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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background and Context

The project entitled ‘Promoting freedom of assaciatind collective bargaining rights in the
rural and export processing sectors’ was part®Sweden/ILO Partnership Programme,
which began in August 2009 and finished in Decen@fdrl. This project was a joint effort
between two ILO offices, DECLARATION and NORMES, i form part of ILO’s
STANDARDS sector. The project’s primary aim wasystematize a method for diagnosing
challenges on freedom of association and colledttargaining in the rural and export
processing sectors. It was piloted in four coustrigangladesh and Philippines (export
processing sector), and Kenya and South Africal(sector). Some initial research and
awareness-raising activities also were conductétl Balvador and Morocco. The results of
the diagnostic process in each pilot country welldsesented in reports and lay the
foundation for a national plan of action to promfseedom of association and collective
bargaining rights of workers and employers in thlrand export processing sectors. ILO
field offices and project staff will support a seljsent process of adoption and
implementation of these national plans of actiorripartite constituents during the project’s
second phase (2012-2013).

Pur pose, scope and user s of evaluation

The primary purpose of the independent evaluatias W determine to what extent the
project achieved its stated objectives, examine th@se objectives were achieved, and
identify any obstacles to the process. It also ditogprovide recommendations based on the
project’s achievements and lessons for applicatidghe second phase of the project. The
scope of the evaluation focused on the projectéssesce and strategic fit, the validity of its
design, the effectiveness of its implementatioa,dfficiency of resource allocation, the
effectiveness of management arrangements, andist@rsability of its achievements. Users
of the evaluation included SIDA, DECLARATION, NORMKEILO field offices, and other
ILO collaborating units and projects (ACTRAV, ACTVIP, GENDER and Better Work).

M ethodology of evaluation

The methodological approach for data collection prasarily qualitative in nature,
comprised of a desk review and interviews with skeders, including the core project team
and steering committee, participating field officesllaborating units or projects, and
external consultants or advisors. Face-to-faceviges were carried out with most of the
ILO Geneva headquarters’ staff, while interviewshvatakeholders outside of the Geneva
headquarters were conducted via Internet or telephbhe selection of interviewees was
purposeful and non-random based on involvemenbimesaspect of the project design and
implementation, or in an advisory capacity. Intews were not conducted with ILO
constituents in any of the pilot countries. Thisuléed in the independent evaluator directly
assessing the constituent support and involveremiy changes as a result of their
participation.

Key findings and conclusions
In the area ofelevance and strategic fit, the project fulfilled a relevant need to develop
global tools that would provide a systematic metfadliagnosing issues related to freedom
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of association and collective bargaining rightshia rural and export processing sectors. It
also represented a strategic fit within the contéxthe participating ILO field offices’

Decent Work Country Programme priorities and outesnThere was some hesitancy shown
by tripartite constituents in two countries, ENgalor and Morocco, with regard to
participation in the diagnostic process, howevatidating further need to ‘market’ the
purpose and benefits of the diagnostic.

Theproject design identified a logical sequence between activitierelation to the specific
products that form part of the diagnostic proc&sgse, in turn, contributed to the
achievement of project outcomes. Means of verificadf both outputs and outcomes were
established. Nevertheless, the accuracy and wabflitertain acceptable ILO indicators for
verifying achievement of project outcomes was umglparticularly with regard to whether
‘the launching of an awareness-raising strategfresdom of association and collective
bargaining’ could, in fact, verify that tripartit®nstituents were ‘better equipped’.

With regard to theffectiveness of the implementation, the achievements recognized by
project stakeholders included both the products+enal reports, global tools and diagnostic
reports—as well as the actual process that conétbio greater dialogue and awareness of
issues regarding freedom of association and colkebirgaining rights. These achievements
were the result of the concerted efforts of thgqmtostaff and field offices to involve

tripartite constituents throughout the diagnostimcgss; the project’s leadership, methodical
planning and dedication; and the support and comaerit of the field offices. These
achievements, however, were impacted by two weakisas the project design and
implementation: (1) the project’s short timeframdich did not provide adequate time for
planning and completing all of the outputs, andtl2) perceived information gaps, which led
to some level of misunderstanding among stakeh®ldgyarding the project’s purpose, scope
and timeline for key deliverables.

In the area oéfficiency of resource use, including financial and human resources, some
field offices expressed the need for more admisiste and technical support during the
diagnostic mission, yet the pilot process demotetrehat paying for additional support did
not always result in the most efficient or effeetprocess. The use of outside consultants to
carry out administrative tasks alleviated some quresexperienced by field office staff, but it
did not always result in additional support witle technical tasks that were required to
complete the diagnostic process.

Regarding theffectiveness of management arrangements, the joint efforts and
complementary areas of expertise of both the DECABRRN and NORMES offices have
contributed to developing a well-rounded approactiné diagnostic process. The primary
reasons cited for the project’s success were tba/latdge, experience and dedication of the
project team, as well as the technical and admatige support of the field office staff.
Communication channels between the Geneva-basgetpstaff and field offices were open
and productive, with early communication being k@ynaximizing its effectiveness.
Coordination and collaboration with mainstream IWwdts or other projects was stronger in
some units than others. Key factors contributingttonger coordination and collaboration
were involvement of the mainstream unit duringdbsign of the project, and maintaining
that unit informed during the implementation phase.
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Finally, with regard teustainability, it is likely that the activities conducted, andgucts
created, in the project’s first phase will serveétasnecessary ‘building blocks’ for the
sustainable actions planned for its second phaseetkter, the feasibility of completing all of
the phase Il activities in a two-year timeframel wdse a significant challenge.

Recommendations
The following is a summary of the key recommendeidirected to the DECLARATION
Programme, the project’s phase Il implementer.

a. Create a project workplan for phase Il that camifgemented within &wo-year time
period. Scale up the diagnostic process only to the esiipat the identified outputs and
outcomes remaiachievable given the budget and timeframe. Enable and engetttee
continuedstreamlining of the diagnostic process, without compromisirgriecessary
constituent involvement throughout the process.

b. Elicit and hostimely opportunities for field office input regarding the diagnostic
process, and how it best fits into ongoing acegtiegarding freedom of association and
collective bargaining. Work with field office statfh identify specifiadministrative and
technical support that will be needed prior, during and following tiagnostic mission.

c. Allow for flexibility in the design and implementation of the diagngsticess, to take
into account the country context and its sociaduwtural characteristics. Integrate ideas
and suggestions from the local interview team gleoto improve the data collection
process as the diagnostic mission progresses.

d. Establish gerformance monitoring plan with valid outcome indicators that clearly
measure progress toward achieving results. Indieatoould be both observable and
measurable from a practical standpoint. Use mdngattata to track progress throughout
the implementation phase, and make any necesspstraents to project strategies.

e. Develop a cleacommunication strategy that will disseminate information to
stakeholders regarding the project’s purpose aopges@nd provide timely updates of
key project activities. Promote the larger socrad aconomic benefits of freedom of
association and collective bargaining rights.

f. Collaborate with ILO mainstream units and projetttheplanning stage in order to
address roles and expectations in a substantigirmety manner. Integrate ideas and
expertise of key contributors within the mainstreamts. Inform collaborating units on a
regular basis to ensure that consultation on pragsaes is productive and meaningful.

g. ldentify strategies at the planning phase that iedt tosustainability of core project
outputs and outcomes within the project timefraRreritize the identified sustainable
actions and closely monitor their progress to alfonearly identification of any barriers
or challenges. Adjust or add to these sustainglstiategies as needed.
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11.

L essonslear ned and good practices

The following is a summary of the lessons learnadi good practices that may guide similar

future projects:

a. Planning and coordination with field offices, beginning at the design phase and
continuing throughout the implementation phaseyvaslfor the timely identification of
key administrative and technical support persomtel can facilitate the successful
implementation of project activities.

b. Greater tripartite ownership can be achieved kgpnsulting constituents during the

selection of national consultants who conduct s@®iohn issues of freedom of association

and collective bargaining. The consultants shoeldden as neutral by the tripartite
constituents.

c. Working with national interviewersis an important component of the diagnostic
process. It provides invaluable support and augsniet larger capacity-building efforts.
Proactively soliciting ideas from national intemviers with regard to adaptation of

interview tools or strategies will support a diagto protocol that takes into account the

cultural and social context of the country.

d. Pilot projects that establishrealistic project scope and timeline have a greater chance
of success. Within the topic of freedom of assomménd collective bargaining rights,
there are inherent complexities; sufficient timesirioe allocated to accommodate likely
delays when consulting tripartite constituentsaobhg approval within the ILO system,
and coordinating logistical details.

e. Strategic and ongoing communication and dissemination of project information helps
to clarify the project’s purpose and scope. It lestakeholders informed and vested in
the success of project activities, and conveysdlevance and influence of its results.
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I.  BACKGROUND

Project Context

In July 2009, The Swedish International Developn@obperation Agency (SIDA) signed a
four-year partnership programme with the Internald_abour Organization (ILO), with the
aim of supporting ILO’s Decent Work Agenda promgtsocial dialogue and tripartism,
social justice and the universal values of freedonman dignity, security and non-
discrimination in the world of work Toward this end, the Sweden/ILO Partnership
Programme supported seven technical cooperatigagisdhat, in turn, supported specific
thematic outcomes contained in ILCB¢rategic Policy Framework 2009-201SPF), and
further described in therogramme & Budget for the Biennium 2010-2QR&B). Among
these was the project entitled ‘Promoting freeddrassociation and collective bargaining in
the rural and export processing sectors’ (GLO/0SBHD), designed to support P&B
Outcome 14: The right to freedom of association @oitkctive bargaining is widely known
and exercised The Swedish support was divided into two projéziges: August 2009 to
December 2011 (the focus of this report) and M&@h2 to December 2013.

