PROJECT FINAL REPORT 
Umbrella Methyl Bromide Project
	1.
Background Information



	1.1 Project Title: Total Sector Phase out of Methyl Bromide in CEITs
1.2 Project Number: IMIS: GFL 5070-2750-4822, PMS: GF/4040-05-05
1.3 Responsible Divisions/Units in UNEP: DTIE OzonAction
1.4 Project starting date: official approval in January 2005, with: 
· Official project launch on 1st April 2005 in Warsaw, 
· Appointment of  Project Manager on 11 July 2005, 
· Long internal administrative and procurement processes (close to one year) for both UNEP and UNDP, resulting in 

· First batch equipment delivery only around mid 2006 and real on-the-ground technology transfer activities then after
1.5 Project completion date: official closure for UNEP component on June 30, 2008, with:

· Remaining activities as of 31 July 2008 for UNDP component:
· Equipment procurement not finalized for Bulgaria and Latvia, 
· Equipment handover not finalized in most/all countries, 
· Warranty issue to be sorted on defective equipment (fumigation bubble) delivered to Poland and

· More in-depth analysis of technical and market suitability in the mid-term, for using the different pieces of equipment delivered during the project 

· A few cancelled activities for UNEP component: 
· Refresher post-harvest training in Bulgaria that depended on (not received yet) swing fog equipment,

· Further dissemination of important project results (some of which that came during last month of the project) through posting on Ozone website and production of a compendium CD in English, that could have possibly be translated in some other languages with leftover project funds  
· Preparation of Stage 3 activities (i.e. “post-GEF project” activities more broadly aiming at removing as much as possible the use of chemical in the food chain as applied to vegetable production and grain products) due to the lack of a strategic interest at this point of time from UNEP DTIE SCP Branch for supporting such work and

· Project mid-term evaluation that was several times delayed to be in the end simply cancelled

	

	1.6
Reporting Period: January 2005 to June 30, 2008

	

	1.7
Reference to UNEP/DGEF Sub-programmes and expected accomplishments:

	The project contributed to the implementation of programme element 4.4, Energy and OzonAction, of GC/20. In order for the Montreal Protocol to be successfully implemented in developing countries, governments and industries require assistance to strengthen their capacity to make informed decisions that will result in effective investment projects to phase out ozone depleting substances (ODS).



	1.8
Overall objectives of the project: (maximum quarter of a page)

	The overall objective of the full project sought to rapidly phase-out all non-exempted uses of methyl bromide (MB) in five CEIT countries (Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland,). The elimination of about 167 metric tonnes (100.2 ODP t) MB used annually would 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 sought to address 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 looked to transfer existing MB alternatives (often chemical fumigants) in order to achieve a rapid MB phase-out, and build capacity for the development and implementation of non-chemical alternatives in the future.  

The project was 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 was 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. 



	1.9     Total Budget (US$): (specify contributions by donor/s): 

GEF financing: US$ 5,000,000 (UNEP component: 2,151,325 and UNDP component: 2,848,675)

Co-financing (in-kind contributions) as indicated by stakeholders in project document and as reported so far : 

Partner

As per project document:

As reported to-date:

Bulgaria

515,187

65,140

Hungary

541,064

503,018

Latvia

120,800

Not reported

Lithuania

150,200

152,807

Poland

918,078

953,108 (in-kind) + 235,264 (in-cash)

FAO

50,000

Not reported

TOTAL

2,295,239

1,909,237       (provisional figure)

Important co-financing (400,000) was pledged by MoEW of Bulgaria at time of Project Preparation and has not been released yet. It is planned to be released within the next 12 months to finance important awareness raising campaign aiming rural schools and any other follow-up project activities

1.10
Partners and leveraged resources:

(Describe collaboration with partners.  Specify supporting organizations as well as cooperating agencies and state their role. List the additional resources leveraged (beyond those committed to the project itself at time of approval) as a result of the project (financial and in-kind))
The project has been implemented by UNEP as lead agency (non-investment component) with UNDP as co-implementing agency (investment component). 

The executing arm of UNEP has been UNEP DTIE OzonAction that directly executed many regional activities of the project (Regional workshops, Field Visit studies, various project meetings, publications, etc...) and that contracted co-executing partners for some of these regional activities (FAO: regional training and capacity building program for soil, BM Seminar: regional training and capacity building program for post-harvest). 

