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implementation plans for the global plastics 

treaty  

through steering 

boards 
3 Review the MEL framework to make it fit 

for purpose for the new phase of GPAP, 

reflecting GPAP’s top three priorities. 

Prepare and implement a new logframe 

and review indicators, methods and quality 

assurance. Reporting frequency should 

reflect the limited time left of the UK grant. 

GPAP Director, 

GPAP head of 

operations 

Interim deadline 

September 2026;  

Final logframe and 

targets December 

2026 

4 Strengthen financial and risk management GPAP Director, 

GPAP head of 

operations 

 

5 Lesson: The informal economy grants 

stretched beyond Defra’s operational, 

SEAH and fraud risk appetite. Evidence 

from the evaluation suggested that, despite 

positive outputs, the initiative raised longer 

term effectiveness and sustainability 

concerns. 

NA NA 

6 Lesson: learning from outcome indicator 1 
and impact indicator 2, measurement 
methodologies should be sufficiently robust 
before reporting results, to ensure 
conclusions on whether the programme was 
on track to achieve its targets are built on 
consistent, robust methods. 

NA NA 

 
A5. How this report was conducted 

This Annual Review was conducted by the Defra programme team in line with the agreed Terms 

of Reference. It draws on GPAP’s 2025/26 Annual Impact Report and financial reporting, the 

programme logframe, the independent evaluation and case study annexes, the previous Annual 

Review, programme management evidence, and engagement with GPAP and Defra regional 

colleagues. The independent evaluation was a key source of evidence for outcomes and impact, 

assessing the TOC and reviewing progress on GEDSI. Defra did not undertake separate country 

visits during this review period. Fieldwork evidence is included through the evaluation findings. A 

Defra-led monitoring visit should be prioritised for the next review. 

 

B. THEORY OF CHANGE AND PROGRESS TOWARDS OUTCOMES 

  
B1. Summary of theory of change (ToC) 

The programme’s central logic is that GPAP can help countries tackle plastic pollution by 

convening credible national platforms, generating shared evidence, supporting roadmaps and 

national action metrics, and using global collaboration to share learning and support wider action, 

including through the global plastics treaty. These activities are expected to strengthen the 
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conditions for policy reform, investment and implementation, contributing over time to reduced 

plastic pollution and associated environmental, social and economic benefits. 

 

The evidence from delivery supports the core of this logic but also shows that the earlier theory 

of change was too linear and insufficiently explicit. GPAP’s strongest and best-evidenced 

contribution is at the enabling stage: bringing together governments, businesses, civil society and 

informal workers; filling evidence gaps; and creating roadmaps that provide a common reference 

point for coordinated action. The weaker part of the pathway is the link from roadmap development 

to implementation, impact and sustained national ownership. GPAP does not deliver policy, 

infrastructure or market reforms directly, so its contribution depends on national actors using the 

platform, evidence and roadmap process to mobilise finance, make policy decisions and sustain 

delivery. Evidence from the evaluation and last year’s field visit suggests this bridge from roadmap 

development to implementation remains inconsistent, and monitoring the evidence for the 

assumption should be a priority for any changes to the MEL framework. 

 

During this review period, Defra, GPAP and ITAD developed updated theory of change materials, 

set out in the annex. These broadly reinforce the existing programme logic but describe it more 

clearly. The revised models distinguish between GPAP’s main routes to change: national 

roadmaps and national action metrics; national stakeholder convening; global convening and 

collaboration; and the relationship between national and global action. They also give greater 

prominence to implementation readiness, the sustain phase and GPAP’s potential contribution to 

treaty implementation and wider plastics action. Global activities in particular are not adequately 

captured in the current MEL framework. 