Project Elements

The first phase of the project was dedicated piilpner systematizing a method for
diagnosing the challenges in freedom of associat@hcollective bargaining in the rural and
export processing sectors in four pilot countrgsngladesh and Philippines (export
processing sector), and Kenya and South Africal(sgctor). Some initial research and
awareness-raising activities were also conductétl Balvador and Morocco. The primary
project activities involving research, developmand application were as follows:

a. Completion of twaglobal studies on gaps in law and practice of freedom of
association and collective bargaining in the rarad export processing sectors;

b. Completion of an in-depthational study on gaps in law and practice of freedom of
association and collective bargaining in each efgiot countries;

c. Development and piloting @jflobal tools to assess gaps and opportunities for action
in the rural and export processing sectors;

d. Application of the global tools duringdaagnostic mission to gather information
directly from a sample of constituents regarding ibality of freedom of association
and collective bargaining rights in the rural opext processing sector.

ILO officers will present the results containede diagnostic reports for each pilot country.
Each diagnostic report will lay the foundation &éonational plan of action that will be
presented to tripartite constituents, who are thgrected to adapt and adopt it as part of a
congtituent-driven process. These national plans of action will atéite tripartite priorities
and corrective responses to promote freedom oftadsm and collective bargaining rights
of workers and employers in the rural and expastessing sectors. ILO field offices and

! International Labour Organization (2008}rategic Policy Framework 2010-201Geneva.
2 International Labour Organization (200Byogramme and Budget for the Biennium 2010-2@dneva.
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project staff will support the implementation oésie national plans of action during the
project’s second phase (2012-2013).

Administration of Project

The current project is a joint effort between tw@®loffices within the Standards and
Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work SectdA(SDARDS): Declaration on
Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work (DECLAR®N) and International Labour
Standards (NORMEYS), although the lead respongilbigis primarily with DECLARATION.
Three staff members who report to DECLARATION caoade all project activities, with
direct assistance from field office staff in eadhih® pilot countries as well as international
and national consultants. For further discussiothefproject’s management arrangement,
see Section V. E.

II. PURPOSE, SCOPE AND USERS OF EVALUATION

Purpose

The primary purpose of the independent evaluatias W determine to what extent the
project achieved its stated objectives, examine th@se objectives were achieved, and
identify any obstacles to the process. It also ditegprovide recommendations based on the
project’s achievements and lessons for applicatidhe second phase of the project.

Scope

The evaluation examined all relevant activities lenpented from January 2010 to January
2012. It focused on the project’s relevance arategyic fit, the validity of its design, the
effectiveness of its implementation, the efficieméyesource allocation, the effectiveness of
management arrangements, and the sustainability athievements.

Users

While the evaluation served as an assessmentddt @ implementing offices
(DECLARATION and NORMES) themselves, it also cobiluseful for the ILO field
offices, other ILO collaborating units and proje@®< TRAV, ACT/EMP, GENDER and
Better Work), SIDA and future potential donors nder to make improvements to the
diagnostic process, and to establish prioritieddture projects and programmes.

III. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

Evaluation Team

An internal ILO evaluation manager provided techh@versight throughout the evaluation
process to ensure credibility, particularly witiyaed to methodology. The evaluation
manager also acted as liaison between the indepeadaluation collaborator and the
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10.

11.

12.

project team, as well as other stakeholders. Ttepeandent evaluator was directly
responsible for developing the evaluation methoglincluding the sources and methods
for data collection, data analysis and reportinge ihdependent evaluator has ten years of
previous experience evaluating technical cooperaiiojects funded by US Government
agencies focusing on labour capacity-building, etioa and public health initiatives in
Latin America.

Approach

The principles and approach adopted during theuatiah were in line with established
guidelines set forth in the ILO Guidelines to RésBased EvaluationsThe methodological
approach for data collection was primarily quaMatn nature. Quantitative data were
drawn from project documents and reports, to thergxhat they were available, and
incorporated into the analysis. Data collectionhrods and stakeholder perspectives were
triangulated for many of the evaluation questionerider to bolster the credibility and
validity of the results. The format of the intemviensured that key information was obtained
while allowing for the inclusion of additional quems. A consistent protocol was followed
for each person interviewed, with adjustments nfadée level of involvement or specific
activities conducted.

Data Collection Methods and Analysis

Document reviewPrior to beginning the interviews, the independeraluator reviewed and
referenced numerous project-related documents ic@varwide range of project
background, design and implementation issues. Tthesements included the project
document, progress reports (2010, 2011), projeptéd framework, midterm evaluation
report, mission and meeting reports, internatioes¢arch studies on rural and export
processing sectors, national research studiesafdr ef the participating countries,
diagnostic tools, diagnostic reports for Bangladasth Philippines, and the project budget.
During the mission to Geneva, additional supportinguments were reviewed and
collected. (See Annex B for a complete list of doents.)

Data collection toolsA master list of key evaluation questions contdinghin the terms of
reference (Annex A) served as the basis for theldpment of the data collection tools,
including the interview guides employed with theadse stakeholder groups. Varying
emphasis and weight were placed on questions gr todmnaximize the use of time, and to
overcome the constraints inherent in conducting-distance interviews via the Internet or
telephone. A complete list of interview questiomas lbeen included in Annex C.

Stakeholder Selection and Interviewstotal, the independent evaluator conducted 29
interviews with stakeholders in January and Felyr@@d 2, including the core project team
and steering committee, participating field officesllaborating units or projects, and
external consultants or advisors. Face-to-facevig®s were carried out individually or in
pairs with most of the Geneva headquarters’ statiéérviews with stakeholders outside of the
ILO Geneva headquarters were conducted via Intemieiephone. The selection of
interviewees was purposeful and non-random baséevoivement in some aspect of the

% International Labour Organization, Evaluation U@i010).ILO Principles and Guidelines to Results-Based
Evaluation—Principles, Rationale, Planning and Mgimay for Evaluations
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project design and implementation, or in an adyigapacity. Table 1 summarizes the
interviews conducted, disaggregated by type ofestakler. (See Annex D for a complete list
of names and titles of persons interviewed.)

Table 1: Interviews Conducted by Type of Stakeholder

Field Office Representativ 8

National Interviewel 3

International and Nation: 5

Collaborators

Core Project Staff and Steeri 5
Committee

Collaborating ILO Unit or Project 2 2
Other ILO HQ Staf 2
ExternalAdvisor to Projec 1

Donor Representati 1

SUBTOTAL 20 9
TOTAL =29

TOTTAL INTERVIEWS: 29

13. Data AnalysisThe document reviews and stakeholder intervieweigead a substantial
amount of raw qualitative data. The independentuatar primarily used matrix analysis to
categorize, synthesize, and summarize the rawcdgtarred from the interview notes. The
data analysis process was driven by the key evatugtiestions that appear in the TOR.

Validation Meeting

14. At the conclusion of the Geneva mission, the indepat evaluator, in consultation with the
evaluation manager, conducted a validation medtinthe core project staff, steering
committee members, and two other high-level ILOcgdfs. The independent evaluator used
the meeting as an opportunity to present prelinyifiadings from the interviews, solicit
feedback, and obtain additional information.

Constraintsand Limitations

15. Various limitations existed in the final evaluatiohthe SIDA-funded project on promoting
freedom of association and collective bargainirfge ihdependent evaluator selected
primarily stakeholders that could speak either Ehgbr Spanish and who had sufficient
access to Internet-based or telephone voice caoneand email, the latter of which were
critical to preparatory work and post-interviewléoV-up. While this posed little problem for
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16.

17.

the ILO headquarters or field office staff, it gidse a significant challenge for international
and national collaborators and interviewers. Fndlie independent evaluator was unable to
discuss any of the evaluation areas directly with tonstituents (primary stakeholders) in
any of the pilot countries. This resulted in theependent evaluator directly assessing the
constituent support and involvement, or any chamages result of their participation.

The accuracy and usefulness of the evaluationrfgglielied on the integrity and relevance
of the information provided to the evaluator frambeirviews with key stakeholders as
primary data, and project background documents@parts as secondary data. The
determination of project efficiency contained irstreport did not include a comprehensive
cost-efficiency analysis utilizing financial recsrdalthough it did incorporate information
from interviews with key stakeholders regardingestdd aspects of the cost-effectiveness
and efficiency of project outputs and outcomes.

IV. REVIEW OF IMPLEMENTATION PHASE

The project status at the time of the final evabrafieldwork is summarized in tables 2 and
3 below.

Table 2: The status of thefirst project outcomeand 7 outputs

Outcome 1: Tripartite constituents are better egeip to promote freedom of association and collectiv
bargaining in the rural sector.

Outputs Status

Output 1.1: Global study on gaps in law and pract€
freedom of association and collective bargaininghe
rural sector

Completed

Output 1.2: In-depth national studies on gaps wm dd | Completed
practice of freedom of association and collective
bargaining

Output 1.3: Global tool to assess gaps and opptesI
for action in the rural sector

Completed

Output 1.4: Plan of action on freedom of assoamtind
collective bargaining in the rural sector adopted

Delayed — National plans of action have been
developed by ILO officers, but have not yet been
distributed to the national constituents.