In-country activities were executed by designated National Executing Agencies in each of the 5 project countries with whom UNEP engaged in formal partnership using various legal instruments: MOUs, kick-start MOUS, Sub-Project documents.

Sizeable in-cash co-financing was gathered in Poland thanks to this project team’s great efforts in pushing for the faster adoption of alternatives and practically to Herpabol company’s large investment (230,339), EU Regional Programme of SME assistance (6,847) and UNDP Small GEF grant (16,078) assistance.

It is important to emphasize the important contribution provided by the former users of Methyl Bromide (fumigating companies, growers, end-user facility owners, etc..) that had to switch to non-MB technologies, in particular regarding non-investment costs of making arrangements for trainings and investment costs of purchasing equipment or constructing facilities which could not be afforded by the project funds alone. This was by itself a clear sign of total engagement of these key stakeholders in pursuing the objectives of the project.



	2.
Project Status

2.1    Information on the delivery of the project :


	Activities/Outputs

(as listed in the project document)


	Status (complete/ongoing)
	Results/Impact (measured against the performance indicators stated in the project document)

	Immediate Output 1:

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


	Complete
	Objectively verifiable indicator in project document:

Permanent National Steering Committee, Technical Group, and trained extension service and user groups in countries at project end; registration of additional pest control products where needed; implementation of additional policy measures where needed.

Coordination structures and mechanisms were well in place in all 5 project countries with some differences.

It appears still a bit uncertain that these coordination structures and mechanisms developed during the project will remain operational post-project if needs arises. This point is probably of no concern for Poland and Hungary (although these two countries’ project teams did not manage to engage more decisively their Ministries of Agriculture), of little concern for Bulgaria and Lithuania, and of some concern for Latvia. But given the EU membership status now for all the project countries, the likelihood that they slip back into MB use remains very low. Also the coordination structures may not continue ad infinitum, but they certainly give the countries a blueprint upon which to put together a Task Team (under EC pressure if so needed) in the event they are faced with an MB alternative problem down the road.

As of now (July 31st, i.e.: one month after UNEP project closure) the coordination structures established during the project continue to take actions in order to, notably, obtain the registration of additional chemicals in countries such as Lithuania, Poland and Bulgaria.


	Immediate Output 2:

Rapid transfer of replacement technologies to MB users, including installation of equipment and participatory training at local level, focusing on a quick replacement for the 2005 growing season to permit country compliance with the Montreal Protocol, using fumigants/chemicals as necessary.


	Complete
	Objectively verifiable indicator in project document: Replacement of MB use in sectors by chemical and non-chemical alternatives at the end of the project.

As mentioned in section 1.5, additional equipment is to be delivered in July-September 2008 timeframe. For example Bulgaria will receive drip irrigation system, Biolog system and foggers for hot aerosol.  This is the reason why this output is rated as only near to completion

In general the measurable effect of the Project is the rapid decrease in the use of MB in the region in the course of the Project (from 167 tonnes in 2004 to about xx tonnes in 2008) and the total withdrawal of CUE applications for MB by Poland (that was the only country still applying for CUE)

Countries had largely replaced Methyl Bromide even before they received tangible support from the project (in 2006 and after), due to the commitment to total phase out by 2005 that they had to adhere to, in spite of important delays in project approval and start.

In fact, the project has greatly helped in consolidating a phase-out that had to be quickly implemented in 2005 (before the project really started) with no full back-up plan on hand. 

To that regard the parties involved were extremely appreciative of all the alternative methods that were presented, demonstrated, tried by users during the bulk of the training programs held during mostly the second half of 2006

These alternatives have continued to be adopted on a commercial scale during 2007 and 2008. They have been both chemical alternatives (mainly metam sodium and dazomet in soil sector and phosphine in PH sector) and non-chemical ones (mainly soil-less cultivation, steaming, biofumigation, solarization, first trials of bio-solarization in soil sector and CO2/pressure, heat treatment and vacuum treatment in PH sector).



	Immediate Output 3:

Enhanced awareness and confidence of MB users and other stakeholders in the phase out process, through the monitoring of the efficacy and economic performance of alternatives, improvements to alternatives, and increased ability of users to manage their pest control problems and find solutions.


