the need for better leveraging of national funding was identified. A general re-organisation and enhanced communication of stakeholders was seen as key; as was the need for the incentive and guidance for countries to organise their stakeholders effectively for total methyl bromide phase out. 

15.
It is worth noting the methodology of collecting information during the PDF-B phase.  A multi-disciplinary team was assembled to ensure that the final project would be sensitive to regional circumstances and the needs of individual countries. The National Ozone Units (NOUs) were requested to identify national teams and carry out surveys to identify current MB users, and key issues related to project preparation.  The multi-disciplinary team consisted of the NOUs, national MB experts, stakeholders, UNEP and UNDP soil and post harvest experts, and other experts, to help develop the activities and final project proposal. The Implementing Agencies, the Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee (MBTOC) and others provided expertise based on their experience in related MB and environmental problems in the region.  National members of the project development team made their contribution in identifying their national issues during the consultative phase. Detailed questionnaires were designed by UNEP and the experts and sent out to countries before consultants carried out missions to consult with stakeholders in the participating countries. These data sheets helped to identify which sites had to be visited during preparation, indicated the level of consumption to be phased out in sectors and sub sectors, and highlighted relevant infrastructure, stakeholders, policy and funding bodies.

16.
Having gone through the data sheet process with stakeholders, national NOUs were able to quickly create national Project Development Teams, who will act as the greater part of the Project Coordination Unit of the country during the implementation phase. The local members of the project development team were charged with ensuring that key stakeholders were involved in consultations during the preparation stage. National members of the project development team included the NOU, individuals from local agricultural institutions and/or phytosanitary bodies, research and extension-advisory staff, relevant stakeholder associations, and in some cases members of financial institutions and development agencies, among others.

17.
The national development teams fine-tuned the national picture of methyl bromide consumption, double-checking sectoral consumption data, identifying major crops/sectors and stakeholders that use methyl bromide, existing/ potential alternatives, and bodies or institutions which might provide in-kind contributions or co-funding in the project (eg. stakeholders, development banks and agencies, private lenders and investors, equity funds, financial institutions, foundations, bilateral development agencies). With the visiting UNEP and UNDP consultants, national teams carried out consultations with stakeholders (eg. farming associations, fumigators, extension trainers, privately owned facilities that use methyl bromide in their operations, and other local bodies) to determine pertinent needs and to identify how to organise activities to achieve sectoral phase out. Incorporation of local stakeholders in the process promoted a ‘bottom up’ development of the project, and set the stage for strong cooperation between the various local groups involved.

18.
In-depth consultations with stakeholders identified specific technical, training and financial needs, and developed timetables for the implementation of project activities. They coordinated and developed training schedules for national bodies that can carry out technical training associated with the use of alternatives of methyl bromide, to achieve sustainable and long-lasting capacity in the use of alternatives. There was also investigation into the possibility of co-financing to supplement the GEF support in the final implementation process. The latter mostly involved consultations with governments, development agencies, private lenders and investors, foundations and other financial institutions.

19.
At every stage risk factors were identified, leading to the development of a monitoring and risk management strategy incorporated into the project management structure. Quantifiable or verifiable indicators for the various project components and stages were developed, as well as a detailed monitoring and evaluation mechanism. This will serve as an independent project management tool to allow the project to be adapted when risks materialise during implementation. 

PROJECT RATIONALE AND OBJECTIVES

Project Rationale

20.
The proposed project is intended to bring the countries into compliance with the Montreal Protocol by enabling them to phase out methyl bromide, since, as Signatories to the Montreal Protocol and its London and Copenhagen Amendments, they are bound to phase out imports/production of this ozone depleting substance by 2005, except for exempted uses. The proposed activity is consistent with the GEF Operational Strategy for the Ozone Depletion Focal Area. Further, recent discussions (2002) between UNEP and the GEF on Strategic Priorities for the Operational Programmes, have concluded that the strategic priority for the Ozone Depletion Focal Area, will now be "to reduce - and to the extent feasible, eliminate -- the remaining (ODS) substances: methyl bromide and HCFCs". According to the confirmed consumption data for the countries, the proposed activity will have the global benefit of eliminating approximately 167 tonnes (100.2 ODP tonnes) of methyl bromide (based on consumption in 2001, last year of complete data). None of the countries produces methyl bromide, so only consumption will be targeted.

21.
As mentioned in previous sections, this project builds on earlier GEF-supported regional activity "Initiating Early Phase Out of Methyl Bromide in Countries with Economies in Transition (CEITs) through Awareness Raising, Policy Development and Demonstration/Training Activities". 

22.
This project builds on the cooperation established between national organisations developed during the project preparatory PDF-B phase and will support Project Coordination Units at national level. These units will coordinate the work of the project, and will continue their work post-project to ensure that phase out is sustained, and will address any pest control issues that might arise as a result of methyl bromide phase out.  They will direct counterpart and co-funding resources from local bodies to maximise the contribution and impact of such resources to the phase out effort. 

23.
The basic elements of the project activity will encompass :

(i) Investment project activity, implemented by UNDP, for the physical installation of suitable methyl bromide alternatives in companies/sites that use MB for soil treatment, fumigation of durables and commodities; and

(ii) Non-investment activity, implemented by UNEP, with a focus on training to expand the capacity of national and local agricultural extension programmes to implement and sustain technology transfer and the adoption of alternative techniques by MB users. This training will be imparted through the use of participatory delivery of alternative methodologies, in parallel with the investment activity. Monitoring (pilots) will be carried out at sites that have adopted MB alternatives, to record pest control results and to protect against unexpected economic impacts. Easy-to-use information materials, translated for each country, will also be developed to act as technical guides for MB users. There will be a focus on making these materials utilitarian (eg. information posters, periodical leaflets, rather than heavy manuals) so that the information can be easily accessed in the field.

(iii) Sector Phaseout plans will be executed and supported by flexible, cross-sectoral national project coordination units, which will coordinate the timing of activities, allocation of technical resources, and deliver the planned work. 

(iv) The project will also build capacity to enable the development of more environmentally sustainable MB alternatives for the longer term. This will include pilots to develop non-chemical and IPM alternatives.  As with other parts of the project, UNEP will be responsible for the non-investment component while UNDP will be responsible for the investment component.  
Project Objectives

24.
In carrying out an analysis of the project objectives, the negative aspects or “problems” identified in the problem analysis (see Figure 1) are reformulated into positive ones to reflect what is envisioned for the future. This can be drawn up in an “objectives tree” (see Figure 2) such that the various levels of objectives and the ‘means-end’ relationships between them are clear, as are the different levels of objectives for the overall project strategy.

25.
The objectives were drawn up as a result of the following factors: recognizing the need for urgent phase out of methyl bromide imports by 2005 in order to achieve compliance; having carried out the situation analysis and the objectives analysis; having considered the recommendations and requests of the countries at the end of the first MSP and during the PDF-B phase; and having taken into account the comments made by GEF Council Members. The main project objectives and outputs are as follows:

(1) Leveraging existing institutional frameworks and local expertise for the development and implementation of cost-effective, sustainable, national phase out coordination structures and mechanisms to carry out the work of the project, cope with future methyl bromide phase out problem areas, and sustain phase-out after the project; 

(2) Rapid transfer of alternative technologies to methyl bromide users, including installation of relevant equipment and participatory training at local level, focusing on a rapid replacement for the 2005 growing season to permit country compliance with the Montreal Protocol (based on alternative fumigants to the extent necessary); 

(3) Enhanced awareness and confidence of MB users and other stakeholders in the phase-out process, providing easy-to-use technical information materials for the MB users, and increasing users’ ability to manage their pest control problems and find their own solutions. Monitoring the technical efficacy and economic performance of alternatives, improving alternatives where necessary to achieve phase-out.

(4) Building capacity and carrying out pilots for the longer-term development of more sustainable alternatives based on non-chemical and IPM methods, reducing dependency on potentially hazardous chemical alternatives. This has added benefit through interlinkages with broader chemical management and health security.

Achieving these objectives, particularly those associated with supportive capacity-building non-investment activities, will bring the countries into sustained compliance with the Montreal Protocol. In addition, there will be a leveraging of the activities already funded under the Multilateral Fund for the Article 5 countries from the region to enhance activities proposed under this project. The Regional Dissemination Strategy and OzonAction Information Clearing House will act as the information dissemination mechanism for the project (see section 7 of the brief); whilst the Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia (CEECA) Network of Ozone Officers will act as a tool of replication for the project’s activities (see section 5).

FIGURE 2: Objectives ‘tree’ for sector methyl bromide phase out in CEITs.



26.
Many of the frame conditions, ie. the macro-economic, institutional, and socio-cultural conditions that might hinder the success of the project, were identified during the PDF-B phase’s problem analysis and stakeholder analysis, building on the evaluation of the first MSP. 