Output 1.5: Government, employers’ and workers’
capacity strengthened to successfully carry olit fian
of action

Partially completed — Awareness-raising
workshops and seminars have been conducted,
which have contributed to capacity-building of
tripartite constituents. However, it is too eady t

determine the degree to which these activities have

contributed to the successful development and
implementation of the national plans of action.

Output 1.6: Operational guidelines to accompanypajlo
tool

Completed

Output 1.7: Dissemination of global tool in selecte
number of countries

Delayed — Roll-out of global tools, rather than
dissemination, planned for next phase.
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18.

19.

Summary of status of outputs targeting the rureiese

e Four are completed;
« Two are partially complete and wil

| carry over inkee next phase;

* One_has not started and will be delayed until & phase.

Table 3: The status of the second project outcome and 7 outputs

Outcome 2: Tripartite constituents are better egeip to promote freedom of association and collectiv

bargaining in the export processing sector.

Outputs

Status

Output 2.1: Global study on gaps in law and practé
freedom of association and collective bargaininghe
export processing sector

Completed

Output 2.2: In-depth national studies on gaps \m dad
practice of freedom of association and collect
bargaining

Completed
ive

Output 2.3: Global tool to assess gaps and opptesI
for action in the export processing sector

Completed

Output 2.4: Plan of action on freedom of assoamltind
collective bargaining in the export processing e
adopted

Delayed — National plans of action have been

distributed to the national constituents.

ctdeveloped by ILO officers, but have not yet been

Output 2.5: Government, employers’ and workers’
capacity strengthened to successfully carry olit fian
of action

Partially completed — Awareness-raising

which have contributed to capacity-building of
tripartite constituents. However, it is too eady t
determine the degree to which these activities h
contributed to the successful development and
implementation of the national plans of action.

workshops and seminars have been conducted,

ave

Output 2.6: Operational guidelines to accompanypajlo
tool

Completed

Output 2.7: Dissemination of global tool in selecte

Delayed — Roll-out of global tools, rather than

number of countries

dissemination, planned for next phase.

Summary of status of outputs targeting the expatgssing sector:

e Four are completed,;
« Two are partially complete and wil

| carry over intee next phase;

¢ One_has not started and will be delayed until & phase.

Status of Outcome 2 targeting the export processsetpr: Achievement likely, in
accordance with indicators outlined for ILO P&B ©aine 14 on freedom of association and

collective bargaining.
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

V.  FINDINGS

A. Relevance and Strategic Fit of the Project

Relevance

Field Offices:All six ILO field office representatives identififreedom of association and
collective bargaining (FACB) rights as one of tpedrities’ within their Decent Work
Country Programme (DWCP), and several office repregives mentioned it as one of the
key issues in support of their Country Programm&@ues (CPOs). The project was often
cited as a good ‘fit’ and ‘timely’ within this coext. In more general terms, field office staff
stated that while regional or national studiesssués surrounding FACB in their country
may exist, they were not aware of the existenangf‘practical tools’ that would permit an
objective diagnostic among tripartite constituesmghis issue.

ILO Headquartersinterviews with project staff and other represgines at ILO
headquarters cited the project’s relevance in tmext of forming ‘an integral component’
for achieving Outcome 14 on freedom of associadiat collective bargaining of ILO’s
Strategic Policy Framework, specifically in thealusnd export processing sectors. Those
responsible for the project design mentioned thaftroject fulfilled a need to develop
global tools to diagnose FACB rights ‘on the grou@thers mentioned the important
capacity-building role the project plays by raisawgareness of FACB rights at the national
level. One ILO official noted, however, that whitee project may fulfil a relevant need in
terms of diagnosing the current situation on FA@Bts, governments and social partners
may continue to be resistant to openly discusdiegd issues in a tripartite manner. ‘It is
necessary to convince them of the value addedratipating in the diagnostic process’.

International & National Consultantsthe international and national consultants resbasi
for developing the studies on gaps in law and pradf FACB rights, or who participated in
the diagnostic process, agreed with the need iitype of ‘practical and objective’
diagnostic study to document the current situadbRACB rights in a tripartite manner.
Some national consultants expressed confidencehtisatpe of diagnostic approach for
either the rural or export processing sector was first of its kind'.

Complementing and supporting other 1L O strategies, projectsand programmes
StrategiesProject staff and steering committee members atdicthat this project forms an
integral part of the ILO strategic priorities idaton to FACB and its practical application or
promotion of ILO Conventions 87 and 98 relatedremflom of association and collective
bargaining rights at the national level.

Projects and programmesill field office representatives stated that thisject

complements several other projects aimed at pro@&tACB rights at the country level, and
that it is important for these projects to worklabbratively toward one common goal. A
representative from the Better Work (BW) projeata@fpcally mentioned the mutually
supportive and complementary project efforts talgtage in Bangladesh, where each project
potentially shares the same national constituéftghe ILO mainstream units—GENDER,
ACTRAV and ACT/EMP—only GENDER provided specificamples of how the project
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complemented efforts being carried out by GENDER&area of FACB rights for women.
(See Section V. C, Effectiveness of ImplementaiRbase, for further discussion.)

B. Validity of Project Design

Coherence of project design

The framework of the project design shows the laldiokages (Fig. 1) between the various
activities to achieve the outputs, which in turnrkvtmward achieving the outcome. The
impact is the project’s contribution to the broadevelopmental objective: ‘The rights of
freedom of association and collective bargaininthearural and export processing sector are
more widely recognized and realized'.

Inputs Outputs Outcomes I mpact
Activities ———>  Products ———~ Resllts ~———> Long-term

26.

27.

Figure 1. The logical linkages in the projectdesig n

Means of verification of output¥he project was structured around a diagnostcess
corresponding to 14 outputs as outlined in SedNgriReview of Implementation Phase, with
the immediate objectives of better equipping ttipaconstituents in the rural and export
processing sectors to promote freedom of assoniatid collective bargaining. Specific
activities were designed to achieve these outplgs; completion was verified by ILO-
approved confirmation of delivery. For a summaryhef status of the 14 outputs at the end
of the two-year project period, see Section IV.

Verifying outcomesThe project staff and steering committee membiéesl @wareness-
raising strategies as the primary means of vetibogor achievement of outcomes, based on
ILO indicators described iR&B 2010-201for Outcome 14.Interviews with field office
representatives confirmed the implementation ofram@ss-raising activities with tripartite
constituents, primarily in the form of disseminatiaf results from the national studies on
gaps in law and practice of freedom of associadiuah collective bargaining in the rural and
export processing sectors. However, no concretiéeace was provided to indicate a change
in knowledge, attitudes or practice of the parttipg constituents as a result of these
awareness-raising events. One ILO official notéavareness has been created during this
[initial] process, but this is not the awarenes# th sufficient for real change; [rather], it
created awareness of the issue...and managed tateaiggcussions’.

* International Labour Organization (2008yogramme and Budget for the Biennium 2010-2@édneva.
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33.

Performance monitoring planihile the achievement of outputs was tracked apdnted in

the annual donor progress reports, the projechdickstablish a performance monitoring

plan to systematically verify progress toward acimg the outcomes. In its absence, the
independent evaluator was unable to objectivelifywsuch progress. Project staff, however,
explained that the first two years of the projead fthe groundwork to gather necessary
diagnostic baseline information from which futuregress could be measured. According to
project staff, phase Il of the project fully intenid establish a performance monitoring plan,
although one official noted: ‘It is very difficuld develop indicators that measure a change in
“mindsets™.

Timeframe for achieving project outcomes

Project staff indicated that the achievement ofgmtooutcomes during the first phase would
be ‘unlikely’, and was ‘never the intention’ givéme general understanding that this was the
first of two phases lasting a total of four yeas.stated by one ILO official: ‘Making
changes with regard to the situation of FACB widt happen in two years. It takes at least 4-
5 years to have real measureable impact’.

Timeframe for achieving project outputs

As previously shown in Section IV, Review of Implentation Phase, the project fully
completed of the 14 outputs by the end of the first two-year periode Temainder of the
outputs to be achieved will roll over into the seddwo-year phase of project
implementation (2012-2013). The discussions geadrdiiring the evaluation interviews
focused to a great extent on the timeframe foreachg project outputs. Following are some
highlights of these discussions.

Field offices:Field office staff expressed concerns over whay fherceived to be ‘time
pressure’ from Geneva to rush the process: ‘Gedevan project timelines are not always
feasible nor the most effective when “juggling” rimplle projects’. They cited examples of
several projects working toward the promotion ofd\rights, and the need for these
projects to work in a complementary fashion rathan as a set of isolated activities. One
field office representative explained that, all tdten, technical cooperation projects are
planned at the headquarter level without the necgssput from the field offices regarding
their country-specific and outcome-based workplan.

National consultantsNational consultants mentioned significant delaysbtaining

tripartite constituent buy-in for the diagnostiopess in general, and more specifically, in
obtaining their approval for carrying out the naibstudy on gaps in law and practice. In
one country, the constituents rejected the natiooasultant twice (due to perceived biases)
before a third consultant was finally approved.sTim combination with the lengthy process
of presenting the studies’ findings and obtainmggtrtite validation, created a ‘domino
effect’ for delays in making progress on other aspef the project. One national interviewer
added an interesting cultural perspective with reéga the delays, commenting: ‘Expect
glitches that are sure to occur during the fieldwehnings never go as planned.’