	Complete
	Objectively verifiable indicator in project document: 
Detailed regular reports by the Project Co-ordination Unit and the national M&E Unit on the progress of MB replacement amongst MB users across sector and sub sectors. Survey reports of the national M&E units, will include investigations into the mindset of the MB users towards the project and phase out exercise. 

The survey reports of the independent M&E institutions commissioned in different countries under the Project clearly indicate the great increase in awareness of alternatives among fumigators and former end users of MB in soil and post-harvest sectors (see country M&E summary reports as available). The reports also show the appreciation of all these stakeholders to have had the opportunity of gaining new information through trainings received and publications edited in the framework of the Project.  

The monitoring of efficacy of alternatives applied with the equipment purchased in the project will have to continue beyond the project end-date because in some cases it had barely started (equipment received a too short time before project end date or not received yet to allow for data gathering on its performances), in order to ensure that confidence in its use is, either not lost (when it was already built up), or is gained (for newly received pieces of equipment).

Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria and Lithuania (not known for Latvia) have been very active in the development and dissemination of hand-out materials for users and other interested parties. These countries also managed to enhance awareness through the publication of technical articles in specialized magazines (specialized agricultural newspapers and magazines)



	Immediate Output 4:

The project will build capacity for the development of more environmentally friendly MB alternatives (primarily based on non-chemical methods), reducing dependency on fumigants/chemical alternatives to ensure sustainability in the long term.
	Complete
	Objectively verifiable indicator in project document: 
Reports by the Project Co-ordination Unit and the national Monitoring and Evaluation Unit on the progress of non-chemical and IPM MB alternatives amongst MB users across sector and sub sectors.

The planning of the technical programmes of the training workshops and seminars conducted in the framework of the Project in all project countries and at regional level was done taking into account the need of emphasizing the importance of using non-chemical alternatives to MB whenever possible. 
The various field visits were organized to premises or sites where non-chemical alternatives are successfully used, and helped a lot building capacity of country experts. Such field visits included:  Herbapol Poland (new CO2/pressure medicinal herbs disinfestations chambers), Rotterdam seaport (practical application of ECO2 method to disinfestation of goods in containers), Bavaria Mill (Heat Treatment), Murcia Region (bio-fumigation, solarization, bio-solarization, biocontrol agents, etc..), Sventes glasshouses (UNDP Development work), Exchange of expertise visit in Lodz (steaming), etc…

Also the decision to organize 2 small Technical Regional Workshops during the last 12 months of the project (instead of 1 big Regional Workshop as planned in project document) was extremely well received by project countries. These 2 workshops were solely focussing on state-of-art non-chemical alternatives in soil (Budapest, June07) and Post-harvest (Byalistok, May08) sectors. They contributed greatly to the increase of the technical capacity of the industry and research experts of the region, which were the only participants invited really to participate to these workshops, besides a couple of international resource experts. These workshops also helped the building of ad-hoc regional networks of experts who continue now to exchange and work together on a regular basis.

All the above clearly demonstrate that extensive capacity building for development of more environmentally friendly alternatives was achieved through the Project.


	2.2    List lessons learned and best practices :
(Enumerate the lessons learned during the execution of UNEP and UNDP project components. Concentrate on the management of the project, including the principal factors which determined success or failure in meeting the objectives and outputs set down in the project document. This can include any innovative execution strategies utilised by UNEP separate from what was proposed in the project document)
Project co-implementation (UNEP/UNDP):

This project represented a rather unprecedented case for DTIE OzonAction and UNDP MPU, of so close and intricate coordination of their actions in order to deliver project support and management services.

This has been a constant challenge throughout the duration of the project, with the definite advantages of learning how to work hand in hand for project implementation, and at times a source of frustrations. 

Best practices would be to organize at least twice yearly inter-agency meetings where all project coordination issues would have to be resolved with a clear agenda and meeting objectives set forth. 4 such meetings only were convened during the execution of the project, upon UNEP’s request, agenda was not always adequately prepared, neither objectives clearly defined.