27.
Some pre-conditions were also identified during the PDF-B phase. Some pre-conditions arose due to the discrepancy between the April to October agricultural season of the countries, and the timing of the project approval in the GEF cycle (May-June 2004), and the fact that countries were scheduled to cease imports of methyl bromide by 2005
.   As such the main pre-condition for this project was that countries need to make a “quick start” during the PDF-B stage, to ensure swift movement of resources and start of activities after project approval. Elements of the “quick start” were:-

(i) Identification of the national Project Coordination Units and their mode of operation (see details of function and structure in Project Description section (Activity 1.1, and accompanying Figure 3), with a clear assignment of duties to all members, at each level of the unit, for the duration of the project and beyond;

(ii) Identification of a national, independent Monitoring and Evaluation body, identification of their duties, and the form and frequency of their activities (see Annex 5 for details of the Project M&E Plan);

(iii) Early co-opting of contracted fumigators and growers’ associations to go out and make initial contact with MB users (especially important in the soil sector), informing them about the intended project design, to further discuss the implementation and needs associated with desired alternatives.

28.
The Implementing Agencies, UNEP and UNDP also have a role in setting pre-conditions for the project, namely the swift internalisation of the project after GEF approval, and the mobilisation of resources for the immediate launch of the project activities.

29.
If these pre-conditions are not met, there is a risk that countries may experience greater difficulties in achieving MB phase out.  Nevertheless, if sufficient effort is maintained, the phaseout can be achieved in 2005 because alternatives are available for the specific crops and uses of MB.

30.
Annex 2A outlines the logical framework analysis to indicate the strategy for this project, taking into account the various levels of objectives, such that our immediate project objectives outlined earlier have become the immediate project outputs. There has also been consideration of the indicators, assumptions associated with potential risk and pre-conditions for the project. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

31.
As detailed earlier the immediate project objectives at the regional/national level are as follows:-

(1) Leveraging existing institutional frameworks and local expertise for the development and implementation of cost-effective, sustainable, national phase out coordination structures and mechanisms to carry out the work of the project, cope with future methyl bromide phase out problem areas and sustain phase-out after the project; 

(2) Rapid transfer of alternative technologies to methyl bromide users, including installation of relevant equipment and participatory training at local level, focusing on a rapid replacement for the 2005 growing season to permit country compliance with the Montreal Protocol (based on alternative fumigants to the extent necessary); 

(3) Enhanced awareness and confidence of MB users and other stakeholders in the phase-out process, providing easy-to-use technical information materials for the MB users, and increasing users’ ability to manage their pest control problems and find their own solutions; and monitoring the technical efficacy and economic performance of alternatives, improving alternatives where necessary to achieve phase-out. 

(4) Building capacity and carrying out pilots for the longer-term development of more sustainable alternatives based on non-chemical and IPM methods, reducing dependency on potentially hazardous chemical alternatives to ensure sustainability in the long term. This also has interlinkages with chemical management and enhanced health security.
32.
However barriers before the PDF identified were:-

· Lack of capital

· Lack of extensive training

· Lack of confidence in alternatives (due to poor spread of knowledge on the efficacy, economics and technical implications of implementing alternatives)

· Lack of MB-user trust in conventional extension services and  the Plant/Crop Protection Services

· Lack of resident Crop Protection and MB alternatives expertise in the extension service

· Lack of experience of extension in the participatory delivery of new technologies (tending to use a top down approach to introducing new technologies rather than involving the MB user in designing and streamlining the implementation of the technology)

· Need for closer collaboration between the National Ozone Unit and the Ministry/ies responsible for Agriculture and Plant/Crop Protection

· In some countries, there was a reluctance for MB users to be forced (as they might perceive it) into a collective working group not of their own initiative.

· Heavy dependence on private sector, contracted fumigators, with little pest control / fumigation expertise residing amongst the end user clientele, and in some cases, within the public sector (ie. storage facility owners and growers)

· There was a general disparity in the technical quality and extent of currently implemented alternatives and what would be expected at this the eve of total sector phase out.

The countries did not indicate a need for further guidance on the use of economic incentives to fund the implementation of alternatives: indeed it appears that emissions levies in particular have been put in place in all countries. 

33.
The Project Brief makes general statements about the situation across countries, however in some instances it was necessary to detail the activity and resource schedule for each country to meet the immediate objectives or outputs.  Annex 2C of this document lays out in a matrix the detailed overall project description, recalling the immediate project objectives or outputs, and the corresponding barriers identified in the situation analysis. Annex 3 outlines the relevant detailed data of each country, which informed the project implementation plan, and hence their project costs. Annex 4 gives a time schedule for activities.

34.
The section below summarises the non-investment activities associated with each immediate objective, with extra details where deemed necessary. Investment activities, for which UNDP is the implementing agency in charge, are briefly described in Annex 2D.

35.
Immediate Output 1: Development and implementation of cost-effective, sustainable, national phase out coordination structures and mechanisms to carry out the work of the project, cope with future methyl bromide phase out problem areas and sustain phase-out after the project.

36.
Activity 1.1: The NOUs will lead the formation of a national phase out coordination body or Project Coordination Unit (PCU), to oversee execution, to act as a conduit between international requirements and expertise and local needs, to coordinate local and international work for the benefit of MB users, and to ensure that the progress and impacts of the phase out project will be monitored and evaluated. The PCU will also be responsible for activities to assist the early registration of leading alternative products, in cases where this is required.  The NOU, assisted by the PCU and stakeholders, will be responsible for further policy development, where necessary, to support alternatives and MB phase-out.

37.
The structure of the Project Coordination Unit (PCU) is the backbone to the execution of all the national activities of this project, and to the continued support of the phase-out after the project. Figure 3 gives a graphical description of the national PCU and its role. Later in the project management section, the role of the national PCU is outlined in the larger scheme of the international coordination of the project (inclusive of Monitoring and Evaluation) (See Figure 4).

38.
Figure 3 focuses only on the portion of the national PCU that bears responsibility for technical implementation and awareness-raising aspects of the project. The responsibilities of each component body are included in the diagram. Double-headed arrows indicate that there is always feedback between successive coordination/implementation levels. 

Figure 3: National Project Coordination Unit structure (technical and educational implementation aspects). 

This model may be substantially simplified in order to achieve rapid MB phaseout and to meet the differing needs of countries.

39.
This PCU structure is particularly crucial to the countries with large, diverse soil sectors.  In some countries or sectors it is not necessary to have such a complex structure, so it is possible for the number of management/implementation levels to be decreased. For example, in Lithuania, there is only one fumigation company that carries out fumigations for the facilities of the national grain association which consists of 30 members. In such cases, rather than having to go through the trained extension service, the project team can communicate directly with the contracted fumigator and associated silo managers of the post harvest sector. It also follows that it is unlikely that post-harvest MB users need to be organised into special groups beyond any pre-existing organizations that may already exist.

40.
This structure of cooperation can also continue post-project, if it is deemed useful by former MB users, since it is largely made up of pre-existing national bodies that will receive initial assistance from the project in the form of expert advice and training.

41.
Immediate Output 2: Rapid transfer of replacement technologies to MB users, including participatory training at local level, focusing on a rapid replacement for the 2005 growing season to permit country compliance with the Montreal Protocol (based on alternative fumigants/chemicals to the extent necessary);
42.
Activity 2.1:   Fumigation companies that use MB will be provided rapidly with training in relevant alternatives for the soil and post-harvest sectors.  Coordinated by the PCUs, this activity will be implemented by the national project team or TC, international and national experts or relevant PPS and extension bodies, working closely with stakeholders.  The aim is to rapidly transfer the necessary know-how for existing alternatives, so that MB fumigators can adopt effective alternatives.  

43. 
Activity 2.2:   Training of trainers who will provide follow-up technical support to fumigation companies and train other types of MB users.  International and national experts will source individuals from PPS, extension, MB users (and/or their associations) and national centers of excellence to become local trainers. These local trainers will be given 2-3 sessions of training to cover the necessary theoretical and practical skills for training MB users how to adopt MB alternatives

44.  The method of training MB users will vary from country to country according to local needs.  In general, PCUs would work with MB users in a participatory manner through Extension Services. Where the MB user is a large enterprise, training will be targeted at individual enterprise level.

