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A: SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW 
 
A1. Description of programme  
The Global Plastic Action Partnership (GPAP) – delivered by the World Economic Forum 
(WEF) – brings together governments, businesses, academia, and civil society to tackle plastic 
pollution and increase investment in circular economy approaches in ODA-eligible countries. 
GPAP’s intended impact is to improve the environment in partner countries by reducing 
municipal waste while improving the livelihoods of people involved in the waste sector or 
impacted by plastic pollution. This is achieved principally through (1) the creation of public-
private stakeholder collaboration platforms called National Plastic Action Partnerships 
(NPAPs) and (2) targeted training and assistance for informal waste sector workers.   
 
NPAPs are impartial and inclusive stakeholder coordination groups that bring together 
engaged and influential stakeholders across the plastics value chain, including policymakers, 
consumer goods businesses, non-governmental organisations and waste sector 
representatives. The partnerships’ work in each country focuses on establishing baselines for 
pollution, standardising metrics and creating national action plans and roadmaps, all of which 
inform national waste management policy. GPAP prioritises the inclusivity and impartiality of 
the partnerships to encourage increased private investment into the solutions created by the 
partnerships and their members. Each GPAP partnership progresses through four stages:  
 
1. PREPARE (6-12 months): GPAP scopes and designs the partnerships in close 

collaboration with partner governments, and sub-grant an organisation (usually NGO or 
UN organisation) to lead management of the partnership. This culminates in GPAP signing 
an MOU with the partner government.  

2. BUILD (12-24 months): the partnership conducts baseline analysis using GPAP’s 
National Analysis and Modelling (NAM) tool to inform a policy roadmap and other products. 
Connections between members are strengthened and the partnership produces a social 
context assessment. Multistakeholder task forces are formed and roadmaps are designed 
to steer the NPAP’s action and ambition. The partnerships are bespoke, and the products 
and priorities vary depending on the context.   

3. TRANSITION (24+ months): the partnership prepares for GPAP to step back.  
4. SUSTAIN: the partnerships ‘graduate’ from GPAP support and become independent, with 

GPAP providing ongoing strategic advice.  

Defra has co-funded GPAP since its inception in 2018, alongside the Government of Canada 
and private sector partners Coca Cola and Nestlé. Through UK funding from 2018 to 2021 
GPAP supported Indonesia, Ghana and Vietnam as pilot partnerships. Starting in Financial 
Year (FY) 2021/2022, the UK approved £12.5m funding, plus a further £1.5m uplift, for GPAP 
under the Blue Planet Fund (BPF). A further £6.5m financial uplift was approved in 2022, 
targeting support to the informal waste sector as part of a just transition to a circular economy. 
At the GPAP Steering Board in June 2024, the board agreed that GPAP would extend the 
overall timeline for the programme to 2030. UK contracted funding runs up to the end of 
FY24/25, with a further £2.5m committed but not contracted for FY25/26. Although the 
headline ambition still stands to create 25 GPAP partnerships by 2025, the extension will 
enable all partnerships to aim for the sustain phase (i.e. financial independence from GPAP) 
by 2030. 
 
There were significant changes to the management structure of the programme in Defra during 
the review period, including the appointment of the International Sustainable Blue Finance 
Deputy Director, and the appointment of a permanent programme SRO and PRO after a 
period of flux in the team including several changes in programme manager. This annual 
review has been delayed by 4 months as a result of a significant delay to finalisation of the 
preceding review (22/23), which was attributed to changes in the Defra programme team staff. 
This review has been undertaken at short notice by the programme team in order to re-
establish a regular review cycle. The GPAP PRO was the lead author with support from: the 
SRO; International Sustainable Blue Finance’s (ISBF) Gender Equality and Social Inclusion 
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As stated in A1, GPAP were not afforded sufficient timelines for implementation of 
recommendations from the 22/23 Annual Review. However, owing to the ongoing alignment 
of Defra and GPAP’s priorities, GPAP have already applied learnings that correspond to these 
recommendations: 
 
22/23 Recommendation 1: Expand and deepen learning relationships with partners both on 
the ground and across the BPF.  
WEF have strengthened collaboration with the broader BPF team. Progress here has focused 
on expanding the support of the BPF regional coordinators in establishing new connections, 
particularly with countries in South-East Asia (SEA) and Africa.  
 
Additionally, FCDO has recently begun funding a new initiative at the Forum - the Blue Carbon 
Action Partnership (BCAP), modelled after the GPAP framework, where GPAP played a key 
role in providing foundational support. BCAP is being delivered under The Climate and Ocean 
Adaptation and Sustainable Transition (COAST) programme. WEF, Defra and FCDO are 
continuing to explore links and lessons learned between GPAP and BCAP.  
 
22/23 Recommendation 2: Explore opportunities to strengthen the pipeline of evidence, 
including on poverty reduction. 
WEF are strengthening the GPAP team with the hiring of an NPAP Coordinator, who will help 
enhance the structure of NPAP narrative reports to better capture and analyse data. 
Additionally, they have brought on board a new Operations Specialist to support the 
Operations Lead in IMM (Impact Measurement and Management). Lastly, an external 
evaluation is planned for 2025, which will provide robust data collection, in-depth analysis, and 
recommendations to further improve GPAP's monitoring plan. WEF will work with Defra to 
ensure the evaluation has questions focusing on poverty reduction impact.  
 
22/23 Recommendation 3: Ensure metrics assessing achievement of targets are fit for 
purpose. 
Owing to challenges in resourcing in Defra’s programme management team over this reporting 
period, progress towards this recommendation is small. GPAP and the DEFRA team agreed 
to hold a one-day M&E workshop in Q3 24/25, together with the BPF MEL team, with the 
objective to align on the methodology for the external evaluation, but also to explore options 
to improve data collection towards the measurement of the indicators. 
 
22/23 Recommendation 4: As the global community progresses towards a Global Plastics 
Treaty, invest time in reflecting on how GPAP can best add value to this process. 
The GPAP team is developing the 2026-2030 strategy, with a strong focus on the graduation 
phase for NPAP countries. They have also begun drafting a fundraising plan to support this 
new phase. The project plan for GPAP Phase 2 will be further refined following INC-5. 
Additionally, we anticipate that the upcoming external evaluation will offer valuable 
recommendations to guide and strengthen the next phase. 
 