 

The poverty and inclusion pathway is credible, but less strongly evidenced than the environmental 

and systems-change pathway. GPAP can contribute by supporting inclusive planning, engaging 

informal workers, improving evidence on social impacts and encouraging policy and investment 

choices that better reflect the needs of marginalised groups. The clearest pathway is where 

informal workers and affected communities are directly included in assessments, roadmaps, 

grants or policy processes. Evidence supporting the assumption that plastics systems change will 

translate into improved livelihoods and fairer social outcomes remains limited. 

 

The updated theory of change provides more explicit assumptions, distinguishes clearly between 

outputs, intermediate outcomes and longer-term impacts, and provides a basis to align the 

logframe with the pathways GPAP can realistically influence. This should include clearer 

indicators for roadmap implementation, sustain readiness, policy influence, finance mobilisation, 

informal worker outcomes, equitable distribution of benefits, and the contribution of global 

collaboration to treaty implementation and wider plastics action. 

 
B2. Evaluation planning 
This review follows publication of GPAP’s independent evaluation by ITAD, which provides the 

most comprehensive evidence base to date on programme performance, the theory of change 

and progress towards intended outcomes and impacts. The evaluation applied a theory-based 
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The original GPAP business case estimated that operationalising the GPAP roadmaps could 

contribute to 17 million tonnes of reduced marine plastic waste per year, of which 7-9 million 

tonnes could be attributed to Defra. During development of the NAM tool, GPAP and Defra refined 

this indicator and the target using data coming out from the first country case study (Indonesia) 

to set a target of 5 million tonnes of mismanaged municipal solid waste avoided by 2026.2 The 

modelling shows that GPAP’s work in the four case study countries led to 1,253,123 tonnes of 

waste better managed or avoided, 25% of the target. Progress was driven primarily by 

improvements in better managed waste rather than avoided waste. The data also reveals the 

significant challenges of reducing plastic pollution, with Indonesia’s plastic waste increased by 

3,012,558 tonnes since the 2017 baseline, exceeding the NPAP business-as-usual scenario for 

2025. This is a cautionary example: gains in waste management can be outweighed by growth in 

plastic generation if upstream reduction, reuse and producer responsibility do not keep pace, 

even where there is considerable investment in waste management.  

 

These results indicate that higher-level environmental impacts are not yet being realised at the 

scale anticipated, and that barriers such as the low cost of virgin plastics and increasing 

production and consumption rates of plastic products remain significant. This reaffirms the 

importance of the dependency in the TOC relating to the effective implementation of policies, 

financing and infrastructure that goes beyond GPAP’s direct control, including uncertainty on the 

scope and ambition of the delayed agreement of the global plastics treaty. It also highlights more 

fundamental challenges and data gaps in accurately measuring and reporting on generated and 

avoided plastic waste, which are not unique to the programme. These findings highlight an 

important lesson from the evaluation: improving waste management alone is not sufficient if the 

overall volume of plastic waste continues to increase. 

 

The livelihood impact indicator is also off track, with 24,063 people reporting improved livelihood 

outcomes against a cumulative target of 170,000. The indicator measures the number of people 

whose livelihoods have been created or strengthened through GPAP and partner interventions, 

including both direct beneficiaries and wider attributable impacts. Most livelihoods were through 

expanded recycling, refuse-derived fuel preparation and disposal sites, primarily on downstream 

interventions. However, the evaluation found that livelihood benefits are concentrated in a 

relatively small number of projects and that GPAP's contribution has often been through improved 

recognition and inclusion of informal waste workers rather than large-scale direct livelihood 

improvements, making progress against the original target difficult to demonstrate. The target was 

set based on previously reported results using a different method without sufficient quality 

assurance, as reflected in lesson 6. The logframe result therefore had to be revised down from 

107,837 to reflect the evaluation findings. 

 

 
2 The target difference was the result of the benefit modelling approach taken in the Defra business case, 
which was based on Jambeck et al. 2015 and early NPAP country targets. The revised target was based on the 
NAM tool which drew heavily on Systemiq’s Breaking the Plastic Wave. 
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wider evidence of performance presented in the evaluation, are sufficient to keep risk within 

appetite and the overall assessment as medium. 