Project and HQ staffThe most common explanation for project delaysdcity headquarter
staff centred on the perception that making pragogsan issue as sensitive as freedom of
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association and collective bargainitadses time: ‘Buy-in can be difficult and time
consuming'’. Also, the approval and refining processgiired by ILO officials throughout the
diagnostic process with regard to project methoghpltools, and parameters for acceptable
reporting of sensitive information, was time-intieres One ILO official put it into

perspective: ‘This was, in fact, a “pilot” and ndlat the diagnostic process and reporting
system has been approved and established, sucki¢ians are not anticipated as the project
scales up.” Even so, several suggestions were foaéstablishing a more efficient
diagnostic process (see Section V. C, Effectivenésmplementation Phase).

C. Effectiveness of Implementation Phase

Contribution to the strengthening of the influence of international labour standards

The strengthening of the influence of internatidahbur standards is one of the cross-
cutting issues that drives ILO actions. Accordiagtoject staff, ‘influence’ can mean
‘making people more aware of international labdandards; or ensuring that these
standards are taken into account in legislativié¢cypand business decisions’. The associated
activities for this project involved facilitatingpartite dialogue and raising awareness on
how to improve FACB rights in each of the parti¢ipg countries. This served as evidence
of the project’s initial contributions; more cont@eontributions are expected in the second
phase. One field office representative statedttieatliagnostic process already has
contributed to discussions with ministerial comeet for promoting a systematic
methodology for gathering objective data on FAC&i&s in a particular sector: ‘Once the
contents of the diagnostic report are releasede thél be data to promote further
discussions with [legislative] officials’.

Contribution to the strengthening of social partners, social dialogue; and to gender
equality

Social partnersinterviews with both field office representativaasd project staff described
the historical difficulties in initiating construeé dialogue with tripartite constituents on the
issue of freedom of association and collective &imigg. The involvement of the social
partners in the national studies on gaps in lawpadtice—including their approval of the
national consultant and validation of the findingprevides evidence of progress. Their
involvement in the execution of the diagnostic @sscprovides further evidence.

Social dialogueSocial dialogue includes all types of negotiaticonsultation or simply
exchange of information between, or among, tripadonstituents, on issues of common
interest...with the goal of promoting consensus-bagdnd democratic involvement among
the main stakeholdePsOne field office in particular described great adeements in
executing a tripartite dialogue on issues of FAGBrdime, in part due to SIDA-funded
project activities. Other field offices, howeveesdribed a situation still in its infancy with
regard to meaningful social dialogue on FACB. As &irld office representative noted: ‘In
some countriesgny discussion with tripartite constituents on thisrisitive” issue is
evidence of progress in social dialogue’.

® Definition from ILO website on social dialogue (E&b 2012).
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/dialogue/themesistm#def
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Gender equalityAll ILO units and projects are responsible for pading and advocating for
gender equality in their work, with the special gopt of ILO’s Bureau for Gender Equality
(GENDER). In the case of the SIDA-funded proje@ENDER received special funding to
integrate GENDER issues into the project designignpdementation. This was described by
a representative of the project staff and GENDER ‘@soductive and proactive approach as
it relates to the integration of gender issuesuhout the diagnostic process’. This provided
an opportunity for the GENDER staff to comment loa hational reports, and give guidance
on how to include gender-specific questions indiagnostic tools. In addition, GENDER
was able to complement the project’s efforts with development of two women-specific
manuals regarding FACB for the rural and exportpssing sectors. The representative from
GENDER compared this working relationship to itpestence with other technical
cooperation projects: ‘All too often, GENDER is adko provide input only after the project
is underway, resulting in resistance to making ificant changes in order to better integrate
gender issues’.

Greatest achievements and factor sleading to such achievement

Field offices:The majority of field office representatives fedat it was too early to provide

any kind of meaningful reflection on project aclements, due to the first phase being more

‘research’ in nature. Some representatives, howeheidentify significant achievements

and the factors leading to them:

a. Global tools: provided a means to gather objective data dydatin constituents in
rural and export processing sectors on issues @fB-Anterviewees recognized the
piloting process necessary to create these taudisthee consistent methodology utilized
by the project team for their application;

b. Awareness-raising events: provided a forum for discussing the national stadnd
obtaining validation. While the process itself waswved as difficult at times, it did result
in open discussions regarding FACB with constitsefihe tripartite constituent
involvement throughout the diagnostic process veas s1s key to the project’'s
achievements.

International and National ConsultantShe international and national consultants all
recognized the achievement of carrying out thertbatic process in countries where there
has been resistance to promoting FACB. Severdbatttd this success to the Geneva-led
process, which conveyed a ‘neutral presence’. Tloéyted out that the diagnostic process
created a factual platform that can be used bartitp stakeholders to begin developing
solutions to the FACB issues identified in the diagfic report. They also noted that

the validation process of the national studiesesas a focal point for discussion and
contributed to the project’s awareness-raisingreff@ven if the constituents did not agree
with the studies’ contents.

Project and HQ staffProject staff, steering committee members andrdtie officials
commented on the achievement of planning and imghtimg a diagnostic process at a
global level. There was repeated mention of theitiga nature of FACB among the
tripartite constituents, and the numerous challengelealing with such a politically
sensitive issue. Several ILO officials commenteat,teven if there is the political will,
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oftentimesFACB isnot a national priority; therefore, obtaining the support and buy-in
from the pilot countries should be considered aehachievement. One ILO official
discussed the importance of the global tools aatt ttontribution to establishing an ILO
‘intervention model’ for promoting FACB. Such a ne@ould be presented to other donors
and scaled-up to other countries and other sed@anstributing factors to the project’s
achievements included the project’s leadershiphowtal planning and dedication, and the
support and commitment of the field offices angartite constituents.

Areas of least achievement and constraining factors

Field offices:Interviews with field office staff noted severaéas of least achievement, or

project weaknesses. These included the following:

a. Project scope: too ambitious of a project to complete the stateputs within the given
timeframe;

b. Information gap: too great of a time gap between completing thgmibstic process and
presenting the results to the tripartite constitsienwith no updates regarding the status of
the process. While some field offices had othejguts or events focusing on FACB, the
gap in information may have resulted in some Idsaterest by the constituents in the
diagnostic results;

c. Diagnostic methodology: validity of the diagnostic results was questiodee to the size
and selection of the sample population;

d. Issuesaround time: relatively short lead-in time to obtain the nesa@y buy-in—"You
cannot obligate the actors...it is a [time-consumimgicess’—as well as insufficient
lead-in time to allow the project to fold into tbeuntry-level workplan around FACB.

ILO mainstream units or project2O mainstream units and projects had one primazgg a
of least achievement: information flow. While alltbe units or projects were aware of the
project’s existence, one official commented thatéhwas a lack of the necessary
communications to best ensure support for the praje a whole. This issue is further
discussed in Section V. E—Coordination and collabon with other ILO units and projects.

Project and HQ staffTwo countries—Morocco and El Salvador—were ordiedo execute

initial research and awareness-raising activitesstituting an area of least achievement.

The barriers or challenges identified in these ¢@ontries included the following:

a. Insufficient political and/or stakeholder will tagport or prioritize a project dealing with
an issue as sensitive as FACB rights;

b. Changes in political power that could derail pr@grenade by project representatives in
discussions with government officials;

c. Country’s perception of ‘donor imposition’ rathéian a solicitation for technical
assistance.

Alternative strategiesfor greater effectivenessor efficiency

In general, all stakeholders interviewed felt tiet diagnostic process was both effective and
efficient. Based on some of the shortcomings idiedti however, they offered the following
additional or alternative strategies to furtheesgthen the outcome. Many of these
suggestions form the basis for the evaluation rewenuations and lessons learned (see
Sections VIl and VIII).
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45. Field offices:

a.

Design phase: Involve the field offices at the design phaséhef project in order to take
into account other projects that may be workingaxhithe same outcome. This would
allow for a greater synergy of efforts.

Lead-in time: Provide more lead time for field offices to wawkh tripartite constituents
and obtain their buy-in for the diagnostic process.

Staff resources: Provide funding for a field office staff persontlae country-level who
can oversee all aspects of project implementation.

Project promotion: Dedicate more time and effort toward clarifyimg tourpose of the
project and promoting the benefits of participation

Flexibility: Allow for greater flexibility in adapting the dbal tools to a country’s sector-
specific or cultural issues.

Information flow: Provide the results of the diagnostic to the tarents in a more
timely fashion. At the very least, provide interstatus updates for field office staff to
enable them to communicate expectations and ptatieir constituents.

46. International and national consultants

a.

b.

Roles and responsibilities: Provide greater clarity on roles and responsiédiof the
field office staff when carrying out activities a¢dd to the diagnostic process.
National input: Seek more input and involvement from nationalstdtants or field
office staff that can assist in carrying out a wdtly sensitive and linguistically
appropriate diagnostic survey process.

Information flow: Provide periodic updates and a more streamlimedgss for
conveying the results of the diagnostic process.

47. 1LO mainstream units or projects:
a. Participation: Consult mainstream units at the design phaskatdhere is some sort of

b.

C.