45.
As mentioned above, in some countries the PCU may not need to set up special structures beyond planning arrangements with the national fumigators, other MB users, and specialists who can provide on-going technical support.  However, the coordination/implementation structures will vary according to the needs of the individual sectors and countries.
46.
Activity 2.3: In cases where smaller MB users or growers need training or technical assistance in order to adopt alternatives, they will also receive training and on-site technical assistance (1 pre-season, one seasonal, and one season-end).  In some cases, if resources permit, it may be useful to set up training working groups (such as Farmer Field Schools or circles), of approximately 15 to 20 small MB users each.  Each group would be chaired by a MB user who wishes to take the lead in adopting alternatives. Each group would be assisted by a trained extension worker, or a trained village/regional level agronomist, acting as secretary and facilitator for the group.  This group would interact with extension services on the topic of MB alternatives, and offer technical advice to MB users and carry problems and needs back to the extension service. The whole group would aim to visit member growers on a monthly basis, at different sites within the group in order to discuss MB alternatives, and would be accompanied by a regional extension agent and a specialist in MB alternatives during their early visits to ensure that they support MB user training appropriately. 

Soil sector Training

47.
Training in the soil sector will be carried out only to the extent necessary to phaseout MB successfully. The soil sector training of this project will need to address the generic problem of a lack of intensified extension support provided to family farm growers of intensive horticultural indoor crops in central and eastern Europe, in countries which used to be part of the USSR.  These growers, usually endowed with entrepreneurial abilities, do not receive adequate technical support for their decision-making needs, although they already find themselves in a competitive domestic or export marketplace and are faced with having to make complex business and technical choices.  

48.
The development of agricultural extension services was affected by the transition to free-market economies and at this point in time, no leading pattern for successful agricultural extension in CEITs has been fully established. This project draws on successful activities from various agricultural extension models from both industrialised and developing countries.  The main thrust consists of training MB fumigators and upgrading the expertise of the technical advisors in horticulture-oriented crop protection, specifically in the use of methyl bromide alternatives. To this end, the best available technical specialists and extension persons in the project countries will be harnessed, and will serve as trainers of selected extension personnel. By supporting the mobilisation of extension services, a major change is expected, namely active contacts with progressive MB users and groups of MB users in the fields.  The MB fumigation companies will also play a major role in this work.

49.
The expected interaction between plant protection services and extension services will lead to the specialisation of a group of extension advisors and fumigation companies with the specific task of rapid phase out of methyl bromide. In the long term this effort could eventually be accompanied by a regular regional pest monitoring exercise. In such a way, regional databases on pest movement and dates of first seasonal appearance of diseases could be put together, serving as a basis for the development of regional crop-pest calendars and of subsequent regional pest forecasting systems in the longer term. This technical activity is of a generic nature that might be easily replicated and spread out with UNEP’s assistance to neighboring countries.

50.
Later stages of the project  will build capacity for the development and eventual adoption of non-chemical alternatives and sustainable IPM practices relating to soilborne pests. The expertise of FAO will play a great role here in supporting the development and adoption of non-chemical techniques in countries in a cost-effective manner. FAO in-kind activities will include:

a) Meetings in each country to help identify additional suitable local expertise and to identify potential non-chemical (IPM) approaches that can be used in Poland, Hungary and Bulgaria. (Latvia and Lithuania have no soil sector MB use)

b) Carry out FFS Training of trainers (TOT) alongside the general TOT exercises outlined in the project for the extension workers

c) Particularly in those countries with fragmented, small farming communities (eg. Poland), the setting up of FFS to spread non-chemical techniques. 

d) Set up non-chemical development pilots alongside the monitoring pilots already envisioned for the chemical alternatives under the project.

Post Harvest Sector

51.
For the post-harvest sector, training will focus initially on MB fumigators, enabling them to implement available, effective alternatives.  Training will also cover end users of MB where necessary, and extension staff.  In several sectors the training will focus initially on the effective use of phosphine and preventing the development of pest resistance. An important aspect of capacity building is the introduction of appropriate application methods and a rapid test for the diagnosis of phosphine resistance (see Annex 2C). The availability of this test will enable resistance to be monitored and controlled by improvement of dosing and/or gas-tightness.

52.
The training of MB fumigation operators will encompass the principles of alternative methods of pest control: properties of phosphine and other alternatives, toxicity to pests, the cause and prevention of resistance, operator safety and medical aspects, modern dosing methods, concentration measurement, modern instrumentation, and monitoring the success of fumigations and pest control. Trainees will have the opportunity to visit pilot sites in order to understand the equipment installed and to have the opportunity to become familiar with conversion procedures. 

53.
The MB operators will be trained in the principles and practice of the application of heat and IPM for the disinfestation of individual processing machines and the whole or parts of buildings. In countries where the new structural fumigant, sulphuryl  fluoride (Profume TM) is likely to be registered, the training will cover the application, measurement, safety and toxicity to pests of this fumigant both alone and in conjunction with heat. Sulphuryl fluoride will allow shorter fumigation times, and so can be used in its own right as an alternative to phosphine. It can, potentially, also be used in rotation with phosphine as part of an anti-phosphine resistance strategy depending, in part, on the cost of sulphuryl  fluoride and capital investment in equipment required for application. 

54.  Operators will also be trained in practices that minimise the need for fumigations, including cleaning programmes, IPM, the use of modern pest population monitoring, using traps with and without insect pheromones and in the continuing requirement for good sanitation and effective insecticidal treatments. 

55.
The training of end users, extension staff and key government officials will involve these aspects without the full detail.  In the case of end users the aim is to provide training in management practices (e.g. cleaning, IPM) that minimise the need for fumigation. Also techniques for improved sealing of silos and premises so that alternative fumigants can be used more effectively. For the end users, this will enable them to appreciate the constraints on their business which fumigation may impose, particularly longer exposure times than for MB.  It will be important to have an appreciation of this so that they can form an effective partnership with their fumigation/pest control contractor. They will be taught how to become an ‘intelligent customer’ in terms of understanding the pest control process and the importance of keeping relevant records. 

56.
Extension staff require a similar understanding in order to fulfil their role in the project fully. Key government officials in the Plant Protection Service, Health Department and other departments involved with registration of new pesticides, the promotion of IPM methods, commodity pest standards, state training and certification of fumigation operators and other relevant areas.

57.
Immediate Output 3: Enhanced awareness and confidence of MB users and other stakeholders  in the phase out process, through monitoring the technical efficacy and economic performance of alternatives, improving alternatives where necessary, providing easy-to-use technical information materials for MB  users, and increasing users’ ability to manage their pest control problems and find their own solutions. This will include pilots for the development of non-chemical MB alternatives for the longer term.
58.
Activity 3.1: To enhance MB user trust and confidence, and ultimately the adoption of technologies, selected sites where MB alternatives are installed will be monitored and evaluated to fine-tune and adapt existing alternatives to local conditions, and to help convince MB users of the efficacy of alternatives. The commercial-scale pilots may be accompanied by several small control plots to identify the main soil-borne pathogens present in the field.  Results will be monitored, covering effectiveness of pest control measures, marketable crop yields (production), costs, benefits, net revenue, areas where techniques can be improved, and other factors that are important to users.

59. 
In addition to enhancing the confidence of MB users, the pilots will allow improvements in technical aspects and costs, so that the alternatives will be economically sustainable and appropriate to the needs of users.  The project will also carry out pilots to develop non-chemical alternatives.
60.       Lack of mobility has distanced extension organisations from proactive field activity and affected its standing as viewed by its clientele. The project therefore proposes to use participatory methods.

61.
There is also a need for commercial-scale demonstration pilots in the post harvest sector as a means of delivering training and fine-tuning fumigation and pest control techniques under different conditions of storage structure and gas-tightness. The data generated will support technical improvements in alternatives, such as calculating and controlling the gas dosing rates, re-circulation times etc. Pilots will also promote non-chemical alternatives. Work plans for this activity can be devised with the assistance of international specialists working closely with local consultants, fumigation companies and other MB users. The results of the alternative treatments can be evaluated with technical assistance from an international consultant, who in turn can offer suggestions for refinements.  The equipment installed at these sites will also be available for practical training.

62.
Activity 3.2:  To improve MB user ability to assess soil or postharvest pest problems in the longer term, and help them assess pest control options.  The PCU with the Ministry of Health (post-harvest sector) and/or the Ministry of Agriculture/PPS and Extension Services (soil sector) will develop user-friendly technical information materials for the MB users, describing the main pests controlled by MB and suitable alternatives. 

63.
Some national organizations have already offered their services for this work. For example, the Agricultural University of Warsaw has much experience in the creation of technical videos (with animations). This media tool would be especially useful to keep permanent record of the progress and lessons learned from demonstration pilots and for phosphine resistance tests carried out in-country. It is anticipated that videos will be made in local languages, so they have been budgeted for each country.  However, in cases where there are real commonalities, such as phosphine fumigation, the video might be made in one country and dubbed to other languages from a common script. Under the latter scenario, UNEP might take the lead in organising the translation of the video made in the region.

64.
Activity 2.3, namely the provision of training and technical assistance to small MB end users, where needed, will also enhance trust in the extension system.