UNEP was the lead agency for this project but did not have much power to trigger faster action, response or at times better quality service from UNDP. The co-implementation arrangement is fine, and even desirable, but it should be accompanied with some sort of cross-reporting of the staff involved in the project execution in the 2 agencies (in this case UNDP Project Manager could have had UNEP Project Manager as her first Additional Reporting Officer)

UNEP and UNDP have during the execution of this project altered their credibility towards their country partners, in terms of appearing as agencies that are capable of on-time deliver of high quality project support and services. Very important delays, at times improvisation, and unclear guidance (notably on reporting requirements and formats), jeopardized substantially the image of the 2 agencies. In these conditions, it has been extremely difficult to adopt a tough approach with countries and be very strict on enforcing timely submission of their project progress or financial reports. This flexibility was probably seen as a necessary and minimum trade-off to the implementing agencies’ delays, unclear guidance, etc..., but it did impact further the course of the project.

UNDP Execution arrangements:

Due to the phasing out of country offices in Central Europe, UNDP MPU (NY) decided early on to execute its project component through its European Centre in Bratislava, which appears to have been a wise move. 

Problems resided through in the very little acquaintance at first of this Regional Office with methyl bromide phase out issues (its staff had not been much or at all involved during project preparation), the relative lack of coordination with country offices such as Bulgaria’s (that had to be well engaged for import procedures of equipment because of non-EU member status of this country for the most part of the project), the apparent lack of adequate dedicated staff time allocated to this project and the lack of familiarity with working with the industry (most beneficiaries were private sector companies). 

Comments from project countries showing that they were unsatisfied with the services provided by UNDP have been quite recurrent during project execution without much that UNEP could do to help diffuse these problems. As an example Bulgaria wrote in its Final Report: 

“Delay in tender procedures – the equipment delivery was delayed under the MOU and Sub-project which led to delay in project completion and prolonged the project with six months. Many of the activities had to be cancelled and re-scheduled. 

Procedure for custom clearance of the equipment – this procedure was not discussed in the beginning and the first problems were faced when the first equipment was delivered. The guidance given by UNDP-Bulgaria was that NSPP should appoint a person who will clear the goods at the custom. This practice was accepted and worked quite well. After that suddenly this changed and the procedure became more complex – the specially appointed person by NSPP had to be accompanied by a representative of the receiving company (where the relevant training was performed). As a result one of the shipments was cleared by the relevant company and they paid VAT (despite the fact that UNDP imports without paying VAT). This happened because the office of UNDP in Bratislava did not give exact instructions to the delivering companies and that specific delivery company contacted directly the receiving BG company instead UNDP – Bulgaria (organisation responsible for the clearance of the equipment). 

Late involvement of Bulgarian office of UNDP in the project implementation – UNDP regional centre office in Bratislava did not seem to have adequately reviewed (not in depth and/or not in time), with colleagues at the Bulgaria Country Office the details of the project activities and the respective sharing of responsibilities between the two offices for ensuring a smooth delivery of project support and consistent guidance”

UNEP Execution arrangements:

The decision to include in UNEP budget and hire a dedicated project manager for this rather complex project was quite judicious. Due to the different fund sources constraints (MLF versus GEF) this project manager could not be chosen among the UNEP DTIE OzonAction staff but was rather hired by UNEP DGEF and out-posted to DTIE, which was certainly a small drawback to the further development of synergies with activities of the ECA network.

It was definitely unfortunate for the good start of the project that this position of Project Manager could only be filled in July 2005, i.e. 6 months after the official approval date of the project!

In order to manage expediently similar projects in the future, UNEP should take steps to hire a dedicated Project Manager as soon as the project is approved and keep him/her on duty at least 30 days after project end date. 

Moreover, having to ask a Project Manager to work for free (well beyond his contract end-date, that simply matched the project end-date and left no adequate time for wrapping up country Final Report reviews and drafting of agency Final Report), is simply not a solution. This anomaly should be brought to UNEP higher management’s attention in order to plan corrective actions.
Need of Project Inception Workshop for National Project Managers:

This was not an activity organized under this project but it should be one for future such rather complex projects. A project Inception Workshop for National Project Managers would have been very useful with the following main objectives:

· Refining project activity timelines, country by country and at regional level,

· Walking all the national project manager through the various formats and templates for project reporting, and 

· Delivering training to national project managers on specific topics such as (for example) project risks identification, assessment and mitigation and how to monitor and report on them.