A3.2 Major lessons and recommendations for the year ahead  
 
Lesson 1: impact and outcomes 
For the year ahead, Defra and GPAP need to focus on ensuring outcome and impact 
indicators are fit for purpose, and that collecting impact data is prioritised. GPAP’s 
measurement of impact relies on the application of the national analysis modelling tool. As set 
out in the business case, Defra and GPAP’s approach to monitoring impact as set out in the 
business case was to deploy the tool in Indonesia at the programme midpoint (23/24), to use 
one of the more mature partnerships as a case study. However, in April 2024 Defra and GPAP 
agreed this approach would not to be cost-effective due to the high costs involved in early 
redeployment of GPAP’s NAM tool. Defra and GPAP instead agreed to focus on assessing 
impact through the end evaluation, to be delivered by the end of 2025. Defra’s picture of 
GPAP’s impact to date is therefore limited. Furthermore, GPAP’s finance indicators 
methodology was initially based on the methodologies for ICF KPIs 11 and 12. The results 



 

6 
 

OFFICIAL 
using these methods massively inflated the leveraged finance attributed to Defra, so GPAP 
and Defra agreed to explore alternative methodologies, and a satisfactory approach has yet 
to be agreed. These should be reviewed to enable consistency and robust reporting, internally 
and comparably with other programmes. In reviewing the monitoring framework Defra should 
ensure that where GPAP has other data relevant to outcomes/impact, this is captured either 
in narrative or quantitative reporting.  
 
Recommendation 1 
Consider impact and outcomes indicators:  

a) Collaborate (Defra, GPAP and evaluation lead) on the evaluation design and method 
for measuring impact indicators 1 and 2; 

b) Jointly (Defra and GPAP) review methodology for the finance outcome (1.1 and 1.2);  
c) Ensure link between outputs and outcomes captures GPAP’s full impact and consider 

how mixed output performance has led to strong performance on outcomes;  
d) Review logframe indicators and targets to ensure they are fit for purpose in line with b 

and c.  
e) Ensure output, outcome and impact data accurately captures the results of GESI-

focused activities and is disaggregated. 

To be delivered minimum 6 months before the next review, the end of December 2024.  
 
Lesson 2 
GPAP need to reframe how support for the informal sector is measured in the logframe. 
GPAP’s support to the informal sector has shifted significantly since the COVID-19 pandemic, 
and the results framework was not updated to reflect this. The lesson is based on poor 
performance for output indicator 3.1, which shows that the number of informal sector workers 
supported through the programme has significantly missed its target two years in a row. 
Following a discussion with GPAP it became clear that this reflects a change in approach to 
informal sector support. For the baseline, the number achieved was reached through spending 
on personal safety packages to support workers to continue providing their services safely 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Following this, Defra and GPAP noted that demand from 
stakeholders had shifted to longer term sustainable livelihood support, through technical 
assistance and capacity building. The reach of this support has proved smaller than 
anticipated, and output 3.1 targets are no longer fit for purpose.  
 
Recommendation 2.1 
Output 3 (number of workers in informal sector support) should be revised and supplemented 
with an indicator that aggregates the outputs of the informal sector sub-grants and provides 
better indication of the activities delivered. 
 
To be delivered minimum 6 months before the next review, the end of December 2024. 
 
Recommendation 2.2 
Defra and WEF should ensure the informal sector work is integrated into the upcoming 
programme evaluation to consider its outcomes and contribution to the programme’s overall 
impact on poverty.  
 
To be delivered in line with evaluation timeline, starting November 2024). 
 
Lesson 3 
Despite being its largest donor, the UK is not always strongly associated with GPAP, 
resulting in limited UK visibility and lost opportunities to leverage the UK’s contribution 
in bilateral relationships. This is caveated by WEF’s policy of impartiality. Defra should 
provide strategic guidance to WEF to select new partnerships and further support to NPAPs 
in the build phase.   
 
Recommendation 3 
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Agree between Defra and GPAP how to optimise the roles of the Defra regional coordinators, 
including but not limited to liaising with Posts, to amplify positive messaging and ensure 
availability of UK support. Defra should work to communicate its status as donor to GPAP 
through international fora, including visibility through senior level events, taking an active role 
in the programme steering board and raising the programme in ministerial bilateral meetings 
where relevant.  
 
To be delivered by the next programme review, and demonstrated through an assessment of 
regional coordinators in supporting engagements with new and existing partnerships.  
 
Recommendation 4 
Defra and WEF should cooperate to strengthen the monitoring and reporting of sexual 
exploitation, sexual abuse and sexual harassment (SEAH) risk for the programme, particular 
in relation to informal sector grant partners, given the high risks faced by those working in the 
sector, particularly to women and young people. Specific actions to deliver on this 
recommendation, along with timelines, are set out in the programme SEAH action plan, annex 
B. Further discussion of SEAH risk is set out in Section D.  
 
Recommendation 5 
Strengthen regional connections, building on positive signals in LatAm and SE Asia. Prioritise 
new partnerships in Africa in line with Defra’s strategic objectives and consider regional 
connections during this process, such as between Mozambique, Tanzania, Madagascar and 
Kenya.   
 
To be delivered by the next review (June 2025) and monitored through to the end of 2025, in 
line with GPAP’s commitment to establish 25 partnerships by 2025.  
 
Recommendation 6 
Defra should prioritise monthly risk register updates in line with the monthly progress meetings 
with delivery partners. Please see section D1 for specific suggested improvements. 
 
To be delivered on an ongoing basis effective immediately. 
 
Recommendation 7 
As this review scores a consecutive B, the programme team should prepare a performance 
improvement plan (PIP). The PIP should set how the findings and recommendations of the 
annual review will be implemented, and progress monitored.  
 
To be delivered and approved by SRO within one month of review publication. The next annual 
review is due 30 June 2025.   
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B: THEORY OF CHANGE AND PROGRESS TOWARDS OUTCOMES  
 
B1. Summarise the programme’s theory of change, including any changes to outcome 
and impact indicators from the original business case. 
 
The GPAP Theory of Change (ToC) is set out below, figure 1. The ToC was developed by 
Defra in collaboration with the GPAP team and closely resembles the simplified GPAP impact 
ladder, figure 2. The rationale is that the creation of national partnerships that include a range 
of voices, backed by strong data and clear policy roadmaps, and combined with increased 
capacity and capability of the informal waste sector, will drive both policy change and 
increased investment to deliver better waste management and support innovation in the 
circular economy. The impact of this will be a reduction of waste in the environment, and an 
improvement in the livelihoods of those affected by mismanaged waste.  
 
