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NOTE ON THE EVALUATION PROCESS AND REPORT

This independent evaluation was managed by ILO-IBHIEsign, Evaluation and Documentation
Section (DED) following a consultative and partetipry approach. DED has ensured that all major
stakeholders were consulted and informed througtiv@itevaluation and that the evaluation was
carried out to highest degree of credibility andeipendence and in line with established evaluation
standards.

The evaluation was carried out by a team of exteraasultants The data collection took place in
July/August 2011. The opinions and recommendatiocisided in this report are those of the authors
and as such serve as an important contributionetoning and planning without necessarily
constituting the perspective of the ILO or any othigjanization involved in the project.

Funding for this project evaluation was providedthg Government of Ireland.
This report does not necessarily reflect the viewgolicies of the Government of Ireland or otseakeholders
and institutions involved in this project

! Richard Longhurst
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Irish Aid Partnership ProgranflABP) is distinctive. It adds a more strategic and
complementary dimension to the programme of teehn@ooperation which ILO-IPEC already
implements. Although ILO-IPEC does work throughiabpartners (employers and trade unions) it is
recognised that the capacity of these partnerssrteduk strengthened, so that, to a greater extentare
able to go ahead by working to their own strengthd implement their own activities in response to
Conventions 138 and 18and within the framework National Action Plans on @hikbourand within
south-south cooperation. This is expected to gangraater sustainability and national ownershifisto
work.

The strategy of the project was to work with sop@ttners to implement the work of eliminating dhil
labour through knowledge sharing, policy developnweth action plans and capacity development. The
key evaluation question posed is: how far haveas@ertners been strengthened to be more capable in
addressing child labour issues in their own a@tisit The project was global in nature with over 70
countries involved in one way or another. Therefiwteeach was considerable.

The evaluation used conventional methods to gédingely qualitative information, using a desk rewie
and interviews and consultations with staff infib&l over telephone and Skype interviews. Thisuded
some interviews with beneficiaries.

In the area of design and planning, the project iwagvative and filled niches not filled by oth&Q-
IPEC/social partners’ activities. In the area opliementation and effectiveness, the project hasraad
significant contribution to strengthening the ralesocial partners in the elimination of child labo
making them feel they had ownership. In turn théous advocacy and informational products — DVDs,
manuals, and advocacy materials will help sociainpes play a stronger role in the future. The wfle
ILO-IPEC, ACT/EMP and ACTRAV specialists at HQ andhe field and the coordination they achieved
was fundamental to the success of the project.

In terms of relevance, the activities of the prbjpmadened the response of social partners to the
elimination of child labour, and are likely to makem more effective in that response. It strengildhe
partnerships required to address child labour bgipy more attention on the needs of social partmer
meeting this response. Sustainability of the efémef the programme component is difficult to jedq

this stage. Appropriate advocacy materials and ‘twodo it' materials are in place and in some casese
tested. They can continue to be applied withaudiftg.

This project can be seen as complementary to ¢t&C projects: it has encouraged a high degree of
social dialogue, not always achieved in these dfPIEC projects. This requires understanding atregv
levels: ACTRAV/ACTEMP in Geneva, specialists in fledd, and as well as workers and employers. This
project has uncovered the areas of common interebtld labour between workers and employers.

The project has contributed effectively to streagthg the capacity of trade unions and employethédn
areas of child labour, and some are now able tdeimmgnt some activities without involving IPEC. The
trade union focal points for child labour have besenergised, and employers’ activities have faund
avenues to address child labour. Many focal pbiat® elaborated plans of action for their institugi and
started campaigns (e.g. to mark World Day Agaifstd@_abour) and awareness raising activities.oAll
the results have required a cohesive approachtfrertiree ILO units of IPEC, ACTRAV and ACT/EMP

It is recommended to Irish Aid that an extensionmmde of the project and funded accordingly. The
project was global, flexible, and targeted sociatners directly and made good use of materiaidymex
elsewhere. Some recommendations have also beenatmaalehow IPEC can more effectively incorporate
social partners into its existing national prograngnIn particular, the project made contributidns
bipartite activities. (i.e. trade unions and emplsy, partners allowing them to strengthen capauity
addressing child labour.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1. Child labour is a problem worldwide but is parte&dy severe in sub Saharan Africa and Asia. There
are about 170 million child labourers in these n®gions of the world. While the causes of child
labour are several and complex, weaknesses inageef education systems, in addition to poverty,
is a fundamental factor.

2. The current work of ILO’s International Programme e Elimination of Child Labour (IPEC)
focuses at two levels. The first is at the leveth@ policy and enabling environment, working with
partners to identify and promote legislative antiggoreforms to reduce child labour. The second
level is to work with partners to implement prograes aimed at providing services to vulnerable
children and communities, such as access for @mldo education and skills, and support for
families. ILO is pursuing a Global Action Plan tackle child labour, on the basis that effective
elimination of child labour can only be achievedtla country level with member States at the
forefront of these efforts. Future activities Wik to take an integrated area and livelihoods ambro
to child labour, aiming to change the working lia<hildren and their parents.

3. The international campaign to eliminate child labisLcentred around ILO Conventions 138 (that the
minimum age of to employment shall not be less tham age of completion of compulsory
schooling) and more recently, Convention 182 whidfes Governments to immediate action to stop
the worst forms of child labour and to ensure thetgleiren have access to free basic education.

4. The work of ILO-IPEC and its partners is also dielinked to the Millennium Development Goals,
most strongly to MDG 2 (Universal Primary Educajican objective both direct and indirect of the
IPEC-supported work is to ensure children are platdo school. But the work also makes
contributions to attaining MDG 1 (poverty), MDG Génder) and MDG 4 (Child Health).

5. ILO and its partners are pursuing a Global ActidanP(GAP)? to reinforce actions to eliminate
worst forms of child labour by 2016: this includes Roadmap for Achieving the Elimination of the
Worst Forms of Child Labour (WFCL) by 2016, which the outcome document of the Hague
Global Child Labour Conference, 2010. As the GABuUB®es on the strengthening the role of social
partners — governments, employers, workers — gnglibal campaign, their organisational structures
and capacity to influence national policy ensubesirtpotentially strategic role in efforts to taekl
child labour and its underlying causes. Thereformlving the social partners more intensely and
strategically in the fight against child labouraiclear priority for ILO and the project under @i
has, as its core focus, the strengthening of squaainer (employer and workers organisations
primarily in this IAPP component) capacity on cHébour at local, national and international levels

6. Key tools in the GAP are National Action Plans (M\PThe NAPs are a grouping of specific
actions (legislative, policy and programme respshpdgesigned to implement a national child labour
policy, which in turn is a statement of a countrgsurse or means of dealing with the problem of
child labour. IPEC actions have long supportedgyotihange, embedded within the core objective
and activity of ILO to contribute to social justit®y the adoption and implementation of labour
standards: therefore NAPs become the practicaluim&int for fulfilling a country’s obligations in
relation to the two ILO Conventions of 138 and 182 well as other international instruments such
as the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child.

7. Within delivery of the GAP, the three ILO departrteenf IPEC, ACTRAV (workers activities) and
ACT/EMP (employers activities) need to work clostdgether to encourage social dialogue as part
of the GAP at national levels; and to encouragekersrand employers to combine with governments
to deliver and implement a national plan.

2 Proposed in the Global Report on Child Labour @0The End of Child Labour: Within Reach, ILO, Gen
(para 368).
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8. NAPs are not a recent phenomenon, but they arerumddtronger focus of late. Their state of
implementation is very variable. Some just exist maper while others are being vigorously
implemented. Many require more cohesive input fremgial partners. Some, especially in South
America, have been in existence since 2000. Thrabhgh2000s, IPEC supported a number of
national Time Bound Programmes (TBPs), using Progras of Support (PoS) which were a
nationally owned initiative comprising a framewodf integrated and coordinated policies at
different levels to eliminate WFCL.

9. From the viewpoint of ILO, the elimination of childbour (as well as being linked to the MDGs as a
development perspective) is part of its work omd#ads and fundamental principles and rights at
work. The fulfilment of labour standards should igurdee decent work for all, under the umbrella of
ILO’s Decent Work Country Programmes (DWCP). Thganaechanism for implementing these
standards is through technical assistance to feethkey constituents: government, workers and
employers. This tripartite structure is the defincharacteristics of ILO operations and cooperation
and it is within this framework that the activitisspported by this project should be analysed.

The Irish Aid Partnership Programme

10. The purpose of thiish Aid Partnership Programmg@APP) - project number INT/08/272/IRL - is
distinctive. It aims to enhance a more strategid @aomplementary dimension to the large
programme of technical cooperation which ILO-IPE@a&dy implements. Although ILO-IPEC does
work through social partners (employers and tradéns) in its existing programmes, it is
recognised that the capacity of these partnerssnielie strengthened, so that, to a greater extent,
they are able to work to their own strengths anglément their own activities in response to
Conventions 138 and 18and within the framework of NAPs (where they exiat)d within south-
south cooperation. This is expected to generatatg@reustainability and national ownership to its
work.

