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Executive summary 

 

1. The evaluator reached the conclusion that the project had been relatively well designed, although a proper 

baseline and/or needs-assessment should have been conducted. With regard to the validity of the project 

approach and strategies, and their potential to replicate, evidence shows positive indicators. There was 

however lack of clarity with regard to the magnitude of the trafficking phenomenon. During his missions, the 

consultant could only collect anecdotal direct evidence of actual cases of trafficking in the targeted locations. In 

contrast, the problem of child labour in all targeted countries was much more obvious to the observer. The 

relevance and effectiveness of the project would have benefitted from a clearer analysis of the specific 

challenges faced by national and ethnic minorities. 

2. The time frame for project implementation and the sequencing of project activities was logical but in some 

cases not realistic. Indeed, changing mentalities and fostering institutional and legal change requires relatively 

long time spans, particularly in transition countries where frequent political crises are likely to stall reforms. The 

most successful projects occurred in countries which had had the chance to benefit from successive ILO- IPEC 

projects over a sufficient time-span, such as Romania. In such cases, change was allowed to occur in a gradual 

and organic manner, as opposed to be rushed over a short period (which lessens chances of ownership and 

appropriation). Obviously, delays in initiating projects and gaps between the implementation of the Action 

Programmes (AP) including direct services planned in the two phases of the project had a noticeable negative 

impact on progress.  Some organisations and stakeholders in the interim did manage to continue certain 

activities by themselves, albeit at a much lower level. 

3. Although political and institutional instability was taken into consideration in the design of the project, the 

magnitude of such instability in the course of implementation could not have realistically been foreseen. In fact, 

elections, changes of/within governments, blockages within parliaments, high turnover of key personnel within 

administrations, restructuring of government agencies, among other factors of disruption, clearly hampered 

the timely and efficient implementation of the projects in most targeted countries. The global financial crisis 

also had an impact on the situation of the targeted countries. The project nevertheless usually managed to deal 

with them in an appropriate manner.  

4. The regional approach of the project presented, in balance, more advantages than disadvantages. The design 

of the project’s sub-regional nature seemed to be logical, even if the contexts in the target countries were quite 

different. The major such difference is the membership of two countries in the European Union; it must be 

noted, however, that membership has so far not drastically had an impact on the phenomenon of WFCL in 

these countries; it has however provided access to a wider-ranging set of assistance packages.  Contingent 

upon the availability of funds, the coordinators of the regional project could have created more opportunities 

for knowledge-sharing and coaching between countries.  Although centralised coordination based in Bucharest 

made sense in terms of rationalisation of administrative and other procedures, it did also create an additional 

bureaucratic layer between the field and ILO headquarters, which in turn at times considerably slowed down 

processes such as approval of budgets. On the positive side, the centralisation of reporting had a positive 

impact on the standardisation and overall quality of the TPRs. 
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5. The project reached its quantitative targets in terms of direct beneficiaries – with the exception of Kosovo, 

which missed its target by 100, as well as the case of Romania, which exceeded its target. Use of ILO-IPEC tools 

by governmental agencies, trade unions, state service providers and NGOs in different projects and training 

programmes have been actively and successfully promoted by the project. The evaluator was generally 

impressed with the project’s successes at the local level in raising awareness about child labour and in 

promoting social mobilization to address this issue. The majority of persons who had contact with the project 

declared having changed their vision of child labour as a result of activities such as training on CLMS. 

6. The CLMS concept, as it is promoted in the region, is likely to prove relevant to the establishment of referral 

systems for children involved in WFCL or at risk of entering WFCL. Whereas pilots have proved that the model 

was feasible at the local level, a number of other factors (e.g. political will, funding, etc.) must obviously be 

taken into consideration. The evaluator noted a generally good level of ownership of the LACs, with some 

individual members showing commitment beyond expectations, but also with some exception. 

7. In most instances, the LACs allowed stakeholders to build bridges between the different entities, for instance 

between local authorities (e.g. social services and the police) and civil society organisations. The same was true 

for closer relations between teachers and parents. The project contributed to overcome the frequent initial 

resistance to work together. The evaluator was positively impressed by the results obtained by peer educators. 

8. The evaluator determined that the effectiveness of the project’s strategies to raise awareness, including the 

Supporting Children’s Rights through Education, Arts and Media (SCREAM) methodology was generally good, 

and in some cases excellent. 

9. The evaluator was generally impressed by the degree of expertise and commitment of the implementing 

agencies. This appears to be attributable to two factors: the selected agencies were well-established 

organisations or institutions with a solid track-record of working for the protection children; and/or they had 

been involved in phase I of the project, during which they had been thoroughly trained and had proved their 

ability to work to the satisfaction of ILO-IPEC. 

10. The expected outputs were in the majority of cases delivered in a timely manner, with the appropriate quantity 

and quality. In some cases where poverty was prevalent and social services were weak, it was made clear that 

educational services, in and by themselves, were not sufficient to achieve the project’s objectives. As far as the 

evaluator could determine, the project made efficient use of resources and of the mechanisms in place for 

project monitoring.  The Direct Beneficiary Monitoring and Reporting (DBMR) was perceived as process-

oriented and its value-added was questioned, in particular because it did not build on information required in 

the TPR. The fact that it does not include software was also considered as a weak point. The capacity of the 

implementing agencies and other relevant partners to develop effective action against child labour was 

generally enhanced as a result of project activities. 

11. The project managed in some countries to mainstream CLMS in a number of national strategies, laws, 

institutions and action plans. A strategy for sustainability of achievements was defined clearly at the design 

stage of the project, but it did not sufficiently take into account the differences in contexts in the targeted 

countries. This fact was compounded by the fact that the formulation of an exit strategy was in most cases left 

for the very last period of the project. In countries which had started activities with a considerable delay, such 

an approach did make sense in view of the short time-span of the projects. More generally, interlocutors at 



 PROTECT-CEE  4 

country-level felt uneasy about mentioning an exit strategy while the implementation of action programmes 

was at its peak. 
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1. Introduction 

 1.1 Scope and purpose of the evaluation 

1.1.1. Scope 

12. The final evaluation covers the ILO-IPEC PROTECT project components funded by USDOL and Germany.  It 

focuses on the project’s achievements and its contribution to the overall national efforts to achieve the 

elimination of WFCL.  

13. The scope of the present ILO-IPEC evaluation includes all project activities to date including Action Programmes. 

The evaluation looks at the project as a whole, including issues of initial project design, implementation, lessons 

learnt, replicability and recommendations for future projects/programmes. While the primary focus of the 

evaluation is on Phase II of the programme, it is also important to link back to Phase I in providing an 

assessment of the overall legacy and contribution of ILO-IPEC so that a comprehensive view and assessment of 

the time frame required for effective support to countries can be provided. 

14. The evaluation emphasizes the assessment of key aspects of the programme, such as strategy, implementation, 

and achievement of objectives. It assesses the effect and impact of the work carried out during the 

implementation phase, using data collected on the indicators of achievement. It also evaluates the 

effectiveness, relevance, and elements of sustainability of the programme activities carried out. 

1.1.2. Purpose 

15. The evaluation was conducted with the purpose of drawing lessons from the experiences gained during the 

period of implementation. It shows how these lessons can be applied in other planned ILO-IPEC interventions in 

the broader terms of action against child labour in the context of sector specific programmes and those on 

trafficking in particular.  

16. In addition, the evaluation is intended to serve to document potential good practices, lessons learned, and 

models of interventions developed in this cycle of the project. It will serve as an important information base for 

key stakeholders and decision makers regarding any policy decisions for future subsequent activities in the 

country.  

17. The results of the evaluation are intended to be used as part of strategic planning and possible orientation for 

further phases of the various projects, including models of interventions. The results should also be used by ILO-

IPEC to design future programmes and allocate resources.  Recommendations are intended to be specifically 

made for follow up action on areas/sectors where ILO-IPEC technical and financial assistance may still be 

needed (Albania, Kosovo, Moldova and Ukraine) and for future actions against child labour to be taken by the 

key stakeholders after the phase out of ILO/IPEC projects in Bulgaria and Romania. 
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2. Methodology 

2.1. Desk review 

18. The evaluation started with a desk review of appropriate material, including the project documents, progress 

reports, outputs of the project and action programmes, results of internal planning processes, the draft report 

of the mid-term evaluation, as well as relevant materials from secondary sources.  

19. During his first mission, the evaluator had a telephone interview with the USDOL Desk Officer in charge of the 

project. 

2.2. Field visits 

20. After the desk review, the evaluation consisted missions to Albania, Kosovo, Moldova, Ukraine, Bulgaria and 

Romania, which included field visits to project locations to interview the following types of actors: 

• Project management and staff 

• Partner/implementing agencies 

• Social partners Employers’ and Workers’ groups 

• Boys and girls 

• Parents of boys and girls 

• Teachers, educators/psychologists 

• Local Action Committees 

• Government representatives, both at the central and local levels 

• National Steering Committee 

• Representative of the US Government 

2.3. Stakeholders’ workshops 

21. The evaluation methodology included a half day stakeholder workshop in each country. The workshop was 

attended by ILO-IPEC staff and key partners in order to gather further data and present the preliminary 

findings, conclusions and recommendations and obtain feedback. Representatives of US Embassies 

attended in Romania and Bulgaria. The workshop took place towards the end of each country fieldwork. The 

results of the workshop are taken into consideration for the preparation of the present draft report.  

3. Aspects examined by the evaluation 

22. The evaluator made a preliminary selection and adaptation of suggested questions annexed to the evaluation 

Terms of Reference. Some questions were considered redundant and duplicates were therefore dropped. It 

must be stressed that the methodology and proposed programme of the evaluation focused mainly on partners 

and beneficiaries, whereas other stakeholders (e.g. other organisations working in the same or similar fields) 

were only marginally included. This obviously had an influence on the questions that could be addressed by the 

evaluation.  

4. History of the project 

23. Albania, the Republic of Moldova, Romania and Ukraine participated in the first phase of an ILO/IPEC project, 

Combating Trafficking in Children for Labour and Sexual Exploitation in the Balkans and Ukraine (PROTECT 

Phase I). The first phase project, funded by USDOL and Germany ended in January 2007. Since 2004, the 
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activities of the project have been implemented together with other projects, under a common programming 

framework, Project of Technical assistance for the Elimination of Child labour, including Trafficking, in countries 

of Central and Eastern Europe (PROTECT CEE) – with the same management structure, and complementary 

upstream work / direct services. These projects have included Country Programmes for Albania and Ukraine, 

and a sub-regional programme on the WFCL funded by Germany which closed in June 2008. The Bulgarian and 

Kosovo components included as part of the Phase II present project are managed under the same programming 

framework, and implementing similar activities. Resource mobilisation efforts were included in the project 

design to generate additional resources to complement the project activities.  

5. Relevance of the Project 

24. With regard to the validity of the project approach and strategies, and their potential to replicate, evidence 

shows positive indicators as will be shown in the present report. There was however lack of clarity with regard 

to the magnitude of the trafficking phenomenon. This is partly due to the fact that data on the number of 

victims tend to be unreliable, subject to interpretation and vary according to the source used. During his 

missions, the consultant could only collect anecdotal evidence of actual cases of trafficking in the targeted 

locations. In contrast, the problem of child labour in all targeted countries was much more obvious to the 

observer.  

25. The strategies addressed the root causes of trafficking and other worst forms of child labour – e.g.  gender 

inequality and poverty as well as lack of education and skills training. It must be pointed out, however, that the 

time-span of the project and the budget at their disposal was sufficient only to scratch the surface of the 

immense and complex root-causes of the phenomena. 

26. The evaluator is asked in the Terms of Reference to assess the appropriateness of the sectors/target groups and 

locations chosen to develop the project based on the finding of baseline surveys. As outlined below in the 

section on design (in particular paragraph 34), it must be pointed out that proper baseline surveys were not 

carried out prior to initiating the project. Sectors/target groups and locations were rather chosen further to less 

 

Objectives of phase II of the project 
 

DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVE 

 

To contribute to the reduction and elimination of trafficking and other WFCL in Albania, Bulgaria, Kosovo, Moldova, Romania 

and Ukraine. 

 

IMMEDIATE OBJECTIVES 

 

Immediate Objective One: At the end of the project, country wide up-scaling of IPEC models of prevention/identification/referral 

and rehabilitation/tracking, through capacity building of institutions and greater involvement of employers will have increased 

the outreach of institutions for the elimination of child labour. 

 

Immediate Objective Two:  At the end of the project, 4500 children will have been either prevented or withdrawn from the Worst 

Forms of Child Labour in sectors/areas previously not addressed by IPEC interventions. 

 

Immediate Objective Three: At the end of the project, mainstreaming of WFCL into national policies and legislation, and 

awareness raising/mobilisation activities will have supported an increase of resources allocated to the elimination of the worst 

forms of child labour. 
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in-depth (yet useful) examination of the different situations – see textbox below. This is not to say that the 

priorities of the project were irrelevant, but rather that more in-depth analysis may have resulted in different 

choices. In some countries, for example, more emphasis may have been placed on rural forms of child labour as 

opposed to urban one – the latter being more visible and easily accessible for projects. 

5.1. Design and Planning 

5.1.1. Design 

27. The internal logic (link between objectives achieved through implementation of activities) of the project and the 

external logic of the project (degree to which the project fits into existing activities that would impact on child 

labour) made perfect sense both to stakeholders interviewed and to the evaluator.  

28. The project design adequately took into account the institutional arrangements, roles, capacity and 

commitment of stakeholders. Evidence of this will be provided in later sections dealing with partnerships, 

including with regard to ownership and appropriation of projects by stakeholders.  