Evidence to date suggested the logical sequence remains broadly valid, however the 
achievement of impact depends heavily on externalities and some key assumptions. For 
externalities, impact depends on: (1) the global context of ambition on plastic pollution and the 
outcome of the negotiations on the ILBI; (2) the transboundary nature of plastic pollution; and 
(3) other anthropogenic pressures likely to impact the delivery of an ‘improved environment,’ 
including biodiversity loss and climate change. These externalities are such that it is possible 
GPAP will be able to present strong evidence of delivery against outcomes, as the last two 
reviews have suggested, but fail to translate this into impact. However, it is important to note 
that these externalities are not new, but reflect the challenging context and ambitious goals of 
the programme noted from its inception. In this context it should be a top priority for the 
programme to align with and be ready to adapt around the outcomes of the ILBI negotiations, 
particularly the development of implementation plans and financing mechanism discussions. 
The external evaluation will also be key in stress testing the theory of change including 
demonstrating that the causal chain to impact is sound.  
 
The key assumptions implicit in the narrative above include: (1) national partnerships will have 
strong public and private sector buy in; (2) this buy in, combined with robust financing 
strategies, will enable partnerships to endure beyond the lifetime of the programme; (3) the 
partnerships can leverage their influence to impact public policy, and the roadmaps and other 
partnership documents are actively used by partner governments. Taking the three most 
mature partnerships (Ghana, Indonesia, Viet Nam) as case studies, evidence supporting 
these assumptions is strong. In Viet Nam the partnership has played an important role 
influencing the development of extended producer responsibility (EPR) policy. Other examples 
demonstrating assumptions (1) and (3) are found in section B2 and throughout section C. The 
least evidenced is (2), as it relates to the lifetime of partnerships beyond GPAP support. No 
partnerships have successfully ‘graduated’ from GPAP, as set out in section D, so this key 
assumption remains untested.  
 
The ToC explains how GPAP relies on its role as a convener to deliver impacts. However, the 
long-term outcomes and impact are heavily dependent on the role of NPAP partners and 
policymakers delivering their initiatives and following through on implementation of key 
products, such as roadmaps and social context assessments. GPAP conducts regular surveys 
of partnership members to test how these products are being applied, an example of which is 
found in section C, output 3.  
 
As the targets were not updated after the last review, and the framing for two key outputs has 
changed over the last year, Defra and WEF will need to cooperate to set revised targets and 
consider the VfM implications of these. The very strong performance on outcome 1 
demonstrates that GPAP’s model has the potential to catalyse large investments into the 
circular economy. This is caveated however by the lack of clarity on the methodology applied 
here, and inflating effect of plastic bonds issued by the World Bank and Asian Development 
Bank in Indonesia. However the target and indicator is set to be reviewed as a 
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recommendation of this AR. Defra’s full picture of effectiveness will be limited until GPAP 
report impact data. 
 
 

Theory of Change  
 

 
Figure 1, GPAP Theory of Change 

 
 
WEF Impact Ladder  
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Figure 2, WEF Impact Ladder 

B2. Describe where the programme is on/off track to contribute to the expected 
outcomes and impact. What action is planned in the year ahead?  
 
In the previous review Defra noted that very strong outcome performance was not supported 
by output performance, which was mixed. However, as the review was submitted late, Defra 
and WEF did not have the opportunity within this review period to evaluate the logframe and 
ToC to assess the causes of this. This should be a priority for the year ahead, as set out in 
recommendation 1 in Section A3.   
 
In terms of gender equality and social inclusion (GESI) and poverty outcomes, the 
performance of GPAP is fair. The programme delivers on GESI at the societal scale through 
influencing inclusive policy and improving awareness of the role of women and girls and other 
marginalised groups impacted by pollution or working in the waste sector. This is achieved 
through the publication of social context assessments, and example of which is found in the 
first case study in section C. GPAP reported good progress in the publication of social context 
assessments, as explored in section C. Whether these documents are applied in practice to 
tangibly improve the lives of women and marginalised groups will be a key indicator of whether 
the programme has a transformative impact. WEF report other data not included in the 
monitoring framework on whether and how the assessments are actively used by partnership 
members. This gives some indication of whether the reports remain active after publication 
and are used to inform inclusive policy changes, or left on the shelf. Although response rates 
to date have been limited, results suggest awareness of inclusive approaches is higher in 
partnerships with a published social context assessment than those without.   
 
The programme also delivers more targeted livelihood interventions through the informal 
sector subgrants. The livelihoods indicator has failed to meet its target on reach for the second 
consecutive year. The reasons for this are discussed in recommendation 2, and under output 
indicator 3.1, and relate to a change in approach from Defra and GPAP following the COVID-
19 pandemic. The intention is that these projects empower women working in the waste sector 
through financial literary and business training, supporting waste pickers’ identity and rights 
as a collective and supporting routes to formalisation3 where there is demand. Capturing this 
impact through the monitoring framework, subsequent annual reviews and the evaluation will 
be critical to increasing the programme’s GESI ambition. The programme is currently GESI 
empowering, with the ambition of achieving GESI transformative by the end of Defra’s 
approved spending in Q4 25/26, at the latest. The programme GESI Action Plan is attached 
in Annex A. 
 
Outcome 1 
This outcome is split into two indicators: (1.1) the overall finance committed by partners in 
each of the NPAPs to waste reduction and circular economy initiatives, and (1.2) the amount 
of funding investment leveraged through GPAP that can be attributed to the UK’s contribution. 
1.2 is calculated as a % of overall investments captured under 1.1 that are made by members 
who sit alongside Defra on the GPAP Steering Board. The underlying assumption is that Defra, 
as a key member of our Steering Board, plays a leadership role that influences other Steering 
Board members to make financial commitments. Defra’s involvement sets a precedent, 
encouraging others to follow suit. However, the approach to attributing investment to the UK 
remains unclear and should be clarified before the next review. It is also important to note that 
the methodology for indicator 1.2 was changed from a method more closely resembling the 
method set out in ICF KPI 12, due to the very high reported results. As set out in 
recommendation 1, Defra and WEF should explore this indicator in more detail to ensure it is 
fit for purpose.  
 

 
3 Formalisation here refers to the process of making a business legal by following business 
regulations. It is important to note that inform work can provide benefits for some workers, including 
women in the informal waste sector, and therefore that such interventions should be demand led.  