 

Defra’s internal controls are working well. The programme risk register is reviewed monthly by the 

SRO and PRO, with clear ownership, regular discussion of delivery and financial risks, and 

escalation routes set out in the recent Business Case. The delivery partner communicates new 

issues and risks on an ad hoc basis via email or in monthly meetings, and the SRO and PRO 

discuss these internally before agreeing a mitigation approach. These arrangements are 

operating as intended, with risks exceeding appetite escalated to the ISBF Deputy Director and 

senior leadership team, and further escalation available to Director, ODA Deputy Director or 

Ministers at the SRO’s discretion. The weaker area is joint risk management with WEF. Risks and 

issues are discussed frequently, but not always explicitly as risk management. Defra has therefore 

asked WEF to bring more structure to monthly meetings, including clearer discussion of risk 

trends, mitigations, assurance gaps and where Defra support is needed. 

 

Strategic and contextual risk remains material but within appetite. Uncertainty around the Global 

Plastics Treaty and the wider financing environment could affect country incentives, stakeholder 

engagement and investment in roadmap implementation. GPAP’s mitigation is to share lessons 

where NPAP fundraising has been effective, align with other global initiatives linked to plastic 

pollution finance and implementation, notably the Global Environment Facility, and support 

finance and policy dialogue as the treaty progresses. Paris Alignment was reviewed through the 

2025 Full Business Case, which found the programme remains aligned with HMG fossil fuel policy 

and partner countries’ climate and biodiversity plans. The preliminary Climate and Environment 

Risk Assessment rated the programme moderate risk for climate and low risk for environment, 

with expected net climate and environmental benefits from reduced open burning, increased 

reuse and recycling, and lower reliance on primary plastic production.  

 

Delivery and operational risks require close attention as the programme moves into its final two 

years of delivery. The main risk is that NPAPs do not secure credible financing and institutional 

ownership as GPAP support reduces, weakening the durability of outcomes. The Business Case 

extension has reduced immediate pressure by supporting a managed transition, but the risk 

should now be tracked through clear sustainability milestones, including progress against GPAP’s 

sustainability plan and financing routes for sustain-phase countries. WEF is required under the 

grant agreement to submit an updated delivery chain map. Defra should use this to inform the 

annual review of the Fraud Risk Assessment and wider assurance mapping, so controls remain 

proportionate to the revised delivery model and risks further down the delivery chain. 

 

Financial, fiduciary and fraud risks remain within appetite but continue to require active assurance. 

The 2025 Full Business Case assessed fraud risk as medium, with greatest exposure further 

down the delivery chain where Defra has less direct oversight. Controls include grant agreement 

conditions on aid diversion, procurement, risk management, due diligence and conflicts of 

interest; WEF anti-corruption and conflict of interest policies; fraud training; annual audit; 

monitoring and invoice checks; published outputs and stakeholder or site-visit assurance; and 

clawback provisions. One incident of mandate fraud was reported and prevented this year. An 



   
 

  20 

 

external party claiming to be a downstream partner submitted a fraudulent payment request to 

the tier 1 supplier. WEF payment controls prevented any loss of funds. Both this incident and the 

incident reported in 24/25 related to the Inclusive Action Grants programme which has not been 

extended for 26/27, reducing fraud risk exposure. 

 

Safeguarding remained the main area where residual exposure approached or exceeded appetite 

during the year. This was escalated and managed through the SEAH action plan, strengthened 

risk assessment, new GPAP SEAH guidelines, a dedicated reporting mechanism and continued 

engagement with delivery partners. Closure of the Inclusive Action Grants programme has 

reduced residual SEAH risk, which is now assessed as within appetite. Defra is due to refresh 

partner due diligence this year and should consider what level of re-assessment is proportionate 

for the final two years of delivery, focusing on safeguarding, fiduciary controls, governance and 

delivery chain risk. 