65.
Immediate Output 4:  Build capacity for the longer-term development and adoption of more environmentally sustainable alternatives (primarily non-chemical methods), reducing dependency on fumigants/chemical alternatives to ensure sustainability in the long term.

This output will be accompanied by further leveraging of existing infrastructure and local expertise for sustaining phase out after the project is completed.

66.
UNEP will be responsible for non-investment activities associated with the development and training of non-chemical and IPM techniques which will be needed in the longer-term. These activities will build on UNDP investment activity, which utilises non-chemical technologies such as substrates, steaming, and automated grafting for cucurbit crops. Additional non-chemical techniques will be evaluated and adapted to local conditions in the soil and post-harvest sectors. Methods will be disseminated to enable users to record the history of their premises with regard to target soilborne or postharvest pests. In the longer term, it is envisaged that fields may be regularly monitored by extension and growers for soil-borne pests, and that the post-harvest sector will use improved sanitation and pest monitoring.  The project’s main contribution to this activity will be capacity building and training to initiate the long-term development of non-chemical alternatives.

Regional Support Workshops 

67.
Two regional workshops are envisioned during the project, to bring together the PCUs, Implementation Agencies, international consultants/experts, regulatory personnel of participating countries, MB user and fumigation sector representatives. The regional activities will also permit the participation of Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan, who, though non-consuming countries, are eligible to be involved in the GEF project, and could utilise some of the ideas and training in alternatives offered in these exercises. The purpose of these workshops will be as follows:

Regional Workshop (2005): to work on topics where there are regional commonalties, such as:

· National work plans and work achieved to date

· Progress in MB reductions

· Monitoring and Evaluation as management tools

· Targeted awareness-raising activities for achieving rapid MB phase-out
· Problems related to the registration of relevant pesticides

· Progress with the rapid installation of alternatives

· Results of pilot monitoring (if available)

· Formulations of recommendations to MB fumigators and other MB users

· Audiovisuals and publications on MB alternatives in local languages

68.
It is envisioned that this workshop will allow all involved to “put a face on each other”, building and strengthening cooperation as well as finding solutions to common issues in project implementation.

69.
The format envisioned for this workshop would include initial group sessions to cover common topics, and to hear and discuss country status reports. There would then be parallel sessions on soil and post harvest applications, to discuss sector-specific topics such as the installation of alternatives, MB fumigator/grower recommendations and quality management. Field visits with extension workers and MB users would be included to enable the group to see examples of alternatives used in commercial practice. 

70.
Second Workshop (2006):  This workshop will be used to review the progress made in project implementation during 2005, and to cement the implementation plan for 2006. It will also include preliminary work on the objective to develop and implement non-chemical and IPM technologies for the long term.  It will include topics such as:-

· Progress in implementing national work plans

· Results to date, including MB reductions achieved

· Monitoring and evaluation

· Special issues or problems arising from the work

· Initial plans for the longer-term development of non-chemical / IPM approaches for the control of soil-borne and storage pests

· Further promotion of existing non-chemical MB alternatives in both the soil and post-harvest sectors

71.
The format for this workshop will mirror the first, including group sessions, parallel sessions (according to sector), and field visits to sites that use successful MB alternatives. The project training models will be monitored in the field by UNEP and by international consultants with expertise in the area of MB alternatives and relevant participatory extension methodologies, and deficiencies will be addressed in a timely manner. 
72.
The project and budget have been planned so that they focus primarily on the first two years, focussing initially on the first three objectives, due to the urgency of meeting the Montreal Protocol schedule.  

RISKS AND SUSTAINABILITY

Risk

73.
Risks or potential barriers to project outputs being achieved, may fall into the category of root causes (eg. lack of institutional support; conflicting umbrella national agendas with the environmental aims of the project; policy-related characteristics of the country that may inherently undermine the sustainability of the project), or project-related risk (eg. poor assessment of institutional capacity and policy support during project design; lack of measurable or verifiable indicators; poor risk analysis and lack of risk mitigation strategy). In addition, as was indicated earlier in the document, assumptions associated with unrealised risks were also explored and placed in the log frame of the project (see Annex 2A).

74.
The concept of sustainability, however, requires that there will be a continuation of project benefits after the completion of the project. Inherent to achieving this, is a ‘bottom-up’ approach in project development and implementation, building up country commitment, local capacity, and strong constituencies through inclusion of local stakeholders at every step. 

75.
During the PDF stage of this project, financial, institutional, social and ecological dimensions of risk and sustainability were explored and integrated into the construction of the implementation plan. Much of the findings have already been mentioned in the Situation analysis and the formulation of the project strategy, but a summary of the barriers is presented below:-

(i) Institutional

76.
There was an in-depth study of the institutional set-up in countries (see country databases in Annex 3) so that the human resources available for the country’s phase out task could be assessed. In general it was found that individual government bodies (eg. NOU, Plant Protection Service, extension services) were too small to handle the task of phase out on their own. In addition, in some countries key government bodies were non-existent (eg. in Hungary there is no extension service), or there was a lack of resident expertise within the bodies.

77.
To address this element of risk, the PDF-B stage sourced and identified relevant national expertise, within or outside the government organisations, and, with full input from the stakeholders, initiated the Project Coordination Unit (PCU) as set out in Figure 3. This grouping of expertise was achieved by making new relationships between project proponents and stakeholders, leading to a declaration of commitment to the process.  PCU tasks were assigned as described in the Annex.  The PCU was also set up to address any institutional shortcomings in individual countries, which might have placed at risk the successful phase out in the diverse soil sector, in particular. 

78.
It is therefore expected that the commitment shown during the PDF-B stage is genuine, and will prove itself in the solid activity of the PCU during the implementation and execution of the project.

79.
There was also investigation into the relevant policies of the countries. Thanks to the experience and training gained under the first MSP, there are legislative and licensing mechanisms in place to control or even ban the use of methyl bromide in the face of the Montreal Protocol phase out schedule. However, the issue of the timely registration of alternative formulations was raised as a possible risk. Chemical producers are often reluctant to carry out the registration process in individual countries where the market may not be large enough to guarantee them a profit after the expensive and extensive tests necessary. For example, Dow AgroSciences, the manufacturers of sulphuryl fluoride (Profume TM) have a tight marketing plan for their product. They are proceeding carefully, often on a country-by-country basis. Part of this is the identification of well-trained fumigation companies who can participate in trials and guarantee a high standard of fumigation practices. These trials may involve the manufacturer’s own staff and an independent assessment of the trial results by a competent local institute so that data generated for registration submission is appropriate. The manufacturer would normally train the fumigation operators to their own standards, and this training is over and above the national fumigation training. There is a risk that such companies may not regard the market in some CEIT countries as adequate to warrant registration, though in every country with a storage sector there are fumigation companies capable of working to the required standards.

80.
However, a number of countries will become part of a larger regional European market, and will therefore become more ‘attractive’ to the chemical companies. Some countries will have easier access to chemicals which are already registered in other EU countries and this could shorten their registration process.  However, it should be noted that fumigants, including MB itself, normally carry toxicological risks , and are therefore restricted for safety reasons.  One interesting opportunity for some countries is the adoption of an “off label” registration procedure, which is utilised at European level for the registration of niche market chemical products, such as for minor crops or uses. Whenever a chemical supplier is not keen on the registration of an essential compound due to low potential market or an unfavourable cost:benefit ratio, the registration could be promoted by public research or extension.
(ii) Social

81.
The attitude of MB users was named a potential risk during the missions for project preparation. As was highlighted in the stakeholder analysis, in the soil sector, there is often a mistrust of the conventional extension service, as growers are wary of upsetting their profit margins, along with a genuine lack of awareness in some cases of the existence of efficacious alternatives. In cases where training circles or farmer field schools are set up, this would have to be carried out in a socially acceptable way in the post-communist era, where some growers might be unresponsive in the face of any perceived threat to their independence and perceptions of ‘forced’ group activity. In the post harvest sector, storage facility managers tend to be very conservative in their attitude, and are currently comfortable with the use of the broad-spectrum methyl bromide.

82.
As mentioned earlier, a pre-condition of the project was a ‘kick-start’ formation of the user groups prior to project approval, utilising both the growers associations and contracted fumigators as familiar faces, to go out in the field and explain the project goals in more detail, gain the trust of individual MB users. The success of this ‘kick-start’ activity is therefore crucial, not only as a key project structure, but to gain the trust and ‘buy-in’ from the individual growers. 

83.
In the post-harvest sector, storage facility managers depend (for the most part) on private fumigation services, and are primarily concerned in the cost-effective safeguarding of their stored product. These latter stakeholders have incorporated another fumigant (phosphine) into their cadre of services, however, phosphine needs to be applied in a more effective manner in order to replace MB. They are interested in becoming more efficacious at using the alternatives as well as learning about new approaches. The potential influence of the fumigator therefore in altering the mentality of the storage facility manager has been identified, and the fumigator will play a leading role in delivering alternatives. 