 

11 
 

OFFICIAL 
The results for 1.1 over the last two years have been dramatically higher than expected in the 
business case as a result of large investments by GPAP partners, particularly in Indonesia, 
where the World Bank have issued a seven-year US$100 million Plastic Waste Reduction-
Linked Bond. The size of these numbers shouldn’t overshadow other successes – for example 
private sector investment in Ghana increased from £875,000 to £20m in the reporting period, 
also linked to a World Bank bond. In Nigeria, the improvements in technical understanding of 
the plastic value chain, combined with stronger waste data, has boosted investor confidence, 
with one company investing in four recycling plants and another considering establishing an 
rPET centre. 
 
In addition to GPAP’s financial management, data is collected through the GPAP annual 
stakeholder survey, which serves as the primary tool for gathering insights and feedback from 
government representatives, private sector partners, NGOs, and community organisations. 
The survey is designed to capture both qualitative and quantitative data, covering stakeholder 
perceptions of the partnership and its products, progress against indicators, and areas for 
improvement. In addition to tracking general sentiment, the survey includes specific questions 
related to financial contributions, partnerships, and the effectiveness of GPAP’s interventions. 
The results of the survey inform strategic decisions, identifying gaps, and assessing overall 
programme impact.  
 
Outcome 2 
Outcome 2 tracks the number of policies and plans that GPAP partnerships have influenced 
in partner governments, and provides the best means of assessing whether GPAP’s key 
products translate to policy change. GPAP’s resources, such as baseline analysis, social 
context assessment, and National Action Roadmaps ensure data consistency and 
comparability across NPAPs and inform policy decisions across governments and corporate 
and bilateral organisations. The development of these resources is also grounded in multi-
stakeholder engagement to ensure they are tailored to the local context. This combination 
creates an evidence-based starting point for the government’s and the private sector's policy 
development.  
 
The utility of these roadmaps begins before they are completed, as evidenced by the high 
usage rates in regions where they are still in development, for example in Maharashtra (India), 
Pakistan, Nigeria, and Mexico City. As the three most developed partnerships, Ghana, 
Indonesia and Viet Nam provide the best case studies for assessing the impact of the 
roadmaps over the medium term: 
 
The Ghana NPAP’s national action roadmap has been an anchor for the various task forces 
to work towards the development of plastic management strategies. Specifically, the task 
forces have provided technical guidance on several national standards, including rPET4, PET, 
and waste management standards. There is also progress supporting policy decisions for 
multilateral organisations, as NPAP Ghana supports the development of an Extended 
Producer Responsibility (EPR) design strategy with the World Bank. 
 
The Indonesian NPAP members recognise the roadmap as a highly strategic and influential 
document for a range of stakeholders.  

• At a private sector level, the NPAP has supported organisations such as L'Oréal 
Indonesia, Dow Indonesia, PT Nestlé Indonesia, and Unilever in aligning their business 
policies and programming with national priorities.  

• At the multilateral level, the NPAP has supported the World Bank and KfW 
Development Bank to avoid duplication of effort by aligning their development plans 
with the roadmap.  

 
4 (r)PET – (recycled) polyethylene terephthalate, a clear, lightweight plastic 

















 

19 
 

OFFICIAL 
   

 
C2. Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned 
changes as a result of this review.  
 
The targets for this indicator should be reviewed, and considered as an outcome rather than 
an output. Defra should work with WEF to consider adding a new output indicator that 
aggregates the activities of the informal sector sub-grant projects in a manner consistent with 
the move to focus on depth rather than reach. We would expect to see this indicator 
disaggregated by gender where possible to report. GPAP and Defra are planning an external 
evaluation in 2025, in which we expect a significant component to be focused on the informal 
sector.  
 
C3. Progress on recommendations from the previous AR (if completed), lessons 
learned this year and recommendations for the year ahead  
 
To address risks related to safeguarding and the wellbeing of beneficiaries within the informal 
waste economy sector, GPAP have outlined the following procedures in the identification of 
potential grantees: each vendor must go through a rigorous registration process within the 
WEF’s system, all agreements include specific clauses on Compliance and Ethics (with core 
principles such as human dignity, non-discrimination, health and safety, good governance), 
and adherence to the WEF’s Code of Conduct (with anti-corruption measures, safeguarding 
policies and responsible use of funds). On SEAH Safeguarding more specifically, sub-
grantees must comply with the Inter-Agency Standing Committee Minimum Operating 
Standards on Protection from Sexual Exploitation and Abuse (PSEA) or the PSEA elements 
of the Core Humanitarian Standard on Quality and Accountability. Recipients are obligated to 
immediately report any credible suspicions or actual incidents. While GPAP have strong 
measures in place for the identification of sub-grantees, the risk monitoring mechanisms and 
lack of training in relation to SEAH Safeguarding must be built upon. Recommendations for 
the following year include setting up mandatory SEAH Safeguarding training with sub-
grantees and developing risk registers which are reported on quarterly to Defra team. This is 
explored further in section D and the SEAH action plan, annex B.  

Case study 2: Addressing the issue of Child Pickers in Ghana 
  
Results from the Intersectional and Inclusive Social Context Assessment of Ghana’s Informal 
Plastics and Plastics Waste Sector revealed that about 15% of waste pickers were children 
between the ages of 5-12, up to 80% in the Northern Region. Child pickers are less likely to attend 
school, with around 80% out of education, with the remaining 20% attending inconsistently. They 
are more likely to exhibit symptoms including visible skin infections, diarrhea, coughing and runny 
nose, with the work exposing them to risk of severe physical injuries or death. The assessment 
found about 40% of the child pickers to be the breadwinners of their families as their parents or 
caregivers are not working. In other cases they accompany their parents or other relatives, or they 
attend by their own decision. Despite standardised prices at the regional landfills, women, elderly, 
and child pickers are paid less due to scale adjustment. 
 
The report calls for close collaboration between the traditional authorities, the Department of Social 
Welfare (DSW) under the Ministry of Gender, Children and Social Protection (MoGCSP) to revamp 
community child protection committees, focusing on communities with high rates of child waste 
pickers.  
 