11. The IPEC project component is one of five technar@as funded by the IAPP in ILO, now in its
Third Phase. This third phase aims to emphasiesiistainability of interventions, organisational
capacity building, greater involvement of sociaftpars in project implementation, and assistance to
partner organisations in developing plans to mebiand diversify funding sources.

12. The resources provided by the ILO-IAPP were US$12.8ivided between the five programmes:
Women’'s Entrepreneurship Development and GenderaliEgu (WEDGE), Promoting the
Employability and Employment of People with Dis#éheks through Effective Legislation (PEPDEL),
Promoting Decent Work for People with Disabilitibssough a Disability Inclusion Support Service
(INCLUDE), Special Action on Forced Labour (SAP-Fand the International Programme on the
Elimination of Child Labour (IPEC). The IPEC portiof the funds was US$1.57m.

13. In the similarly structured Norway Government-fudgeoject, calledAdvancing Tripartite Action to
Tackle Child labour(INT/09/50/NOR), started in March 2009 and finidhia December 2010 (and
hereafter called the ‘Norwegian project’), IPEC hearked closely with ACT/EMP and ACTRAV
on the implementation of the project with the thnesits having direct but separate funding
allocations. ACT/EMP is ILO’s Bureau for Employesttivities and is responsible for supporting
employers’ organisations to help create the cammlitifor enterprise success by influencing the
environment in which they do business and by piagidervices that improve their performance.
ACTRAV is the Bureau for Workers Activities in ILGts mandate is to strengthen representative,
independent and democratic trade unions in all Tmsto support them to play their role in
effectively in protecting workers rights and int&iein providing effective services to their mensber
at national and international levels, and to pramite ratification and implementation of ILO
conventions.
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2.

2.1

OVERALL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Strategy and Objectives

14. The strategy of the project is to work with sogatrtners to implement the work of eliminating child
labour through knowledge sharing, policy developiweith action plans and capacity development.
Two versions of the development objective were ébimthe documentation. The first relates more
to outputs (e.g. improve knowledge base) and outsofimprove linkages) while the second is more
impact, longer term oriented. An amalgam of the wenld have been more satisfactory.

Improve the knowledge base and linkages betweendHheof ILO-IPEC and social partners,
training for development of social partner capacitand policy development and
coordination;

and
The project will contribute to the objective of the& Global Action Plan, the elimination of

the worst forms of child labour by 2016, througtesgthened involvement of social partners
in tackling child labour.

15. The immediate objectives of the project are:

To enhance the knowledge base on workers and eerglagtivities on child labour to lead to
greater union and employer action on child labour;

To develop and promote policies, strategies andraglans on combating child labour for
employers’ organisations and trade unions; and

To enhance the capacity of key national and re¢jiwnekers and employers institutions to be
involved in designing policy and programmes to kaahild labour, as a result of a targeted
training programme.

16. The key evaluation question to review is: how farpugh the actions carried out, social partners
have been strengthened to be more capable in adudyehild labour issues in their activities.

2.2

Components

17. The project was global in nature with, accordingtoject reports, 76 countries involved in one way
or another. Therefore outreach was considerable.

18. The project has three main components:

19. The first component of the project involved theledion and systematisation of good practices
which were expected to be used both to promotecegfmn and to support the training programmes
and sessions funded by the project (second comporime knowledge base generated was also
expected to ensure that ILO-IPEC staff at all Isweére aware of the opportunities and advantages
of fully integrating social partners in nationafaets to tackle child labour and to be a catalyst f
increasing collaboration among ILO specialistshia tield. Two main activities were envisaged: the
publication of the good practices of employer/unimvolvement to tackle child labour, and
publication of a guide for IPEC, ACT/EMP and ACTRAAA child labour and the role of social
partners.
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21.

22.

23

24

25.

26.

. The second component of the project was focussedaoring activities for workers and employers
organisations, and support for both bipartite amues tripartite meetings. The two main activities as
part of this component were expected to be thengtihening of employer/trade union networks of
focal points on child labour, and the productioraobVD on the role of social partners in tacking
child labour.

The third component covered policy development eodrdination. This was expected to follow
from the activities of the first two componentst mcial partners to be more effectively involvad i
the design of policy and programmes to tackle daitsbur. The two main activities were expected to
be the production of campaign materials for usesdmgial partnerénter alia on the World Day of
Action against Child Labour (WDACL), and more efige action by social partners in National
Tripartite Commissions and in other policy struetudealing with child labour.

Therefore the design logic is to generate the kadgé base using existing or new products, use
these for training (principally) and then to uses ttapacity development to advocate and influence
policy at national level, principally.

3. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

. The evaluation used conventional methods to gadwgely qualitative information. As far as
possible methods were used that facilitated adubation of key findings, which should make the
findings more reliable. The evaluation was undemakn adherence with the ILO Evaluation
Framework, Strategy and Guidelines, specific IL&QMP Guidelines and Notes, UN System
Evaluation Standards and Norms, and OECD/DAC Ewao®uality Standards. In addition, proper
note was also taken of a draft guidelines noteigealby the Evaluation and Audit Unit of Irish Aid,
which also followed the DAC Guidelinés

3.1 Desk Review

. The desk review comprised the documents requiredrddLO Project, being the Project Summary
Project Outline (SPROUT), Technical Progress Rep@PRs — (annual), and also a Mid Term Self
Evaluation Report (February 2010). However, no goebjmonitoring plan was carried out for this
project, as per ILO-IPEC requirements. The lasastilable TPR recorded project progress up to
February 2011, but an updated progress sheet wagled for the evaluation. The first draft of the
final independent of the evaluation of the Norwagiaoject also proved a useful document. Project
accounts were examined to obtain information oneagpures. Some of the IAPP component
outputs, e.g. employers’ guides were also reviewsas one of the videos from Moldova was
viewed: a second video on India was available butctcnot be accessed.

3.2 Interviews, consultations, telephone and Skypeterviews

Interviews were held in ILO headquarters in Genevith staff connected to the project, within
IPEC, ACTRAV, ACT/EMP and SECTOR. Fourteen Skymal delephone interviews were held
with respondents in Argentina, Chile, Hungary, éndPeru, Moldova, South Africa and Zimbabwe.
This also included some interviews with benefi@ari

Evaluation questionnaires were not sent out becadisdhe time constraints involved. But, in
addition, the experiences gained during the indé@enevaluation of the Norwegian project, also a
global project, showed that response rates carebelow, and it was better to try and contact as
many people as possible over Skype or phone. Térerespecific limitations inherent in a global
evaluation, where although there are very intengdtiings to be seen and heard on visits at country

% possible Questions for Inclusion in the ILO Reviewlrish Aid Staff, draft, Evaluation and Auditiit, Irish
Aid, July 2011
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28.

29.

30.

31.

level, what is more important is to assess the anagaregional and sub-regional level where nationa
stakeholders have had a chance to share experi@ndexct collectively. Other limitations concerned
the fact that time constraints for the evaluati@eweven more acute than normal.

4. ASSESSMENT OF THE MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS OF THE IAPP
AND RELATED PROJECTS

. The IAPP funds were often used for activities imjaaction with other funds, and it would be a

difficult task for some components to separate exactly which component of the project was
funded by the IAPP and part-funded with others. pdrticular IAPP activities were co-funded (up to
December 2010) with the Norwegian project, simitarstructuré. The Norwegian project was
developed by IPEC, ACTRAV and ACT/EMP and was @kdal, addressing actions to be taken by
ILO social partners: employers, trade unions andeguments to tackle child labour. Some of the
positives for this project were based on the faat the ground for activities with social partneesl
been prepared by projects previously financed bgrodonors.

The funding of the Norwegian project had been didithetween the three technical units, each with
direct control over their allocated funds. The ¢hrénmediate objectives were under the
responsibility of IPEC, ACT/EMP and ACTRAV respesy. The activities to be undertaken by
IPEC in the Norwegian projeaticluded promoting the GAP: knowledge sharing obdjpractices,
capacity building with social partners, awarenessimg (WDACL, the SCREAM (Supporting Child
Rights through Education, the Arts and the Medmajqet); education, 12-to-12 portal, south-south
initiatives and training on occupational safety dnadlth. Efforts were made to increase the role of
employers and trade unions in promoting the WDAGUune.

As noted in the evaluation of the Norwegian fung@eodject, no joint work plan was developed for
joint activities and outputs at national, regioaat international level as originally envisagedhe
SPROUT. However, for the IAPP, the project documelid not mention any portion of the funds to
be allocated to ACTRAV and ACT/EMP, stating (para @f Prodoc):

In developing the work of the project account wéltaken of the priorities identified through
liaison with ACTRAV and ACT/EMP, and identifyingy&o use the comparative advantage
which working with employers and workers organisasi offers.