Flexibility in project activity planning and execution:

Due to the late start of the project and the many delays during its first year, the programming of project activities had to be revisited several times, with some changes, additions or cancellations. Notably the activities designed to achieve Output 4 (=Capacity building for the development of more environmentally friendly MB alternatives) have actually been pursued concomitantly to the ones for Output 2 (=Rapid replacement of MeBr by chemical alternatives) although it was envisioned in the original project document that they would be rather pursued consecutively. This added a definite challenge in the delivery of the bulk of project activities that were in real terms crunched over a period of less than 1 year and a half (Mid 2006 to End of 2007). 
These ad-hoc responses to implementation hiccups and needs appeared to be quite efficient and have been very appreciated by countries that were grateful to the business-like approach taken by UNEP allying fast reaction, creativity and flexibility. 

Some new activities were literally pulled off (proposed, organized and executed) in a matter of 2-3 weeks: a couple of country expert field visits in particular. Had UNEP taken longer, these activities could not simply be organized because for example the season would have been too advanced to see a particular alternative technique. 

These positively received aspects could not be better emphasized than by countries themselves. Lithuania wrote: “Regional cooperation, regional events, study visits were extremely important and valuable and served as a good supplementary part to the national activities, thus elaborating common approaches, recommendations, solution and policies”. Along the same lines, Poland pointed: “regarding the implementation of new alternatives and applying of equipment that has not been previously known to the future users the very positive role of study visits should be emphasized. At such visits the future users (and also in some cases National Project Coordinator and National Experts) could discuss the advantages and disadvantages of the alternative methods with those individuals who were well acquainted in applying them in practice, and also - if technically possible - could see the alternatives working in practice. Such visits were (….) very helpful in convincing us to apply the alternative methods at once or at least start making arrangements for such applications.”

But this client-orientation type of service to countries also triggered some tension internally because of the violation of standard timelines for administrative procedures that it required. This has been the cause of unnecessary frictions and could be mitigated in the future through better sensitization of support/admin staff to the needs of external clients which may be incorporated in a UNEP-wide effort to change the predominant culture of the organization that can really be perceived at times as business-unfriendly. There should also be efforts for a greater and earlier involvement by the project staff of support/admin staff in project activity planning. Likewise project staff should receive a minimum training (with regular updates) on practical admin procedures that they will have to use or solicit during project execution.

Choice of equipment to be purchased under the project:

Procedures for equipment selection, validation, tendering and bid-opening could have been explained more clearly to all the parties involved and should have remained more consistent over time. Some points that would need definite improvements are:

· During equipment selection, and as a prerequisite to the choice of a particular type of equipment for procurement, the implementing agency (UNDP) should either verify that the particular technique and associated formula are already registered in the country they are destined to, or that there is a strong commitment at the national level and from the equipment manufacturer to facilitate the registration process during the period of the project.
· Validation by UNDP of equipment selection proposed by the countries should be done in a more transparent and thorough manner, by systematically reviewing a set a criteria including that the particular piece of equipment will indeed contribute to the main objectives of the project as defined in the project document. A contentious situation occurred with a laboratory-type of equipment initially chosen by a project country, that was first quickly validated by UNDP and then (rightly) rejected when the UNDP-appointed expert examined more closely its characteristics and found out that it was not meeting the main purposes of the project;

· Tendering should include the provision of technical specifications that should not be method-of-application specific but rather performance-of-application specific. This issue arose with the technical specifications for metam sodium and dazomet application machines that de facto excluded any non-Imants-like equipment. This was corrected in the second round of equipment procurement and allowed for the procurement of  Forigo machine to Poland

· Tendering should be done as early as possible in the project and  made as known as possible to local suppliers and manufacturers using local languages in tenders in addition to English only and by contacting directly prospective suppliers rather than relying on their hypothetical consultation of UNDP website where international calls for tenders are published

· Members of the bid-opening meetings should systematically include the project-designated regional expert for soil or post-harvest sector and 1 or 2 other country experts where the equipment will be delivered to

· Time allowed for technical evaluation of the equipment proposed in the bids should be longer since this process often requires longer consultations and analysis before informed decision making

Commissioning and payment of equipment once it is delivered to countries:

Poland has had a particularly bad experience with one piece of equipment (fumigation bubble) and this issue is not yet resolved. This country explained and recommended the following: “Another negative lesson learnt throughout the Project was that the equipment supplied in the framework of the Project has to be very precisely tested before any payment is made to the supplier. The case relevant here concerns using vacuum treatment for disinfestation of bagged products (beans, seeds etc) in so called "fumigation bubbles" - equipment was supplied by GrainPro company. We wish to warn all future potential customers of that company since (1) instructions and initial testing of the equipment performance made by the manufacturer's representative was not done properly (so it did not reveal the major problems), (2) finally the method appeared not to be effective at all, and (3) the overall behaviour of the company in that situation was very unsatisfactory. Therefore, we wish to recommend to UNEP, UNDP and other implementing agencies of the GEF and Multilateral Fund of the Montreal Protocol not to consider that company as potential equipment supplier anymore.”