‘meaningful role and corresponding responsibility’.

Communication: Provide formal periodic project updates to thos#s or projects with
whom the project is expected to collaborate.

Project sequencing: Examine the sequencing of ILO projects that anekimg toward

the same outcome. Where appropriate, assess ttenoeiand response of constituents
from one project before moving forward with anotpesject dealing with the same
issues.

Diagnostic interviews: Target worker constituent interviews at the traden level,
rather than with workers directly, to allow for éde&r and more representative interview
sample.

48. Project and HQ staff:
a. Benefitsof participation: Clearly demonstrate to government officials tleadfit of

b.

participating in the diagnostic process, for exanph analysis highlighting the social
and economic benefits of freedom of association.

Transparency: Clearly transmit the purpose of the diagnostacpss to avoid any
misinterpretation of project motives.
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c. National studies: Prior to commencing the diagnostic process, condumapping of the
sector rather than a comprehensive national sty mapping exercise will offer
important planning information for the diagnostithwut requiring constituent
validation.

d. Diagnosticinterviews: Continue gathering data directly from a stataticsignificant
number of constituents—including unionized and naienized workers and employers,
trade union organizers, and employers’ organizatitinials—to ensure that the
diagnostic process is relevant for the majorityvofkers and employers within the
specific sectors.

D. Efficiency of Resource Use

Allocation of resources

Findings related to the efficient use of projesto@rces did not include a fiscal analysis of
expenditures; rather, they focused on the allonatfaesources, including financial and
human resources, as they related to conductindfiaiert and effective diagnostic process.
With this focus, views were obtained from bothdieffice representatives as well as the
project team.

Field offices:The primary concern raised by several field offieeresentatives centred on
the amount of administrative tasks related to iagribstic process, as well as the lack of
financial support from the Geneva-based projectotding to field office staff, this added a
‘level of strain’ on what was described as an alygavercommitted’ staff. At the same
time, one field office representative pointed datithe tasks involved with the diagnostic
process went beyond administrative; they also veabltasks that were better suited for ILO
programme officers, due to the sensitive natuth@®FACB issue. For this reason, ‘It often
takes a trusted ILO official who has developedlatienship with the constituents’.

Project teamThe project team recognized the need for both adirative and technical
assistance in carrying out the pilot project. Thetpested several different models for
carrying out the most efficient and effective diagtic process, culminating with the
diagnostic mission. These models ranged from hiextgrnal/outside administrative support
to assist with the logistical tasks of the missimnsetting up and conducting the mission
primarily with the Geneva-based team. The resudisevimixed, but useful for identifying
good practices and lessons learned:

a. Having external administrative support to take adrgome of the logistical
arrangements related to the diagnostic did notsseec#y create a more efficient or
effective process;

b. Having minimal logistical support from the ILO fekbffice led to more inefficiencies
during the diagnostic mission;

c. Having a combination of ILO administrative and teiclal support (especially for
maintaining contact with the constituents), as \@elsome support from an external
consultant who could both take care of logisticgtads and play a role in discussions
with constituents, resulted in an efficient diagroprocess;

d. Having proactive communication between the Genased team and the specific needs
of the field offices led to a more efficient andeetive mission.
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54,

Cost efficiency

There is evidence that costs were lowered duriagltagnostic mission through the use of
national versus international consultants whenyaagrout the interviews. Additionally,
interviewees noted the inability of the projecttomplete its outputs within the planned
timeframe. Project delays were attributed to therently slow process of carrying out a
project requiring the approval and support of tipp@ constituents, as well as high-level ILO
officials. However, evidence reviewed during thaleation process offered no proof of
additional costs incurred by the delays. Sinceptiogect is expected to receive two additional
years of funding, outputs that are not completetthénfirst phase will be rolled over to the
next phase. Project staff expressed some concermtow effect of incomplete phase |
outputs on phase Il; nevertheless, they have iikshEome alternative strategies for creating
a more efficient diagnostic process overall. (SeetiSn V. C—Alternative strategies for
greater effectiveness or efficiency—for a discussibthese strategies.)

E. Effectiveness of Management Arrangements

Stakeholder involvement

In the absence of direct access to tripartite dmestts in the pilot countries, evaluation
guestions regarding stakeholder involvement wemectid to the field office representatives
and project staff. The following are key areaswblvement identified:

a. Preliminary discussionsBBefore launching any project activities, the patjteam and
field office representatives met with tripartitenstituents to introduce the diagnostic
process and seek their initial input and supparsgite of these efforts, tripartite support
was often difficult to attain due to the sensithagure of the issue.

b. National studiesTripartite constituents were involved in the itd&cation and approval
of the national consultant(s) who carried out thgamal study on the gaps in law and
practice. This was an arduous process at timesiadile perceived biases of the
consultants, resulting in disapproval by one caustit group or the other. Following the
national study, project staff presented resultsipartite constituents for their validation.
Field office and project staff mentioned that oesult of this approval and validation
process was the opportunity to dialogue with camstits and raise their awareness
regarding FACB issues.

c. Diagnostic missionlLO representatives sought the support of trifadonstituents in
identifying and conducting interviews with repretsives of employer organizations,
employers, trade unions and workers. The actugl@tifrom some constituent groups,
however, varied from country to country.

Two field office representatives mentioned thavéis difficult to predict if stakeholder
interest and involvement would continue throughphecess of adopting the national plan of
action, until they had the opportunity to examine diagnostic report. ‘Once they are
leading the process is when we can say there isnahbwnership’.
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Project management

The three-person Geneva-based team led the dagytaddivities of the project, with
continual support and oversight from the projeeeshg committee. They were supported by
a steering committee, comprised of one member trenDECLARATION office and one
member from the NORMES office. Stakeholders viettesljoint effort as ‘complementary’
in terms of the unique perspective and input eaeh af ILO office added to the project. One
office primarily approached the issue of FACB framerspective of standards application,
while the other from the viewpoint of technicaliatmnce in promoting FACB rights. This
complementary perspective was also noted of thegirteam that consisted of specialists in
the legal field as well as the social sciences.si@bently, interviewees described the core
project team as ‘competent, knowledgeable and argdh in carrying out the diagnostic
process. In addition, the project team had the aumb other senior level officials, who
served in an advisory capacity, as needed. Oneoffi€lal reflected that the project team
grew in both knowledge and experience, as wouldpaoject team taking on a unique and
challenging technical cooperation project.

Effectiveness of the communication between the project team and the IL O field offices,
steering committee and donor

Field Offices:Field office representatives stated that there geasl direct communication
with the Geneva-based team in the events leadirig thge diagnostic process, but that this
communication should have started sooner and pghaing the project’s design phase.
One field office staff person stated: ‘This is aoon problem with technical cooperation
projects that put too few resources into the plagmpirocess.

Steering committeethere existed well-established communication cenbetween project
staff and steering committee members through wemldgtings as well as less formal means
of communication. Project staff commented on theeasibility of steering committee
members to offer technical support and guidanaaugirout the project implementation.

Donor: The donor representative stated that there wéisisat communication between
their office and the project staff by means ofdin@ual progress reports. The representative
did, however, suggest that the annual reports georriiore narrative detail of the project
achievements and the reasons for this achievemené darriers encountered. Another
suggestion was for reports to document any evidehceordination between the different
SIDA-funded projects.

Technical and palitical support from ILO field offices and specialists

Field Offices:Representative from all six ILO field offices gawdl support of the project’s
efforts in light of its own Country Programme Outoes promoting FACB rights (see
Section V.A, Relevance, for further discussion)e Oimly issue cited was the need for the
project to support a field office staff member onsultant who could provide the necessary
administrative and/or technical support throughbetdiagnostic process. While the
technical support from the field offices is thampresentatives were quick to state that the
political support has to come from the constituents themselves.
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ILO SpecialistsiLO specialists and technical advisors offeredrttezhnical and political
support throughout the project’s first phase. Oleast one occasion, the project asked an
ILO special advisor to offer technical and politisapport by conducting a joint mission for
the purpose of advancing discussions with ministfigials.

Coordination and collaboration with other ILO unitsor projects
Collaborating ILO ‘mainstream’ units and projeatslude GENDER, ACTRAV and
ACT/EMP, as well as the Better Work project. Intewws conducted with representatives
from each of these units and projects showed vgrgegrees of collaboration or
coordination. This was partly due to the fact tideast two of these units did not feel that
they formed an integral part of the project desigimplementation. One unit representative
explained:
‘We were not part of the project and had no rolé other than to comment on odd
bits from time to time’... Collaborating units needite more than just informed.
They need to be integrated in the design of [tlogept]; otherwise, it will not be
collaboration. As far as consultation is concerrielas to be meaningful, with the
consulted party being given all relevant informatat a time when the feedback can
make a difference to what is done, otherwise tmsigibation will not be meaningful’.

In contrast, another one of the mainstream unagpdivide specific examples of
collaboration with the project, previously descdbe Section V. C, Effectiveness of
Implementation Phase. It should be noted thatgrscular unit was obligated under a
separate technical cooperation project to conduatt sollaboration, although there is no
evidence to suggest that this was the sole reas®uth collaboration. A representative
from the Better Work (BW) project discussed howtthie projects coordinated efforts in
Bangladesh. This coordination of efforts was paattyibuted to periodic formal and
informal communication between the two project nygama.