Officials from the DSW participated in the launch of the report and have expanded their Social 
Welfare Information Management System (SWIMS) to capture the issue of child pickers, which helps 
ensure local, regional and national officers in the social case work reporting chain are aware of and 
report this issue. GPAP is monitoring progress on the issue through the quarterly reports provided 
by the Ghana NPAP secretariat.  
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These output indicators measure (1) how effectively the GPAP partnerships support 
innovation by partners, and (2) the increasing representation of women and other traditionally 
marginalised groups across all partnership members. One of GPAP’s aim is to support new, 
innovative solutions to tackling plastic pollution across the plastics lifecycle. The NPAP model 
allows smaller businesses to engage with investors and policy makers to help encourage 
projects that align with partner government ambitions and have the finance to scale.  
 
GPAP is achieving this through two key strategies. First via knowledge products accessible 
online such as the Circular Industry Solutions (CIS) report, published in May 2024, and the 
financial knowledge exchange through the Financing Coordination Group (FCG). These 
activities have been utilised at Davos and INC-4 to raise awareness across international 
corporations and governments. The second strategy utilises a bottom-up approach to enhance 
innovation. Several NPAPs are involved in national innovation challenges, such as Indonesia’s 
Project Showcase and Ghana’s Plastic Circularity Innovation Challenge. These national 
innovation challenges showcase solutions, award vital early-stage funding, and foster new 
partnerships. Together, these strategies create a powerful opportunity for scaling initiatives to 
combat plastic pollution. Over the review year: 
 

- The GPAP member survey shows results in improving access to enabling conditions 
for innovators, such as improving innovator's skills, visibility of their solutions, and 
access to partners. 

- Out of 131 respondents, 72% indicated they had received or seen enhanced 
knowledge on tackling plastic pollution, 60% reported gaining access to new 
partnerships, and 56% noted increased visibility of their solutions. 

- Overall, women reported better access to support than men. Women reported better 
support in four areas (knowledge, skills, finance, and policy environment). Men 
reported better support in access to partnerships and increased visibility of their 
solutions. 

- The global secretariat worked to showcase innovative solutions to their global 
audience through Forum articles and industry reports such as the Circular Industry 
Solutions report. 

- Viet Nam launched an Innovation & Finance task force to bring together government, 
national and international organisations, and the private sector to boost innovative 
ideas and scale solutions to drive change. 

Case study 4: Viet Nam’s Joint Innovation and Finance Taskforce 
In May 2023 the Viet Nam NPAP established a joint Innovation and Financing Task Force. The task 
force provides a focused forum for government agencies, businesses, and international 
organisations to discuss innovative solutions to plastic reduction, reuse, and recycling while 
unlocking sustainable financing. The Task Force is co-chaired by the International Cooperation 
Department of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MONRE) and the Alliance to 
End Plastic Waste, and its members cover the private sector, civil society, and bilateral partners, 
including Unilever, Dow Viet Nam, GreenHub, World Bank, UNDP, Innovation Norway, and waste 
management start-ups.  
 
The Task Force serves as a platform to introduce and showcase innovative projects and solutions 
from its diverse members. This regular interaction fosters an environment of shared learning and 
collaboration, enabling members to connect and share experiences from their initiatives. Through 
these engagements, the Task Force has successfully built a plastic mapping and innovation tracker, 
continuously updated with data from the members and the overall NPAP membership. 
 
To date, 40 innovators have participated in the Task Force’s incubation and acceleration programs, 
contributing to a total of 138 projects and initiatives focused on reducing plastic waste and pollution. 
These projects are not limited to Viet Nam but have expanded into regional collaborations. The Task 
Force has created a gateway for scaling new initiatives by providing early-stage funding and new 
partnerships. This collaborative model accelerates progress towards reducing plastic pollution and  
ensures that these solutions receive the support needed from leading industry partners and support 
the delivery of the government of Indonesia’s priorities. 
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GPAP have met their March 25/26 target that 50% of all GPAP members identify as women 
two years ahead of schedule, and have reported that 55% of 2,709 total participants at GPAP 
events, workshops and meetings identify as women. GPAP conduct regular surveys to assess 
how aware NPAP partners are of inclusive approaches and their importance to pollution. This 
reporting year, 244 GPAP members responded out of 1,281, an 18% response rate. Of these, 
53% reported good or very good awareness of inclusive approaches, an increase of 9% on 
last year. In Nigeria, Ghana, Indonesia, Viet Nam, and Maharashtra, the reported level of 
‘good’ and ‘very good’ was 9% higher than countries without a Social Context Assessment. 
While this demonstrates a positive correlation, there are other underlying conditions for 
change, such as maturity of partnership, existing social norms, and political and economic 
interests around inclusion.  
 
GPAP also asked respondents about changes (slight, moderate, significant, transformative) 
in their approaches to inclusivity due to their engagement with GPAP, and disaggregated the 
results between partnerships with a Social Context Assessment, and those without. The 
results also demonstrated a clear correlation between published self-assessments and an 
increase of social inclusion in approaches, as shown in figure 3. GPAP has begun collecting 
disaggregated data to understand the representation of other marginalised communities 
throughout partnerships – at present this is 20%.  
 
 

 
Figure 3, Reported change in approach to inclusion, with and without social context assessments 

 
 
The output has been scored A+. Both targets have been exceeded and GPAP has provided 
further evidence of how inclusion is being embedded through GPAP’s structures, both in the 
central secretariat and in each national partnership.  
 
C2. Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned 
changes as a result of this review.  
 
There have been no changes to this output over the past year. There are no planned changes 
at the time of writing, but these output indicators will be reviewed alongside implementation of 
recommendation 1, which will look to explore the link between output and outcome 
performance and whether the two levels of indicators and represented proportionately to 
deliver impact. GPAP should consider what other indicators could broaden how this output 
reflects the mainstreaming of inclusion across the partnerships, drawing on data collected 
through the partner survey. Defra should work with GPAP to consider how to increase the 
response rate for the member survey.  
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monitor risk and are reliant on ad-hoc reporting by Grant Recipients. The 
recommendations for the following year therefore include WEF/ GPAP to consider 
developing a standalone safeguarding policy, or integrate safeguarding into the code 
of conduct more explicitly, and to provide training to grant recipients on SEAH 
Safeguarding. WEF should also consider developing a SEAH risk register with sub-
grantees (updated on monthly basis) and report quarterly to the Defra team. 
Safeguarding and SEAH risk is currently judged beyond programme appetite 
(cautious), and mitigating actions set out in the SEAH action plan should be 
prioritised.  