(iii) Ecological

84.
Methyl bromide is recognised by the World Health Organization and many regulatory authorities as a highly toxic substance, which can be lethal if accidents occur.  Independent studies have found that MB is neurotoxic, and increases the incidence of prostate cancer in people who apply MB in agriculture.  It also damages the ozone layer; recent scientific studies indicate that MB’s Ozone Depletion Potential (index of damage to ozone molecules) is about twice the level that scientists had estimated. MB can also leave undesirable residues in soil, plants, water and local air.  Although it is environmentally detrimental, MB has proved to be a very effective pest control tool because it is toxic to many organisms. With an extreme broad-spectrum of effectiveness, it presented a global challenge in finding an array of alternatives that can control pests as effectively as this single chemical has done.  However, alternatives have now been identified for the vast majority of MB uses. In most cases it is necessary to utilise several techniques, combined together, to control the wide spectrum of pests that MB controlled.

85.
The risks associated with moving away from this toxic chemical are:-

� Secondary pests turning into primary ones (this can arise if the alternative technique favours the growth of one pest species formerly kept in check by methyl bromide).

� Weed control problems (single alternatives normally do not have as broad-spectrum as methyl bromide, so several alternative techniques, combined together, may be necessary to achieve the weed control properties of methyl bromide)

� Build-up of resistant pests (a particular risk in the post-harvest sector, meaning that high standards of sealing and good fumigation practices are required to ensure that no pests survive to pass on resistant genes to the rest of the pest population)

�Specific application problems of each alternative - in both sectors conditions of soil, temperature, moisture can affect the efficacy of alternatives, such that there is a need for special application equipment and appropriate training

� Accelerated degradation of alternative fumigants in certain conditions - metam sodium, for example, a soil alternative, can exhibit accelerated degradation in the soil with successive applications under certain conditions (eg. sub-optimal concentrations), such that the longevity of its presence to control soil pests is reduced. In the post-harvest sector, phosphine is a very small molecule that can easily escape a fumigation structure if not extremely well sealed. As such it is easy for phosphine concentrations to fall below critical level, permitting the survival of pests, which in turn leads to pest resistance.

� Use of fumigant/chemical alternatives that have potential impact on the environment - the project will use the best-practice methods of application so that potential effects of any fumigants/chemicals will be minimised. For example, the rotating-spading injection equipment proposed for metam sodium is the only application method that meets the stringent national standards of soil/water protection in the Netherlands.

86.
The project will provide training and technical assistance to specifically address the issues listed above.  It will provide ‘back-stopping’ measures and capacity building to help countries avoid the pitfalls of those who have gone before them. A few examples are:-

� Use of MB alternatives registered in EU (niche chemicals) - especially important given the registration problem that countries would otherwise face.

�VIF plastic sheets - these Virtually Impermeable Films laid over the soil have been scientifically proven to greatly enhance the retention time of chemicals, as compared to the low density polyethylene (LDPE) sheets that are normally used. This in turn enhances the pest control property of the alternative and may allow reduced doses. Figure 4 shows the results of observations comparing the retention of the sheets when used with a variety of alternatives and methyl bromide.
� Combinations of treatments; improved application machinery and practices - so that alternatives will give results similar to MB

�Fine-tuning of recommendations to local conditions - the use of alternatives will be monitored in commercial holdings so that there can be on-going work to improve the application of the alternative even as it is being phased into use in business operations)

�Longer-term development of non-chemical and IPM alternatives
 - the project will carry out pilots and build capacity for the development of non-chemical alternatives which can act as stand-alone alternatives or complement other alternatives eg. the use of sanitation techniques in storage facilities dramatically reduces pest levels, so that fumigations ultimately can be minimised.

87.
Hence the assumption accompanying the ecological risks of the project, are that with the combination of international and local expertise, as well as the materials that the investment activity will afford, the project will be able to effect phase out whilst addressing the associated ecological risks.  The project aims to build capacity for the development of environmentally friendly MB alternatives in the longer-term.

Sustainability

88.
The PDF-B consultations addressed not only an investigation into technical needs, but opened discussions of potential risks, involving representatives from all levels of local stakeholders. Countries have already begun retooling sectors and enterprises to meet global environmental requirements, and have an immediate ownership of the project. The structure of the national PCU (see Figure 3), which was devised with the countries, ensures that this education and capacity-building continues through the project and post-project, and throughout the relevant sectors, from the government level to the MB user.  The building of national capacity and commitment means that project impacts can be sustained and also replicated in future national projects. The objective of sustained compliance with the Montreal Protocol will also be achieved.

89.
The participation and ‘ownership’ of stakeholders will be a key factor in achieving sustainability.  To this end, stakeholders actively participated in project preparation and will be kept involved via formal and informal channels (eg. local groups and Steering Committees), throughout the implementation of the project. 

90.
The design for the training activities follows the premise used in designing the PCU, as alternative technologies will be introduced using a participatory method of delivery. As such, the growers, contracted fumigators and extension personnel will collaborate as peers to develop training programmes, set up pilots, and generally assist in making the phase out sustainable, rather than follow the traditional ‘top down’ model of extension or government experts delivering training to a mute gathering of MB users.

91.
The experience of the MSP in Eastern Europe, which provided non-investment assistance largely at the government level, shows that participating countries did indeed use their increased capacity in this area to achieve reductions in methyl bromide consumption (see Annex 6 of this document). With the added investment component, it is anticipated that countries will be able to make good use of the resources provided and sustain their phase out.

92.
Counterpart contributions, co-financing and partnering with local/regional agencies, will also be conducive to sustained impact. In some cases they have the potential to encourage other co-investment at local level. The country databases in Annex 3 indicate that both private and governmental co-funding bodies in Poland and Bulgaria in particular stepped forward during the PDF stage. Such bodies may be represented on the PCU Steering Committee so that there will be full involvement and transparency in the use of the funds provided (more will be discussed in the section on Project Financing). The involvement of these organizations and local institutions will be invaluable in achieving post-project sustainability. 


Graph A : A Comparison of fumigant permeability using LDPE and VIF film.  MITC = breakdown product of Metam Sodium ; MBr= Methyl Bromide ; CP= chloropicrin ; 1,3-D = 1,3-dichloropropene.  In every case VIF greatly reduces the loss of fumigant to the atmosphere. From: Austerweil, Miriam., Gamliel, A., Steiner, Bracha., Ucko, Orna., Maduel, A.: Permeability of Plastic Sheets to Soil Fumigants. Institute of Agricultural Engineering, Volcani Center, Bet Dagan, Israel. 2000.

REPLICATION 
93.
The replication strategy of the project, like the sustainability strategy, is based on the following design features:
a) The jointly devised national PCU will be responsible for encouraging a ‘bottom to top’ training process. This will increase the capacity of stakeholders to sustain phase out and to make operation decisions that are both effective and economically viable. If in the future there is a need for sector adjustments, the PCU coordinating structure can be utilised. 

b) The technical assistance activities and the use of participatory methods of delivery will provide a supportive framework and national capacity to manage the alternative technologies.  

c) The close monitoring and evaluation of the project implementation and results will chronicle the retooling process, providing lessons for future action. The approach might be used for the alteration of practices in any sector, since this project method is relevant to sectors with a diversity of stakeholders and MB users.  

d) Ongoing public awareness-raising, the effective dissemination of project results and the knowledge accrued during the Monitoring and Evaluation exercises of the project.

94.
The replication of project activities and approaches in other countries will rely on the success of the technical aspects of the project combined with the effective dissemination of the project results at the regional and global level. At the national and regional level, the project PCU, workshops and training exercises will facilitate continued cooperation between stakeholder groups. Technical exercises and the local adaptation of alternatives can provide examples for the implementation of alternatives in practice at a global level. For example, training to combat phosphine resistance is not currently the modus operandus in the fumigation sectors of industrialised countries, although such resistance training is necessary.  Training in the project will also provide users with the tools to minimise the need for fumigations. The lessons learned in the project as a whole, as recorded by the monitoring and evaluation process, have the potential to improve the approaches and operations of the global fumigation sector.

95.
This field level experience in methyl bromide phase out activities can feed UNEP’s clearinghouse role in the dissemination of results: experimentation with agricultural extension principles for the particular setting of CEITs and the fine tuning of methyl bromide alternatives for their specific environmental, social, economic and cultural conditions.  Both the findings, per se, and the methodology could be replicated in countries of a similar environment and affected by the same administrative and management barriers. When extension bodies display their full capabilities and establish a new rapport with the farming community they could carry additional technologies in the area of community development and environment protection.