F. Sustainability

Sustainability of project achievements

There was general agreement among field officeegggutatives that any discussion of
project sustainability is premature since the dotiy to date had primarily been ‘research
and development’ in nature. As such, phase | (ZIBL) was designed as the diagnostic
phase with development of key products—global aattbnal studies, global tools,
diagnostic reports, national plans of action—anasehll (2012-2013) was envisaged to
contain the sustainable actions—namely rollingtbatglobal diagnostic tools and
supporting tripartite constituents as they adoptiamplement the national plans of action.
Some field office representatives declined to comtro@ or engage in any speculation
regarding sustainability until they could see thatents of the diagnostic report and assess
constituent response to the national plan of adtontained at the end of the report). The
underlying risk suggested is that the diagnosticess could end up amounting to ‘just
another report’ and not being adopted and impleetkas planned.

Still others stated that the project has positiateslf well for achieving sustainable actions.
One field office representative confidently stat8die constituent involvement throughout
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the diagnostic will lead towner ship of the process, which is a necessary component of
sustainability’. However, any progress towards titunsnt ‘ownership’ could not be explored
or verified within the scope of this evaluation.

A building block approach for phasel|

The question of how phase Il can best build upasph was discussed with ILO
headquarter representatives as well as the dowth. iarties expressed that the ILO-SIDA
partnership was conceived as a four-year techona@aberation, but that donor support would
be reassessed and confirmed after the first twosy&alitting up the project between two
phases allowed botine project and donor to reflect on the foundation laid in the first
phase, assess constituent response, and decideffoots could best be scaled up and
expanded. However, with only a partial incompletidiphase | outputs at the time of this
evaluation—falling short in the development andpim of the national plans of action—
the question remains as to whether or not all ®flilding blocks’ are in place to achieve
the outcomes proposed for phase II.

In examining the question of project sustainahilibe response given by stakeholders was
often: ‘The project’s sustainable actions are doethin phase II'. Thus, a quick summary of
the proposed phase Il strategy is merited. Withiw@ayear period (2012-2013), phase II

will begin with the release of the diagnostic regorthe four pilot countries from which the
constituents are expected to create the natioaal @l action for their country. The project
also intends to roll out the global diagnostic sooh freedom of association and collective
bargaining in the rural and export processing sedtwseven countries. These include El
Salvador and Morocco, which have already compldtedesearch phase as well as some
initial awareness-raising activities. The projedt also develop and pilot another diagnostic
tool for a different sector itwo countries. One of these countries, Indonesia,alslb take
part in the diagnostic process for the rural anubeixprocessing sectors. The roll out of the
global diagnostic tools is based on the criticauagption that the systems created in phase |
are now fully replicable. There was some differeatepinion noted between the various
ILO officials interviewed regarding the viabilityf achieving all of the activities, outputs and
outcomes associated with the phase Il strategssititi take place in a total di2 different
countries (roughly three times the number of countries asspH), within the two-year time
frame.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

A. Relevance and Strategic Fit of the Project

* The project fulfilled a relevant need to developlgll tools that would provide a
systematic method for diagnosing issues relatécetmlom of association and collective
bargaining rights in the rural and export procegsiactors.

* The project represented a strategic fit withinghatext of the ILO field offices’ Decent
Work Country Programme priorities and outcomealdb formed an integral part of
activities that contributed to the achievement at@®@me 14 on freedom of association
and collective bargaining of ILO’s Strategic Poliesamework.

* While purposeful efforts were made in at least ohehe pilot countries to complement
other projects aimed at promoting FACB rights, tggeadvance planning and
coordination with the field offices is needed sattprojects can work together in a more
integrated and strategic manner.

* There was some hesitancy shown by tripartite cluestts in at least two of the pilot
countries with regard to participation in the diagtic process, indicating further need to
‘market’ the purpose and benefits of the diagnostic

B. Validity of Project Design

* The project design adequately identified a loggsjuence between the activities in
relation to the specific products that form parthed diagnostic process. These, in turn,
contributed to the achievement of project outcorhester equipping the tripartite
constituents to promote freedom of associationcatiéctive bargaining in the rural and
export processing sectors.

* Means of verification of both outputs and outcomese established. Nevertheless, the
accuracy and validity of certain acceptable ILOigatbrs for verifying achievement of
project outcomes was unclear, particularly withameiggo whether ‘the launching of an
awareness-raising strategy on freedom of assogiatid collective bargaining’ could, in
fact, verify that tripartite constituents were ‘tegtequipped’.

» The absence of a performance monitoring plan tdyprogress toward achieving
project outcomes may be due to the focus duringditstephase on the diagnostic tools
and process, which in turn permitted the establesttrof critical baseline information.
Without such baseline information, meaningful pesg toward achieving outcomes
cannot be measured.

» The timeframe for achieving all of the project autpduring the first phase was
insufficient, resulting in the need for six of thé outcomes to be rolled over and
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completed during the project’s second phase. Thgegrtimeline also did not provide
sufficient time to gain tripartite constituents’ysin and support. This, coupled with
delays in the ILO approval process, were the pryncantributors to the inability to
complete the planned outputs.

C. Effectiveness of Implementation Phase

The project successfully contributed to the streaging of the influence of international
labour standards. Freedom of association is otieediour fundamental international
labour standards, and the promotion of FACB rightst the very centre of the diagnostic
process.

The project successfully contributed to the strieaging of the social partners and social
dialogue on FACB issues by involving tripartite sbtuents throughout the diagnostic
process, and advancing discussions on the isse&©B rights. Furthermore,
advancement on the issue of gender equality was\aththrough the proactive
approach of integrating gender issues into pra@estgn and implementation.

The project’s achievements recognized by projedtetiolders included both the
products—national reports, global tools and diaginasports—as well as the actual
process that contributed to greater dialogue arat@vess of issues regarding freedom of
association and collective bargaining rights. Tredgevements were the result of the
concerted efforts of the project staff and fielfla&s to involve tripartite constituents
throughout the diagnostic process; the projectiséeship, methodical planning and
dedication; and the support and commitment of igld bffices.

The areas of least achievement or project weakadssas primarily on the issue of
time: insufficient planning time to maximize tripartibely-in and support; insufficient
time for the ILO field offices to integrate thisgpect into its country-level workplan
around FACB issues so that activities work togethem integrated, rather than an
isolated, fashion; and insufficient planning tinee &n on-time delivery of the key
product: the diagnostic report.

An additional area of weakness includes perceinéal mation gaps between the project
staff and the field office (and therefore its trjii@ constituents), as well as the project
staff and some of the mainstream ILO units. Thisled to some misunderstanding of
the project’s purpose and some loss of interesgs inutcomes. While these information
gaps were not substantiated, and there is amplieres# of project communication, the
fact remains that project stakeholders perceivet gaps.
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D. Efficiency of Resource Use

» While some field offices expressed the need forenamiministrative and technical
support during the diagnostic process, paying @lliteonal support to help with activities
related to the diagnostic mission did not alwaysilten the most efficient or effective
process. The use of outside consultants allevistete pressure experienced by field
office staff with regard to logistical details, it not adequately assist project or field
staff with technical matters involving the tripéetconstituents. The important task of
contacting tripartite constituents, therefore, $tidilkely be reserved for trusted ILO field
office officials.

E. Effectiveness of Management Arrangements

* The evidence provided by field office representgias well as project personnel
suggests a satisfactory level of involvement of peject stakeholders—namely the
national tripartite constituents—throughout thegdiastic process. However, it is too
early to conclude if this level of involvement deé any kind of national ownership of
the diagnostic process and the national plan adact

* The joint efforts and complementary areas of exgedf both the DECLARATION and
NORMES offices have contributed to developing an@linded approach to the
diagnostic process. The primary reasons citedh®iptoject’s success were the
knowledge, experience and dedication of the pragann, as well as the technical and
administrative support of the field office staff.

» Communication channels between the Geneva-basgetpstaff and field offices were
open and productive, with early communication béiag to maximizing its
effectiveness. The frequent formal and informattommunication with steering
committee members demonstrate its importance itriboiting to project team member’s
technical and administrative decisions. Communicatvith the donor in the form of
annual reports was sufficient, with the requestdditional narrative details regarding
progress or challenges in achieving outputs ancoouos.

» Coordination and collaboration with mainstream Iw@ts or other projects was stronger
in some units than others. Key factors contributmgtronger coordination and
collaboration were involvement of the mainstreant daring the design of the project,
and maintaining that unit informed during the impéntation phase.

F. Sustainability

» ltis likely that the activities conducted and punots created in the project’s first phase
will serve as the necessary ‘building blocks’ foe sustainable actions planned for its
second phase. However, the feasibility of compteti of the phase Il activities in a
two-year timeframe will pose a significant challeng
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VII. RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are specifically dieel to the project’s phase Il planning:

1. Roall out of global diagnostic tools: Create a project workplan for phase Il that can be
implemented within a two-year time period and cdass the time constraints that led to
programme shortfalls in phase I. Likewise, scale¢hgpdiagnostic process only to the
degree that the identified outputs and outcomesireachievable given the budget and
timeframe, and one that will allow field officesstime to gain tripartite buy-in and
support. Enable and encourage the continued stidambf the diagnostic process,
without compromising the necessary constituentlvemment throughout the process.