 
• Delivery and operational: the most significant risk raised this year relates to the 

longevity and sustainability of the GPAP partnership model. The UK’s contracted 
funding to GPAP ends at the end of FY24/25, with further funding for 25/26 contingent 
on the upcoming spending review for that financial year. At the GPAP Steering Board 
in March, board members agreed that the timeline for graduating partnerships should 
extend to 2030. There is therefore a risk that lack of resource and funding for GPAP 
will result in partnerships failing to be effectively supported into the sustain phase with 
agreed long term financing plans. This could result in partnerships losing relevance 
and engagement from partner government stakeholders, and decrease impact in the 
long term. Defra and WEF are continuing to discuss the approach to graduating 
partnerships with GPAP regularly, with Ghana, Indonesia and Viet Nam as pilots for 
this process. Defra will continue to promote GPAP and work with them to secure other 
investment. In the review year, Government of Canada announced a further 
commitment of CAD$10m in support of GPAP, with a thematic focus on biodiversity.  

There is a further operational risk that also impacts VfM relating to the costs of using 
GPAP’s NAM tool, which is critical for providing impact data for each partnership. 
GPAP are continuing to explore efficiencies in deploying the tool. These risks are 
within appetite. 

 
• Project and programme: as discussed in section B, the programme carries risks 

based on how it adapts around key externalities, including the negotiations on an ILBI 
on plastic pollution. Failing to adapt to this risks reducing the relevance and longevity 
of GPAP’s partnerships. The programme also carries a risk around the effective 
graduation of partnerships, as they move in the sustain phase, as discussed under 
‘delivery and operational’. Again, this could result in reduced partnership impact and 
longevity. These risks are within appetite. 
 

• Financial and fiduciary: Defra’s oversight of the GPAP delivery chain remains limited, 
in part due to its complexity and the nature of GPAP’s partnerships. GPAP are working 
on completing a delivery chain map and this should be prioritised for the next review, 
to support Defra and WEF to understand how safeguarding and fraud risk are 
managed throughout the chain. Defra updated the programme fraud risk assessment 
(FRA) for 2024 and added a new risk focused on the informal sector grants that target 
small national or local NGOs, where less stringent financial controls may be in place. 
This is mitigated as GPAP manage these relationships directly and conduct due 
diligence on all partners as part of their procurement process. GPAP are obliged to 
report any known instances of fraud from any with any GPAP activity back to Defra. 
The FRA can be provided on request. 
 
GPAP continue to monitor exchange rate fluctuations between Swiss Franc (CHF) and 
local currencies. There is some risk that a weakening of GBP against CHF will reduce 
the value of the UK’s investment. These risks are within appetite. 

 
• Strategic and Context: The GPAP model depends on the engagement of partner 

countries governments. This has resulted in a risk to GPAP delivering on the target to 





 

26 
 

OFFICIAL 
3. GPAP have yet to finalise a delivery chain map for the programme, this should be a 

priority for the year ahead.  

Paris Alignment  
The GPAP business case explains how the plastic pollution crisis is incompatible with the 
goals of the Paris Agreement: without action, GHG emissions associated with plastic 
production, use and disposal in 2040 would account of 19% of the total emissions budget if 
we are to limit global heating to 1.5°C, which is untenable. Scientific evidence links a carbon 
intensive plastics value chain to adverse outcomes for the climate. As stated by Pew and 
SYSTEMIQ's Breaking the Plastic Wave (2020), and quoted in GPAP's Vietnam national 
roadmap: "A reduction of plastic production— through elimination, the expansion of consumer 
reuse options, or new delivery models—is the most attractive solution from environmental, 
economic, and social perspectives. It offers the biggest reduction in plastic pollution, often 
represents a net savings, and provides the highest mitigation opportunity in GHG emissions. 
Open burning of plastics results in high levels of toxic chemical release and greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions.”  
 
GPAP will be a key driver in the implementation of the Legally Binding Instrument on Plastic 
Pollution currently undergoing negotiations. Envisioned funding to support the Treaty through 
another Defra team will have a significant ICF classification owing to the strong link between 
the contribution of the plastics lifecycle to climate change and GHG emissions. The climate 
benefits are significant with GPAP partner countries electing to include such benefits in their 
NPAP action roadmaps and analyses. For example, Indonesia: "A second environmental 
effect is the curbing of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and air pollution. Under the SCS, 
Indonesia would avoid emissions of 10 million tonnes of GHG (CO2 equivalent) per year in 
2025 and 20 million tonnes per year in 2040." 
 
Although GPAP's primary objectives centre on the reduced leakage of plastic into the 
environment, improved waste management, and improved outcomes for people and 
communities, benefits of the intervention for climate outcomes are evident.  
 
E2. Value for Money (VfM) Assessment 
E.2.1 VfM Overview and Cost-Effectiveness 
As discussed in section A, GPAP is performing below expectations demonstrated by the 
review score B. More evidence on programme performance is needed before we can be 
confident whether GPAP is on track to achieve good Value for Money (VfM) as forecasted in 
the Business Case and Addendum. While there is data available for outputs and outcomes, 
we are still missing data for Impacts. In order to understand the complete VfM picture, 
including the monetary benefits achieved, we will need reported impact data. Delivery partners 
agreed that impact indicators would be reported on at the mid-point and end-point of the 
proposed investment lifetime of five (5) years, however, the programme has changed their 
approach here and will only report impact data in 2025. Defra should push GPAP to deliver 
this in time for the next Annual Review. Data should be brought in through the planned External 
Evaluation for early 2025. 
 
Cost-Effectiveness 
Cost effectiveness looks at how much of an impact is achieved by an intervention relative to 
the inputs that are invested in it. As it can provide an overview of the current VfM performance, 
we reflect on this here before the full 4 Es assessment below. 

• As seen below, GPAP has been unable to provide data against its Impacts. This is 
essential for the next Annual Review to give a complete picture of the cost-
effectiveness of its operations, considering the importance of a reduction in plastic 
waste and the associated environmental and human benefits (including monetary 
benefits) for measuring the success of the programme. Further data in this area will 
help us to understand the cost per result achieved, such as the cost per tonne of plastic 
prevented from entering the environment, for example. 
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• Logframe data shows that GPAP has performed below average given the final score 

of B, but more data is needed in order to understand the level of cost-effectiveness 
being achieved. There is evidence of good performance at outcome level, including, 
for example, the informal economy initiative that has directly benefited 836 informal 
waste workers, bringing the total number of supported livelihoods to 11,946. However, 
more data is needed on the cost per beneficiary, activity and/or output, to present a 
full picture of cost-effectiveness. 