96.
The potential for replication arises through collaboration with the Regional Network of Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia (CEECA). The CEECA Regional Network is one of the eight regional/sub-regional networks of ODS Offices financially supported by the Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol and bilateral donors (to the value of US$ 350,000), and is serviced by the UNEP Compliance Assistance Programme (CAP). The Networks provide regular, interactive fora for officers in National Ozone Units (NOUs) to exchange experiences, develop skills, and share knowledge and ideas with counterparts from both developing and developed countries.

97.
The CEECA Network is comprised of 12 Eastern European countries operating under Article 5 of the Montreal Protocol, namely Albania, Armenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cyprus, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Moldova, Romania, Serbia and Montenegro and Turkey. Austria, the Czech Republic, Croatia, Hungary, Slovak Republic and Sweden are involved in the network as observers and/or bilateral donors. The Network is open to the participation of any country of the Pan-European region. 

98.
The network countries also face methyl bromide phase out deadlines, and are often implementing alternative projects. As such, they may benefit in learning the organisational and technical lessons gained from this project. Exchange of regional expertise would be made easier by the proximity of countries, and in some cases, the cultural similarities between countries. Regional exchange would enhance aspects of replicability, and sustainability, and ultimately lower the costs of project implementation and execution, since there would be a decreased reliance on far-flung international experts. Annex 8 of this document outlines the overall objectives of the CEECA Network and highlights the opportunity for synergies with this project.

99.
There is a role to be played by the UNEP Division of the GEF (UNEP DGEF) in disseminating any lessons learned in this project, whether technical or in support of the approach used. This Division oversees the implementation of projects across focal areas, and is better able to assess the potential for replicating approaches in other focal areas, as well as to compile the best aspects learnt in the implementation of this and other projects in their portfolio.

100.
However a specific dissemination mechanism and strategy of the results of this project has also been considered. The UNEP Regional Communication Strategy has a key role to play here, the details of which are laid out in Section 7 of this document ‘Monitoring, Evaluation and Dissemination of Results”.
STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION AND IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS

101.
The full and active participation of stakeholders is essential to the success of the project.  The plans for continued stakeholder participation have been described in earlier sections, and will not be repeated here. The stakeholder participation and implementation arrangements at the national level were developed with the countries’ stakeholders.  Figure 3 details the national PCU, however this structure should be considered in the overall framework of the project management at the global level. Figure 4 highlights the links between the PCU and the UN Implementing Agencies and the Monitoring and Evaluation Unit.

102.
It is clear from this figure that most of the coordination and implementation arrangements for the project lie squarely in the hands of the countries and stakeholders, with the other bodies acting to ensure that the project will meet global phase out schedules, providing feedback and advice to improve implementation and address any obstacles that may arise. The implementation arrangement is therefore solidly owned by the country stakeholders, yet closely monitored by bodies in the country and at the Regional and international level (Annex 5C contains TORs and details of Regional/International Project Steering Committee). The latter bodies will feed information back to the Implementing Agencies and funding bodies to ensure that the funds granted are used appropriately to achieve the stated objectives. Feedback and advice can also be sent back to the various members of the PCU on how better to execute activities.

103.
Note that a strategy for information dissemination and replication is also included in the overall management structure (details of the dissemination strategy are included in the next section).

Coordination with other Activities and Donors

104.
Previous sections have detailed how donors will be included in national activities and represented in the Project Steering Committee. 
Figure 4: Overall Implementation and Coordination Arrangements for the UNEP/UNDP/GEF Project.

This model may be simplified or adapted depending on the differing needs encountered during project implementation




105.
Collaboration with the Regional Network of Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia (CEECA) has already been described as the mechanism for project replication, while the Regional Communication Strategy of UNEP will act as the dissemination mechanism for the project.

106.
As Annex 3 of this document indicates, during the PDF-B development some potential donors in the countries stepped forward to lend support to the project.  However, countries experienced difficulties in obtaining the original levels of co-financing that were proposed.  Following the GEF Council meeting in May 2004 the project scope and related activities were substantially reduced in line with comments received from GEF Council Members, and to fit the available counterpart contributions.  The participating countries will continue to seek additional co-funding to support longer-term work for the further implementation of IPM and non-chemical alternatives in the future

MONITORING EVALUATION AND DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E)

107.
In the participating countries, independent bodies have been identified to take on M&E duties within the country. This decision was taken in view of the importance of streamlining the implementation process almost immediately, given the fact that countries must urgently phase out methyl bromide in time for the deadline. As such, there is a pressing need to “get it right the first time”, and so the M&E body will act as a continuous management tool, visiting MB users, identifying success and failure factors, and providing information to the PCU (particularly feedback to the Steering Committee and TC), consultants, and Implementing Agencies.

108.
Figure 4 shows the interaction of the in-country M&E body with the Implementing Agencies, PCU, highlighting their role as a management tool.  As such, M&E will help to refine the implementation process in a continuous manner, from the management level to the in-field technical implementation level. The M&E unit will focus on any problems associated with the adoption of the alternative technologies, whether technical or socio-economic.

109.
The countries have identified universities to assist with the in-country M&E exercises. These M&E bodies, along with the appropriate constituents of the country PCU, shall follow the UNEP Monitoring, Progress Reporting and Evaluation Plan (as seen at Annex 5A), to monitor the progress of the project. Within this M&E framework, the evaluation of the impact and quality of the activities shall be carried out using the UNEP M&E matrix for capacity-building activities (See Annex 5B). This matrix can be used after every workshop, training event, or technical assistance component, to determine the utility of these programmes and to see how the results can improve the design of the subsequent one. Specialists and students will carry out field work to survey MB fumigators and MB users twice a year (see Annex 3 country databases for details on the various in-country M&E bodies). The University of Warsaw, has already made plans to develop a questionnaire to cover the progress being made in the technical implementation of the project, and will also involve its Social Science and Economics Departments to monitor stakeholder mentalities and economic impacts during the project. This is important because MB user attitude was seen as a potential risk to the sustainability of the phase out (recall the stakeholder analysis for the project). At this point it is envisioned that, with the review and inclusions of UNEP and UNDP, the Polish inclusions to the questionnaire might be used as a basis for M&E bodies of other countries. The Agricultural University of Plovdiv in Bulgaria and the Agricultural University of Kecskemet in Hungary have been selected to help implement the M&E process in their respective countries. 

110.
The M&E reports will be submitted to the national PCU, Regional/International Project Steering Committee Implementing Agencies, Donors (if not part of the Steering Committees), Information Dissemination bodies and European Network. It is anticipated that there will be one review in mid 2005, one at the end of 2005, one in early/mid 2006 and one at the end of 2006 when most project activities will have been completed.

Dissemination Strategy

111.
UNEP OzonAction Programme has prepared a Communication Strategy for Global Compliance with the Montreal Protocol, which was adopted in the 37th Executive Committee meeting in July 2002. In the ExCom Decision 37/72, UNEP was requested to continue its work for raising public awareness in both Article 5 and non-Article 5 countries. The Communication Strategy is regionalised and localised, taking into consideration information needs at these levels. The Regional Communication Strategy for Eastern and Central European and Central Asian countries was completed this year, covering a total of 29 countries. UNEP DTIE’s OzonAction Programme can provide the CEIT project with previously developed information materials which could be produced and adapted in local languages. These would include publications and videos related to MB alternatives, policy, inventories of experts, the data reporting manual for methyl bromide reporting under the Montreal Protocol, and other technical and policy information. But more than this, awareness materials produced in CEIT countries can also be adapted for regional distribution. As awareness needs vary from country to country, and are closely tied to local cultural and socio-economic factors, it is essential to adopt a country driven approach. When countries develop or adapt materials for local uses this normally inspires countries to take greater ownership of the product and subject matter. 

112.
It is envisioned that the information products will essentially be a Methyl bromide ‘media mix‘ to be used in the methyl bromide communication campaign, targeting MB fumigators and other MB users in CEIT countries. The ‘media mix’ will consist of relevant items selected from audio (radio programmes and interviews), audiovisuals (instruction videos, curtain raisers and television programmes/interviews) and printed materials (technical brochures and leaflets, awareness brochures and leaflets, newspaper articles, supplements to periodicals and/or posters, press releases). The priority audience can be reached using relevant materials, as well as practical and oral exchange through workshops, local meetings, technical advice, press conferences, church (especially in Poland). The information should be in simple, easy-to-understand language, and messages should take cultural and ethnic considerations on board.

113.
Every effort will be made to give the methyl bromide campaign an emotional appeal, and will make links with health and other factors that affect people directly.  In 2002, the Council of Europe organised the High-level Conference on Agriculture and Biodiversity, and the next Ministerial Conference “Environment for Europe” is to be held in Belgrade in 2006-2007. UNEP will be involved and disseminate information at these events through side events, exhibitions and so on, and this in turn will offer a route to further display outputs of this project.