2. Working with field offices: Consult with participating field offices with asueh
advance notice as possible, regarding the diagnpsicess—its purpose, scope and role
of the constituents. Elicit and host timely oppaities for field office input regarding the
diagnostic process, and how it best fits into ongdictivities regarding freedom of
association and collective bargaining. Work witldioffice staff to identify specific
administrative and technical support that will leeded prior, during and following the
diagnostic mission.

3. During the diagnostic mission: Allow for flexibility in the design and implemeritan
of the diagnostic process, to take into accountthentry context and its social or
cultural characteristics. Conduct daily debriefinigsing the diagnostic mission with the
national interview team to provide a forum for excbing ideas and experiences.
Integrate ideas and suggestions in order to imptioelata collection process as the
diagnostic mission progresses.

4. Monitoring: Establish a performance monitoring plan with dautcome indicators that
clearly measure progress toward achieving reduldécators should be both observable
and measureable from a practical standpoint. Ersutable metrics across project
activities that can enable a useful comparativdyaisaof outcomes without
compromising the sensitive nature and complexitthefissues engaged by the project.
Use monitoring data to track progress throughoaititiplementation phase, and make
any necessary adjustments to project strategies.

5. Project communications: Develop a clear communication strategy that disseminate
information to stakeholders regarding the projeptigpose and scope, and provide timely
updates of key project activities. Promote thedagpcial and economic benefits of
freedom of association and collective bargainig@ts, which in turn may result in
greater tripartite constituent support of projestivaties.
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6.

Coordination and collaboration with ILO mainstream units: Collaborate with ILO
mainstream units and projects at the planning stageder to address roles and
expectations in a substantial and timely mannéeghate ideas and expertise of key
contributors within the mainstream units into tleeecproject design. Inform
collaborating units on a regular basis to ensuaedbnsultation on project issues is
productive and meaningful.

Sustainability: Identify strategies at the planning phase thatiedtl to sustainability of
core project outputs and outcomes within the ptdjeweframe. Prioritize the identified
sustainable actions and closely monitor their peegito allow for early identification of
any barriers or challenges. Adjust or add to tisestainability strategies as needed.

VIII. LESSONS LEARNED AND GOOD PRACTICES

The following lessons learned and good practiceg guéde similar future projects on
freedom of association and collective bargaining:

1.

Planning and coor dinating with field offices, beginning at the design phase and
continuing throughout the implementation phasevasl project activities to complement
existing activities focused on the same outcomalstt enables for the timely
identification of key administrative and technisalpport personnel who can facilitate the
successful implementation of project activities.

Greater tripartite ownership can be achieved hgpnsulting constituents during the
selection of national consultants who conduct &sidin issues of freedom of association
and collective bargaining. The consultants shoeldden as neutral by the tripartite
constituents.

Working with national interviewersis an important component of a diagnostic process.
It provides invaluable support and augments thgelacapacity-building efforts.
Proactively soliciting ideas from national intemviers with regard to adaptation of
interview tools or strategies will support a diagto protocol that takes into account the
cultural and social context of the country. A debrg process can provide a forum to
reflect on lessons learned and good practices aihdl tational interviewers’ awareness
regarding next steps in the analysis and resultisenf efforts.

Pilot projects that establishraalistic project scope and timeline have a greater chance
of success. Within the topic of freedom of assomménd collective bargaining rights,
there are inherent complexities; sufficient timesirioe allocated to accommodate likely
delays when consulting tripartite constituentsaobhg approval within the ILO system,
and coordinating logistical details.

Strategic and ongoing communication and dissemination of project information helps
to clarify the project’s purpose and scope. It legjakeholders informed and vested in
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the success of the project’s activities, and coavbhg relevance and influence of its
results.

ANNEXES

Annex A: Terms of reference for evaluation
Annex B: Documents reviewed

Annex C: Interview guide

Annex D: List of people interviewed
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ANNEX A: Terms of Reference — Final Independent Eva luation

Promoting freedom of association and collective bar gaining rights
in the rural and export processing sectors
(Sweden/ILO Partnership Programme , 2009-11)

I. Background

It is estimated that nearly half of the world’s workforce is found in rural areas and that over sixty million
workers worldwide work in export processing zones. Many of these workers are denied the
fundamental rights of freedom of association and collective bargaining in law or in practice. The ILO
supervisory bodies, the International Labour Conference, and the Governing Body have recognised the
particular issues concerning the rural and export processing sectors and emphasized the need to assist
ILO constituents to address existing decent work deficits in relation to the observance of freedom of
association rights in these sectors.

In this context, the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency is generously funding an
ambitious project promoting freedom of association and collective bargaining rights in the rural and
export processing sectors. This project is an integral part of the ILO’s response to support its
constituents to organize and bargain collectively. It is based on the premise that the development of
global tools will enhance the ILO’s capacity to deal with a growing demand for technical assistance in
the rural and export processing sectors.

The objective of the project is to create ‘global tools’ that are aimed at enhancing ILO constituents’
capacity to promote freedom of association and collective bargaining in the rural and export processing
sectors, accompanied by operational guidelines for their use. The tools will provide constituents with
the opportunity to identify gaps in law and practice in relation to freedom of association and collective
bargaining in their country; they will also assist in identifying opportunities and means available at the
national level to take action to promote freedom of association and collective bargaining rights of
workers and employers in these sectors.

II. Project strategy

The global tools are based on both global and national research and pilot country level testing
activities. The resulting global diagnostic tool has been pilot-tested in two countries for each of the two
sectors, resulting in diagnostic reports setting out the gaps and opportunities in law and practice in
relation to freedom of association and collective bargaining at the sectoral level. Based on these
diagnostic reports, the constituents will develop national remedial plans of action to be implemented
with ILO support. The global diagnostic tools will be accompanied by operational guidelines, and
prepared for wide dissemination.
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[ll. Evaluation
In line with the ILO’s policy for evaluation of technical cooperation projects, a final independent
evaluation of the project will consider the project’s effectiveness in ensuring that the tripartite
constituents are better equipped to promote the fundamental rights of freedom of association and
collective bargaining in the rural and export processing sectors.

1. Purpose
a.

2. Scope

Determine to what extent the project has achieved its stated objectives and how and why
have been/have not been achieved.

Reflect on the level of applicability of the project outputs, the global tools, (i.e response to
stakeholder needs).

Provide recommendations on how to build on the achievements and lessons of the
project.

Identify and document lessons learned and good practice to be further used in the second
phase of the project and other relevant areas of ILO work.

The evaluation will look at all activities and results implemented from January 2010 to
January 2012.

The evaluation should cover expected (i.e. planned) and unexpected results in terms of
non planned results (i.e. side effects or externalities). Some of these unexpected changes
could be as relevant as the ones planned. Therefore, the evaluation should reflect on
them for learning purposes.

The analytical scope should include identifying levels of achievement of objectives and
explaining how and why have been attained in such ways (and not in other alternative
expected ways, if it would be the case).

The major audience of the evaluation is the ILO implementing unit because of the self-
contained characteristics of the project. The report will also be useful for the ILO
constituencies and the donor.

Aspects to address:

1. Relevance and strategic fit

» To what extent did the project address a relevant need and decent work deficit?

» To what extent did the project support ILO strategies and complement other ILO projects and
programmes?

2. Project design
»  Were the linkages between inputs, activities, outputs and objectives clear and logical? Has the
project a consistent logical chain results from inputs to impact?

» Assess whether the programme design was logical and coherent and took into account the
institutional arrangements, roles, capacity and commitment of stakeholders.
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Was the time frame realistic regarding planned objectives and outputs?

3. Effectiveness of implementation

To what extent did the outputs and outcomes contribute to the strengthening of the influence of
labour standards; to the strengthening of the social partners and social dialogue; and to gender
equality?

In which areas (sectoral, issue) did the project have the greatest achievements? What were the
supporting factors? How could this be built upon?

In which areas did the project have the least achievements? What were the constraining factors?
How could they be overcome?

What, if any, alternative strategies would have been more effective in achieving its objectives?

4. Efficiency of resource use

Have resources (funds, human, time, expertise) been allocated strategically to achieve outcomes?
To what extent have resources been used efficiently? In general, do the results justify the costs?
Have activities been delivered in a timely manner?

5. Effectiveness of management arrangements
How were stakeholders involved in project implementation and how effective was the project in
establishing national ownership?
Were management capacities adequate for the achievement of the project aims?
Did project governance facilitate good results and efficient delivery?
How effective was communication between project team, field and regional offices, responsible
departments at headquarters and the donor?
Did the project receive adequate administrative, technical and political support from ILO field offices,
specialists and technical units in headquarters?
Was relevant gender expertise sought?
Did the project make strategic use of coordination and collaboration with other ILO projects?

6. Sustainability

How likely are project achievements to be sustainable?

Has the project contributed to broader and longer-term development goals?

How can phase Il of the project (2012-13) best build on what has been done in phase | (2009-11)?

IV. Assignment

Under ILO evaluation policy, DECLARATION is carrying out this final evaluation. The evaluation will be
coordinated by Ricardo Furman as evaluation manager, in consultation with the ILO Evaluation Unit.
The evaluation will be conducted by an independent evaluator. Ricardo Furman will coordinate the
evaluation and act as liaison with the independent evaluator with logistic support of the project
manager, Lisa Tortell. The evaluation will comply with the criteria set out in ILO’s policy for project
evaluations.