29. A substantial effort was apparently made to learn lessons from the first phase of the project and incorporate 

them into the project design – see for instance textbox in paragraph 27 above. 

30. The time frame for project implementation and the sequencing of project activities was logical but in some 

cases not realistic. Indeed, changing mentalities and fostering institutional and legal change requires relatively 

long time spans, particularly in transition countries where frequent political crises are likely to stall reforms. The 

most successful projects occurred in countries which had had the chance to benefit from successive ILO- IPEC 

projects over a sufficient time-span, such as Romania. In such cases, change was allowed to occur in a gradual 

and organic manner, as opposed to be rushed over a short period as shown here below (which lessens chances 

of ownership and appropriation). 

 

Examples of consultations and research having guided the project design 
 

The sectors/target groups, priorities and pilot areas for Phase II were decided upon based on consultations with 

stakeholders in the six project countries during National Stakeholders’ Workshops held before the start of the 

project. The outcome trees designed in the initial SPIF workshops held in Phase I (2004) were further used by the 

stakeholders to review the achievements and shortcomings since the first SPIF workshops. More specifically they 

served as a basis to define national outputs, activities, indicators, the sectors and geographical areas of 

intervention, target groups and types of interventions for Phase II. These workshops a/ reviewed the status of the 

country specific objectives defined during the SPIF workshops held in 2004, b/ provided feedback to the findings of 

the PROTECT CEE Evaluation Report for Phase I, and c/ proposed further actions, the sectors and areas of 

interventions to combat the WFCL, including child trafficking, in every country. 

 

 ILO-IPEC implemented activities in the six project countries based on research findings carried out in the beginning 

of Phase II: Surveys on Child Labour in Agriculture and a Study on Juvenile Justice System in Bulgaria, a Research on 

Hazards to which Child Workers Are Exposed in the Agricultural Sector in Moldova, a Baseline Survey on Hazardous 

Child Labour in Agriculture and a Mapping of Services for Street Children in Romania, and OSH Survey on Risks and 

Hazards of Child Labour in Ukraine. Moreover, during the period 1999-2004, national household surveys and rapid 

assessments/rapid assessment surveys/baseline surveys/studies on trafficking in children, street children, rural child 

labour, Roma children, national legislation were conducted in Albania, Bulgaria, Moldova, Romania and Ukraine.  
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31. Obviously, delays in initiating projects and gaps between the implementation of the Action Programmes (AP) 

including direct services planned in the two phases of the project had a noticeable negative impact on progress. 

For instance, Bulgaria started late and APs lasted only 13 months, which was considered insufficient by 

stakeholders. In Albania, a gap of 20 months occurred between the APs of the two phases – a mere 9 months 

for phase two. Some organisations and stakeholders in the interim did manage to continue certain activities by 

themselves, albeit at a much lower level. 

32. The targeted countries all face problems related to national and/or ethnic minorities. Among those, the Roma 

are the most disenfranchised and vulnerable. This factor, however, was not sufficiently included in the design of 

the project and the specific problems of such groups were not duly taken into consideration in the approach. 

Having done so may have made the APs more relevant. Furthermore, an explicit strategy may have created 

opportunities to link the project to existing regional initiatives such as the Decade for Roma Education or EU 

programmes, as well as to national strategies. 

33. Given that there were no real baseline surveys or in-depth needs assessments to speak of prior to the designing 

of the project, quantitative targets by country seem to have been established in a rather arbitrary manner (see 

also paragraph 27 above). In other words, the numbers of beneficiaries were assigned without properly 

matching them to the reality on the ground. For the second phase of the project, a decision was taken at the 

design phase to increase the number of target beneficiaries to be reached but the budget was not 

proportionally increased accordingly.  This change was not always understood by project staff and stakeholders 

at country level.  

34. The strategy used in this project fits in with the DWCPs (see textbox below) and national education and anti-

poverty efforts. The evaluator’s assessment with regard to the degree to which the project fit in with 

interventions carried out by other organizations varied widely from country to country. Indeed, coordination 

both with national and international organisations depended on a number of internal and external factors, such 

as the readiness of other organisations to cooperate and the degree to which national project staff attempted 

to coordinate with them – see also below the section on partnerships. 

35. The project objectives and strategy were largely  in line with the national policies, plans and strategies, and also 

with the priorities / outcomes identified by the tripartite national stakeholders for the Decent Work Country 

Programmes in Albania, Moldova and Ukraine, Decent Work Agendas in Bulgaria and Romania and the Sub-

Regional and Kosovo Implementation Planning 2008-2009.  

36. It is likely that the project in Bulgaria may have achieved better results if it had been allocated two staff 

members (as opposed to one), as in the other targeted countries.  

 

Prevention and elimination of WFCL was mainstreamed into: 
 

• Decent Work Country Programme Albania 2008-2010 

• Decent Work Agenda Bulgaria 2008-2009 

• Decent Work Country Programme Moldova 2008-2011 

• Decent Work Agenda Romania 2008-2009 

• Priorities for the Decent Work Country Programme Ukraine 2008-2011 (to be signed) 
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5.1.2. External factors 

37. Although political and institutional instability was taken into consideration in the design of the project, the 

magnitude of such instability in the course of implementation could not have realistically been foreseen. In fact, 

elections, changes of/within governments, blockages within parliaments, high turnover of key personnel within 

administrations, restructuring of government agencies, among other factors of disruption, clearly hampered 

the timely and efficient implementation of the projects in most targeted countries. For instance, the project in 

Albania had to deal with three successive Ministers of Labour in one year. In Romania, the Secretary of State in 

charge of labour resigned and, due to the political situation, the vast majority of project activities were frozen 

for several months; in total, the project had to deal with three secretaries of state in charge of child labour 

during the project’s implementation. 

38. The EU pre-accession process put a lot of pressure in Romania and Bulgaria to take action on the protection of 

children, in particular with regard to deinstitutionalisation. Pressure was also put with regard to combating 

child labour, albeit to a lesser extent.  

39. The global financial crisis obviously had an impact on the situation of the targeted countries. Bankruptcy and 

budget cuts affected both the ability of governments to fulfil promises concerning the elimination of CL, as well 

as the vulnerability of the population. In this context, it is not out of the question that numbers of cases of CL 

increase.  

5.1.3. The project’s sub-regional nature 

40. The design of the project’s sub-regional nature seemed to be logical, even if the contexts in the target countries 

were quite different. The major such difference is the membership of two countries in the European Union; it 

must be noted, however, that membership has so far not drastically had an impact on the phenomenon of 

WFCL in these countries; it has however provided access to a wider-ranging set of assistance packages.   

41. In terms of exchange of experience between target countries, the following examples can be noted: 

• Mission to Kosovo of the Project Coordinator of the ILO ACT/EMP Project in Moldova, representative of the 

National Employers Federation in Agriculture and Food Processing Industry of Moldova to share the 

experience in the formulation and promotion of a Code of Conduct against the WFCL for Employers in 

Agriculture and Food Processing Industry. This was financed by the RBSA project in Kosovo. 

• A study visit on the Child Labour Monitoring System
1
 (CLMS) to Romania for a delegation from Kosovo. 

42. Although these steps were positive, the evaluator is of the opinion that, contingent upon the availability of 

funds, the coordinators of the regional project could have created more opportunities for knowledge-sharing 

and coaching between countries. Likewise staff meeting (of national coordinators), which obviously contribute 

to peer-to-peer exchange, should have been more frequent (none took place in 2009); obviously, the absence of 

a specific budget dedicated to such meetings was an impediment. 

43. Although centralised coordination based in Bucharest made sense in terms of rationalisation of administrative 

and other procedures, it did also create an additional bureaucratic layer between the field and ILO 

headquarters, which in turn at times considerably slowed down processes such as approval of budgets. On the 

                                                                    

1
 IPEC model of identification, referral and tracking of children. 
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positive side, the centralisation of reporting had a positive impact on the standardisation and overall quality of 

the TPRs. 

5.2. Effectiveness 

44. The project reached (and often exceeded) its quantitative targets in terms of direct beneficiaries – with the 

exception of Kosovo, which missed its target by 100 and whose case is explained in section 5.4 below. A 

breakdown of the results is reproduced here below.  

45. With regard to children indirect beneficiaries, the results, which the consultant finds appropriate (although the 

manner in which they were ascertained could be subject to discussion), are illustrated in the textbox below.  

 

 

CHILDREN DIRECT BENEFICIARIES, AS OF 16 OCTOBER 2009 
 

4,585 children (2,039 girls and 2,546 boys) of which: 
 

• 1,412 withdrawn from WFCL (559 girls and 853 boys) 

• 3,173 prevented to enter WFCL (1,480 girls and 1,693 boys)  
 

Breakdown per country  
  

• Albania – 685 children (271 withdrawn & 414 prevented) 

• Bulgaria – 471 (88 withdrawn & 383 prevented) 

• Kosovo – 555 children (192 withdrawn & 363 prevented) 

• Moldova – 582 children (96 withdrawn & 486 prevented) 

• Romania – 1,114 children (422 withdrawn & 692 prevented) 

• Ukraine – 1,178 children (343 withdrawn & 835 prevented) 
 

Additional children direct beneficiaries (non-educational services only) 

 

295 children (152 girls and 143 boys) of which: 

 

• 12 withdrawn from WFCL (3 girls and 9 boys) 

• 283 prevented to enter WFCL (149 girls and 134 boys)  
 

 

CHILDREN INDIRECT BENEFICIARIES 
 

2,417,215 children benefited from: 

• Increased awareness at the community level 

• Increased awareness after national-level campaigns 

• Strengthening of education providers 

• CLMS implementation 

• Policy or legislation development and reform 

• Other services provided by trained specialists 
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46. Use of ILO-IPEC tools by governmental agencies, trade unions, state service providers and NGOs in different 

projects and training programmes have been actively and successfully promoted by the project, as illustrated in 

the textbox below. 

 

47. The evaluator was generally impressed with the project’s successes at the local level in raising awareness about 

child labour and in promoting social mobilization to address this issue. Awareness-raising about the hazards of 

child labour in agriculture proved more challenging than urban CL, primarily because of deep-seated traditions 

with regard to participation of children in chores around the farm and in the fields. APs nevertheless did 

manage to ensure, at least in the short-term, that most of these children attend school. This was achieved 

though a number of steps, including for instance: awareness raising (including with parents), incentives to join, 

additional support by teachers outside the classroom, coaching by peers, monitoring of school attendance 

followed by interventions with parents were necessary.  

 

ILO-IPEC TOOLS AND MODELS UP-SCALED 
 

Albania 

• CLMS Manual used by the Ministry of Interior to mainstream CLMS multi-disciplinary approach into the National Anti-

trafficking Strategy 2008-2014 for the cooperation between different institutions at local level with a focus on the 

modus operandi of LACs and MDTs.  

Bulgaria 

• Manual for Professionals on CLMS integrated in the agenda of the State Agency for Child Protection and used to 

establish a collaboration mechanism at local level to eliminate the WFCL.  

Kosovo 

• Case Management Manual used by the Centres for Social Work in the three areas to follow-up cases of WFCL and 

provide appropriate services. 

Moldova 

• The Guidelines for Child Labour Monitoring in Moldova used by the Ministry of Social Protection, Family and Child for 

training the members of the MDTs responsible for the National Referral System in two areas.  

Romania 

• CLMS Practical Guide approved by the National Authority for Protection of Children’s Rights and used in its training 

programmes for the General Directorates for Social Assistance and Child Protection.  

• SCREAM package recommended by Ministry of Education for use by the School Inspectorates and Children’s Clubs 

network for non-formal education classes and extra-curricular activities.  

Ukraine 

• SCREAM package recommended by the Ministry of Education and Science and used for teachers’ training in three 

regions.  

• Life Skills Manual recommended by the Ministry of Education and Science and used by the practical psychologists 

working with children in orphanages and used by the Donetsk Teachers’ Training Institute for Professional 

Development.  

• Manual on Psycho-Social Rehabilitation of Children Withdrawn from Trafficking and Other WFCL recommended by 

the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine and used by Centers of Applied Psychology and Social Work in 27 

regions of Ukraine. 
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DIRECT RECIPIENTS 
 

Almost 3,000 persons trained: 
 

• members of LACs/MDTs/ICTs/CCTs  

• teachers and school headmasters/ school psychologists/counsellors  

• youth centres coordinators / peer educators / volunteers  

• members of trade unions and employers’ organizations  

• officials from municipalities  

• key staff from NGOs  

• other stakeholders – probation officers, judges  
 

 

48. The majority of persons who had contact with the project declared having changed their vision of child labour 

as a result of activities such as awareness raising activities (including working with media), peer education, 

advocacy and lobbying and training on CLMS. 

49. The CLMS concept, as it is promoted in the region, is likely to prove relevant to the establishment of referral 

systems for children involved in WFCL or at risk of entering WFCL. One could say that the seed has been planted 

for this to happen, albeit with varying levels of potential for success in different countries. Whereas pilots have 

proved that the model was feasible at the local level, a number of other factors (e.g. political will, funding, etc.) 

must obviously be taken into consideration. 

50. The evaluator noted a generally good level of ownership of the LACs, with some individual members showing 

commitment beyond expectations, but also with some exception – for instance, in Kosovo, members of the 

committees requested financial compensation for their participation in the LAC and for attending training 

courses. 

51. In most instances, the LACs allowed stakeholders to build bridges between the different entities, for instance 

between local authorities (e.g. social services and the police) and civil society organisations. The same was true 

for closer relations between teachers and parents. The project contributed to overcome the frequent initial 

resistance to work together – this also had unintended spin-offs on other issues, e.g. in Romania with regard to 

violence against children.  