114.
In addition, the Regional Environment Centre in Hungary will be invited to be involved in the wider Regional Communication Strategy, as they work with 15 CEITs, and are very active in training and information dissemination on environmental matters.

INCREMENTAL COSTS AND PROJECT FINANCING

115. 
The budget for the non investment component of the project (the UNEP Component) is detailed in Annex 1 of this document. 

116.
The total cost of the full project (UNEP non-investment and UNDP investment components combined) has been estimated at US$ 7,470,829 (including PDF-B; or $ 7,295,329 without PDF-B), of which the GEF is requested to cover US$ 5,000,000 without PDF-B.  A detailed incremental cost analysis for the full project, covering the linked investment and non-investment components, is presented in Annex A of the Executive Summary.  The Annex B of the Executive Summary lays down the corresponding budget by activities for the full project.

117.
The project aims to eliminate about 167,000 metric kilograms (100,200 ODP-kg) of methyl bromide used annually.  This represents a cost to the GEF of about US$ 50 per ODP-kg methyl bromide. The MB phase-out projects approved (as of September 03) by the Multilateral Fund have costs ranging from $ 7 to $ 90 per ODP-kg, with an average of $32 per project.  However, projects in the commodities and structural fumigation sectors have a higher average because of the higher costs associated with these sectors.

118.
The Governments and MB users of Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Uzbekistan will participate in the project with an in-kind contribution of US$ 2,245,329, of which US$ 1,921,929 will be alloted to this non-investment component. This will consist of items such as:

a) Office space and facilities for the Project Coordination Units and national and international experts working for the project;

b) Participation of Government personnel in implementing project activities;

c) Provision of specialist expertise, knowledge-bases and data held by agricultural institutions, organizations and stakeholders;

d) Providing transportation, facilities for training and workshops, and logistic support to the project;

e) Costs of communications;

f) Personnel for extension, field visits, technical assistance;

g) Personnel and other resources for the monitoring and evaluation exercises;

h) MB users to provide time, labour, transport, materials and other in-kind contributions necessary for training and the installation of alternative equipment/materials.

During project implementation the participating countries will be assisted by the UNEP Project Coordinator to seek EU Agricultural Development funds or other co-funding for the further implementation of non-chemical alternatives in the longer term. 

SECTION 3 - WORKPLAN AND TIMETABLE, BUDGET AND FOLLOW-UP

3.1
Workplan and Timetable
A detailed operational Workplan and Timetable can be found in ANNEX 4.
3.2
Budget
The GEF grant will be used to finance the activities mentioned in Section 2. A detailed budget following UNEP format can be found in ANNEX 1A of this document.  This budget is based upon the GEF approved budget provided in GEF format in ANNEX 1B.

3.3 Follow-up

At the end of the project, the participating countries will have achieved the goals specified in the project document above.  UNEP will play a role in disseminating the lessons learned from this project as a model that could be copied in other countries and regions, to help in addressing other environmental issues.  The information to be disseminated will include technical information materials developed during the project, training methodologies, M & E evaluations, and project results.

As described above, dissemination will cover regional networks related to ozone and other issues, and relevant international meetings, such as the next Ministerial Conference “Environment for Europe” in Belgrade in 2006-2007.  UNEP will be involved and disseminate information at these meetings through side events, exhibitions, etc. as outlined in the project document. 

During project implementation, the Programme Coordinator appointed by UNEP will work closely with the NOUs/PCUs in participating countries to assist them in securing counterpart contributions and other types of funding for the continued implementation of non-chemical MB alternatives after the project has been completed. 

SECTION 4 - INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK AND EVALUATION

4.1
Institutional Framework
UNEP/DTIE will be responsible for the implementation of the project in accordance with the objectives and activities outlined in Section 2 of this document. UNEP, as the GEF Implementing Agency, will be responsible for overall project supervision to ensure consistency with GEF and UNEP policies and procedures, and will provide guidance on linkages with related UNEP and GEF-funded activities. The UNEP/DGEF Co-ordination will monitor implementation of the activities undertaken during the execution of the project.  The UNEP/DGEF Co-ordination will be responsible for clearance and transmission of financial and progress reports to the Global Environment Facility.  UNEP retains responsibility for review and approval of the substantive and technical reports produced in accordance with the schedule of work.

Prior to contracts, sub-contracts, or letters of agreement being entered into by UNEP/DTIE, UNEP/DTIE will submit to UNEP/DGEF Coordination copies of all these documents.  Within ten working days, UNEP/DGEF Coordination will review, provide guidance and give UNDEP/DTIE substantive clearance on the technical content of these contracts, sub-contracts and letters of agreement

All correspondence regarding substantive and technical matters should be addressed to:

At UNEP/DTIE

Mr. Rajendra M. Shende

Chief, Ozonaction

Division of Technology, Industry and Economics

Tour Mirabeau

39-43 quai André Citroën

75739 Paris cedex 15, France

Tel: (33-1) 4437-1459 

Fax: (33-1) 4437-1474

Email:Rajendra.Shende@unep.fr

At UNEP

Ms. Christine Wellington

Project Manager, Ozone, Division of GEF Coordination 

Tour Mirabeau

39-43 quai André Citroën

75739 Paris cedex 15, France

Tel: (33-1) 4437-3032 

Fax: (33-1) 4437-1474

Email: Christine.Wellington@unep.fr 
With a copy to:

Mr. Ahmed Djoghlaf 

Director

Division of GEF Coordination 

P. O. Box 30552

Nairobi, Kenya

Tel: (254-20)-624 165 

Fax: (254-20) 624 041

Email: Ahmed.Djoghlaf@unep.org
All correspondence regarding administrative and financial matters should be addressed to:

At UNEP

Mr. S. Kurdjukov

Officer-in-Charge

Budget and Financial Management Service (BFMS)

UNON 

P.O. Box 30552

Nairobi, Kenya

Tel: (254-20) 623 637

Fax: (254-20) 623 755

With a copy to: 

Ms. Elaine King

Fund Management Officer

Division of GEF Coordination

P.O. Box 30552

Nairobi, Kenya

Tel: (254-20) 624 605

Fax:(254-20) 623 162/624 041/624 042

Email: Elaine.King@unep.org

4.2 Evaluation

Every year, UNEP Division of GEF Coordination will undertake a desk evaluation to measure the degree to which the objectives of the project have been achieved.  This will be in addition to the standard mid-term and final evaluations of the project per UNEP procedures, and M&E Plans as outlined in Section 2 paragraphs 107-110 and Annex 5, as well as supervision missions conducted by the UNEP Task Manager and/or UNEP Fund Management Officer.

SECTION 5 - MONITORING AND REPORTING

5.1

Management Reports
5.1.1 Progress Reports

Within 30 days of the end of the reporting period, DTIE will submit to UNEP, with a copy to Division of GEF Coordination, using the format given in ANNEX 1D, half-yearly progress reports as at 30 June and 31 December.

The Inventory of Outputs/Services should be submitted with all Progress Reports and the Final Report.  The report is due within 30 days of the end of each half-yearly period when submitted with a Progress Report or within 60 days of the completion of a project when submitted with a Terminal Report.  The format of the report is given in ANNEX 1E.

5.1.2
Final Reports

Within 60 days of the completion of the project, DTIE will submit to Chief, Budget and Financial Management Service, with a copy to UNEP/DGEF Coordination, a Final Report detailing the activities taken under the project, lessons learned and any recommendations to improve the efficiency of similar activities in the future, using the format provided in ANNEX 1F.

5.1.3
Cofinance Report
Within 30 days of the reporting period,  DTIE shall submit to UNEP/DGEF Coordination, a cofinancing report for the project as at 30 June and 31 December, using the format provided in ANNEX 1C showing:

(a) Amount of cofinancing realized compared to the amount of cofinancing committed to at the time of project approval, and

(b) Cofinancing reporting by source and by type.

· Sources include the agency’s own cofinancing, government cofinance (counterpart commitments), and contributions mobilized for the project from other multilateral agencies, bilateral development cooperation agencies, NGOs, the private sector, and beneficiaries.

· Types of cofinance. Cash includes grants, loans, credits and equity investments. In-kind resources are required to be:
· dedicated uniquely to the GEF project,

· valued as the lesser of the cost and the market value of the required inputs they provide for the project, and monitored with documentation available for any evaluation or project audit.

5.2
Terms and Conditions

5.2.1
 Responsibility for Cost Overruns
Any cost overruns (expenditures in excess of the amount in each budget sub-line) shall be met by DTIE as it is responsible for authorizing the expenditure, unless written agreement has been received in advance from DGEF.  In cases where DGEF has indicated its agreement to a cost overrun in a budget sub-line to another, or to increase the total cost to UNEP, a revision to the project document amending the budget will be issued by UNEP.