 
Given the evidence presented in the VfM assessment below, GPAP have made considerable 
effort to improve the VfM delivered by the programme, and this is reflected reasonable well 
against the 4 Es. However, considering the inherently high costs of the key modelling tool 
which has hampered efficiency and also reduced our ability to tests the impacts achieved, as 
well as the under-performance against some outputs, more can be done to further strengthen 
VfM and the evidence underpinning our conclusions. As noted, we cannot be sure of where 
the programme currently sits within the forecasted BCR range, given the lack of impact data, 
but it is likely that the programme is around the low to middle range. 
 
E.2.2 Latest BCR Analysis 
The GPAP Business Case Addendum included the estimated monetary benefits delivered by 
the programme over its lifetime, based on modelling using an example NPAP. Using the £19m 
investment, the modelling produced a Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) range of 13.1 to 16.9, and a 
Net Present Value (NPV) range of £229m to £302m.The partial monetised benefits from this 
analysis included: 

• Reduced social costs of mismanaged plastic, including for marine natural capital – this 
accounted for approximately 89% of the total expected benefits for the illustrative 
example;  

• Revenue associated with recovered plastic - this accounted for approximately 3% of 
the total expected benefits;  

• Carbon savings - this accounted for approximately 8% of the total expected benefits  

The analysis also identified several un-monetised benefits: 
• Benefits to local tourism from an improved marine and coastal environment, this could 

lead to higher incomes for local people and a reduction in poverty;  
• Increased education and training;  
• Improved biodiversity;  
• Exporting UK expertise and knowledge through individual programmes;  
• Human and wildlife health benefits from reduced contamination of air and water;  
• Leveraging further finance 

As noted above, we have been unable to test the monetary benefits achieved by the 
programme to date given the missing data for Impacts. The monetary benefits from the BCR 
analysis are derived from the reduction in plastic waste, and the subsequent reduction in social 
costs and carbon, and increase in revenue. In order to test this using the results achieved, we 
will need to receive data on Impact Indicator 1a (# of tonnes of mismanaged municipal solid 
plastic waste avoided, based on the business as usual projection for 2025). In FY 23/24, two 
additional baseline assessments were completed in Mexico City and Panama, bringing the 
total number to nine. This should help put GPAP on the right path to understanding the 
programme’s impact in terms of plastic pollution reduced. As confirmed by the GPAP MEL 
team, the programme will initiate an External Evaluation starting in early 2025 to assess the 
impact indicators. Originally, a mid-term evaluation was planned in the form of an Indonesia 
case study, however, this was ultimately not conducted due to an unfavourable cost-
effectiveness analysis. The decision to forego the mid-term review was based on the findings 
that the projected costs outweighed the anticipated benefits at that stage. We hope that the 
programme builds on this External Evaluation so that enough good quality data is available 
ahead of the next Annual Review, to allow for a complete VfM analysis. 
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E.2.3 4 Es Assessment 
The 4 Es Assessment below looks at each aspect of VfM in turn, including narrative examples 
of where the programme has performed well, and where there is room for improvement. This 
will underpin the final element of this VfM section – recommendations for the next 12 months. 
Much of the information below is taken from the GPAP Annual Impact Report for FY 23/24. 
 
Economy 
Economy considers whether the inputs required for a project are being procured at the best 
price. 

• The key cost drivers in the last 12 months have included: 
o The specialised nature of the plastics industry 
o Regional disparities 
o Currency exchange fluctuations 
o Travel costs 

• GPAP have made efforts to keep costs low, including: 
o Increased use of Requests for Quotes (RFQs) and Requests for Proposals 

(RFPs): To ensure the best value for money, GPAP has expanded its use of 
competitive procurement processes, including RFQs and RFPs. By inviting 
multiple vendors to submit proposals or quotes, GPAP is able to compare 
costs, quality, and services, ultimately selecting the most cost-effective options.  

o Greater involvement of the procurement team: GPAP has enhanced the 
role of the Forum’s Procurement Team to ensure that all sourcing decisions are 
strategically managed. Defra and GPAP should monitor the effect of this 
change to ensure it delivers cost savings in practice 

o Leveraging networks and strategic partnerships: Over time, GPAP has 
built a network of strategic partnerships with key stakeholders, including private 
sector organizations, NGOs, and governments. These partnerships allow 
GPAP to share resources, expertise, and infrastructure, leading to cost savings 
in areas such as project implementation, logistics, and capacity-building 
activities 

o Empowering local NPAPs on fundraising for specific activities: By building 
the capacity of NPAPs to secure local funding from private sector, Embassies 
or International Financial Institutions (IFIs), GPAP fosters more localized 
ownership of projects and financial sustainability, as well as strengthening of 
relations across the NPAP stakeholders. These efforts, combined with a 
strategic focus on cost management and value creation, have helped GPAP 
improve the economy of spend while maintaining high standards of 
effectiveness and impact across its programs  

o Robust financial oversight: GPAP employs financial oversight mechanisms 
to monitor expenditures and ensure they align with the allocated budget. This 
includes regular financial reporting and budget reviews at the global and at the 
NPAP level. By closely tracking spending in real-time, GPAP is able to identify 
and address any deviations from the budget, ensuring efficient use of resources 

• GPAP have found that the additional costs involved with adding new partnerships has 
decreased since the initial two partners were onboarded, showing a reduction in cost 
drivers over time. This is because of shorter prepare and build phases. 

Efficiency 
Efficiency relates to how inputs can be turned into desired outputs. 
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• According to the GPAP MEL team, the programme has established processes to 

ensure they efficiently adhere to planned budgets and timelines, including: 
o Strategic planning and prioritisation: GPAP follows a strategic planning 

process that sets clear priorities, ensuring that resources are allocated 
effectively to high-impact activities 

o Adaptive management: In cases where external factors do arise that could 
affect timelines or budgets, GPAP employs an adaptive management 
approach. This allows for flexibility in reallocating resources or adjusting 
timelines without sacrificing the overall effectiveness of the project 

• The Annual Impact Report found that the coordination facilitated by GPAP leads to 
increased efficiency and reduced duplication of effort. GPAP’s approach helps to avoid 
overlapping effort from the diversity of stakeholders involved in the global plastics 
sector 

o “GPAP’s multistakeholder platforms have improved sector coordination and will 
continue to focus on this important role to integrate all perspectives further and 
streamline efforts effectively.” 