52. The evaluator was positively impressed by the results obtained by peer educators. In this regard, a special 

mention should be made of the contribution of Roma peer educators in assisting their community. 
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Progresses in scaling up the CLMS at national level  

after the piloting in the selected areas and capacity building efforts 
 

ALBANIA 

• CLMS reinforced in three areas and established in two new areas, and piloted and institutionalized in the five areas 

based on Partnership Agreements concluded between the CLU/MOLSAEO and the Municipalities in five areas.  

• CLMS mainstreamed into the Integrated Law on Child Protection (draft) and the Manual on the operation of the Child 

Protection Units (draft).  

BULGARIA 

• CLMS established, piloted and institutionalized in three areas based on agreements concluded at local level. A Core 

Team of Trainers on CLMS established. 

• CLMS mainstreamed into the Child Protection Act (amended in 2009).  

KOSOVO  

• CLMS reinforced in three areas and established in three new areas, and piloted and institutionalized in the six areas 

based on partnership agreements. 

• CLMS mainstreamed into the Administrative Instruction on Prevention and Elimination of Hazardous Child Labour in 

Kosovo Replication of the CLMS Kosovo-wide mainstreamed into the European Partnership Action Plan for 2009.  

MOLDOVA 

• CLMS established, reinforced and piloted in five areas. 

• CLMS mainstreamed into the National Plan on Creation of an Integrated Social Services System 2008-2012. CLMS 

elements included in the training curriculum for MDTs in charge with the implementation of the National Referral 

System. CLMS to be mainstreamed into the National Plan of Action on Prevention and Elimination of WFCL in Moldova. 

ROMANIA 

• CLMS piloted/reinforced in 8 counties and support provided for nationwide up-scaling (training and information 

sessions).  CLMS is currently operational in 31 counties and 4 sectors of Bucharest (out of 41 counties and 6 sectors of 

Bucharest).  

• Training on CLMS mainstreamed into the National Strategy for Professional Training in the Field of Child Rights 

Protection 2009-2013 (draft). CLMS Practical Guide approved by the NAPCR and a draft Government Decision on the 

use of CLMS model nationwide currently prepared. 

UKRAINE 

• CLMS reinforced and piloted in two regions. Methodological support provided for CLMS up-scaling (trained 

practitioners) 

• CLMS mainstreamed into the Law on National Action Plan to Implement CRC till 2016 that contains separate chapter 

on combating child labour and sets as an objective CLMS implementation in Ukraine. 
 

53. The evaluator determined that the effectiveness of the project’s strategies to raise awareness, including the 

Supporting Children’s Rights through Education, Arts and Media (SCREAM) methodology was generally good, 

and in some cases excellent. In terms of promoting appropriation of IPEC tools, the following commendable 

achievement should be highlighted: 

Romania 

• CLMS Practical Guide approved by the National Authority for Protection of Children’s Rights and used in its 

training programmes for the General Directorates for Social Assistance and Child Protection.  

• SCREAM package recommended by Ministry of Education for use by the School Inspectorates and 

Children’s Clubs network for non-formal education classes and extra-curricular activities.  

Ukraine 

• SCREAM package recommended by the Ministry of Education and Science and used for teachers’ training 

in three regions.  
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• Life Skills Manual recommended by the Ministry of Education and Science and used by the practical 

psychologists working with children in orphanages and used by the Donetsk Teachers’ Training Institute for 

Professional Development.  

• Manual on Psycho-Social Rehabilitation of Children Withdrawn from Trafficking and Other WFCL 

recommended by the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine and used by Centers of Applied 

Psychology and Social Work in 27 regions of Ukraine. 

54. The consultant, further to interviews with teachers and educators, determined that, in the countries where the 

SCREAM package had been translated
2
 (and in some cases adapted to the national context) and properly 

disseminated, it was overwhelmingly appreciated. Furthermore, SCREAM has visible effects on the attitude of 

children, e.g. with regard to self-confidence, openness, ability to express oneself. This fact was very apparent in 

the discussion held with children who had participated in the project. SCREAM was described by a boy in the 

following words: “I can compare it to a vaccine, to prevent our silly behaviours, for instance rejecting 

opportunities to learn”.  

55. Unexpected and multiplier effects of the project included:  

• Some partner NGOs in Romania passed on ILO knowledge and tools to their own partner NGOs, including 

across the border with Moldova.  

• In Romania, the Steering Committee was looking at the possibility of using the CLMS model to include 

violence against children.  

• In Moldova, the DBMR showed that victims of CL also suffer from domestic violence. The project therefore 

managed to include WFCL in the law against domestic violence.  

• UNFPA Moldova will use the ILO model in its projects on combating domestic violence and trafficking. 

56. The project made considerable efforts, and achieved commendable results in mainstreaming the WFCL into 

legislation and policies, as illustrated in the table below: 

WFCL MAINSTREAMED INTO LEGISLATION AND POLICIES 

Albania -     draft Integrated Law on Child Protection 

-     Action Plan 2007-2013 for the Strategy on Social Inclusion 2007-2013  

Bulgaria -     amendments to Child Protection Act  

-     amendments to the Coordination Mechanism for Referral and Rehabilitation of Children Victims of 

Trafficking  

Kosovo -     Administrative Instruction on Prevention and Elimination of HCL  

-     Strategy and Action Plan for Protection of Children’s Rights 2009-2013  

                                                                    

2
 The SCREAM package was translated into four languages (Albanian, Bulgarian, Romanian and Ukrainian) and 

adapted to the national contexts. Given a shared use of languages, Kosovo used the Albanian version, while 

Moldova used the Romanian one. 
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WFCL MAINSTREAMED INTO LEGISLATION AND POLICIES 

Moldova -      Strategy on the National Referral System for Protection and Assistance of Victims and Potential 

Victims of Trafficking 2009-2011 and its Plan of Action 

-      National Plan on Creation of an Integrated Social Services System 2008-2012  

Romania -     draft National Plan of Action against Violence on Children 2009–2013 

-     Government Decision (GD) regarding the Prohibition of HCL  

Ukraine -      Law on Social Work with Children and Youth 

-      Law on State Programme “National Action Plan (NAP) to Implement CRC till 2016”  

 

5.3. Partnerships 

57. The evaluator was generally impressed by the degree of expertise and commitment of the implementing 

agencies. This appears to be attributable to two factors: the selected agencies were well-established 

organisations or institutions with a solid track-record of working for the protection children; and/or they had 

been involved in phase I of the project, during which they had been thoroughly trained and had proved their 

ability to work to the satisfaction of ILO-IPEC. 

58. The capacity of the implementing agencies and other relevant partners to develop effective action against child 

labour was generally enhanced as a result of project activities. That being said, most of these partners had 

already acquired expertise and know-how previously to phase II of the project. Where shortcomings were 

identified in the course of implementation, they were generally related to the various reporting requirements of 

the project. These problems were handled in two ways, namely by coaching the partners in improving their 

reporting skills or, and this is a less desirable approach, by writing reports on their behalf. 

59. Implementing agencies (both at the central and communal levels) generally praised project staff for their ability 

and availability to provide support, in particular with regard to the technical aspects of project management. 

60. The participation of the different relevant actors in the National Steering Committees NSC was on average of an 

acceptable level. Unsurprisingly, the involvement of the different representatives of the state administration 

was uneven, as was the hierarchical level of their representation in the sessions. One notable positive example 

is Moldova, where the Deputy Minister of Labour had from the onset been personally involved on the work of 

the Committee.  In the case of Kosovo, the National Steering Committee (called Technical Working Group) was 

said to still be IPEC-driven. The representatives of the different ministries complained that their participation in 

Committee sessions was problematic given that it was not specifically mentioned in their job description – and 

therefore that they had trouble justifying to their superiors the time they spent in these sessions.
3
 

61. Generally, the NSCs did not specifically deal with operational aspects of the action programmes’ 

implementation; rather their sessions were more a forum to exchange information. One positive aspect of the 

                                                                    

3
 A comment to the draft version of the present report stated: “Active involvement of members of the TWG in the 

CLMS, in particular in the process of training, coaching and monitoring of LACs was not at satisfactory level due to 

their workload with other assignments within their institutions. In this regard, KCPECL took the decision to 

institutionalize the TWG on CLMS through a decision of the Permanent Secretary of the Government (ongoing).” 
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Committees was the fact that they provided opportunities for tripartite exchange of views and for bridge-

building between NGOs and government agencies. Other activities, such as joint training, seminars and 

conferences organised by the project provided networking opportunities for organizations and government 

agencies working to address child labour on the national, provincial and local levels.  

62. It must be stressed that the methodology and proposed programme of the present evaluation focused mainly 

on partners and beneficiaries, whereas other stakeholders (e.g. other national or international organisations 

working in the same or similar fields) were only marginally included. This obviously has an influence on the 

questions that could be addressed by the evaluation, for instance with regard to coordination between the 

different stakeholders – for example the level of cooperation/coordination between the project and 

organisations such as UNICEF or OSCE differed within countries. One case of such cooperation is to be found in 

Ukraine, where joint activities with OSCE are frequent, to the point that the Organisation earmarked EUR 

20’000 in 2008 to support IPEC activities to combat trafficking.   

5.4. Efficiency of the projects 

63. The expected outputs were in the majority of cases delivered in a timely manner, with the appropriate quantity 

and quality. In some cases, where poverty was prevalent and the offer of social services was weak, it was made 

clear that educational services, in and by themselves, were not sufficient to achieve the project’s objectives; this 

was illustrated for instance in Kosovo by the initial reluctance of representatives of the local social services to 

help identify children victims of CL in the framework of the project. Head teachers had to be involved to identify 

them. This is one of the reasons why the Kosovo project fell short of its target by 100 cases. 

64. As far as the evaluator could determine, the project made efficient use of resources and of the mechanisms in 

place for project monitoring.  The Direct Beneficiary Monitoring and Reporting (DBMR) was perceived as 

process-oriented and its value-added was questioned, in particular because it did not build on information 

required in the TPR by IPs. The fact that it does not include software was also considered as a weak point.  

65. The July 2008 mid-term review was relatively irrelevant with regard to a potential impact on the second part of 

the project. Indeed, the process was almost entirely based on Romania. It did not include either field visits, or 

self-assessment at country-level. Its findings, conclusions and recommendations were of a general nature and 

overly focused on the issue of the extension of the CTA’s contract. Furthermore, the report was never finalised 

and remained in draft form, which was not likely to encourage the project to fully take it into account.  

The overall coordination of the project was the responsibility of two Chief Technical Advisers for two years (one 

CTA during the period October 2006 - June 2007 and the second CTA for the period June 2007 – September 

2008). For the period October 2008 – December 2009, the management of the project was shared between an 

Acting CTA (the Senior Desk Officer for Europe, Central Asia and Arab States at ILO-IPEC HQ) and the two Sub-

Regional Project Coordinators. 

66. There was a slight problem with the dual-funding of the project. The USDOL funded project had the CTA 

budgeted for two years out of three and national staff (country teams and sub-regional project coordinators) 

for 30 months out of 36 months – the initial duration of the project; it was extended by three months. The CTA 

post was phased out on 30 September 2008, while the national staff salaries were funded from the German-

funded project ‘Upstream Activities for Prevention and Elimination of the Worst Forms of Child Labour in 

Central and Eastern Europe’. It was originally planned, to complement the USDOL-funded project with a budget 

allocation from the German Government, but the earmarked co-funding was postponed. Therefore, the 
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German-funded project contributed to fulfil the commitment to cost-share the activities planned under Phase II 

of the USDOL funded project and ensure the sustainability of the upstream interventions. 

5.5. Sustainability 

67. A strategy for sustainability of achievements was defined clearly at the design stage of the project, but it did 

not sufficiently take into account the differences in contexts in the targeted countries. This was compounded by 

the fact that the formulation of an exit strategy was in most cases left for the very last period of the project. In 

countries which had started activities with a considerable delay, such an approach did make sense in view of 

the short time-span of the projects. More generally, interlocutors at country-level felt uneasy about mentioning 

an exit strategy while the implementation of action programmes was at its peak.
4
 

68. The project managed to mainstream (i.e. include) CLMS in a number of national strategies, laws, institutions 

and action plans, as the examples below illustrate: 

• ALBANIA: CLMS mainstreamed into the Integrated Law on Child Protection (draft) and the Manual on the 

operation of the Child Protection Units (draft).  

• BULGARIA: CLMS mainstreamed into the Child Protection Act (amended in 2009).  

• KOSOVO: CLMS mainstreamed into the Administrative Instruction on Prevention and Elimination of 

Hazardous Child Labour in Kosovo Replication of the CLMS Kosovo-wide mainstreamed into the European 

Partnership Action Plan for 2009.  

• MOLDOVA: CLMS mainstreamed into the National Plan on Creation of an Integrated Social Services System 

2008-2012. CLMS elements included in the training curriculum for MDTs in charge with the implementation 

of the National Referral System. CLMS to be mainstreamed into the National Plan of Action on Prevention 

and Elimination of WFCL in Moldova. 

• ROMANIA: Training on CLMS mainstreamed into the National Strategy for Professional Training in the 

Field of Child Rights Protection 2009-2013 (draft). CLMS Practical Guide approved by the NAPCR and a 

draft Government Decision on the use of CLMS model nationwide currently prepared. 