5.2.2
 Amendments

The Parties to this project document shall approve any modification or change to this project document in writing.

ANNEXES for PROJECT DOCUMENT
These Annexes are provided in a separate document

Annex 1: Budgets, Financial and Substantive Reporting Formats

Annex 1A: Project Budget - Non Investment component (UNEP Budget, in UNEP Format) 


Annex 1B: Project Budget by Activity


Annex 1C: Cofinance Report Format


Annex 1D: Progress Report format


Annex 1E: Inventory of Outputs and Services Format


Annex 1F: Final Report Format

Annex 2: Project Strategy and Description


Annex 2A: Logframe of Overall Project Strategy


Annex 2B: Stakeholder Analysis Results


Annex 2C: Detailed Overall Project Description


Annex 2D: Investment activities (UNDP)

Annex 3: Country Characteristics (as gathered on PDF-B missions)

Annex 4: Project Activity Log Frame

Annex 5: Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Plans


Annex 5A: Monitoring, Progress Reporting and Evaluation


Annex 5B: M&E Plan for Capacity Building Aspects of the Project


Annex 5C: Terms of Reference for the Regional/International Project Steering Committee 

Annex 6: Summary report of GEF First Regional MSP on Methyl Bromide in CEITs 

Methyl Bromide Consumption in Eastern European CEITs: The Emerging Picture coming out of the First Regional Medium-Sized Project  “Initiating the Phase Out of Methyl Bromide Through Awareness-Raising, Policy Development and Demonstration/Training Activities".

Annex 7: Comments of Reviewers

Annex 7A: STAP Review Comments

Annex 7B: Response to STAP Review Comments

Annex 7C: GEF Secretariat Comments

Annex 7D: World Bank Comments

Annex 7E: GEF Council Member Comments

Annex 8: Regional Network of ODS Officers of Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia (CEECA)

Annex 9: Letters of Endorsement 
Ozone depletion and raised UV-radiation threat to human health, forest growth, fisheries, agriculture, flora and fauna





Inability to achieve Montreal Protocol Compliance in meeting the Methyl Bromide Phase Out Schedule





Lack of government resources for necessary infrastructure, extension training, policy development  etc.





Lack of government and/or stakeholder organization to approach the execution of total sector phase out.





Lack of resources for conversion to alternatives, and lack of training assistance and technical know-how.





Lack of technical awareness amongst stakeholders, especially end users (growers and storage facility managers)





Impeded activities and delayed phase out





Lack of resources and capacity to act





Lack of Motivation due to attitude and /or lack of understanding of crucial situation





Continued Methyl Bromide Use in the soil and post-harvest sectors








Stakeholder Attitudes; especially  users, who might resist imposed new ideas/ approaches, and rejection of collective activities in the post-Communist era.





Training and technical assistance delivered; funding assistance for conversion to alternative technologies.





Reduced threat of Ozone Layer depletion and UV exposure for humans, flora and fauna, etc.





Inclusion of MB users in project development and execution; participatory delivery of new technologies and ideas to sector MB users.





Good organization of government and stakeholders to approach the execution of total sector phase out.





Authorities can channel available resources to coordinate the delivery and execution of the phase-out of methyl bromide use.





All required resources (management infrastructure, extension training resources etc.) on hand to achieve phase out.





Stakeholders encouraged that the investment and perceived sacrifice associated with conversion to alternatives is shared by others at the national and international level





Enhanced technical awareness amongst stakeholders, especially end users (growers and storage facility managers) so they can make better pest management choices.





Sustained compliance of Montreal Protocol achieved and the Methyl Bromide Phase Out Schedule met





Stakeholder buy-in as knowledge enhanced, and motivated to cooperate in executing phase out





Cessation of Methyl Bromide Use in the soil and post-harvest sectors





End User Group or Individual (Commercial End User): phase out MB from their operations.





Chairing Group of MB User Groups: Chaired by elected MB user and trained extension worker or village/regional level agronomist acting as Secretary/facilitator. Monitor implementation progress at field level with monthly visits to different MB users within their group or to large outfits. Convey information between MB user and the PCU. Act as training support between training sessions.





Plant Protection Service/ Government Fumigation Department: can act as subject matter specialists for extension (soil) and/or contracted fumigators and silo managers.





Trained extension:  as an empowered delivery vehicle. Reach out to MB users through training, on-site assistance, publications, pilots; field days with user groups. Regularly diffuse technologies, promoting alternatives and actually setting up and monitoring pilots with MB users. 








Contracted Fumigators and silo managers: due to simple structure of this sector (few fumigators and relatively few storage facilities per country), the TC can directly communicate with these stakeholders, who can then diffuse technologies to end users. 





POST-HARVEST SECTOR





SOIL SECTOR





PCU Head/Chair and NOU: responsible for project management, Chairing of the Steering Committee, liaison with UNEP, UNDP, GEF





 Steering Committee: for participatory involvement of all stakeholders in the strategic planning and supervision. Ministry of Environment, NOU, Ministry of Agriculture (PPS, extension, crop protection), Ministry of Health (Food Health Division), MB fumigators, Growers Associations representatives, Grain Association representatives, national co-funding bodies.





Technical Committee (TC): relevant specialists, extenionists, growers/companies who use successful alternatives, active international consultants and government experts, who guide and implement the technical work in the soil and post-harvest sectors. Formulate technical policy, technical recommendations to end users, plan pilots, develop extension tools and pilots, with input from end-users, carry out training and technical assistance with extension service, etc.











Monitoring





International Expertise (hired by UNEP and UNDP, FAO (soil only) to oversee the technical aspects of non-investment and investment activity in the soil and post-harvest sector





International coordination





National coordinaton





International/Regional Steering Committee: oversees the overall management and quality of outputs of the regional project (UNEP,UNDP, World Bank, FAO, MBTOC, international experts, country PCU Chairs/NOU, observers





Technical Committee (TC) or project team





PCU Head/Chair and NOU: responsible for national project management, Chairing of the Steering Committee, liaison with UNEP, UNDP, GEF





 Steering Committee: for participatory involvement of all stakeholders in the strategic planning and supervision. 





Contracted Fumigators and silo managers: can directly diffuse technologies to end users. 





MB User group or Individual (Commercial End User) 





Chairing Group of MB User Groups Monitor implementation progress, convey information between MB user and extension, the PCU, training support between training sessions.





Trained extension:  as an empowered delivery vehicle. 





Plant Protection Service/ Government Fumigation Department





SOIL SECTOR





POST-HARVEST SECTOR





Technical Supervision/Implementation





Technical Supervision/Implementation





Co-funding Donor Bodies: kept informed by M&E; also sit on Steering Committee in some countries





Information Dissemination/ Replication Strategy





UNEP OzonAction (Paris); UNDP 





UNEP/DGEF and UNDP 





Independent in-country Monitoring and Evaluation bodies





UNEP Network of Eastern European and Central Asian Countries





Results Dissemination (UNEP, UNDP)











a The “full project” refers to the complete project implemented jointly by UNEP and UNDP. This project document goes into details on the UNEP component only. 


a  Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan, which have ratified but have low to zero consumption are included in the context of regional training workshops, which include information on participatory delivery of alternative methodologies and to improve techniques in the use of alternatives already in use. 


b GEF project approved September 1999 involved 8 CEITs (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia) and represented the first step towards: gathering comprehensive regional data on methyl bromide use; raising awareness on methyl bromide alternatives; developing policy to support methyl bromide phase out; identifying areas of use which might be targeted for phase out; presenting countries, with use of demonstrations and workshops, with examples of viable, environmentally sustainable, effective alternatives for major uses of methyl bromide; and developing training strategies for the implementation of alternatives. Project implementation is completed.


� This project was approved in September of 1999, and represented the first step towards: gathering comprehensive regional data on methyl bromide use; raising awareness on methyl bromide alternatives; developing policy to support methyl bromide phase out; identifying areas of use which might be targeted for phase out; presenting countries, with use of demonstrations and workshops, with examples of viable, environmentally sustainable, effective alternatives for major uses of methyl bromide; and developing training strategies for the implementation of alternatives. Project implementation is completed..





� An example of such participation in MLF MB projects is the case of Low-volume consuming, Article 5 countries such as Barbados, which recorded for the first time consumption of methyl bromide in the year 2000, due to tourism-related golf course development.


� Under the Montreal Protocol, MB consumption is defined as  “Import + Production minus Quarantine & Pre-Shipment use minus feedstock minus MB exports”. As such, a country can continue use MB past the start of 2005, provided that it has stockpiles of methyl bromide in the country imported in previous years.
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