Therefore this principle was the basis for fundiaugg being somewhat innovativeter alia the idea
that technical cooperation funds would take thel lieasocial dialogue projects working with social
partners in a technical or sectoral area, the dewednt of a work plan took a few months and so
delayed the initiation of the project. This ledtished implementation.

The IAPP also had 3 separate components, namelyRACT ACTEMP and IPEC components.
While all three departments discussed possiblergigg the management and the concrete action
plans of each component was the responsibilityachef the three departments. A difference to the
Norwegian project was that IPEC had the respoiitsilidr administrative management of the overall

* For reference the objectives of the Norwegianqubire:
At the end of the programme,

1. the knowledge base on child labour and linkagesédxn the work of IPEC and the social partners at
international, regional and national level has beimanced (responsibility of IPEC),

2. the technical capacity of employers’ organisatisishave been strengthened enabling them to
develop child labour policies and strategies; piimg advice and services to their members and gakin
active part in national and international policydtes on child labour (responsibility of ACT/EMP);
and

3. the capacity of key national and relational workerbe involved in designing regional policy and
programmes to tackle child labour will be enhanasa@ result of a targeted training programme
(responsibility of ACTRAV).
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32.

33.

project, (i.e. preparing integrated reports to tlmmor and issuing EPA upon the request of the
managers of the ACTRAV and ACTEMP components). Hmxethe IPEC manager was not
responsible for the actual work carried out by AMMREand ACTRAV.

The initial budget (below, Table 1) shows that, rolelf of the funds (52.5%) were devoted to
project personnel and support costs, which coulcegarded as uncomfortably high. However, there
was adequate justification for this.

First, the budget shows there is the standard 1@%support costs assessed on all UN technical
assistance funds. Second, the 13.7% ($216.0kcthatred the inputs of the CTA manager was for
12 months with the balance rest paid for by thewdgian project, and third, the role of the CTA and
the ACTRAV and ACT/EMP managers and specialisttoigict not only to act as manager and
administrators, but also to provide direct techinissistance and expertise.

Table 1: Breakdown in proposed budget allocatifrthe IAPP (July 2008)

Budget Item US$ (‘000) % of Budget
Technical Management (IPEC) 216.0 13.7
International experts ACTRAV 54.0 34
International consultants ACTEMP 54.0 34
International Consultants 162.0 10.3
Total Mission Costs 165.5 10.5
Total Project Personnel 651.5 41.4
Total sub contracts 354.7 22.6
Total Training 339.8 21.6
Project Sub Total 1,337.0 85.0
Total Support Cost (13%) 173.8 11.1
Sub Total 1,510.8 96.1
Provision for Cost Increases 61.5 3.9
Project Grand Total US$1,572.3
34. There is strong consensus in international devedmpnagency programmes of this nature that

‘coordination’, ‘partnerships’, ‘empowerment’ anadvocacy to change behaviour towards an agreed
social cause’ are highly desirable components aftugto be achieved in a sustainable manner. But
achieving these attributes of a programme can oaolye at what appears to be a high price of
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35.

36.

37.

38.

management/transaction costs within implementisgtutions. Social dialogue requires networking
and is labour intensive.

Also, it should be noted that what appears in Tdblere allocations only, and are not the final

expenditures of the project, some provisional #guof which are shown in Tables 2 and 3. It should
be noted that both ACTRAV and ACTEMP were given 28Bthe IAPP funds each. The remaining

50% of the funding remained with IPEC

ACTRAYV took the decision to spend almost all itsaerces on field work with unions and so
requested that its allocation of personnel fundgesellocated into programmes. This meant that
management of the ACTRAV component was an additiewak load borne by the ACTRAV
manager which could have been paid for under thpgramounting to several work months (but is
not reflected here). ACT/EMP also reports taking aorsimilar management load (of about 2-3
months), also not reflected in the ‘accounts’. THecision to re-allocate personnel funds into
programmes allowed the ACTRAV component to carryyraare activities with trade unions in the
field. Hence the proportion of funds used on pengbas a percentage of the project has actually got
to be analysed in relation to each of the 3 comptnerhis was a strategic choice made by each
project component.

The reason why expenditure is being examined is ¢hiluation is not with the intention of this
evaluation taking on some kind of audit functiomeTpoint of an evaluation is to learn lessons and
look ahead. However, examining expenditure data dog some pause for reflection. There are two
other reasons. First, cost data allow some conwaiand benchmarking with similar projects and
second, in time of severe financial constraint$)dfog should be transparent and come under
examination.

However, it is acknowledged that in this evaluattbe difficulty of sorting out the management
arrangements and for example, the fact that theseseme contribution made to the project by staff
which is not reflected here does not allow clearobasions to be drawn. The examination of Table 2
(up to date expenditure) shows that the manageamehadministrative element (budget lines 11 and
68) amounted to 39.4 %, less than the figures sigdebove.

Table 2: Breakdown by Budget Line of expendituref25" August 2011

Budget Line Number and category Expenditure 20082011 % of

(US$) expenditure
11. International Experts & Consultants 331,879 27.8
15. Official Travel 19,908 1.7
16. Evaluation Missions 17,977 15
17. National Professional Staff 59, 382 5.0
21. Sub Contracts 206,363 17.3
31. Fellowships 3,447 0.3
32. Group Training and Seminars 368,741 31.0
53. Miscellaneous 45,259 3.8
68. Support Costs 136,884 115
Totals 1,189,84( 99.9

Note as of 28 August 2011, total expenditure was $1,189,840rsgain allocation of $1,386,882, or 86% of
allocation.
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40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

As the findings of this evaluation will show, thehas been a strong positive response from
respondents involved in the field activities: mamgployers and workers institutions believe that the
IAPP (and the Norwegian project before it) introgdichem to child labour issues for the first time
and empowered them because it gave them ownerstipddressed their direct needs and interests
rather than a more peripheral involvement (e.g.saggested as part of Government steering
committees). In this sense this project was higldynplementary to other, larger IPEC projects
involving the tripartite partners, filling in theaps that these larger (mostly country level
Programmes of Support) were not able to fill, oreveot designed to fill.

However, managing such a project and in particgktting so many different actors to achieve
consensus and work together, required numerous caioations and the administration of many
small contracts, is labour intensive. Aglabal project, it covered all the regions of the ILO,sthi
would have added to management input. The integré both at field level with IPIC, ACTRAV
and ACT/EMP specialists (e.g. as shown by actwitie Argentina, Chile, Colombia and in some
countries of the SADC region) combining over thesaarof child labour, and by HQ staff
(development of handbooks and guidebooks, DVDsaariishop planning).

ACT/EMP and ACTRAV preferred the alternative maragat structure of separate allocations
because inter alithey believe they can disburse funds quicker anderefficiently and get things
done quicker and better, as they are the spesiatistorkers and employers organisations, knowing
what was the added value of these organisatiordinmnating child labour. There were several
reasons for the extended time taken at the beginviinthe project for the three ILO-Geneva based
units to agree on what would be an acceptable nefameration. First there were changes in project
management (with feedback from the field) that gleeiod of implementation was therefore rushed
for some IAPP activities. Second there were sonamges in resource allocation. Third, there were
communication difficulties. In the initial Sprouipth management and resources were to be equally
shared between the three departments. This chaafyedthe project was approved and though
management of each component remained separatagkthimked), resource allocation changed
from a third each to 50% for IPEC and 25% eachAomT EMP and ACTRAV.

However, building on the comments above, projdws advance ‘coordination’, ‘partnerships’ and
‘advocacy’ are important elements of institutiorilthng but difficult to measure. Also, given that
the project is only completed by end of Septemifdri2little evidence of longer term impact could
be expected in an end of project evaluation of trasure. In addition there are problems of
attribution, the complexity of public policy makinthe role of external forces and conditions, and
changing strategies and milestones, that are mitégsuch projects.

As such, the choice of indicators for this evaluatis also difficult, and the evaluation looks tah
existing mechanism were strengthened, e.g. chilbua focal points, NAPs or convention
ratification.

5. PROJECT RESULTS BY IMMEDIATE OBJECTIVE USING FEE DBACK

FROM IMPLEMENTERS

The IAPP results are laid out here, categorisedrisgediate objective. To a degree this is a rather
arbitrary as activities overlapped more than orjeative and this should become obvious. To avoid
repetition, the results of activities are mentiowedly once but in the following section (Analysing
the Findings using Questions in the Evaluation TeohReference) some of the inter-linkages are
explored. The project funds are still being diskbdra/ith activities continuing to be implemented and
so further achievements might be expected. A ldetdist of each output from the activities is give

in Annex 5, with the dollar costs of that activifys noted above, the IPEC element of the IAPP was
slow to get to the implementation of activitiesénms of disbursement of funds because of the need
to resolve responsibilities for implementation. Hwer, this appears to have led to a strong
foundation and ownership with partners, specificatl terms of development of the networks of
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46

47

48

49.