                                                                    

4
 Comments to the draft version of the present report brought the following additional information: “The Exit 

strategy in Romania was approved by the NSC on 23 October 2009. Only Romania and Bulgaria phased out by the 

end of the project, while the other four project countries continue to work in the framework of a sub-regional 

project to be completed by 31 December 2010 (funded by the German Government). This project is also funding 

finalization and approval of the exit strategy for Bulgaria. Moldova and Kosovo implement other country based 

projects focusing on drafting National Plans of Action (NPAs) for Prevention and Elimination of WFCL based on 

consultations with key stakeholders. This made inappropriate to go for in-depth consultations and approval 

processes of the exit strategies by the end of the project, because these NPAs would support an exit strategy in the 

respective countries.”    
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• UKRAINE: CLMS mainstreamed into the Law on National Action Plan to Implement CRC till 2016 that 

contains separate chapter on combating child labour and sets as an objective CLMS implementation in 

Ukraine. 

69. The examples listed above do necessarily prove that the results they achieved will be sustainable in the long-

term. Indeed, a number of factors may jeopardise these undertakings, such as decreasing political will to fully 

implement them (which cannot be excluded given the recurring political instability), as well as budgetary 

constraints (which are likely to increase in light of the economic crisis).  

70. The authorities in Kosovo have decided to replicate the CLMS in all municipalities by the end of 2010. Although 

this decision can be seen as a success of the project, it is difficult to see how it will be feasible to achieve this 

ambitious undertaking in such a short time, given the current situation of Kosovo.  

71. The activities contained in the textbox below, in particular the collective agreements, will certainly contribute to 

the sustainability of the achievements of phase II of the project with regard to the involvement of social 

partners in combating the WFCL. 

 

WFCL MAINSTREAMED INTO SOCIAL PARTNERS’ ACTIVITIES 
 

Albania 

• Joint Agreement on prevention and elimination of child labour among trade unions, employers’ organizations, 

Ministry of Education, Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities and Labour Inspection (2008) 

• Round Table “Enhancing the capacities of trade unions to implement the Joint Agreement on prevention and 

elimination of child labour in Albania” (2009)  

• Trainings on prevention and elimination of child labour for teachers and other professionals (2007-2009) 

Bulgaria  

• Revised Collaboration Agreement against Child Labour signed by the General Labour Inspectorate, State Agency for 

Child Protection and Agency for Social Assistance (2008)  

• National Round Table on the business sector’s responsibility on CL elimination (2008)  

• Round Table to mark the WDACL 2009 (Teachers’ Trade Union affiliated to the Labour Confederation Podkrepa, 2009) 

Kosovo  

• Debates on the role of teachers trade unionists in strengthening the response of schools against child labour (2008)  

• End of Year Event dedicated to child labour issues (American Chamber of Kosovo, 2008)  

Moldova 

• Round table “Education: The Right Response to Child Labour” (2008)  

• Parliamentary hearings on corporate social responsibility (Global Compact Network Moldova, 2008)  

• Code of Conduct on the elimination of WFCL for employers in all sectors (Moldovan Global Compact Network, 2008)  

• Collective Agreement in Constructions Sector (2009) 

• Permanent Tripartite Council on Child Labour established within the National Commission for Consultations and 

Collective Bargaining (2009)  

Romania  

• Code of Conduct against Child Labour in Constructions Sector and the Declaration of Adherence (2009) 

• Leaflet for promoting the Code of Conduct  

• Monitoring mechanism for the implementation of the Code of Conduct approved by National Authority for the 

Protection of Children’s Rights 

• Fundraising campaign “Open Your Heart Campaign” (since 2005) 

Ukraine 

• Training on CLMS for trade unionists (2008-2009) 

• Child Labour Inter-Regional Conference (2008)  

• Tripartite round-table dedicated to WDACL 2009  

• National Essay Competition “My Future Career” for students in 100 schools from the 27 regions of Ukraine (2009) 
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6. Conclusions 

72. The evaluator reached the conclusion that the project had been relatively well designed, although a proper 

baseline and/or needs assessment should have been conducted.  

73. The relevance and effectiveness of the project would have benefitted from a clearer analysis of the specific 

challenges faced by national and ethnic minorities. 

74. Choosing implementing partners involved in phase I of the project contributed to efficiency and effectiveness of 

phase II. 

75. The project was faced with a number of external challenges due to political and economic crises, but generally 

managed to deal with them in an appropriate manner.  

76. The time frame for project implementation and the sequencing of project activities was logical but in some 

cases not realistic. Indeed, changing mentalities and fostering institutional and legal change requires relatively 

long time spans, particularly in transition countries where frequent political crises are likely to stall reforms.  

77. The most successful projects occurred in countries which had had the chance to benefit from successive ILO- 

IPEC projects over a sufficient time-span, e.g. in Romania. In such cases, change was allowed to occur in a 

gradual and organic manner, as opposed to be rushed over a short period (which decreased the chances of 

appropriation and ownership) 

78. The regional approach of the project presented, in balance, more advantages than disadvantages. However, 

more resources should have been allocated to exchange of information and experiences between the different 

country teams.  

79. The project, with the exception of missed target in Kosovo, managed to fulfil its objectives and this in an 

efficient manner. 

80. The evaluator was generally impressed with the project’s successes at the local level in raising awareness about 

child labour and in promoting social mobilization to address this issue.  

81. The usefulness and feasibility of ILO-IPEC tools and models were demonstrated. Signs of national and/or local 

appropriation and ownership of these tools and models could be observed. 

82. More specifically, the CLMS concept, as it is promoted in the region, is likely to prove relevant to the 

establishment of referral systems for children involved in WFCL or at risk of entering WFCL. Whereas pilots have 

proved that the model was feasible at the local level, a number of other factors (e.g. political will, funding, etc.) 

must obviously be taken into consideration. The evaluator noted a generally good level of ownership of the 

LACs, with some individual members showing commitment beyond expectations, but also with some exception. 

LACs allowed stakeholders to build bridges between the different entities, for instance between local authorities 

(e.g. social services and the police) and civil society organisations. 

83. A number of important policy and legal breakthroughs were achieved by the project, but continued efforts will 

be necessary to ensure their sustainability – see recommendations below. 
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7. Recommendations 

84. Despite membership of their country in the EU, Bulgarian and Romania partners still need assistance in terms of 

technical capacity building. ILO should therefore identify ways and means to ensure that such support is 

provided, either directly by itself, or through EU programmes building on the achievements of the project so far.  

85. Potential future projects should be based on clearer analysis of the specific challenges faced by national and 

ethnic minorities. This would not only increase relevance and effectiveness of projects for these particularly 

vulnerable groups, but also facilitate: a) synergies with other international and national actors already active in 

this field; building bridges with national or regional strategies (e.g. the Decade of Roma Inclusion 2005–2015); 

c) access to sources of funding earmarked for such minorities.  

86. Further assistance should be provided to non-EU countries to continue up-scaling of ILO-IPEC tools and models, 

including effective implementation of new policies and legal instruments – see also further recommendation 

below on the CLMS. 

87. Additional attention should be paid to ensure coordination and synergies with assistance provided by other 

international stakeholders, notably the EU in the context of its pre-accession programmes. 

88. ILO should examine the possibility of enrolling Albania and Moldova in a TBP programme, given the apparent 

readiness of these countries to do so. 

89. The CLMS concept, thanks to the pilots established by the project, largely proved its relevance to the 

establishment of referral systems for children involved in WFCL or at risk of entering WFCL. Nevertheless, 

additional action (for instance lobbying to muster sufficient political will and the allocation of the necessary 

budgetary resources) will be necessary to ensure that the model is effectively replicated beyond the local level.  
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Annexes 

1. List of interviews and places visited 

Project Team 

PROTECT CEE SUB-REGIONAL TEAM 

 

Viorica Stefanescu (Ms.), Sub-Regional Project Coordinator 

Ioana Florea (Ms.), Sub-Regional Project Coordinator 

 

ALBANIA 

 

Etleva Vertopi (Ms.), National Programme Manager 

Jorida Dervishi (Ms.), Programme Assistant 

 

BULGARIA 

 

Velina Todorova (Ms.), National Programme Manager 

 

KOSOVO 

 

Lindita Ibishi Boshtrakaj (Ms.), National Programme Manager 

Eliza Thana (Ms.), Programme Assistant 

 

MOLDOVA 

 

Viorica Ghimpu (Ms.), National Programme Manager 

Veaceslav Musteata (Mr.), Programme Assistant 

 

ROMANIA 

 

Rodica Moise (Ms.), National Programme Manager 

Izabella Popa (Ms.), Programme Assistant 

 

UKRAINE 

 

Tetyana Minenko (Ms.), National Programme Manager 

Anna Lukanina (Ms.), Programme Assistant 

 

Ukraine 

MISSION TO DONETSK REGION (OCTOBER 29, 2009) 

 

Pilot region of the IPEC Action Programme “Targeting Child Labour in Donetsk region: comprehensive response” 

 

Service providers interviewed:  

 

(Donetsk) 

 

1. Dyomkina Valentina, Programme Coordinator, Head of the IA, NGO “Donetsk Youth Debate Center”  
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Meeting with teachers/social workers trained on the use of ILO IPEC methodologies (SCREAM, Life Skills) 

 

1. Kiva Liliya, psychologist of Gorlivka school #84 

2. Smagina Iryna, psychologist of Khartsyzsk lyceum #2 

3. Tohmatycheva Viktoria, psychologist of Donetsk boarding school #5 

4. Fedorenko Oksana, psychologist of Gorlivka boarding school 

5. Moskalenko Oksana, teacher of Donetsk school #67 

6. Gordiychuk Svitlana, specialist of the Department of Education and Science of Donetsk Regional State 

Administration 

 

(Khartsyzsk)  

 

Meeting with the members of Multi Disciplinary Team 

 

1. Kaloshyn Mihail, Head of the Department of Information and Analytical Activities and Relations with 

Administrative Bodies, Executive Committee of Kharsyzsk city council 

2. Esipova Vera, Head of the Department of Services for Children, Khartsyzsk City Council 

3. Oleshko Oksana, Chief Specialist of the Department of Services for Children, Khartsyzsk City Council 

4. Khodina Lidiya, Head of the Coordinative Council of Tus in Khartsyzsk  

5. Chernyavskiy Roman, Khartsyzsk Department of the Ministry of Interior in Donetsk Region 

6. Kryazheva Elena, Labour Inspector, Labour Inspectorate in Donetsk Region 

7. Gyryeva Nataliya, psychologist, Department on Education of Khartsyzsk city council 

8. Vinnichenko Aleksandra, Chief Specialist of Department of Support for Unemployed, Khartsyzsk 

Employment Center 

 

MISSION TO KHERSON REGION (OCTOBER 27, 2009) 

 

Pilot region of the IPEC Action Programme “Targeting Child Labour in Kherson region: comprehensive response” 

 

Service providers interviewed:  

 

 (Khesron) 

   

2. Olena Mykytas, Programme Coordinator, Head of the IA  NGO “USpishna Zhinka” (NGO “Successful 

Woman”) 

3. Sergeeva Inna, Programme Assistant 

4. Angela Raksha, representative of the State Service in Children Affairs of Kherson Regional State 

Administration  

5. Nina Ivanova, secondary school # 44 of the Kherson Regional Council, school psychologist -SCREAM trainer 

 

(Nova Kakhovka, boarding school - SCREAM/ Life skills)  

 

7. Liudmila Sera, psychologist of New Kakhovka boarding school, Kherson Regional Council 

8. Iryna Badenko, Deputy Director on extra curricular activities of Skadovsk boarding school, Kherson 

Regional Council 

9. Natalia Shevchenko, psychologist of the Skadovsk boarding school, Kherson Regional Council 

 

 (Kakhovka – Local Action Committee) 

 

9. Olena Sushko, Head of the Department of Services for Children, Kakhovka Municipality  

10. Tetyana Krupina, chief specialist, Head of the Department of Services for Children. Kakhovka Municipality 

11. Olexander Gluschenko, Deputy of Kakhovka Regional council 

12. Maxim Prykhodko,  private entrepreneur- employer, Deputy of Kakhovka Regional council 



 PROTECT-CEE  24 

13. Ivan Solodovnikov, Head of the Department on Criminal Juvenile Police of Kakhovka Municipality  

14. Aliona Dashkevytch, Kakhovka Public Employment Center  

15. Galyna Nazarova, Director of Kakhovka Center of Social Services for children, youth  and families  

16. Iryna Soshnikova, journalist of the local newspaper 

17. Ivanna Iotova, journalist of the local newspaper “Tavria Echo” 

 

 (Khesron – OSH sessions in institutions) 

 

1. Evgen Omelchenko,  Head of the Kherson Territorial OSH Inspection  

2. Larisa Giren’ko, Chief State OSH Inspector in agricultural sector  

 

Stakeholders Workshop, October 30, 2009 

 

# Name Organization 

1.  BONDAR 

Anna  

Department on Social and Economical Policy, Federation of 

Employers of Ukraine 

2.  GOSTEVA 

Nataliya  

Legal Department, Confederation of Employers of Ukraine 

3.  DYOMKINA  

Valentyna  

Donetsk Youth Debate Center, Programme Manager, ILO-IPEC 

DAP «Combating WFCL in Donetsk region: comprehensive 

response» 

4.  JEANNET 

Stephane 

Independent evaluator 

5.  ILCHENKO  

Bohdan  

Union of Lessees and Entrepreneurs of Ukraine 

6.  KOSTRYTSYA  

Vasyl 

International Labour Office 

7.  KURYLO  

Yuriy 

All Ukrainian Union of Workers’ Solidarity 

8.  LEVYTSKA 

Nataliya 

Confederation of Free Trade Unions of Ukraine 

9.  LUKYANCHUK  

Olena 

Service on Children Affairs, Gorlivka 

10.  LUKANINA  

Anna 

ILO-IPEC Ukaine 

11.  LUNCHENKO 

Nadiya 

Ukrainian Center for Applied Psychology and Social Work 

12.  MAZNA  

Raisa 

Trade Union of Agricultural Complex’ Workers 

13.  MARSHAVIN 

Dmytro 

Training Institute, Public Employment Service 

14.  MYKYTAS  

Olena 

NGO “Uspishna Zhinka”, Programme Manager, ILO-IPEC DAP 

«Combating WFCL in Kherson region: comprehensive response» 