• As noted above, the additional costs of onboarding new partners have fallen relative 
to the first GPAP partners. This has meant that the timeline of the NPAP is shortening 
from approximately seven to five years, speeding up delivery and reducing the 
additional time and cost resources required over the period 

• The modelling tool for calculating the amount of plastic prevented from entering the 
environment has proved to be particularly expensive, to the point where it cannot be 
run frequently. This is not necessarily a surprise, as the tool is inherently expensive 
due to the range and depth of data GPAP are trying to capture, and the resource 
intensity involved with this. The high costs should be looked at in greater detail in the 
coming period, as this tool is a key output from GPAP and should be more readily 
available for analysis in this space. This would also help bring in better data on impacts, 
allowing us to test the monetary benefits delivered, as noted in sections E.2.1 and 
E.2.2 above 

Effectiveness 
Effectiveness refers to the ability of funding to deliver the selection of outputs most likely to 
result in the desired outcomes (and impacts). The Annual Impact Report finds that the 12-
month period covered was “marked by significant strides in convening an extensive network 
of global and national stakeholders to address plastic pollution, underpinned by a complex 
and evolving global political landscape” – a promising finding for programme effectiveness. 

• Key achievements in FY23/24 included: 
o Six new NPAPs, including Colombia, Peru, Philippines, and Costa Rica. Laos 

and Zambia have also been formally announced.  
o 836 informal waste workers' livelihoods improved, bringing the total to 11,946.  
o  

 
 

  
o Eight government policies or plans were informed through GPAP.  
o GPAP launched its Reuse Portal at INC-2 in collaboration with partners, 

providing tangible examples for moving beyond recycling to operationalising 
reuse in addressing the plastics problem.  

o A significant number of GPAP resources were published this year, including 
four social context assessments and two baseline analyses.  
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o £710m has been mobilised by partners to tackle plastic pollution globally in this 

reporting year, bring the cumulative total to capital mobilised by GPAP partners 
to £2.37b 

• GPAP has managed to facilitate learning and collaboration across different regions, 
helping to improve effectiveness across the programme and its partners.  

o For example, “the NPAP in Vietnam has created a joint innovation and finance 
task force, which supports a regional innovation challenge bringing together 
diverse stakeholders to drive plastic reduction, reuse, and recycling initiatives.” 

• However, questions remain over the sustainability of finance, particularly for Indonesia 
and Vietnam. This is due to the risk that after GPAP withdraws, the NPAPs may lose 
support and relevance. There are mitigations around this (such as the 24-month 
transition phase that GPAP have instigated, but the risk does remain. Given the long-
term nature of environmental concerns, it is important that investment is sustainable to 
ensure impacts continue to be delivered in future years. 

Equity 
Equity assesses the degree to which the results of the intervention – both positive and 
negative – are equitably distributed, with consideration of different vulnerable groups in the 
population such as women and girls, those whose livelihoods are most at risk, and the young 
and elderly. 

• Annual internal GPAP reporting identified that “GPAP’s work on inclusion is one of the 
programme’s strengths over this reporting year.” 

o For example, “the GPAP Partner Survey saw a strong increase in awareness 
around inclusive approaches from its members, combined with good results on 
how initiatives have changed to become more inclusive. The survey results 
indicate that 53% of participants report having 'good' or 'very good' awareness 
of gender inclusive approaches, an increase from 44% from last year’s survey” 

• The Report also acknowledged that Defra subgrants are having an important impact 
on informal worker livelihoods, with “837 workers supported in remote and hard-to-
reach communities”. 

• There are several case study examples which show the impact GPAP has had on 
women and marginalised groups, including: 

o “In Indonesia, community events bring stakeholders together to discuss and 
implement sustainable practices such as reuse, gender inclusion, social 
inclusion, and local waste management. This strengthens the capacity of 
communities and marginalised groups within those communities to manage 
waste more effectively.” 

o “Leveraging support and tools from the Ghana NPAP, the ASASE Foundation, 
was better equipped to empower women to manage and operate plastic waste 
reprocessing plants, transforming these ventures into viable social enterprises. 
This initiative not only promotes gender inclusivity but also ensures sustainable 
community development.” 

o “In Vietnam, the NPAP's efforts are exemplified by the Quy Nhon City Club 
project in Binh Dinh province, informed by the comprehensive social context 
assessment published mid-last year. The club will facilitate connections among 
the workers and junk shops throughout Quy Nhon city, as well as the local 
Material Recovery Facilities at Long My landfill. 

E.2.4 VFM Recommendations 
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Risk 
Management  

WEF: Draw on NPAP social context assessments to inform the approach to risk management in 
informal sector grants to ensure its adjusted to context;  

For future grants (exp 25/26)    

Risk 
Management  

All: Ensuring SEAH is captured in the evaluation questions for the programme’s upcoming independent 
evaluation.    

12/2022-03/2025  
 

Recruitment  WEF: to require SEAH training for tier 2 informal sector partners, particularly for those who come into 
direct contact with informal workers and children;  

For future grants from 25/26, output 
for SEAH workshop 

  

Training WEF and Defra: To organise SEAH support, training and knowledge sharing for NPAP GESI advisors, 
with the participation and support of NPAP leads. Use as an opportunity to strengthen risk management 
and reporting procedures at the NPAP level.  

Progress to reported in the next 
Annual Review (June 2025)  

 

Complaints and 
Whistleblowing  

WEF: Consider changing wording in sub-grantee agreement to consider a more 'survivor-centred' 
approach as per the CAPSEAH guidelines.  

For future grants from 25/26, Defra 
to provide advice  

  

Complaints and 
Whistleblowing  

  

WEF/Tier 2 partners: Current channels for raising concerns, including safeguarding issues, exist. 
However, there should be stronger reinforcement of the expectation on partners to raise concerns and 
issues. Having no reported cases to date may be an indication that the channels are not working.  

Progress to reported in the next 
Annual Review (June 2025)  

  

Complaints and 
Whistleblowing  

  

Programme team: to clarify with WEF that while we seek to minimise risk of these incidents occurring, 
we acknowledge that the risk cannot be removed entirely, and that reported incidents are a sign that 
safeguards are in place and functioning as intended.  

09/2024 
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