The language used by the country is quite strong and action should be taken by UNDP before its project final closure to help diffuse this negative impression. 
Best-practice procedures for choosing final equipment beneficiaries:

Poland has been quite a source of inspiration and demonstrated a great sense of initiative during the project in this area. This country proposed in its final report to proceed as follow:

“With regard to the question on how to ensure the fair selection of equipment beneficiaries and the proper and effective use of equipment once it has been handed over  the following recommendations can be given based on our experience:

- selection on equipment beneficiaries should be made not only based on share in the use of MB in a given period of time before the Project and other mandatory criteria established by the UNDP (appropriate facilities, appropriate financial condition, trained employees), but also – as an additional criteria – based on financial (or in-kind) input of the potential beneficiary in phasing in alternatives to MB and its active participation in the Project

- the list of potential beneficiaries should be made based on the above mentioned criteria and the equipment should be handed over to them for 6-12 months for temporary use on the basis of special agreement with PCU. During that period they should be obliged to store and use the equipment following the recommendations contained in that agreement and report to the PCU on the use of equipment. Then, they would present their summary reports on the use of equipment at the workshop – including in their reports also their views on equipment effectiveness and applicability for particular kind of treatments. 

This approach allowed us to learn (1) what the drawbacks and advantages of particular equipment were and (2) who was using the equipment effectively and who was not, what could create another important criterion in final decision on selection the final equipment beneficiaries.”

2.3    State how the project has nurtured sustainability :  
(Is the project or project methodology replicable in future post-project country programmes and/or other countries or regions?) 

Some sustainability concerns regarding specific techniques introduced during the project:

· The sustainability of use in the long-term of the rotary spaders (Imants machines) in soil sector depends mostly on the market conditions that will be prevailing in the future, and also of the continuous improvement of the treatment performances obtained with this method and machine. Further spread of this technology will also depend on the performance of Imants competitor’s equipment (Forigo mix tillers), prices of the chemicals, and comparative cost characteristics and efficacy of non-chemical and low-chemical alternative growing methods. As forecasted in technical monitoring reports of Hungary, large and medium sized farms of this country will probably continue to switch to soil less growing techniques as much as possible, whereas smaller producers will continue to use chemical or low chemical technologies. The Imants machines will then continue to hold their share in this decreasing market segment. The issue in Bulgaria seems to reside on the long-term economic viability for using this type of equipment given the sometimes long distances to be covered by road by this heavy equipment, in order to treat relatively scattered and small plots in greenhouses or in open fields. Hungary has also noted this point: “The travelling of the Imants equipment need time. The greenhouses often are far from each other. The equipment speed is limited to about 5-10 km/h and therefore trailer transport is needed.” Poland has had the opportunity to get, through the last equipment procurement batch of the project, the Imants competitor’s machine (Forigo mix tillers). This fumigators and users of Poland are now comparing the performances and operational costs of the two solutions for probably orienting towards one or the other their future investments. 

· The lack of registration of some key formula or techniques (e.g. Magtoxin granules to be used in conjunction with Degesh gas phosphine generator) continues to pose sustainability concerns for the use of these specific pieces of (expensive) equipment purchased during the project. Members of the country project teams established during the project are committed to follow through until a successful outcome is reached but they have sometimes limited power to do so: for example they often need support from colleagues at Ministry of Agriculture (Poland has very little support from this Ministry) and also (financial) support of the equipment supplier and/or importer.
· The Heat Treatment technique has not been adopted much to-date as a routine treatment technique for mills and other food facilities in the project countries. It has not really made yet that qualitative move from successful trials to commercial use, mainly because of its (perceived or real) energy cost. There is for this application a low-to-medium risk that users continue to use (illegally) small quantities of methyl bromide.  A last attempt was made in the frame of the project (during May 08 Regional Workshop) to present alternative ways to apply this technique so it become more cost-effective. 