15.  MINENKO  

Tetyana 

ILO-IPEC Ukraine 

16.  MESCHERYAKOVA 

Galyna 

ILO/EC Project “Gender Equality in the World of Work” 

17.  PYLYPAS 

Yulia 

State Social Cervice for Family, Children and Youth 

18.  POTAPOVA 

Iryna 

Federation of Trade Unions of Ukraine 

19.  BOYKO International Relations Department, Ministry of Labour and 
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# Name Organization 

Oleksandra Social Policy of Ukraine 

20.  RUDENKO  

Tetyana 

OSCE Project Coordinator’s Office in Ukraine 

21.  SAVENKOVA  

Nataliya 

OSH Inspection 

22.  SAVCHUK  

Sergiy 

ILO/EC Project “Gender Equality in the World of Work” 

23.  SERGEEVA  

Inna 

NGO “Uspishna Zhinka”, Programme Assistant, ILO-IPEC DAP 

«Combating WFCL in Kherson region: comprehensive response» 

24.  SUSHKO  

Olena 

Service on Children Affairs, Kakhovka 

25.  CHEPURKO 

Gulbarshyn 

Charity Fund “Intellectual’na Perspectyva”, ILO-IPEC AP 

“Supporting the Up-Scaling Efforts of CLMS in Ukraine” 

26.  PLACHYNDA 

Valentyna 

Public Employment Service 

 

Moldova 

Biesti, Orhei, Republic of Moldova, 18 November 2009 

 

ILO-IPEC IMPLEMENTING PARTNERS 

 Svetlana Haraz Project Coordinator, National Centre for Child Abuse Prevention 

(NCCAP) 

 Vladimir VLAS Local Coordinator, NCCAP, Biesti, Orhei  

 Ion VLAS Mayor, Biesti village, Orhei rayon 

 Tatiana TARUS  Psychologist, NCCAP, Biesti, Orhei  

 Veronica BOLDISOR  Teacher, NCCAP, Biesti, Orhei 

 Vasile GODOROJA Peer Educator, NCCAP, Biesti, Orhei 

 Veaceslav MACRINICI Peer Educator, NCCAP, Biesti, Orhei 

 

Balti, Republic of Moldova, 19 November 2009 

 

ILO-IPEC IMPLEMENTING PARTNERS 

 Svetlana Haraz Project Coordinator, National Centre for Child Abuse Prevention 

(NCCAP) 

 Natalia Sevciuc Local Coordinator, NCCAP, Balti 

 Irina Cucereavaia Peer Educator, NCCAP, Balti 

 Viorica Postolachi Peer Educator, NCCAP, Balti  

 Tatiana Stefirta Social Teacher, NCCAP, Balti 

 Valentina Panu Teacher, NCCAP, Balti 

 Micolai Moscalu Member of Multidisciplinary Team 

 

Chisinau, Republic of Moldova, 17 November 2009 

 

ILO-IPEC IMPLEMENTING PARTNERS 

 Daniela Popescu Director, National Centre for Child Abuse Prevention (Implementing Agency) 

 Svetlana Haraz Project Coordinator, National Centre for Child Abuse Prevention 

 Rodica Coretchi-Mocanu Local Coordinator, National Centre for Child Abuse Prevention, Chisinau 

 Lilia Golovei Teacher National Centre for Child Abuse Prevention 

 Tatiana Minascurta Psychologist National Centre for Child Abuse Prevention 
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ILO-IPEC IMPLEMENTING PARTNERS 

 Marcela Fordea  Social Teacher, National Centre for Child Abuse Prevention 

 Veronica Protic Social assistant, National Centre for Child Abuse Prevention 

 Igor Ciobanu Social assistant, National Centre for Child Abuse Prevention 

 

OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 

 Viorica Ghimpu National Programme Manager, ILO-IPEC 

 Alina Bulimestru Peer education leader 

 Ana Gobjila Manager, Placement Centre “Small Group Homes” 

   

 

Kosovo 

Meeting with PVPT, IPEC IA of the AP”Supporting efforts to Prevent and Withdraw Children from HCL in the 

street and in agriculture” 

 Ms. Hamijete Dedolli , Executive Director –AP Project Coordinator  

 

Meeting with Ms. Kristin Westphal (Economic Officer), US Embassy  

 

Meeting with the Institute of Social Policies (ISP)-MLSW, IPEC IA of the AP “Support to upscale CLM System in 

Kosovo” 

 

Mr. Gafur Podvorica- Director, Institute of Social Policies, Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare 

Mr. Avdi Podvorica- Head of Advisers Division and AP Coordinator, Institute of Social Policies, Ministry of Labour 

and Social Welfare 

Mr. Nurije Kelmendi- Head of Sector for International Social Service- Head of the Technical Working Group on CLM 

and member of the Project Implementation Team,  Institute of Social Policies, Ministry of Labour and Social 

Welfare 

Ms. Selvete Sadiku- Child Labour Unit and member of the Project Implementation Team, Institute of Social Policies, 

Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare.  

 

Mr. Ilmi Dobra- Director, Municipal Directorate of Health and Social Welfare, Coordinator of Local Action 

Committee in Drenas  

 

Meeting with 9 members of the Local Action Committee on CLM in Drenas/Gllogovc: 

 

1. Mr. Ilmi Dobra- Director, Municipal Directorate of Health and Social Welfare, Coordinator of Local Action 

Committee in Drenas/Gllogovc 

2. Mr. Halit Bytyqi- Representative from Municipal Directorate of Agriculture 

3. Mr. Agim Kastrati- Representative of the Municipal Directorate of Education 

4. Mr. Habib Tahiraj- representative of the Municipal Directorate of Youth and Culture 

5. Mr. Ibrahim Hajdari- Representative of the Department for International Relations 

6. Mr. Avdi Gashi- Director, Center for Social Work in Drenas/Gllogovc 

7. Mr. Gani Kukaj- Representative of Center for Social Work  

8. Ms. Zylfije Gvarella-Representative from the NGO”Aurola” 

9. Rinora Veliu- Media representative  
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Meeting with Social Worker Officials, Case Managers of targeted beneficiaries, in the Center for Social Work-

Drenas/Gllogovc:  

Mr. Shaban Cervadiku and Mr. Rexhep Ramaj- Social Work Officials, Case Managers of the children targeted for 

withdrawal from the Hazardous Child Labour in the street and in agriculture.   

 

Meeting with Mr. Besim Morina, School Director of the Primary School in Cikatova e Vjeter, Drenas/ Gllogovc 

Meeting with direct beneficiaries, their parents and teachers 

 

 

Meeting with 7 members of TWG on CLM: 

 

1. Ms. Nurije Kelmendi- Head of Technical Working Group on CLM, Institute of Social Policies, Ministry of Labour and 

Social Welfare 

2. Ms. Selvete Sadiku-Child Labour Unit, Institute of Social Policies, Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare 

3. Mr. Basri Kastrati- Direct Assistance Officer, Ministry of Justice-Victims Advocacy and Assistance Division 

4. Mr. Arsim Memaj- Chief of Breeding and Animal Production and Marketing, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development 

5. Mr. Agim Millaku-Deputy Chief, Labour Inspectorate, MLSW 

6. Mr. Gani Lluga- Representative of NGO”ASTRA 

7. Mr.  Jakup Rukovci- Representative of the Union of Independent Trade Unions in Kosovo-BSPK.  

 

STAKEHOLDER’S WORKSHOP (Final Evaluation) 

4 December 2009, Prishtina 

# Name Institution / Organization Job Title 

1 Mr. Nenad Rasic  Ministry of Labour and Social 

Welfare (MLSW) 

Minster of Labour and Social Welfare (MLSW) 

2 Mr. Behxhet Gaxhiqi Ministry of Labour and Social 

Welfare (MLSW) 

Ministers Advisor for Social Issues 

3 Mr. Muhamet Gjocaj  Ministry of Labour and Social 

Welfare (MLSW) 

Director of Department of Social Welfare  

4 Mr. Bajram Kelmendi  Ministry of Labour and Social 

Welfare (MLSW) 

Head of the Division of Social Services, 

Department of Social Welfare 

5 Mr. Habit Hajredini  Prime Minister’s Office Director of the Office for Good Governance, 

member of the KCPECL 

6 Mr. Gafur Podvorica Institute of Social Policy Director 

7 Mr. Avdi Podvorica Institute of Social Policy Head of Advisers Division  and Project 

Coordinator of the AP “Support to upscale CLM 

System in Kosovo” 

8 Ms. Nurje Kelmendi Institute of Social Policy- 

MLSW 

Head of the Sector for International Social 

Services and Head of the TWG on CLM  

9 Ms. Selvete Sadiku Institute of Social Policy- 

MLSW 

Child Labour Unit Officer 

10 Mr. Agim Berdyna  Ministry of Education, 

Science and Technology  

Director of the Department for Pre-University 

Education and member of KCPECL 

11 Ms. Emine Kelmendi Ministry of Agriculture, 

Forestry and Rural 

Development  

Head of Human Rights Unit and member of the 

TWG for drafting Kosovo Action Plan on 

Prevention and Elimination of WFCL   

12 Mr. Xhafer Xhaferi Union of Independent Trade 

Unions -BSPK 

Deputy President and member of KCPECL 

13 Mr. Ali Shabanaj  Trade Unions of education 

and Science-SBASHK 

President  
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# Name Institution / Organization Job Title 

14 Ms. Lumnije Hashani Kosovo Chamber of 

Commerce  

Legal Officer and member of the KCPECL and of 

the TWG on drafting Kosovo Action Plan on 

Prevention and Elimination of WFCL   

15 Mr. Nuhi Kocinaj Center for Social Work –

Prizren  

Director  

16 Mr. Avdi Gashi Center for Social Work –

Drenas/Gllogovc 

Director 

17 Mr. Shaban Cervadiku Center for Social Work –

Drenas/Gllogovc 

Head of the Division of Social Services  

18 Mr. Muharrem Kokaj  Center for Social Work-

Prishtina 

Director 

19 Mr. Nazim Cakolli Center for Social Work-

Prishtina 

Head of the Division of Social Services  

20 Mr. Miran Salihu Center for Social Work- 

Mitrovica 

Director  

21 Mr. Sabit Rama Center for Social Work- 

Mitrovica 

Head of the Division of Social Services  

22 Mr. Ragip Sadiku Center for Social Work – 

Kastriot/Obiliq  

Head of the Division of Social Services  

23 Mr. Besim Morina Elementary school “Drenas-

Cikatove  

Director 

24 Mr. Zeni Hasani Elementary School ”Leke 

Dukagjini”, Prizen  

Teacher  

25 Ms. Hamijete Dedolli Center for Protection of 

Victims and Prevention of 

Trafficking with Human 

Beings  

Project coordinator of the ILO-IPEC AP 

”Supporting efforts to Prevent and Withdraw 

Children from HCL in the street and in 

agriculture” 

26 Mr. Stephane Jeannet Human Solutions consulting  External Evaluator  

27 Ms. Lindita Ibishi 

Boshtrakaj 

ILO-IPEC National Programme Manager  

28 Ms. Eliza Thana ILO-IPEC Programme Assistant 

 

Albania 

List of persons interviewed/met by the International Evaluator during the field visits  

 

1. Rasim Balliu, Director of VET Center, Elbasan.  

2. VET  trainers and children, Elbasan 

3. Ali Karadaku, teacher Elbasan 

4. Valbona Ismailati, teacher, Elbasan 

5. Fatbardha Zhuka, Youth instructor, Elbasan   

6. Antoneta Rahmani, peer educator, Elbasan  

7. Abjola Cepa, peer educator, Elbasan   

8. Gentiana Kaculi, Teacher, Elbasan 

9. M ikail Sterjo, HFC Local Project Coordinator, Elbasan 

10. Edmond Disho, CLMS Regional Coordinator, Elbasan 

11. Bukuroshe Shabanaj, Trade Union Representative,  Elbasan 

12. Shkelqesa Manaj,Chief of CLU / MOLSAEO  

13. Donika Dardha, CLMS Coordinator, Korce  

14. Robert Stratoberdha, Executive Director HFC, Korce  

15. Entela Ferzo, Local Project Coordinator HFC, Korce 
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16. Marjeta Kota, Teacher, Korce 

17. Ferzilet Dhembo, Teacher, Korce 

18. Mailinda Tona, Youth Instructor, Korce.  

19. Ylli Shahinas, teacher, Korce. 

20. Luljeta Kapedani, Teacher, Korce. 

21. Klau Orgenaj, peer educator, Korce 

22. Eglantina Rrapushi, peer educator, Korce.  

23. Niko Peleshi, Major of Korca.  

24. Stavri Liko, Secretary General of TUFESA, Tirane  

 

List of participants in Stakeholders’ Workshop  

 

1. Floriana Hima, Child Protection Officer – UNICEF 

2. Albana Markaj, Specialist – Institute of curricula and Studies 

3. Jolanta Veronika Merkyte – Representative from UN Youth Employment and Migration Programme 

4. Altin Hazizaj, Executive Director – Children’s Rights Center Albania 

5. Mirela Muca, Executive Director- National Center for Social Studies  

6. Pranvera Elezi, Specialist at INSTAT (Institute of Statistics) 

7. Shkelqesa Manaj, Chief of CLU at MOLSAEO 

8. Selvie Mucaj, CLMS Coordinator of Tirana  

9. Aida Pambuku, MDT Member CLMS, Tirana 

10. Zana Kondi, MDT Member, CLMS, Tirana 

11. Samira Hoxha, CLMS Coordinator – Municipality of Shkodra  

12. Entela Ferzo, Local Project Coordinator HFC, Korca.  

13. Rudina Lako, Teacher, CLMS, Korca 

14. Llazar Palla, Local Project Coordinator, Berat 

15. Julinda Vokopola, CLMS Coordinator, Berat Municipality  

16. Kozeta Nushi, MDT member, Berat 

17. Mikail Sterjo, Local Project Coordinator, HFC Elbasan 

18. Edmond Disho, CLMS Coordinator, Elbasan 

19. Grisela Myzyri, teacher CLMS , Elbasan 

20. Minella Mano, The head of Trade Union of Health, Trana  

21. Liri Brace, MDT Member, Trana 

22. Merita Mece, Terre des Hommes, Tirana  

23. Belioza Coku, BKTF Coalition Tirana  

24. Rina Jaupi, Specialist at Ministry of Labour, Tirana  

 

Romania 

Iasi 

 

Meeting with Educational Center Team, peer educators, direct beneficiaries and parents  

 

Meeting with Save the Children Iasi Branch.  