 

E. PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT: DELIVERY, COMMERCIAL & 

FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE  
  
E1. Summarise the performance of partners and Defra, notably on commercial and 

financial issues.  
The GPAP Secretariat remained an engaged and generally capable delivery partner, continuing 

to manage a complex multi-country portfolio while preparing for the next phase of the programme. 

Its principal strengths remain convening, coordination and evidence generation. However, the 

review found increasing signs that the Secretariat is operationally stretched. The complexity of 

managing multiple donor grants, national host organisations, consultancies and downstream 

partners has contributed to weaknesses in reporting, financial management and risk 

communication, which now represent a material management challenge. 

 

Governance arrangements improved during the year. Defra maintained active engagement 

through the Global Steering Board, and GPAP responded constructively to feedback by 

strengthening agenda discipline and strategic focus. The March 2026 Steering Board and Sustain 

Workshop provided a clearer focus on sustain criteria, priority-country strategies, governance 

arrangements and responsibilities for transition. 

 

Reporting processes improved, with revised quarterly and annual templates strengthening 

alignment between delivery, spend, VfM, risk and governance reporting. However, these changes 

did not fully address persistent delays and weaknesses in narrative and financial reporting. 

Financial management remained the main area requiring close Defra oversight. The removal of 

the special condition allowing GPAP to claim downstream contract costs in full at contract 

signature reduced payment-in-advance risk, although it also reduced budget flexibility. 

Forecasting remained optimistic, financial reports frequently required clarification, and significant 

accrual adjustments were required following delivery and invoicing delays. While these issues did 

not materially affect programme delivery, they highlighted weaknesses in forecasting, donor 

attribution and quarter-end controls for a programme of this scale and complexity. Defra 
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responded by strengthening assurance requirements, including additional evidence for payments 

and accruals, and by enhancing scrutiny of downstream expenditure. 

 

Looking forward, stronger delivery-based reporting, forecasting, donor-charging controls and 

quarter-end processes will be required. The revised Grant Management Plan and updated Grant 

Agreement provide a stronger framework for the next phase, balancing proportionate assurance 

with the operational realities of a multi-donor platform. Defra supplemented formal reporting 

through monthly grant management meetings, regional engagement, Steering Board participation, 

independent evaluation and consultation with FCDO Posts. The regional meetings provided 

strong insight into delivery challenges and supported collaboration with UK staff overseas. 

However, the monthly assurance meetings would benefit from a clearer structure and more 

consistent focus on finance, risk and delivery-chain management. For 2026/27, these meetings 

should systematically review expenditure, forecast variance, donor attribution, delivery risks and 

evidence requirements, with enhanced quarterly discussions aligned to reporting, accrual and 

payment deadlines. 

 

E2. Assess the VfM of this output compared to the proposition in the Business 

Case, based on performance over the past year  
  
Overall VfM judgement 

GPAP is assessed as delivering Medium Value for Money, with medium confidence. The 

overall direction of the evidence in VFM is positive. The rating remains Medium rather than High 

because the scale and durability of benefits as reported in the evaluation are not yet fully 

demonstrated and sustainability is the most significant observed risk. Environmental and 

livelihood impacts remain below programme expectations and vary between countries. Reported 

finance commitments are encouraging, but assurance over additionality, attribution and progress 

to implementation remains inconsistent. Operational pressure, delayed reporting and forecasting 

weaknesses during 2025/26 also reduced efficiency and assurance.  

 

Confidence is medium because the evidence base improved materially during the year but 

remains incomplete. The independent evaluation, country case studies and first quantified impact 

estimates provide a substantially stronger basis for assessing VfM than was previously available 

and support cautious optimism about the programme’s potential. However, the economic analysis 

covers only four countries and relies on contribution and modelling assumptions; expenditure is 

not consistently linked to results; and evidence on the distribution and persistence of benefits 

remains limited. The final phase is well positioned to strengthen the VfM case by prioritising NPAP 

sustainability. 