50.

employer and trade union focal points. The Programmas complementary to other projects in
IPEC.

This has also led to valuabbipartite activities (i.e. employers and trade unions) dblstrengthen
capacity in advocacy, knowledge sharing and campagg and using south-south modalities as
appropriate. Some of the pluses of this are desdrib later sections. It is difficult to do bipaeti
activities in other formats of programmes.

51 The first immediate objective of the project is

* To enhance the knowledge base on workers and emglagtivities on child labour to lead to
greater union and employer action on child labour

. Outputs and activities for this IO were:

Output 1.1: Publication of good practices of empldynion involvement to tackle child labour;

. This involved information collection on good praes involving social partners and publication;

activities to promote good practices, and estatvesit of an information mechanism to organise data
collected under the project. Five manuals/handbosé&se produced together with three DVDs.
Total expenditure for this output was $243,550 @&eeex 5).

Results

. Eight studies have been developed to document ssftteorporate social responsibility practices in

tackling child labour by engaging business, pritgam the cash crop/plantation sectors. This
information was based on two surveys: The first veas Public Private Partnerships (PPP),
identifying successful activities in Argentina, BilaChile, China, India, Mexico and South Africa.
The second survey gauged the involvement of sgaainers in implementation of child labour
projects in the context of DWCPs. This and relateadk led to the Social Partners Supplementary
Report to the IPEC Implementation Report of 201fij &ocial Dialogue Country profiles for ten
African countries, starting with the Francophonaurddes, with intentions to add Anglophone
countries later.

In partnership with ILO’s SECTOR Department, a hert study was completed to document good
business practices to tackle child labour in thedfodrink and tobacco sector in Latin America,
which identified cases in Argentina (ARCOR in tled retailing sector, and the tobacco sector) and
Brazil (Unilever, a food and hygiene brands compang Cargill, an international food producer and
marketer of agricultural products). Feedback iatlid that these were innovative studies in terms of
how IPEC was now starting to address sectors (rallam national entities) in actions against child
labour. Multinationals were chosen because ofdhg alue chain. But all four cases were different.
However, in common, all four companies have spehing time in piloting child labour-related
activities and have learned a great deal as atrésulrgentina, the private sector and the atidgof

the Confederation of Industry have created a ndtwedrbusiness to combat child labour. These
ideas can be channelled into the IPEC Corporaté&lSBesponsibility approach, including public-
private partnerships and codes of conduct.

Feedback from the SECTOR-supported project empthsige importance of encouraging the social
partners (in this case employers) to spell outdbees of child labour from their perspectives sod
encourage them to pass on good practices to thiésagues in other companies, and encourage these
larger companies to take action further down thgpluchain where child labour may be more
prevalent. A respondent said that companies weee ke identify which parts of the supply chain
had problems, and to work in PPP mode. They wegreogslly interested in obtaining tools to assess
the impact of their actions.
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52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

. An existing study on small-scale mining and quargy(‘Keep Minors out of Mining’) has been

expanded and information collected on good pragtioeolving social partners. However, the final
output is pending.

An employer's manual has been produced from a@s/iin South India, Moldova and in Chile,
where, in cooperation with the Chilean Safety Agstiimn (CSA) - (‘Growing up Protected’ —
Crescendo Protegido) for adolescents, in both @mat web versions. This guide drew on existing
employers guides in English and French, was tregdlanto Spanish, and launched at a regional
workshop in Buenos Aries, and then followed by ava workshops in Chile, Uruguay and
Paraguay. In Chile there was a bipartite relatignbletween employers and government. According
to respondents’ comments, the Chilean guide has bethusiastically adopted by the CSA which
covers 37,000 enterprises and 2 million workersiTtvork was recognised by the US Department
of Labour at a meeting in June 2011 in Washingtosafety and working conditions.

DVDs were produced with both employers (from Argst India, Ghana and Moldova) and workers
components (India, Ghana) and also, a video isrotgss by the International Trade Union
Confederation (ITUC). In Moldova, again followimmgp from Norwegian funding initiated in 2005,
the activities have encouraged a change in pemeptabout child labour in the agricultural sector,
starting with a code of conduct developed in 2G0% most recently a documentary which tells a
story about how the agricultural industry employkawve lead a change in the role of children in
agriculture. The overall approach is to try andnrfialise’ the informal sector as this enables mdre o
the child labour problem to be addressed. The werkgganisations have worked as equal partners
in developing codes of conduct for occupationaletsaf Moldova also has a very committed
government and has an effective NAP in place. Maddis seeking recognition from international
economic trading partners and freeing their indestof child labour is one element.

This output also included a consolidated workeliggior South African sub region, and a domestic
workers manual.

Within this, and other immediate objectives, thegsamme activities made contributions to

preparation and content of the ILO Global Repofil(® which had good information on social

partners, corporations and south-south cooperalitis is one example of the direct technical
contribution made by the CTA. Some progress has Inemde to prepare the draft publication and
organise activities to promote good practices. aBee of some difficulties a less ambitious event on
CSR than that envisaged was organised in Decenti€), 2nd good practices were disseminated.

The (12-to-12 portal) portal developed by IPEC amdeiving Norwegian funding,
continued to receive funding under the IAPP: itivks its name from June 12th, the
WDACL. It is essentially a web-based social netvirogk platform aiming at bringing
together the experiences and achievements of elifferctors in the global community in the
fight against child labour. It was originally sgt by IPEC in 2006 with Italian funds. The
objective was to collate and share information abgood practices and to encourage
cooperation and commitment among partners invoivethe fight against child labour.
About $16,000 has been expended in a review o$titscture, and $9,800 on uploading
materials.

Output 1.2: Guide for IPEC, ACT/EMP and ACTRA\chitd labour and social partners role (good
practices for replication);

57. This involved establishing, testing and validatindicators for assessing impact in employers and

workers participation in child labour activitieg\aloping the guide, and implementing a system to
ensure the guide is being used by ILO staff thraaglstance learning platform.
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Results:

58. Activities in relation to the guide have not beetlyf implemented: the guide on social dialogue
based on Argentina’s experience in local develogrhas not been completed and so it could not be
tested systematically. There has been some ass#s8meleven African countries) on the national
tripartite consultations process functions.

5.2 The second immediate objective of the projecs:i

» To develop and promote policies, strategies andragians on combating child labour for
employers’ organisations and trade unions;

59. Outputs and Activities for this 10 are:
Output 2.1: Strengthening of employer/trade umetworks of focal points on child labour

60. This involved developing training resources andpiag and implementing training and workshops,
conducting research, and promoting the replicabod dissemination of good practices across
different contexts within south-south dialogue.

Results:

61. The translation into several languages of the ttaden resource kit for training on the worst forms
of child labour is still in progress, awaiting ITUWpproval of the manual.

62. One hundred new Trade Union Focal Points wereddaon child labour and social dialogue, spread
evenly between the four sub regions of CaribbeanP@rt of Spain Barbados), South Asia (in
Colombo), South-East Asia (in Bangkok) and Pac{fit Suva, Fiji). This covered about 40
countries. An existing Guide for Employers on CHilbour (produced in 2007)was rolled out in
training programmes in the Latin American region|ridia, and South African sub region. Intended
activities in the Maghreb and Arab countries weostponed because of the political situation in
those countries. A training event was organiselieean Syria for trade unionists and employers.

63. In addition, a major event was organised: a bigasivent for representatives from workers and
employers organisations from thirteen Africa coiastin Johannesbufg

64. Feedback from the SADC meeting of nine countrieliceted that this was the first time that a
majority of these social partners had met to disalsld labour. They appreciated it was bipardise
it allowed them to speak more openly and diredlye social partners sometimes regard themselves
as being sidelined by both government and ILO-IPE€ing regarded as needed for national
stakeholder governance set-ups but sometimes haviagt as passive participants. Social partners
see they have some ownership for eliminating daiteur, rather than NGOs who frequently act as
the service deliverers in IPEC’s country programm@$ of these national entities produced action
plans for on return activities, with funds for fwlV up provided by the IAPP, including taking on
advocacy activities for the WDACL (producing post@&tc), and three national groups worked up
employers organisations’ guides. However funds dche needed to disseminate the guide more
widely.