 

Liteni 

 

Meeting with YC Team run by Alternative Sociale Association  (teachers, peer educators, direct beneficiaries).  

 

Participation to Intersectoral County Team’s meeting (7 persons). Venue place: General Department for Social 

Assistance and Child Protection Iasi 

 

Meeting with the Project Implementing Team of Alternative Asociale Association (AAS) . Venue: AAS office . 
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Bucharest 

 

Meeting with the Project Implementing teams of  

a/ Save the Children Romania (SCR), 5 persons 

b/ CRIPS NGO and Child Labour Unit/National Authority for the Protection of Child Rights (NAPCR), 8 

persons. 

 

Stakeholders’ workshop 

 

No. Name Institution /organization Function 

1. Daniela Edu/ Elena Dobre 

 

Ministry of Labour, Family and Social 

Protection 

Counsellor 

2 Dima Mihaela Labour Inspectorate  

3 Simona Neacsu Labour Inspectorate  

4 Gheorghe Barbulescu Ministry of Administration and Interior  Specialized Officer on Prevention 

of Child Delinquency 

5 Teodorescu Florenta Ministry of Administration and Interior  General Inspectorate of 

Romanian Police  

6 Rodica Cherciu  

 

Ministry of Education, Research and 

Innovation 

Counsellor 

7 Mihai Serban National Agency against Trafficking in 

Persons 

Counsellor 

8 Daniela Gheorghe Federation of NGOs active in Child 

Protection 

 

9 Mioara Bogdan ANPDC General Secretary 

10 Manuela Danescu ANPDC Director Policies and Strategies  

11 To be nominated Trade Unions   

12 To be nominated Employers Organizations   

13 Lili Bibac Save the Children Romania  Programme Coordinator  

14 Aurora Toea  CRIPS (NGO) Programme Coordinator  

15 Alexandru Gulei Alternative Sociale Association Iasi   Programme Coordinator  

16 To be nominated Youth Centre Iasi run by Alternative 

Sociale Association 

Coordinator  

17 To be nominated Educational Centre Iasi  run by Save the 

Children Romania 

Coordinator  

18 Alina Fatu  Educational Centre in Constanta run by 

Save the Children Romania 

Coordinator 

19 Marina Nicolaescu  US Embassy  

21 Stephanne Jeannet Evaluator  

22 Viorica Stefanescu ILO–IPEC PROTECT CEE Sub-Reginal Project Coordinator  

 

23 Alina Zevedei ILO–IPEC PROTECT CEE Sub-Reginal Project Assistant 

24 Rodica Moise ILO-IPEC  Consultant 

 

Bulgaria 

Balvan 

 

- Ms. Mariela Todorova - Director of the Crisis Centre in Balvan. 

Meeting with the Crisis Centre Team and beneficiaries   
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Targovishte 

 

- Mr. Georgi Grigorov - Director of the Community Support Centre in Targovishte.  

Meeting with the Community Support Centre Team, direct beneficiaries and parents 

 

Shumen 

 

- Ms. Silvia Milkova - social worker in the Community Support Centre in Shumen. 

- Ms. Veneta Gospodinova - Director of the same Centre.  

Meeting with the Community Support Centre Team, direct beneficiaries and parents 

 

Sofia 

 

Ms. Sabina Sabeva – Director - International Social Service – Bulgaria (Implementing Agency)  

Ms. Nelly Petrova – Director and Ms. Madlen Tanielyan – Project Coordinator, Social Activities and Practices 

Institute (Implementing Agency) 

 

Stakeholders’ workshop 

 

No Name and position Institutuion/Organization 

1.  Valentina Simeonova   

Deputy Minister  

Ministry of Labour and Social Policy   

2.  Ivailo Ivanov - Director Agency for Social Assistance    

3.  Svetlana Lomeva  

Deputy Minister  

Ministry of Education, Youth and Science  

4.  Nadia Shabani - Chair SACP 

5.  Krasimira Chobanova   

Chief of department  

Ministry of Interior – National Police  

6.  Darina Konova – Child labour Unit  Ministry of Labour and Social Policy   

7.  Natalia Kirova 

Chief expert   

General Labour Inspection 

Legal department 

8.  Jeliazko Hristov  

President    

Confederation of Independent trade unions 

9.  Konstantin Trenchev  

President 

Labour Confederation Podkrepa 

10.  Petranka Fileva  

Director  

UN Association of Bulgaria 

11.  Maria Chomarova 

Director 

Animus Association Foundation  

12.  Ognian Drumev 

Director   

Ecip / former Care International Bulgaria  

13.  Rositza Stoyanova 

Chief 

Child Protection Department, Kurdjali 

14.  Gergana Georgieva    

Director   

Social Assistance  Directorate - Targovishte 

15.  Gergi Grigorov  

Director 

Community Support Centre Targovishte 

16.  Silvia Milkova  

Expert – Action Programme Assistant   

Community Support Centre Shumen 

17.  Atanaska Mundjiska - Expert – Action Programme 

Assistant   

Community Support Centre Pazardjik 

18.  Zlatka Kostova  Child Protection Department Pazardjik 
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No Name and position Institutuion/Organization 

Chief   

19.  Sabina Sabeva  

Director 

International Social Services  

Bulgaria (ILO-IPEC Implementing Agency) 

20.  Jivka Marinova  

Action Programme Assistant  

International Social Service Bulgaria (ILO-IPEC 

Implementing Agency) 

21.  Nely Petrova – Dimitrova  

Director 

Institute for Social Studies and Practices (ILO-IPEC 

Implementing Agency) 

22.   Madlen Tanielian  

Action Programme Coordinator 

Institute for Social Studies and Practices (ILO-IPEC 

Implementing Agency) 

23.  Stephane Jeannet Evaluator 

24.  Velina Todorova 

National Programme Manager 

ILO-IPEC Bulgaria 

 

2. Presentation of the evaluator 

 

Stéphane Jeannet has over 18 years of international professional experience in the fields of human rights, 

development and humanitarian affairs. He holds a Master’s Degree in Law (LL.M.) in International Human Rights 

Law from the University of Essex and a MA from the Graduate Institute of International Studies in Geneva. He also 

received training in evaluation and management at the universities of Harvard, Ulster and Geneva (IUED). 

 

Stéphane Jeannet has held positions as a human rights officer and investigator for the United Nations (OHCHR and 

DPA) and as a legal adviser and protection delegate for the ICRC. He represented ICRC in a number of negotiations 

at the United Nations.  

 

Since 2001 he has completed 63 contracts as a consultant and has carried out over 40 evaluations of projects, 

programmes and organisations, mostly as team/project leader. He has also coached the development of strategies 

for several organisations. His recent work has concerned mainly human rights, access to justice, governance and 

communication. He is also experienced in issues related to international security.  

 

He has conducted 70 missions covering 42 developing/transition countries. 
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3. Terms of reference of the evaluation 

 

International Programme on the Elimination of Child Labour 
ILO/IPEC 

 
 

Terms of Reference 
For  

Independent Final Evaluation 

Trafficking and other Worst Forms of Child Labour in Central 

and Eastern Europe Phase II (PROTECT-CEE) 

 
ILO Project Code RER/06/P50/USA & RER/09/51/FRG 
ILO Project Number P.340.06.400.050 

P.240.09.400.051 
ILO Iris Code 100608 

101625 
Countries Albania, Bulgaria, Kosovo, Moldova, 

Romania and Ukraine 
Duration  39 months (USDOL) 9 months (FRG) 
Starting Date September 2006 (USDOL)  

April 2009 (FRG) 
Ending Date December 2009 (USDOL and FRG) 
Project Locations National level and selected districts 
Project Language English 
Executing Agency ILO-IPEC 
Financing Agency USDOL and FRG 
Donor contribution USDOL: US $3,500,000 

FRG: US$ 534,850 
 

Final Version for 

stakeholder circulation: 

October 9
th

 2009 Basis for 

contract 
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I. Background and Justification 

 
The aim of ILO-IPEC is the progressive elimination of child labour, especially its worst forms. The 
political will and commitment of individual governments to address child labour - in cooperation with 
employers’ and workers’ organizations, non-governmental organizations and other relevant parties in 
society - is the basis for IPEC action. IPEC support at the country level is based on a phased, multi-sector 
strategy. This strategy includes strengthening national capacities to deal with this issue, legislation 
harmonization, improvement of the knowledge base, raising awareness on the negative consequences of 
child labour, promoting social mobilization against it, and implementing demonstrative direct action 
programmes (AP) to prevent children from child labour and remove child workers from hazardous work 
and provide them and their families with appropriate alternatives.  

Trafficking in human beings is closely linked to the political and economic transition that countries in 
South Eastern Europe have gone through in the last decade.  It has its roots in the lack of job 
opportunities, the cost of living that exceeds average incomes, the increasing social stratification and the 
weakening of the social safety net.  Parents who are hard-pressed to feed large families do not dissuade 
children from leaving and some even take the initiative to arrange for one of their children to migrate in 
the hope of increasing family income.  Certain communities such as the Roma (in particular Roma 
women) who are marginalized on the labour market are particularly vulnerable to trafficking.  

Trafficking in human beings takes place both across borders and internally.  Trafficking of women and 
girls for sexual exploitation has dominated media reporting of the issue but trafficking in children, both 
boys and girls, for labour exploitation is also growing.  Children are trafficked for begging, petty crime, 
street vending, and domestic work or to work in agriculture, construction, or manufacturing.  They are 
trafficked across borders but also within countries, generally from rural to urban areas, or from small 
towns to towns where demand for malleable labour is higher.  Some are abducted or threatened into 
compliance; others are lured by the promise of ‘easy money’, of escaping poverty and violence at home, 
of discovering new places.  They end up in situations of debt bondage, in exploitative working conditions 
and are exposed to violence and abuse.  

Albania, Bulgaria, Kosovo, Republic of Moldova, Romania and Ukraine are among the countries in 
Central and South East Europe most seriously affected by the Worst Forms of Child Labour (WFCL), 
including sexual and labour exploitation of children, either through a trafficking process or at the child’s 
place of origin. The prevalence in these countries of WFCL has disastrous consequences on the safety, 
health and well being of children. Urgent action on trafficking and other WFCL was – and is - required in 
order to eliminate these practices. Since 2000 in Albania, Bulgaria, Kosovo, the Republic of Moldova, 
Romania and Ukraine, ILO/IPEC has been working to provide technical and financial assistance in the 
implementation of child labour conventions; ILO Minimum Age Convention (1973) No.138 and ILO 
Worst Forms of Child Labour Convention (1999) No.182.  

Phase I 

Albania, the Republic of Moldova, Romania and Ukraine participated in the first phase of an ILO/IPEC 
project, Combating Trafficking in Children for Labour and Sexual Exploitation in the Balkans and 
Ukraine (PROTECT Phase I). The first phase project, funded by USDOL and Germany ended in January 
2007. Since 2004, the activities of the project have been implemented together with other projects, under a 
common programming framework, Project of Technical assistance for the Elimination of Child labour, 
including Trafficking, in countries of Central and Eastern Europe (PROTECT CEE) – with the same 
management structure, and complementary upstream work / direct services. These projects have included 
Country Programmes for Albania and Ukraine, and a sub-regional programme on the WFCL funded by 
Germany which closed in June 2008. The Bulgarian and Kosovo components included as part of the Phase 
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II present project are managed under the same programming framework, and implementing similar 
activities. Resource mobilisation efforts were included in the project design to generate additional 
resources to complement the project activities.  

Since work began in the region in 2000, ILO/IPEC has: 

� Increased the knowledge base on the WFCL used for capacity building with governments and 
social partners; 

� Provided direct services to children at risk and victims of child labour; 
� Reinforced the legal and policy frameworks in line with Conventions No. 138 and No. 182; 
� Tested intervention models that have included components of employment promotion, peer 

education, life skills, Child Labour Monitoring System (CLMS), and psycho-social rehabilitation 
of victims of trafficking. 

 
Project approach and strategy 

The first phase of PROTECT built an effective delivery capacity and had much success.  The scope and 
complexity of WFCL in the region demanded further follow-up work. Based on the groundwork of Phase 
I, the present project was designed to: 
 

� Scale-up the models already developed in the region with an increased number of direct 
beneficiaries and additional resources from governments, employers and donors; 

� Strengthen and widen knowledge and experience sharing among participating countries. 
 