 

Economy was Medium–High. The 2025/26 budget was £2.5 million. The largest costs included 

the independent evaluation (£315,000), informal-economy grants (£260,000), personnel and 

deployment of the National Analysis Modelling tool (£200,000–£300,000 per country). The 

evaluation was delivered below budget. GPAP consolidated contracts with its principal roadmap 

consultant to reduce per-country costs, continued competitive selection of NPAP secretariats and 
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explored a global arrangement with UNDP to reduce repeated transaction costs. Average delivery 

costs per country have decreased over the course of the programme lifetime. The administration 

fee remained at 7%, negotiated lower than the organisation standard 15%. Travel and personnel 

represented a lower proportion of expenditure than previously. Economy is therefore positive 

overall, caveated by the difficulty in establishing reliable benchmarks. 

 

Efficiency was Medium. GPAP delivered four roadmaps against a target of four, four baseline 

assessments against a target of six and eight knowledge products against a target of six. The 

evaluation assessed the standardised NPAP delivery model as more efficient than expected in 

supporting delivery across a large and geographically diverse network, and the decision to 

discontinue activities in Zambia and Angola supported reallocation of resources towards countries 

with stronger prospects for sustained delivery. On Output 3, ten informal-sector projects reached 

2,694 workers against a target of 4,663. GPAP and Defra decided to discontinue the informal 

economy grants in part due to efficiency challenges identified through the evaluation, including 

delays in disbursement, short delivery timeframes and limited capacity in both WEF and some 

grant recipients. The evaluation also identified inefficiencies associated with the multi-layered 

delivery chain and a trade-off between standardisation and context specificity. 

 

Effectiveness is Medium. On outcomes, GPAP performs most strongly in the areas closest to 

its influence: convening, shared analysis, policy development and investment readiness. Under 

Outcome 2, GPAP influenced 65 national policies against a target of 60. Reported cumulative 

finance commitments were £2.635 billion against a revised £3 billion target. Reporting in 2025/26 

was more clearly disaggregated and linked to specific investments than previously, but methods 

have not been consistent and assurance over additionality and attribution remains limited. These 

results support the causal pathway from platform activity to policy change, although uptake is 

uneven across the network. On impacts, the evaluation reported approximately 1.20 million 

tonnes of plastic waste better managed and 48,561 tonnes avoided across four modelled 

countries, alongside 11,346 jobs created and 12,717 strengthened. As noted in Section B, 

livelihood results from the evaluation considerably revised down from 107,837 as previous data 

was not sufficiently quality assured. The cumulative estimates from the evaluation are material 

and provide the first quantified validation of parts of the theory of change. They nevertheless 

remain below impact targets set in the original business case. Furthermore, increases in plastic 

generation can offset downstream management gains, for example in Indonesia. GPAP has 

demonstrated influence and emerging results, but not yet environmental and livelihood impact at 

the scale expected. Externalities such as the Global Plastics Treaty and other sources of funding 

delivering the implementation of Roadmap activities remain key dependencies. 

 

Equity was Medium. Women represented 54% of reported GPAP and NPAP members against 

a 50% target. The evaluation found that NPAPs improved procedural inclusion, creating 

opportunities for informal waste workers and other marginalised groups to participate in national 

dialogue and policy discussions, often for the first time. The evidence is less clear on whether 

participation leads to influence. On poverty alleviation, the evaluation estimated that GPAP 

contributed to 11,346 jobs created and 12,717 strengthened, while informal worker surveys in 

Ecuador, Ghana and Viet Nam reported generally positive changes in working conditions over 
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ANNEX: Theories of Change 

1. ITAD simplified TOC for the new phase of GPAP 
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2. Defra systems TOC 
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3. Theory of change developed by ITAD to inform the independent evaluation 
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