The independent evaluator collaborator will undertake the briefing on the evaluation, initial desk
review, preparation of the inception report, and interviews within the period of the contract. S/he is
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expected to travel to Geneva during the period 5 -10 February 2012 to carry out discussions with
project management and conduct certain individual interviews. During the visit to Geneva, there will be
a validation meeting at which time the evaluator will present his or her preliminary findings to the
steering committee, project team and evaluation manager to obtain their viewpoints and any additional
information, and clarify outstanding issues before drafting the evaluation report.

Interviews with persons not located in Geneva will be by telephone, email or Skype prior to travelling to
Geneva. The project team will provide the independent evaluator with a letter of introduction to ILO
officials, constituents, and external project collaborators and may assist with setting interviews.

A first draft of the evaluation report shall be submitted by the independent evaluator to the evaluation
manager no later than 24 February 2012. The evaluation manager, will circulate the draft report for
comments and review and submit consolidated comments to the independent evaluator by 2 March
2012. The final report, with comments integrated, will be submitted to the Evaluation Manager no later
than 9 March 2012.

1. Methodology
The evaluation methodology is expected to encompass, but will not be restricted to:

+ Desk review of relevant project documentation (notably including the results of the diagnostic
process, and in particular the questionnaire, with technical assistance from the project team), other
relevant publications and documents

« Interviews with ILO officials, ILO constituents, and other stakeholders as determined by the
evaluator

- Validation meeting at which the evaluator will present his/her preliminary findings to the steering
committee, project team, and evaluation manager, so as to obtain their viewpoints and any
additional information required

2. Expected outputs

2.1. Inception report

This short report should present the evaluation methodology (based on the TORs and amended as
required) including evaluation instruments (i.e. interview guides, questionnaires, etc.) after initial desk
review and prior to conducting the evaluation for approval of the evaluation manager. The report
encompasses also the data sources, methods and techniques for data collection and analysis, as well
as, criteria to be followed in selecting interviewees (who and where).

2.2. Draft report
The independent evaluator is expected to provide an evaluation report of 15-30 pages, excluding
annexes, which presents the viewpoints and experiences of a wide range of stakeholders. It is
proposed that the final report is structured as follows:
- Cover page with key project and evaluation data
+ Executive summary
« Brief background of project and its context
« Purpose, scope and users of evaluation
+ Methodology employed (ie limitations and constraints)
+ Review of implementation phase/“work done”
« Findings regarding project impact
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« Conclusions

« Recommendations for future planning and the possible next phase

« Lessons learned, including good practices and challenges, which may guide similar future projects
on freedom of association and collective bargaining

+ Annexes, including TORs, persons interviewed, documents reviewed

2.3. Final report
Same structure the as draft report, reflecting comments and answers for any comments not included in
the final report.

V. Dates of service
The independent evaluator contract will run from 16 January — 9 March 2012.
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ANNEX B: LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

1 | Project document, Swedish Partnership 2009-2011

Progress reports (2010, 2011)

Mid-term evaluation report

Mission and meeting reports

International research studies on rural and export processing sectors

| O B W0 DN

National research studies for Bangladesh, El Salvador, Kenya, Morocco, Philippines and
South Africa

7 | Diagnostic ‘tools’ (guidelines, questionnaires, description for constituents, analytical

framework)

8 | Diagnostic reports for pilot-countries — Bangladesh and Philippines

9 | Project budget — planned and actual expenditures

10 | Diagnostic mission reports written by international collaborators for Bangladesh,

Philippines and South Africa

11 | Draft Project document, Swedish Partnership 2012-2013
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ANNEX C: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Final Evaluation
Promoting freedom of association and collective bar gaining rights in the rural
and export processing sectors

INTRODUCTION

In line with the ILO’s policy for evaluation of thaical cooperation projects, a final
independent evaluation of the project will consitther project’s effectiveness in ensuring that
the tripartite constituents are better equippegrtonote the fundamental rights of freedom of
association and collective bargaining in the rarad export processing sectors. To this end, a
selected sample of project stakeholders will berinéwed to provide feedback on the six
evaluation areas being considered, as well as Iblesaons learned and good practices. All
answers to questions are confidential; any quated in the report will be referenced in
general terms, only.

1. Relevance and strategic fit
1. To what extent did the project address a relevaatiror deficit, as it applies to
decent work, in either the rural or export procegsectors?
2. To what extent did the project support or compleinseme of the broader ILO
strategies, or other ILO projects or programmestcWbanes?

2. Project design

1. Is there a logical sequence between the projectigites and outputs and the
intended result? Describe.

2. What are some objective means of verification taat provide sound evidence of
change occurring as a result of the diagnosticqese

3. Did the project modify its design/approach in ortteadequately take into
account the institutional arrangements, roles, agpand commitment of the
stakeholders in the various countries? How?

4. Was the project’s timeframe realistic for achievihg planned objectives, outputs
and outcomes?

3. Effectiveness of implementation
1. To what extent did the diagnostic process conteibatthe following:
- the strengthening of the influence of labour deaads? How?
- the strengthening of social partners and/or $oigdogue? In what ways?
- gender equality? How?

2. What were the project’s greatest achievements ppkaiect outputs? What were
the factors leading to these achievements? Howddbeke be expanded or
enhanced?

3. In which areas did the project have the least aenients or least successful
outputs? What were the constraining factors? Howldcthese be overcome?

4. What, if any, alternative strategies, technicalrapphes or tools would have been
more effective in achieving the project objectivasspecifically for carrying out
the diagnostic process?
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4. Efficiency of resource use

1.

2.

To what extent have the resources (financial, hymmatitutional, time) been
allocated strategically?

Was there any specific part of the project planmingnplementation that could
have been conducted in a more efficient mannerdardo achieve the same
outcome?

3. In general, did the obtained results justify thets® Why or why not?
4.

Have activities been implemented and products dedivin a timely manner?

5. Effectiveness of management arrangements

1.

2.
3. Were there any specific management approacheteth#d positive results and

How were stakeholders involved in the diagnostacpss? Was this an effective
approach?re constituents satisfied with their level of imwement and input?
How effective was project management and techibaekstopping?

efficient delivery? Were there any management aggves that proved to be
ineffective?

How effective was communication between the prdjeai and the stakeholders
(field and regional offices, responsible departreettheadquarters, donok)fhat
would have been the ideal communication flow?

Did the project receive adequate administrativehnecal and political support
from ILO field offices and mainstream units at Ilb@adquarters®hat would
have been the ideal collaboration dynamic?

Was relevant gender expertise sought? In what whthds impact the project
design or implementation?

6. Sustainability

1.
2.

Which achievements will continue after the projeatls? How?
How can phase Il of the project (2012-13) bestdait what has been
accomplished in phase | (2009-11)?

7. Lessons learned/good practices/challenges

1.

2.

3.

If key stakeholders had to do things over agairgtwould they likely do
differently? How and why?

What were some of the good practices drawn frondihgnostic process or a
specific aspect of the project?

What other recommendations could be made for sirhitare projects on
freedom of association and collective bargaininghst similar tasks or activities
might achieve better results?
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ANNEX D: LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED

ILO HEADQUARTERS
NAME DEPARTMENT EMAIL
1. Kari TAPIOLA Special advisor to the Director General tapiola@ilo.org
2. Kamran FANNIZADEH Director of the Programme for the Promotion | fannizadeh@ilo.or:
of the Declaration (DECLARATION)
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3. Karen CURTIS

Deputy Director of the International Labour
Standards Department responsible for
Freedom of Association (NORMES)

Curtis@ilo.or

4. Wael ISSA

Senior Declaration Officer, Programme for
the Promotion of the Declaration
(DECLARATION)

Wael-issa@ilo.org

5. Lisa TORTELL

Senior Project Officer, ILO-Swedish project
on freedom of association and collective
bargaining, Programme for the Promotion of
the Declaration (DECLARATION)

tortell@ilo.org

6. Vanessa RAINGEARD

Technical Officer, ILO-Swedish project on
freedom of association and collective
bargaining, Programme for the Promotion of
the Declaration (DECLARATION)

(NB: working on an excoll contract until
second phase commences)

Vanessa.bletiere@gmail.com

7. Anca APETRIA Project Assistant, ILO-Swedish project on apetria@ilo.org
freedom of association and collective
bargaining, Programme for the Promotion of
the Declaration (DECLARATION)

8. Line BEGBY Associate expert, Gender Equality (presently | begby@ilo.or

at ILO Country Office for South Pacific Island
Countries)

9. Claude AKPOKAVIE

Specialist in Workers’ Activities, Bureau for
Workers’ Activities (ACTRAV)

akpokavie@ilo.org

10. Roy CHACKO

Principal Officer-Relations, Bureau for
Employers’ Activities (ACT/EMP)

chacko@ilo.org

11. Yun GAO BOEHMER

Technical Officer, Industrial and Employment
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ILO FIELD OFFICES

NAME

FIELD OFFICE

EMAIL

12. Vic VAN VUUREN

Director, ILO DWT for Eastern and Southern
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Programme Assistant, ILO Country Office for

Bangladesh (CO-Dhaka)

islam@ilo.org

Final Evaluation—ILO Project “Promoting freedomasfsociation and collective bargaining rights in th@4

rural and export processing sectors” GLO/09/60/SID




15. Jeff Lawrence JOHNSON

Director, ILO Country Office for the
Philippines (CO-Manila)

johnson@ilo.org
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sue.longley@iuf.org

26. Diane NDUNGU
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