The strategies and the general directions were designed based on the recommendations of the independent 

mid-term evaluation of Phase I. Phase II of the project has three immediate objectives which continue 
the dual emphasis on simultaneous upstream and downstream work, and the multi-disciplinary 
approach to direct services. 

 
Immediate Objective One: At the end of the project, country wide upscaling of IPEC models of 

prevention/identification/referral and rehabilitation/tracking, through capacity building of institutions and greater 

involvement of employers will have increased the outreach of institutions for the elimination of child labour. 

 
Immediate Objective Two:  At the end of the project, 4500 children will have been either prevented or withdrawn 

from the Worst Forms of Child Labour in sectors/areas previously not addressed by IPEC interventions. 

 

Immediate Objective Three: At the end of the project, mainstreaming of WFCL into national policies and 
legislation, and awareness raising/mobilisation activities will have supported an increase of resources 
allocated to the elimination of the worst forms of child labour. 
 
Phase II has been built around ILO/IPEC principles of sustainability (which includes attention to 
sustainability from project inception onwards) and embeds ongoing monitoring and evaluation processes. 
The co-funding mechanism was continued from Phase I. Specific exit strategies were to be designed to 
operate within specific country contexts while reflecting the principles of ILO/IPEC.  
 
Mid-Term Evaluation/Review  

In line with ILO-IPEC policies and procedures and as outlined in the project document, a mid-term review 
was undertaken in June 2008. The mid-term review found that the strategies employed to meet the project 
objectives were appropriate and the project could expect to achieve the target results. 

Based on the findings, the mid-term review notably recommended that:  



 PROTECT-CEE  36 

o The overall approach of the project should be maintained in the future. However, there are delays 
in the project’s implementation and the decision concerning the phasing out of the management 
team may endanger the achievement of the objectives. The ILO – IPEC should identify possible 
solutions to make sure that the CTA and the NPMs will continue their activity at least up to the 
approval of the final reports and disbursement of the final payments. 

 
o There is no coherent phasing-out strategy for the moment. The strategy should be the main 

priority in this stage of the project and should be the responsibility of the CTA and the NPMs. The 
process should involve the National ILO-IPEC Team in working together with CLU, especially 
because there will be no other phase of the project. 

 
o The project should develop a knowledge management system, based on the methodological, 

thematic, geographic and other relevant aspects that have strategic importance for efficient and 
effective work and make it available to the persons or organizations interested in developing 
projects in the field of WFCL.  

 
Recent Activities and Outcomes 

In 2009, the originally planned budget allocation from the German Government for this project was 
received and began implementation in April 2009 to December 2009.  This contributes to cost-share 
activities planned under Phase II of the USDOL funded component and was designed to ensure the 
sustainability of the upstream interventions.  The USDOL component was also extended so that both 
components have a current end date of December 2009.   
 
Decent Work Country Programme 
From the perspective of the ILO, the elimination of child labour is part of its work on standards and 
fundamental principles and rights at work. The fulfilment of these standards should guarantee decent 
work for all adults. In this sense the ILO provides technical assistance to its three constituents: 
government, workers and employers. This tripartite structure is the key characteristic of ILO cooperation 
and it is within this framework that the activities developed by the project should be analyzed.  

 

ILO Decent Work Country Programmes (DWCPs) are being introduced in ILO to provide a mechanism 
through with to outline agreed upon priorities between the ILO and the national constituents partners 
within a broader UN and International development context. For further information please see 
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/decent.htm  
 
The DWCP defines a corporate focus on priorities, operational strategies as well as a resource and 
implementation plan that complements and supports partner plans for national decent work priorities. As 
such DWCP are broader frameworks to which the individual ILO project is linked and contributes to. 
DWCP are beginning to gradually be introduced in various countries. In four of the project countries the 
DWCP has been drafted and implemented:  
 
Albania: http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/dwcp/download/dwcp_albania_old.pdf 
Bulgaria: http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/dwcp/download/dwcp_bulgaria.pdf 
Moldova: http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/dwcp/download/dwcp_moldova_old.pdf 
Ukraine: http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/dwcp/download/dwcp_ukraine.pdf 
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Background to the Final Evaluation 

ILO-IPEC projects are subject to end of project evaluations as per ILO technical cooperation policies and 
procedures and in agreement with the donor. In ILO-IPEC evaluations of its projects are carried out to 
enhance organisational learning and demonstrate achievement. As per ILO-IPEC procedures, a 
participatory consultation process on the nature and specific purposes of this evaluation was carried out 
three months prior to the scheduled date of the evaluation. Inputs were received from key stakeholders. 
The present Terms of Reference are based on the outcome of this process and inputs received in the course 
of the consultative process.   
 

II. Scope and Purpose 

 
Scope 

The final evaluation will cover the ILO-IPEC PROTECT project components funded by USDOL and 
Germany.  It will focus on the project’s achievements and its contribution to the overall national efforts to 
achieve the elimination of WFCL.  The evaluation should focus on all the activities that have been 
implemented since the start of the project to the moment of the field visits. 

The scope of the present ILO-IPEC evaluation includes all project activities to date including Action 
Programmes. The evaluation should look at the project as a whole, including issues of initial project 
design, implementation, lessons learnt, replicability and recommendations for future projects/programmes. 
While the primary focus of the evaluation is on Phase II of the programme, it would also be important to 
link back to Phase I in providing an assessment of the overall legacy and contribution of ILO-IPEC so that 
a comprehensive view and assessment of the time frame required for effective support to countries can be 
provided. 

The evaluation is expected to emphasize the assessment of key aspects of the programme, such as 
strategy, implementation, and achievement of objectives. It will assess the effect and impact of the work 
carried out during the implementation phase, using data collected on the indicators of achievement. It will 
also evaluate the effectiveness, relevance, and elements of sustainability of the programme activities 
carried out. 

Purpose 

The evaluation is to be conducted with the purpose of drawing lessons from the experiences gained during 
the period of implementation. It will show how these lessons can be applied in other planned ILO-IPEC 
interventions in the broader terms of action against child labour in the context of sector specific 
programmes and those on trafficking in particular.  

In addition, the evaluation will serve to document potential good practices, lessons learned, and models 
of interventions developed in this cycle of the project. It will serve as an important information base for 
key stakeholders and decision makers regarding any policy decisions for future subsequent activities in the 
country.  

The results of the evaluation will be used as part of strategic planning and possible orientation for further 
phases of the various projects, including models of interventions. The results should also be used by ILO-
IPEC to design future programmes and allocate resources.  Recommendations should be specifically made 
for follow up action on areas/sectors where ILO-IPEC technical and financial assistance is still needed 
(Albania, Kosovo, Moldova and Ukraine) and for future actions against child labour to be taken by the key 
stakeholders after the phase out of ILO/IPEC projects in Bulgaria and Romania.  



 PROTECT-CEE  38 

III. Suggested Aspects to be Addressed 

 
The evaluation should address the overall ILO evaluation concerns such as relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency and sustainability as defined in the ILO Guidelines on "Planning and Managing Project 
Evaluations" 2006. This is further elaborated in the ILO document "Preparation of Independent 
Evaluations of ILO Programmes and Projects" 1997. For gender concerns see: “ILO Evaluation Guidance: 
Considering Gender in Monitoring and Evaluation of Projects”, September 2007.  

The evaluation should be carried out in adherence with the ILO Evaluation Framework and   Strategy, the 
ILO Guideline, the specific ILO-IPEC Guidelines and Notes, the UN System Evaluation Standards and 
Norms, and the OECD/DAC Evaluation Quality Standards.  

In line with results-based framework approach used by ILO-IPEC for identifying results at global, 
strategic and project level, the evaluation will focus on identifying and analysing results through 
addressing key questions related to the evaluation concerns and the achievement of the Immediate 
Objectives of the project using data from the logical framework indicators.  

The suggested aspects to address (detailed in Annex 1) were identified during the process of formulating 
the current terms of reference. Other aspects can be added as identified by the evaluation team in 
accordance with the given purpose and in consultation with ILO-IPEC Geneva's Design, Evaluation and 
Documentation Section (DED). It is not expected that the evaluation address all of the questions detailed 
in the Annex; however the evaluation must address the general areas of focus. The evaluation instrument 
should identify the general areas of focus listed here as well as other priority aspects to be addressed in the 
evaluation.   

The following are the main categories that need to be addressed:  

• Design and planning 
• Achievements (Implementation and Effectiveness) of Objectives 
• Relevance of the project 
• Sustainability 
• Special Aspects to be Addressed 

 

IV. Expected Outputs of the Evaluation 

 
The expected outputs to be delivered by the International Evaluator are as follows: 

� Desk review  
� Evaluation field visits including interviews and consultations with key stakeholders in all six 

project countries (duration of visits per country to be determined between team leader and 
project staff in consultation with DED) 

� Preparation and facilitation of national stakeholder evaluation workshop in each country, 
including workshop programme and background note 

� Debriefing with project staff and key national partners 
� Draft report  
� Second and final version of report, including any response to consolidated comments 

 
The final evaluation report should include: 

� Executive Summary with key findings, conclusions and recommendations 
� Clearly identified findings 
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� Clearly identified conclusions and recommendations clearly addressed to type of stakeholder 
� Lessons learned  
� Potential good practices and effective models of intervention.  
� Appropriate Annexes including present TORs  
� Standard evaluation instrument matrix 
 

The total length of the report should be a maximum of 30 pages for the main report, excluding annexes; 
additional annexes can provide background and details on specific components of the project evaluated. 
The report should be sent as one complete document and the file size should not exceed 3 megabytes. 
Photos, if appropriate to be included, should be inserted using lower resolution to keep overall file size 
low.  

 
All drafts and final outputs, including supporting documents, analytical reports and raw data should be 
provided both in paper copy and in electronic version compatible with Word for Windows. Ownership of 
data from the evaluation rests jointly with ILO-IPEC and the consultants. The copyright of the evaluation 
report will rest exclusively with the ILO. Use of the data for publication and other presentations can only 
be made with the written agreement of ILO-IPEC. Key stakeholders can make appropriate use of the 
evaluation report in line with the original purpose and with appropriate acknowledgement.  
 
The final report will be circulated to key stakeholders (project management, ILO-IPEC, ILO Regional, all 
participants present at the stakeholder evaluation workshop, donor and others as identified by DED) for 
their review. Comments from stakeholders will be consolidated by the Design, Evaluation and 
Documentation Section (DED) of ILO-IPEC Geneva and provided to the evaluator. In preparing the final 
report the evaluator should consider these comments, incorporate as appropriate and provide a brief note 
explaining why any comments might not have been incorporated.  
 

V. Evaluation Methodology 

 
The following is the proposed methodology for the final evaluation. While the evaluation team can 
propose changes in the methodology, any such changes should be discussed with and approved by DED 
provided that the research and analysis suggests changes and provided that the indicated range of 
questions is addressed, the purpose maintained and the expected outputs produced at the required quality. 

Desk Review   

The evaluation will be carried out using a desk review of appropriate materials, including the project 
documents, progress reports, outputs of the programme and the projects (action programmes), results of 
any internal planning process and relevant materials from secondary sources. At the end of the desk 
review period, it is expected that the evaluation consultant will prepare a document indicating the 
methodological approach to the evaluation in the form of the inception report and evaluation instrument, 
to be discussed and approved by DED.  

Field visits by international evaluator:  

The international evaluator will conduct an evaluation mission in-country that will consist of the 
following: 

� Interviews with ILO-IPEC officials and project staff, key national stakeholders and 
informants as identified by key stakeholders and the evaluator 

� Field visit to selected project sites  
� A half-day stakeholder evaluation workshop  
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The international evaluator will interview the donor representatives, ILO-IPEC HQ, and ILO-IPEC 
regional staff either in person or by conference calls early in the evaluation process, preferably during the 
desk review phase.  

The evaluator will be asked to include as part of the specific evaluation instrument to be developed, the 
standard evaluation instruments that ILO-IPEC has developed for documenting and analyzing 
achievements of the projects and contributions of the Action Programmes to the project.  

The evaluation methodology includes a half day stakeholder workshop in each country. The workshop 
will be attended by ILO-IPEC staff and key partners, including the donor as appropriate, in order to gather 
further data, as appropriate present the preliminary findings, conclusions and recommendations and obtain 
feedback. The workshop will take place towards the end of each country fieldwork. The results of the 
workshop should be taken into consideration for the preparation of the draft report. The evaluator will be 
responsible for organizing the methodology of the workshop. The identification of the number of 
participants of the workshop and logistics will be under the responsibility of the project team in 
consultation with the evaluator. Key project partners should be invited to the stakeholder workshop. The 
project will propose a list of participants. 

Composition of the evaluation team 
 
The evaluation will be carried out by an international evaluator who previously have not been involved in 
the project. The evaluator is responsible for drafting and finalizing the evaluation report. The evaluator 
will have the final responsibility during the evaluation process and the outcomes of the evaluation, 
including the quality of the report and compliance with deadlines.  

The background, responsibilities and profile of the international evaluator should include:  

International Team Leader 
Responsibility Profile 

• Briefing with IPEC DED 
• Telephone Interviews with donor and 

IPEC HQ  
• Desk review  
• Prepare evaluation instrument 
• Conduct field visits in selected project 

sites in all six project countries  
• Facilitate a stakeholder workshop with 

the logistic support of the national 
project teams 

• Draft the evaluation report 
• Finalize the evaluation report taking 

into consideration comments from key 
stakeholders.  

 

• Relevant background in social and/or economic development.  