> ACT/EMP, ILO and International Organisation of Hoyers, Eliminating Child labour: Guide for Emplage
written by Paul Vandenberg, developed by Anne-Bijitpierd, Sandy Gros-Louis; ILO, Bureau for Emplos/e
Activities; International Organisation of Employe@eneva, 2007

® All National Centres that participated in the miag sessions are in the 12-to-12 portal undereaiappage for
the focal points.
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65. Social partners in the countries of Lesotho, Svaazi)] Mozambique, Malawi, Zambia and Zimbabwe

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

all took action using IAPP funds while Botswananhlaia and RSA were able to use funds from the
Norwegian funded project. Another feature of thBP funding is shown here by the involvement of
Zimbabwe. This shows it is possible to use IAPPRdfuto intervene in countries where there is no
existing intervention (such as Zimbabwe, see belawgre the campaign for the World Day of

Action was supported. Action plans would also hisméuded components to work more effectively

with the ILO-IPEC’s supported government’s NatioAation Plan (NAP) on child labour.

In Zimbabwe, a campaign materials development warkswas in July 2011 on the role of trade
unions in child labour under the auspices of thakZibwe Congress of Trade Unions (ZCTU). This
workshop came up with a framework for a draft hanodkbon children’s rights in relation to freedom

from exploitation and to inform workers on natignagional and international laws (including ILO

standards) on child labour. The printing and diseation of advocacy materials will be followed by

national campaigns.

Other workshops were held using part IAPP fundiadripartite national workshop was held in
Tanzania, cost shared with funds from Brazil. TW®PP funded the south-south tour of the
Tanzanian social partners to Brazil in May 2010ey met with Brazilian institutions and together
developed a work plan that at the end of 2010 becamproject that the Brazilian donor agency
accepted to fund in part. This project had a nunadbeactivities aimed at the social partners in the
implementation of the NAP. The other donors weeeIhPP and the Norwegian project. It was the
first south-south triangular cooperation projeet throught these three donors together.

In Tanzania, after the ILO-IPEC Programme of Supfemded in 2010) to the national TBP (which
continues under the umbrella of the PRSP and th€B)Mrade unions were funded to develop their
capacity to support the implementation of the NARere were resources from the South-South
project funded by Brazil and the Norwegian projectupport and IAPP funds allowed the support to
trade union focal points in 15-20 districts. (seen@x 5 for specific details). The IAPP funds
allowed a bridging of past with present activiti€ae mainstreaming of child labour issues at Oistri
level was developed and so IAPP allowed buildingwdrat is being done elsewhere, build some
capacity and allow social partners to work moréh&ar own priorities.

Also there was an inter-regional tripartite sesdimnfocal points from eight Portuguese speaking
countries. Members of employers’ organisationsauarfother countries have also participated in
training. All of the above activities were strengitled by a training of selected employer and child
labour focal points in ITC, Turin in December 2010.

Other activities funded here included a year-loagpaign combined with workshops by the Indian
trade union Hind Mazdoor Sabha for the ratificatioh Conventions 87 and 98 (Freedom of
association and Collective Bargaining) and 138 488 (Child Labour), as well as follow up to

various workshops.

Overall the training workshops and related actgittook 28% of the project resources or about
$440,000.

Output 2.2: Production of DVD on the role of sdgiartners tackling child labour

This involved identifying key themes from the wamk good practices and implementation of a plan
to enable use of the DVD at key national and irs@omal meetings.
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Results:

73. The DVD has been produced and has been used toofgdesues about child labour in various
national fora, in the spirit of south-south coopiera There are various country case studies. The
India and Moldova cases have been completed winilset for Ghana and Argentina are in process.
This DVD was used in India - and will be used fampaigns related to the WDACL, and are
intended for future training programmes and adésitas supporting visual materials, including the
handbook produced by ACTRAV and ACT/EMP.

74. In India, employers were engaged in Chennai follgaon from activities funded by the Norwegian
project. Awareness raising activities, some relatcethe WDACL, were carried out in the brick kiln,
manufacturing, automobiles and textile sectors.ust@mised ACT/EMP guide was translated into
Tamil was the basis for much activity. Not only dayers, but also government, parents and drop
out children were sensitised. In a second phasegemployers groups, the Employers Federation of
South India (EFSI) and the South India Mills Assticin (SIMA) were involved to encourage them
to seek out child labour problems among sub cotaracA code of conduct was developed as a
platform to draft hiring guidelines. In the finahgse, a video was made as an advocacy deviceefor th
WDACL.

5.3 The third immediate objective of the project is

* To enhance the capacity of key national and redjimoakers and employers institutions to
be involved in designing policy and programmeséaokke child labour, as a result of a
targeted training programme.

75. Outputs and Activities for this 10 are:
Output 3.1: Production of campaign materials foe Uy social partners on the WDACL.

76. This involved planning the resources needed to aigction by social partners for the World Day
events; providing support to field level programmasd evaluating campaigns using Knowledge,
Awareness and Behaviour (KAB) surveys to deterrbaeeline.

Results:

77. Various campaign materials have been producedtTd@ video on child labour is in process (see
above); posters for employers’ organisations frofDSC countries; materials for employers and
business sector from southern India in Tamil lagguésee above), and materials produced by
employers in Moldova, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan andzEkhstan.

Output 3.2: Production of guide for trade uniondaemployer representatives on National Tripartite
Commissions and other policy structures dealindp witild labour

78. This involved collection of data on employer analde union members on NTCs, and preparation,
testing, publication of guide and its use for tian

Results:

79. The production of the guide has proved to be tobitmus and may not be done at this stage. So far
the focus has been on getting union focal pointeenemgaged in developing National Action Plans.
The development of country profiles on social dyale were meant to give a picture on the
consultation mechanisms, without which it is diflicto develop the NAP
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54 Some Concluding Comments:
80. Data on direct costs expenditure by shows the ours@#uation on expenditure by immediate
objective. The components below amount to abo@9F®D0 or 59% of the allocated budget;
breakdown by immediate objective is: No 1: $247;9M0 2: $642, 260, and No 3: $39, 890.

Table 3: Breakdown of Expenditure by Immediate Ote

Output No. Output Narrative Expenditure % of
(%) in direct | Expenditure
costs

1.1 Publication of good practices of employer/tradan 243,55(0 26.2
involvement to tackle child labour

1.2 Guide for IPEC, ACT/EMP and ACTRAYV on child 3,994 0.4
labour and social partners role (good practices for
replication)

2.1 Strengthen employer/trade union networks ddifpoints 589,213 63.4
on child labour

2.2 Production of DVD on the role of social parser 53,050 5.7
tackling child labour

3.1 Production of campaign materials for use byasoc 39,886 4.3
partners on the WDACL

3.2 Guide for trade union and employer represamsitbn 0 0
child labour national tripartite commissions anaither
policy structures dealing with child labour

81. As would be expected the bulk of this expendituess wevoted to training (2.1), a finding supported
by the Scan Team evaluation of the ACT/EMP acasifior the Norwegian project.

6. ANALYSING THE FINDINGS ON THE BASIS OF QUESTIONS IN THE
EVALUATION TERMS OF REFERENCE

82. The Terms of Reference (see Annex) for the Evaladibllow the ILO Evaluation Framework and
Strategy and Guidelines, specific ILO-IPEC Guidedirand Notes, UN System Evaluation Standards
and Norms and the OECD/DAC Evaluation Quality stadd. There is considerable overlap between
all of these norms and standards, and the key issoeaddress the overarching evaluation critefia
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustalitvabo the extent possible.

83. In each subsection below, the suggested aspectsldeess in the Evaluation TORs are first
summarised (in italics), without loss of contemnfrthe TORs. These are suggesispects and not
all could be addressed in the very short time frattwated for the evaluation.

6.1 Design and Planning:
How well were the strategic focus, objectives amthgonents carried through in the activities?

84. The programme was innovative, establishing a mainger basis for coordination between ILO
units. The programme filled niches not usuallyefillby other IPEC activities with which social
partners are involved. Innovative actions involjetht actions by ACTRAV and ACT/EMP.
Despite some policy differences between employadsworkers, ACTRAV and ACT/EMP were
able to work together and help employers and wesrksigage in social dialogue to eradicate child
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86.

87.

88.

89

labour: both ACTRAV and ACT/EMP specialise in warkeand employers’ activities and know
best how to work with these organisations. Thisfisgreat relevance in an institution such as ILO
where developing effective coordination and jompiementation mechanisms around several topics,
remain an important challenge.

A few of the components were not fulfilled becao$¢he ambitious nature of its objectives and the
management costs and communication difficultieolved in developing working relationships,
agreeing a common work plan and breaking downstiltes of working; often harder to achieve at
headquarters than in the field (but a general feabi UN agencies). This meant that the project
components were slow to take off the ground andgadldmplementation under some pressure. Take
off was also slow because of the decentralised@aulPEC, ACTRAV and ACT/EMP, as well as
the projects. As evidence of slow take-off, the Mierm Self Evaluation Report of February 2010,
halfway through the project) showed that the finalndisbursement at mid-term of was 8.7% of total
expenditure. However, as also predicted in the Mitn, expenditure would quickly gain pace when
the coordination and implementation mechanism westablished. Hence the importance of the
discussions in the design phase.