These 3 specific areas should definitely be targeted for further evaluation and investigation at time of project Terminal Evaluation and country missions of the evaluators that will be contracted.

Technical monitoring of equipment will be performed for the next 3 years:

UNDP has been pushing countries to develop national schemes for monitoring the proper use of equipment purchased in the Project through careful monitoring that will be carried out for three years after the project completion. Some countries have well advanced in the elaboration of these schemes including with the provision of adequate budgets from their Ministries to carry out these activities. For example the ICRI Research Institute in Poland (where the Ozone Layer Protection Unit sits) has been contracted to conduct this monitoring activity, similarly in Bulgaria, the Regional Plant Protection Service in Plovdiv has been appointed by the Ministry of Agriculture to carry out this task. 

UNDP will continue its efforts during the completion of its project activities over the next few months to ensure that similarly strong schemes are established in all 5 project countries. 
Technical expertise is now “up and running” for the longer term:

· In soil sector, groups of experienced FFS trainers are established in each 3 countries and are ready to organize training courses for the growers as needed. These experts also serve as technical focal points for these growers. Similarly for fumigators, trainings are now carried out on a regular basis by national institutions following through the initial training sessions organized in the frame of the project. For example in Bulgaria such training is carried out by the Institute of Plant Protection in Kostinbrod and by the University of Agriculture and Forestry in Sofia officially designated by the Minister of Agriculture and Food.

· In post-harvest sector, company owners and industry experts have taken such an active role, so many initiatives, that it seemed at times that they were themselves running the activities during the project with only light oversight from national project coordinators and project-designated post-harvest experts. This was particularly true for Poland and Lithuania; it was too for Bulgaria (maybe to a slightly lower extend) and is not known precisely for Latvia.

· In both sectors, these now very capable regional experts from the industry and research, have established direct contacts among each others and beyond their group of countries, through exchange of expertise during the project. They now continue to build this technical and also commercial networking: business deals were established between stakeholders of different countries, including neighbouring countries such as the Ukraine, as a result of contacts established at project meetings.

The expertise residing in these countries is now quite strong and will be of use for any future Methyl Bromide phase out programs that may arise in the region or follow-up activities in the respective project countries. The methodology applied in -and by- the project countries is definitely reproducible in other countries and project country experts seem generally ready/eager to assist in providing their support in that regard.
A solid base exists for future elimination of residual methyl bromide and reduction of chemical use in general:

The outputs of the project will be used as a step up to more environmentally stringent requirements. Stakeholders in project countries are more and more convinced that chemical alternatives will only be available to them for a short period of time, thus making them the more receptive to investigate and try non-chemical alternatives, especially bearing in mind possible forthcoming restriction connected with EU Directive 41/414 revision as well as elimination of chemicals from the food chain.

The switch over to alternative fumigation techniques for the uses controlled under the Montreal Protocol during the project will also help to reduce Methyl Bromide use for QPS, as well as for most applications that have been in the past nominated for critical use exemptions. The project activities have contributed very much to the prevention of Methyl Bromide use today and in the future, including illegal use thereof and also illegal trade. Availability of the technical alternatives including availability of the relevant equipment (making it accessible to various users on demand) has created a good basis for the further elimination of any Methyl Bromide use and for the continuing adoption of sustainable alternatives, particularly non-chemical ones. 

This wide range of pest control methods presented and/or demonstrated, and the comprehensive information developed during the project, have definitely given a solid base for a new approaches and options.

	


	
	3.
List of attached documents (not applicable: see details below)
1: Final inventory of non-expandable equipment purchased during the Project (not applicable: no equipment was purchased with project funds for UNEP DTIE’s use)

2: Transfer of non-expendable equipment letter (not applicable)
3: Final table of project co-financing: (not all countries have reported yet)
4: Monitoring and Evaluation report: (no mid-term evaluation was conducted, end-of-project evaluation to be performed later)

5: Final inventory of outputs/services (format only used for country progress/final reporting) 


	Name of UNEP DTIE/DGEF Methyl Bromide Project Manager:

Jérôme Malavelle


	Name of UNEP DGEF Ozone/POPS 

Task Manager

Christine Wellington-Moore
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