• Experience in the design, management and evaluation of 
development projects, in particular with policy level work, 
institution building and local development projects. 

• Experience in evaluations in the UN system or other international 
context as team leader  

• Relevant regional experience preferably prior working experience 
in Central and Eastern Europe. 

• Experience in the area of children’s and child labour issues and 
rights-based approaches in a normative framework are highly 
appreciated.  

• Experience at policy level and in the area of education and legal 
issues would also be appreciated. 

• Experience in the UN system or similar international 
development experience including preferably international and 
national development frameworks in particular PRSP and 
UNDAF. 

• Knowledge of strategic planning approaches 

• Familiarity with and knowledge of specific thematic area of 
trafficking. 

• Fluency in English;  

• Experience facilitating workshops for evaluation findings. 
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The international evaluator will undertake a desk review of the project files and documents, undertake 
field visits to selected project locations in all six project countries, and facilitate the stakeholder 
workshop.   

The international evaluator will be responsible for drafting the evaluation report. Upon feedback from 
stakeholders to the draft report, the international evaluator will further be responsible for finalizing the 
report incorporating any comments deemed appropriate.  

The evaluation will be carried out with the technical support of the IPEC-DED section and with the 
logistical support of the project office in Bucharest with the administrative support of ILO Geneva and 
ILO sub-regional office in Budapest. DED will be responsible for consolidating the comments of 
stakeholders and submitting them to the international evaluator.  

It is expected that the evaluator will work to the highest evaluation standards and codes of conduct and 
follow the UN evaluation standards and norms.  

Timetable  

The tentative timetable is as follows. 
Final Evaluation 

Responsible Person Tasks Duration and Dates 
Early October  International evaluator o Telephone briefing with IPEC DED 

o Desk Review of project related documents 
o Evaluation instrument based on desk review 

Estimated Duration:  
5 days  
October 19th to November 6th 
for first three countries  
November 16th to December 
4th for second group of 
countries 

Evaluator with 
logistical support by 

project 

o In-country to Romania for briefing and consultations 
with project staff 

o Consultations with project staff /management 
o Field visits  
o Consultations with girls and boys, parents and other 

beneficiaries 
o Workshop with key stakeholders in each project 

country 

Six weeks work 
 

December 7-13 International Evaluator  o Draft report based on consultations from field visits 
and desk review and workshops  Estimated duration 

7 days 
DED o Circulate draft report to key stakeholders 

o Consolidate comments of stakeholders and send to 
team leader 

Mid-December 2009 

Evaluation team leader o Finalize the report including explanations on why 
comments were not included 

End December 2009  
Estimated 5 days 

TOTAL number of 
days 

 Evaluator: 47 days 
Time in field calculated at 5 
day weeks 

 
Sources of Information and Consultations/Meetings 

Available at HQ and to be supplied by DED • Project document (for USDOL and FRG components) 
• DED Guidelines and ILO guidelines 
• Midterm review report 

Available in project office and to be supplied 
by project management 

• Progress reports/Status reports 
• Technical and financial reports of partner agencies  
• Direct beneficiary record system 
• Good practices and Lessons learnt report (from TPR) 
• Other studies and research undertaken  
• Action Programme Summary Outlines Project files 
• National workshop proceedings or summaries 
• Any other documents 
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Consultations with: 

• Project management and staff 
• ILO/HQ and regional backstopping officials 
• Partner agencies 
• Social partners employers’ and workers’ groups 
• Children, including boys and girls, who have received project services and those who have not 

and their parents 
• Community members 
• Teachers, government representatives, legal authorities etc as identified by evaluation team 
• Relevant officials from the Ministry of Manpower, Youth, and Employment’s Child Labour Unit; 

the Department of Social Welfare; the Ministry of Women’s and Children’s Affairs; the Ministry 
of Education and Sports etc. 

• Members of the National Steering Committee 
• International organizations, NGOs or multi- and bilateral donors 
• Telephone discussion with USDOL and FRG as appropriate 
• Telephone interviews with US Embassy Labour officers in each of the project countries:  Albania, 

Bulgaria, Kosovo, Moldova, Romania, Ukraine (specific contact information to be provided to the 
evaluator).  

• Consultations with Germany Embassy Labour officers 
 

Final Report Submission Procedure 

� For independent evaluations, the following procedure is used: 

� The evaluator will submit a draft report to IPEC DED in Geneva 

� IPEC DED will forward a copy to key stakeholders for comments on factual issues and 
for clarifications 

� IPEC DED will consolidate the comments and send these to the evaluator by date agreed 
between DED and the evaluator or as soon as the comments are received from 
stakeholders. 

� The final report is submitted to IPEC DED who will then officially forward it to 
stakeholders, including the donor.  

 

VI. Resources and Management 

 
Resources 

The resources required for this evaluation are:  
For the international evaluator: 
• Fees for an international consultant for 47 work days  
• Local DSA in project locations for maximum 27 nights in various locations in the project 
       countries in line with ILO rules 
• Travel from consultant’s home residence to the six project countries in line with ILO 

regulations and rules 
 

Other costs: 
• Fees for local travel in-country  
• Stakeholder workshop expenditures in the six countries  
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• Interpretation costs as appropriate 
• Any other miscellaneous costs. 

 
A detailed budget is available separately.  

 
Management  

The evaluation team will report to ILO-IPEC/DED in headquarters and should discuss any technical and 
methodological matters with DED should issues arise. ILO-IPEC project officials in Bucharest and in the 
project countries and the ILO Offices in Geneva and Budapest will provide administrative and logistical 
support during the evaluation mission.  

 
Annex I: Suggested Aspects to be Addressed 

 
Design and Planning (Validity of design) 

o Assess whether the project design was logical and coherent and took into account the institutional 
arrangements, roles, capacity and commitment of stakeholders. Were lessons learned from past 
ILO-IPEC interventions such as the first phase of the project successfully incorporated into the 
project design? 

o Assess the internal logic (link between objectives achieved through implementation of activities) 
of the project and the external logic of the project (degree to which the project fits into existing 
activities that would impact on child labour). 

o Analyze whether available information on the socio-economic, cultural and political situation, 
(this includes local efforts already underway to address CL and promote education opportunities 
for targeted children and existing capacity) in the project countries was taken into consideration at 
the time of the design and reflected in the design of the project. Did the project’s original design 
fill an existing gap in services that other ongoing interventions were not addressing? Determine 
whether the needs, constraints, resources and access to project services of the different 
beneficiaries were clearly identified taking gender issues into concern.  

o To what extent were external factors and assumptions identified at the time of design? Have there 
been any changes to these external factors and the related assumptions and, if so, how did this 
impact project implementation and the achievement of objectives? 

o Was the time frame for project implementation and the sequencing of project activities logical and 
realistic? If not, what changes were made to improve them? 

o Was the strategy for sustainability of achievements defined clearly at the design stage of the 
project? 

o Were the objectives of the project clear, realistic and achieved within the established time 
schedule and with the allocated resources (including human resources)? Were the targets realistic? 
Were the linkages between inputs, activities, outputs and objectives clear and logical? Did the 
action programmes designed under the project provide clear linkages and complement each other 
regarding the project strategies and project components of intervention?  

o Examine the appropriateness of the indicators and whether they are ‘measurable’ 
o Did the design of the project take into consideration any collaboration efforts with non-project 

countries but ending or receiving countries?   
o Assess any implications of the dual funding mechanism used in this project.  
o Assess the design of the project’s sub-regional nature.  Are there advantages to the sub-regional 

grouping and was this reflected in implementation?  For future programming, would there be any 
added value to including other countries (or removing any of the current project countries) from 
the sub-regional configuration? 
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Achievements (Implementation and Effectiveness) 

o Has the project achieved its immediate objectives? Has the entire target population been reached?  
Please distinguish between beneficiaries as reported to receive educational services and 
beneficiaries that have received non-educational services. Please also distinguish by sector or 
worst forms of child labour. Assess the effectiveness of the education and non-education services 
being provided to beneficiaries.  

o How effective was the project in terms of leveraging resources? What process was undertaken by 
the project to identify and coordinate implementation with other child labour-focused initiatives 
and organizations in the country? 

o Were the selected implementing agencies the most relevant and appropriate for carrying out the 
activities? 

o Assess the key achievements of the project per country in terms of combating child trafficking for 
sexual and labour exploitation.  

o Assess what effect the regional based approach of the project had on the project as whole versus 
implementing the components on an individual country by country approach.   

o What was the quality and how effective were the APs, and how did they contribute to the project 
meeting its immediate objectives? Examine the capacity constraints of implementing agencies and 
the effect on the implementation of the designed APs.  

o What lessons have been learned from the APs? What possibilities are there for effective 
replication of efforts? 

o Are there sector specific lessons regarding the types and effectiveness of the services provided? 

o How has the capacity of the implementing agencies and other relevant partners to develop 
effective action against child labour been enhanced as a result of project activities? Has the 
capacity of community level agencies and organizations in the project countries been strengthened 
to plan, initiate, implement and evaluate actions to prevent and eliminate child labour?  

o Were the expected outputs being delivered in a timely manner, with the appropriate quantity and 
quality?  

o Assess the efficiency of the project i.e. compare the allocated resources with results obtained. In 
general, did the results obtained justify the costs incurred?  

o Assess the participation of different relevant actors in the National Steering Committee (e.g. How 
are these structures participating in project implementation?  Examine the relationship between 
the NSC and the implementing agencies, what is their collaboration? How did this contribute to 
progress toward project’s objectives?)  What was their capacity in implementing work on CLMS? 

o Examine any networks that have been built between organizations and government agencies 
working to address child labour on the national, provincial and local levels. Assess the project’s 
partner linking and networking strategy.   

o Assess the level of government involvement in the project and how their involvement with the 
project has built their capacity to continue further work on future programmes  

o Which are the mechanisms in place for project monitoring? Please assess the use of work plans 
and project monitoring plans (PMPs), Direct Beneficiary Monitoring and Reporting (DBMR) 
processes or systems.   

o How were recommendations from the mid-term review acted upon by the project and to what 
effect? 

o How did factors outside of the control of the project affect project implementation and project 
objectives and how did the project deal with these external factors? 

o How were the strategies for monitoring of direct child beneficiaries implemented and 
coordinated? Assess how the project monitored both the work and education status of all direct 
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beneficiaries, discussing whether or not the system was appropriate and efficient in monitoring 
each child to ensure that he/she was no longer working and/or that work conditions were no 
longer hazardous, and were attending education programs regularly. Assess how project staff and 
implementing partners understand and use the DBMR forms and database.  

o How effective was the project in raising awareness about child labour and in promoting social 
mobilization to address this issue? Has awareness-raising about the hazards of child labor in 
agriculture resulted in noticeable changes in behavior? 

o Please assess the effectiveness of the project’s strategies to raise awareness, including the 
Supporting Children’s Rights through Education, Arts and Media (SCREAM) methodology. 

o Identify unexpected and multiplier effects of the project.  

o Does the CLMS concept, as it is promoted in the region, prove to be relevant to the establishment 
of referral systems for children involved in WFCL or at risk of entering WFCL?  

o Analyse the effectiveness and outreach of the CLMS. How effective was the project in 
implementing and strengthening the CLMS and how effective were the systems themselves in 
identifying, referring to support services, tracking of child beneficiaries and providing the project 
with information on the situation of direct beneficiaries.  

o What are the progresses in scaling up the CLMS at national level after the piloting in the selected 
areas and capacity building efforts?  

o Assess the key achievements of the project per country in terms of CLMS and elimination of child 
labour.  

o How successful was the project been in mainstreaming the issue of child labour into ongoing 
efforts in areas such as education, employment promotion, poverty reduction, and data collection? 
Assess the progress of the project’s gender mainstreaming activities.  

o Assess the process for documenting, disseminating and replicating/up-scaling pilot projects.  
 
Relevance of the Project 

o Assess the validity of the project approach and strategies and their potential to replicate. Did the 
strategies adequately address the root causes of trafficking such as gender inequality and poverty 
as well as lack of education and skills training?  

o Assess the appropriateness of the sectors/target groups and locations chosen to develop the project 
based on the finding of baseline surveys.  

o Were the Action Programs well-rooted within the communities in which they operated? 

o How does the strategy used in this project fit in with the DWCPs and national education and anti-
poverty efforts, and interventions carried out by other organizations?  

o Did the strategy address the different needs and roles, constraints, access to resources of the target 
groups, with specific reference to the strategy of mainstreaming and thus the relevant partners, 
especially in government? 

o Did the service package promoted by the project respond to the real needs of the beneficiaries?  
Do children/families/communities get the support they need to protect children from WFCL? 

 
Sustainability 

o Assess to what extent a phase out strategy was defined and planned and what steps were taken to 
ensure sustainability. Assess whether these strategies have been articulated/explained to 
stakeholders as well as the actual efforts to phase out activities or to transfer responsibilities to 
local partners as a means of promoting sustainability.  
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o Assess what contributions the project has made in strengthening the capacity and knowledge of 
national stakeholders and to encourage ownership of the project to partners.  

o Assess the long-term potential for sustained action and involvement by local/national institutions 
(including governments) and the target groups as a result of the project.  

o Examine whether socio-cultural and gender aspects endanger the sustainability of the programme 
and assess whether actions have been taken to sensitize local institutions and target groups on 
these issues. 

o What lessons can be learned of the project’s accomplishments and weaknesses in terms of 
sustainability of interventions? 

 
Special Aspects to be Addressed 

o Assess the extent the project took advantage and exploited opportunities of learning from each 
other, of sharing experiences across countries including processes.  

o How well did the coordination of different components (by funding source) within 
PROTECTCEE function and any recommendations in improving overall coordination.   