There is logic to the design of the project: toalep the knowledge base and develop knowledge
products. Then to take these products throughppat training and then (third phase) for advocacy
and policy influence. Some of these products aitkistprocess, despite the contribution of the
earlier Norwegian funds. Direct policy influencashbeen partial at this stage, but would be carried
forward in any future phases

A heavy management load was also imposed becaube ofany of the activities of the project were
funded from different sources (IAPP, Norwegian, tReBouth fund from Brazil). In addition there
was the proper desire to implement the projectthéndifferent regions that ILO serves, placing
pressure on understanding different cultural angduistic contexts. This improved communication
with IPEC field and HQ staff, and was better intg¢gd into strategic efforts by IPEC to tackle child
labour, allowing it to be incorporated into its ®rm of monitoring and evaluation.

IPEC appears to be a unit that usually works wi@Q¢, and that is required for many of the large
country programmes it has implemented. This is b&eahese country programmes have service
components with reaching target groups at the hmldeand community level as part of the strategy,
and workers and employers organisations are nat iéted to this. But feedback from this
evaluation showed that social partners believe thaye a more important role to play in the
elimination of child labour in the longer term. Fexample, spinoffs should be a strengthening of
Child Labour Monitoring activities to make it mosestainable, promoting advocacy activities both
with their own colleagues and others, and reachioge deeply into the informal sector.

6.2 Achievements (Implementation and Effectiveness)

What were the key achievements across countriesatugdbbal level? Were the management and
implementation arrangements supportive of the sgg? How did the programme components
influence the work of IPEC, ACTRAV, ACT/EMP (artteotunits in ILO) and how did the tripartite
nature enhance the components and create synergiea?did the programme contribute to the ILO
Programme and Budget outcome relevant for chilblaB How did the global and country context
influence achievements?

. In terms of a strategic approach the project hadenaastrong contribution to strengthening the role

of social partners in the elimination of child laibpgiving them ownership and a more important role
in this work than hitherto. In turn the various adscy and informational products — DVDs, manuals,
advocacy materials (those that were produced)heilb support social partners in this stronger role
in the future. Employers’ organisations working mhos the formal sector believed that the many of
the worst forms of child labour (commercial sexeigbloitation, for example) are a criminal activity,

and also they within their industries did not fadeld labour as a problem. But they could bring
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influence to bear further down their supply cha@snilarly, trade unions, also mostly operating in
the formal sector, were able to identify areas whbey could address child labour through advocacy
and influence of others and by recognising how wortollective action and the right to organise
could reduce poverty and drive out child labour.

A further important achievement of the project itasnvolvement in the agricultural sector. Child
labour in this sector is hard to reach becausesdfize and dispersed nature, and some ambiguity in
what are the harmful effects of child labour. Hoaethe involvement of rural industries and
examination of their supply chain has uncoveredesaseful lessons (in India and Moldova) for how
to reach children in rural areas. It is not cldathe ILO-FAO Agricultural Partnership Project
provided any input for these activities, exceptGihana, where it was reported that the Programme
has enhanced the synergy with IPEC work in the @osector, and generally developed better
relationships with ACTRAV and unions, which havesbeable to complement ongoing ILO-IPEC
supported work with their own efforts.

The use of campaign materials by the social pastfer the WDACL is a ‘quick win’. Social
partners can buy in quickly in a high profile manndgth awareness raising and advocacy, and add
value to tripartite consultation mechanisms and blAghd get them involved in ongoing IPEC field
activities, including policy development.

Through the project with HMS in India, all the teadnions were able to work together to lobby the
government and get movement on the ratificatiothefoutstanding fundamental conventions. As a
result of this trade union work, the governmentc@mmitted to submit an instrument for the
ratification of Convention 182 by June 2012 andassions on convention 98 have also advanced.
Considering the scale of the worst forms of chdtidur in India, the fact that the government is
committed to ratification of C182 is a significaatthievement of this project. This is an example of
how the IAPP had a direct impact on the progressfdabour standards.

As noted in the evaluation inception report, tmaitéd time allowed for this evaluation meant that
proper attention could not be given to the issdebaw far IAPP components influenced the work of
ACTRAV, ACT/EMP and other units in ILO. However,id likely that the greatest achievement of
the project was to re-orientate the views of IPE@ gocial partners as to where the role of the
partners could be more effectively applied in thmiaation of child labour. Integral to this waseth
occasional operation of bipartite activities, prolgagiving more formal weight to some ongoing
informal activities. The chance for workers andoyers to meet and discuss common issues and
take on joint action programmes with their owngrsivas reported by some respondents as a very
positive experience.

With the ACTRAV-ACTEMP campaign on hazardous cHatbour, both departments launched a
historic joint campaign against hazardous childolab It offers real potential for long term
collaboration at the national level between tradi@ns and employers’ organisations on child labour.
The official handbook for the campaign is uniquepioviding the basis for this work to be carried
out with the specialists in the field.

The IAPP components made a significant contributiorthe promotion of elimination of child
labour in Africa at a policy level. As noted ear]idfrican countries are a special focus of the GAP
Contributions include a revitalisation of the fopalnt system in Africa, also bringing them togath
for a strategic planning meeting in Turin, greaagagement of social partners at the regional and
sub regional level (and supported by additionateextudgetary funding and strong activities for
replication in the SADC countries and in Ghana sodfconduct for contractors and out growers
that might be applied elsewhere in similar agrim@tbased economies. Generally this is leading to
much policy oriented debate at national level ués such as vocational education and training,
livelihoods. rural development and policy eradioatiSome of the activities have reached down to
district level (e.g. Tanzania), and some have fitmp child, labour in the DWCPs (e.g. Zimbabwe)
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Relevance

How did the components address issues, needs apdrtopities as defined in the planning
documents? How did the activities and components dip with other activities in the IAPP, other
IPEC activities and ILO-wide work on social dial@gand tripartite activity on child labour?

. The activities of the project were relevant in dmening the response of social partners to the

elimination of child labour, and are likely to makeem more effective in that response. It has
strengthened the partnerships required to addraisslabour by placing more attention on the needs
of social partners in meeting this response. Ina$ clear whether the activities went beyond
strengthening partnerships in other areas, su€tS&sapproaches in IPEC.

As noted in the evaluation induction report, it went possible to research the linkage of the IPEC
component of the IAPP with other components. Howevethe investigations, no connections with
WEDGE, PEPDEL, INCLUDE or SAP-FL were mentioned.

Sustainability

What are the key elements of sustainability of ghegramme components? How is it linked to
sustainability of other IPEC and ILO activities? Wi@an ILO build on achievements so far? How did
the components contribute to ILO strategic objest® How did the project contribute to knowledge
and capacity in ILO-IPEC?

. Sustainability of the elements of the programme moment is difficult to judge at this stage. The

activities of the component are just closing, ate ihception was late. Appropriate advocacy
materials and ‘how to do it materials are in placel in some cases, were tested. They can continue
to be applied without funding. But follow-up woukliffer without further funding to meet the
expenses of expanding the target group for inflaeAdthough context is important, the existence of
one set of national guidelines can, for examplesame circumstances, encourage other national
organisations to see what they can do. But theimgldf workshops, printing and follow up will all
require funds, however modest.

The flow of knowledge about child labour has beeiadth directions: IPEC staff have gained from
the new perspectives generated by the IAPP. Ithkgsed them see how social partners can have a
stronger role in national programmes. As activitiase been held in all regions, then all of theQPE
HQ programme staff as well as regional child labadvisers have learned something new and
gained new ideas for implementation in other pafrtheir programme.

Special Concerns

How did the components support the InternationaleCbabour Standards? What are the issues
regarding follow-up? How has the project contribdite enhancing the role of workers and employers
organisations in advocating for action against dhiebour at regional and national levels? To
strengthening the collaborative work of IPEC, ACTWR#nd ACT/EMP specialists? To strengthening
the issue of child labour as a priority for workexsd employers, and to ensuring that social parner
acquire a stronger role in implementation of recd?EC projects? How far have ACTRAV and IPEC
been able to mainstream child labour in their pii@s? What was the involvement of social partners
in the four project stage areas of design, befaigget launch, implementation and monitoring and
evaluation? How did the project enhance the capadf employer's organisations and their
understanding of child labour? How has the prograanontributed to showing how social dialogue
as a modality to eliminate child labour? How hawgdstite activities contributed to eliminating cdil
labour? How has the capacity building componentersfthened focal points? How have the
management arrangements at HQ helped achieve tteomes of the project, including financial
allocations? How has further bipartite collaboratidoetween ACT/EMP and ACTRAV furthered the
goal of the project?
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The ‘special concerns’ section of the TOR questmnger the a mix of issues that overlap with other
aspects: achievements, design, relevance andrsalsitdy, such as: how the project has strengthened
workers and employer institutions in working in #rea of child labour; the mainstreaming of child
labour into the activities of ACT/EMP and ACTRAWé& management structure concerning the role
of IPEC, ACTRAV and ACT/EMP, including financiallatations; strengthening of tripartite and
bipartite actions on child labour; use of socialogue as a modality and the degree of capacity
building.

By and large these special concerns have been ssgdren previous sections of this report, in
particular the nature of the management struchurethe following points are relevant. First sever
respondents noted how in their country situatiairtadvocacy work pushed for legislation and in
one country (India) the ratification of C182. Sedpinvolvement of social partners in the early
stages of the project appears to have been minbnalmany activities are following similar work
funded under the Norwegian project. Needs of sqmainers may have been expressed then. Third,
as noted in the induction report (and above in ftigiport) it was not possible to carry out
investigations of how the IAPP influenced additioaativities of ACTRAV and ACT/EMP. This
may well have happened, but it was not investigated

7. LESSONS LEARNED

A lesson drawn from the mid-term assessment shoeilceinforced; that for future similar projects
some preparatory phase with needs assessment dfopldnned to make consultation sessions in
the field for setting priorities and adding time fibhe elaboration of the project work plan. It was
reported that implementing social dialogue projéateugh technical assistance funding was unusual
for ILO, and this may require different approaches.

In addition, all future components should be thgtdy discussed with social partners as well as the
implementing units, and be based on a thorough assessment.

The approaches made by IPEC have been more saciakps- needs based than previous activities.
This means there has been a lot of learning betweeial partners and ILO-IPEC staff: the former

can see how child labour is a concern of their tiuents (despite its prevalence in informal sector

in some cases bordering on criminal activity) reining existing ethical perspectives, and they can
do something concrete about it; the latter have ke social partner responses will be a foundation
for longer term solutions through decent work.

Extending child labour programmes to the agricaltigector (as well as other programmes) has
always been a challenge for ILO. In this projeanseadnroads were made to semi-formalising the
agricultural sector through penetrating the supghain. Although the micro evidence is not

available, it is possible that these processeseliother small agricultural enterprises.

Lessons have been learned upwards to social paratiemal institutions and downwards (in some
countries) to district level.
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8. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

This project can be seen as complementary to ¢tl@iPEC projects: it has encouraged a higher
degree of social dialogue than previously. Itsdassare already informing new ILO-IPEC projects.

The gap has been that other project formats in IREEot able to focus on workers and employers
directly to build understanding of child labour. hi§ requires understanding at several levels:
ACTRAV/ACTEMP in Geneva, specialists in the fielthd as well as workers and employers. This
project has uncovered the areas of common interesild labour between workers and employers.

Although it is early days, the project has conti@oleffectively to strengthening the capacity afier
unions and employers in the areas of child labtuthe point where they are able to implement
some activities without involving ILO-IPEC. Thette union focal points for child labour systems
have been re-energised, and many of these focatspbave elaborated plans of action for their
institutions and started campaigns (e.g. to markA@D) and awareness raising activities. All of the
results have required a cohesive approach fromtithee ILO units of IPEC, ACTRAV and
ACT/EMP

On the basis that a high degree of social dialdmsebeen achieved in the area of child labour, with
common interest identified and acted upon, as ege@ by enthusiastic feedback from the field,it is
recommended to Irish Aid that an extension be mafiéhe project and funded accordingly
(Recommendation 1).

A major feature of the IAPP is that it was glod#xible, and targeted social partners directly and
made good use of materials produced elsewhereegfssds learning between HQ units, a by-product
has been the opportunity to pilot some activitiearn by doing, to find entry points to put somethi
into practice. It is recommended that ILO-IPEC esw$ how the role of social partners and concerns
of social partners could be better integrated éxisting projects (Recommendation 2).

It is recommended to the ILO implementing units inaterms of which activities to implement, for
IPEC, ACTRAV and ACT/EMP, that funds could be spktween following up existing projects and
opening up new countries and social partmensew sectorsand in IPEC activities in an integrated
area approach. The existing successes could betasatourage these new sets of social partners
(Recommendation 3).

It is recommended to the implementing units th&JRcontinue as lead with a needs assessment, an
agreed work plan and funded accordingly. All ouspamd activities should be based on a thorough
needs analysis and agreed upon by all parties (Reemdation 4)..

The programme management, structure has workedthenttansaction costs are justified by the

achievements. This depends on the level of trudt sirared objectives, and it is hoped that the
success of this project means that all partnersi@nereasonably comfortable about the structure for
the allocation and disbursement of funds, and belidat the results of the project will endure.

Therefore it is recommended that the current mamage structure continues but at the continuing
level of close consultation between all implemegtiartners (Recommendation 5).

ILO-IPEC specialists have also become better indatrand effective, and have heard new views
from social partners.

The project funds have helped ILO-IPEC in the cotreion of efforts in Africa with social
partners’ support. Some background comments aatianale for this observation are made in the
section on Achievements (Implementation and Effectess). _It is recommended to ILO-IPEC that
the lessons of this project and the level of sadi@iogue achieved be used to improve the roléef t
social partners in the development of NAPs (esfigéraAfrica) and the more direct involvement of
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social partners in these plans. From an employsgispective, Central Asia also requires further
attention (Recommendation 6).

The project made contributions bipartite (i.e. trade unions and employers), partners afigwihem

to strengthen capacity in addressing child labaua role that is arms-length apart from ILO-IPEC
and governments. These partners are better alieptement sustainable actions and initiate their
own activities. The re-energising of trade uniocalgoints for child labour has been significant.

As noted above, there will be lessons to learn epenetrating the informal agricultural sector.islit
recommended that this could be something thatliBelPEC-FAO Agricultural Partnership Project
could follow up (Recommendation 7).

It is important to continue to focus on capacityelepment and strengthening the knowledge base of
employers and workers organisations. There isatileed to develop and disseminate information,
training and awareness raising materials

The project implementation has showed that ILO-IPEg&ds to develop further work with the

employers and trade unions to build on the ac#isitstarted and may require more attention to
coordinating mechanisms at ILO HQ. It is recommehidelLO-IPEC that it makes more use of the

bipartite mechanism (Recommendation 8).

The flexible nature of the project funds enabledesgies to be made with other activities, such as
development of materials and guidelines. There Hasen multiplier effects in so far as social
partners have been able to implement their owwities more effectively, and within the context of
South-South/Triangular cooperation.

The project enabled social partners to take umdhtaction in the area of child labour (e.g. trade
union handbook on hazardous child labour); alsodpced were various effective campaigning and
advocacy aids: a DVD by social partners, the agtivi Colombia with the employers organisations
and its mining members and the transformation efGhilean manual into a web based platform and
instrument to disseminate it. It is recommendedPBC that these materials be piloted in other
countries (Recommendation 9).
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Annex 2: Evaluation Inception Report

Introduction

1. The Irish Aid Partnership Programme (IAPP - INTZ®/IRL aims to enhance a more strategic and
complementary dimension to the large programmedirnical cooperation which ILO-IPEC already
implements. Although ILO-IPEC does work throughiabpartners (employers and trade unions) it
is recognised that the capacity of these partneeglsito be strengthened, so that, to a greatartexte
they are able to work to their own strengths anglément their own activities in response to
Conventions 138 and 18and within the framework of NAP&nd within south-south cooperation.
This is expected to generate greater sustainahititinational ownership to its work.

2. The IPEC project component is one of five technaraas funded by the IAPP in ILO, now in its
Third Phase. This third phase aims to emphasisesuistainability of interventions, organisational
capacity building, greater involvement of socialtpars in project implementation, and assistance to
partner organisations in developing plans to mebitind diversify funding sources.

3. The resources provided by the ILO-IAPP are US$12.8ivided between the five programmes:
Women'’s Entrepreneurship Development and GendealiEguPromoting the Employability and
Employment of People with Disabilities through Etige Legislation, Promoting Decent Work for
People with Disabilities through a Disability Inslan Support Service, Special Action on Forced
Labour and the Child Labour (IPEC). The IPEC pariid the funds was US$1.57m.

Programme Strategy, Objectives and Components

Strategy and Objectives

4. The strategy of the project is to work with so@attners to implement the work of eliminating child
labour through knowledge sharing, policy developimeith action plans and capacity development.
For a discussion of the development objective ggekof this note.

5. The immediate objectives of the project are:

* To enhance the knowledge base on workers and emglagtivities on child labour to lead to
greater union and employer action on child labour;

« To develop and promote policies, strategies anragtians on combating child labour for
employers’ organisations and trade unions; and

* To enhance the capacity of key national and regoegkers and employers institutions to be

involved in designing policy and programmes to kaathild labour, as a result of a targeted
training programme.

Components

6. The project was global in nature with, accordingtoject reports, 76 countries involved in one way
or another. Therefore outreach was considerable.

7. The project has three main components:

8. The first component of the project involves thelextion and systematisation of good practices
which were expected to be used both to promotecegfmn and to support the training programmes
and sessions funded by the project. The knowledge generated was also expected to ensure that
ILO-IPEC staff at all levels were aware of the oppoities and advantages of fully integrating sbcia
partners in national efforts to tackle child labaund to be a catalyst for increasing collaboration
among ILO specialists in the field. Two main adtes were envisaged: the publication of the good
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practices of employer/union involvement to tackidctlabour, and publication of a guide for IPEC,
ACT/EMP and ACTRAV on child labour and the rolesafcial partners.

The second component of the project was focussddaonng activities for workers and employers
organisations, and support for both bipartite arues tripartite meetings. The two main activities as
part of this component were expected to be thengtihening of employer/trade union networks of
focal points on child labour, and the productioradbVD on the role of social partners in tacking
child labour.

The third component covered policy development eodrdination. This was expected to follow
from the activities of the first two componentst gmcial partners to be more effectively involvad i
the design of policy and programmes to tackle daitsbur. The two main activities were expected to
be the production of campaign materials for ugesdcial partners on the World Day of Action
against Child Labour, and more effective action &gcial partners in National Tripartite
Commissions and in other policy structures dealiit child labour.

Evaluation Issues to address

11. The following questions were provided in the TemhReference dated July 2011, and have been

edited for this inception report to reduce repatitiand without loss of meaning. Thesesarggested
areas to investigate and within the time constsamfitthe evaluation it is not possible to reseaith

in depth.

Design and Planning:

Evaluation Question Means of Investigation Comments
How well were the strategic Interviews and feedback thatAvailability of IPEC monitoring
focus, objectives and componengive overview of this nature.| plan may have helped. This is a
carried through in the activities?Programme generated general evaluation question and to
monitoring sheet. be answered in conjunction with
the design logic (ToC)

Achievements (Implementation and Effectiveness)

Evaluation Question Means of Investigation Comments
What were the key achievementsMonitoring sheet provided for| This is a general evaluation question.
across countries and at global | evaluation. Late availability of project list with
level? Interviews monitoring sheet may dilute the

investigation here

Were the management and Interviews with management
implementation arrangements | and finance officers
supportive of the strategy?

How did the programme Interviews with ACT/EMP andAbsence of HQ ACTRAV staff in
components influence the work gfACTRAV staff in particular. |the second phase of the evaluation
IPEC, ACTRAV, ACT/EMP (and will limit examination of this

other units in ILO) and how did the question and absence of some
tripartite nature enhance the ACT/EMP staff.

components and create synergigs?

How did the programme contributExamination of ILO P&B
to the ILO Programme and Budgeiutcomes.
outcome relevant for child labour?
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Evaluation Question

Means of Investigation

Comments

How did the global and country
context influence achievements

A part of all evaluation
‘Mvestigations

Difficult to form a sound
judgement given the large numbg
(70 plus) of countries involved.
Will expect to do country case
studies.

eI

Relevance

Evaluation Question

Means of Investigation

Comments

How did the components addre
issues, needs and opportunities

defined in the planning
documents?

dReview of project document
faedback from beneficiaries

14

How did activities and
components line up with other
IAPP activities, other IPEC

activities and ILO-wide work on

social dialogue and tripartite
activity on child labour?

As above

Severe time constraints for
evaluation will mean that
interviews with other IAPP
component staff and ILO- wide
social dialogue staff will be very
limited

Sustainability

Evaluation Question

Means of Investigation

Comments

What are the key elements of

sustainability of the programme

components?

Interview with programme
beneficiaries, and views of
ILO regional staff.

Likely to be limited to a few case

How is it linked to sustainability
of other IPEC and ILO activities

Interview with IPEC staff not]
directly involved in the IAPP

Severe time constraints for
evaluation will means that
interviews with IPEC and ILO
staff will be very limited

How can ILO build on

achievements so far? How did f{

components contribute to ILO
strategic objectives?

Interviews with IPEC staff
he

How did the project contribute t
knowledge and capacity in ILO-

IPEC?

dnterviews with IPEC staff

Special Concerns

Evaluation Question

Means of Investigation

Comments

How did the components supportinterviews, and review of

the International Core Labour
Standards?

Committee of experts on
application of conventions

Unfortunately Committee of
Experts reports not made
available.

What are the issues regarding
follow-up?

Feedback from beneficiaries
and ILO field specialists

D

How has the project contributed

to Feedback fromebeiaries
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Evaluation Question

Means of Investigation

Comments

enhancing the role of workers ar
employers organisations in
advocating for action against chi
labour at regional and national
levels?

dnd ILO field specialists

Id

To strengthening the collaborati
work of IPEC, ACTRAYV and
ACT/EMP specialists?

tnterviews with staff at HQ
and regions

Likely to be partial as interviews
with ACTRAV staff not
comprehensive

To strengthening the issue of ch
labour as a priority for workers
and employers, and to ensuring
that social partners acquire a
stronger role in implementation (
recent IPEC projects?

lBeedback directly from
workers and employers
representatives.

Df

Initial feedback suggests
employers specialists more like
to respond to evaluation request

ly

How far have ACTRAV and
ACT/EMP and IPEC been able t
mainstream child labour in their
priorities?

Interviews with staff at HQ
@nd regions

Timing of evaluation in August
means that may not be able to
interview sufficient HQ staff

What was the involvement of
social partners in the four projec
stage areas of design, before
project launch, implementation
and monitoring and evaluation?

Interviews with social
tpartners

Unlikely to find sufficient
feedback and experience to
understand what happened at al
these stages.

| of

How did the project enhance the
capacity of employer’'s
organisations and their
understanding of child labour?

Feedback from employers

How has the programme
contributed to showing how soci
dialogue as a modality to elimina
child labour?

Interviews with ILO staff
al
ite

This issue only liketg emerge
after further implementation of
project. Short terms reactions or

ly

How have bipartite activities
contributed to eliminating child
labour?

Interviews with beneficiarieg

Feedback likely tovssy
speculative at this stage

How has the capacity building
component strengthened focal
points?

Interviews with beneficiarieg

As above

How have the management
arrangements at HQ helped
achieve the outcomes of the
project, including financial
allocations?

See under ‘Achievements’.

How has further bipartite
collaboration between ACT/EMH
and ACTRAV furthered the goal
of the project?

Interviews with staff at HQ
and regions

Absence of HQ ACTRAV staff in
the second phase of the evaluat
will limit examination of this
question and absence of some
ACT/EMP staff.

on
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Conclusions: The key evaluation questions

12. The key evaluation question to review is: how farpugh the actions carried out, social partners
have been strengthened to be more capable in adudyeshild labour issues both in their own
activities and in ILO-supported work, and thesearbodied in two parts: how well did the project
work and what has happened as a result.

13. Two versions of the development objective were tbimthe documentation. The first relates more
to outputs (e.g. improve knowledge base) and outsofimprove linkages) while the second is more
impact, longer term oriented:

Improve the knowledge base and linkages betweendHheof ILO-IPEC and social partners,
training for development of social partner capacitand policy development and
coordination;

and
The project will contribute to the objective of the& Global Action Plan, the elimination of
the worst forms of child labour by 2016, througtesgthened involvement of social partners

in tackling child labour.

14. The central evaluation question to answer lies saagdetween these two.
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Annex 3: Evaluation Terms of Reference

International Programme on the Elimination of Child Labour
ILO/IPEC

Final (basis for
contract for
evaluator)

Terms of Reference

For
| ndependent Evaluation

Social partnership and advocacy to tackle child labur

(ILO/Irish Aid Partnership Programme (third phase))

July 2011
ILO Project Code INT/08/72/IRL
ILO Project Number
ILO Iris Code 101261
Country Global
Starting Date August 2008
Ending Date 31 July 2011 (extended to 31 September)
Project Duration
Type of Evaluation
Date of Evaluation
Project Language English
Executing Agency ILO-IPEC with ILO/ACTRAV, ILO/ACTEMP)
Financing Agency Irish Aid (Government of Ireland)
Donor contribution USD 1,572,327
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| Background and Justification

Overall Project Context Description

. Child labour is a problem worldwide but is partiatly severe in sub Saharan Africa and Asia. There
are about 170 million child labourers in these n®gions of the world. While the causes of child
labour are several and complex, weaknesses inageef education systems, in addition to poverty,
are a fundamental factor.

. The work of ILO’s International Programme on thénithation of Child Labour (IPEC) focuses at
two levels. The first is at the level of the poliagd enabling environment, working with partners to
identify and promote legislative and policy refortesreduce child labour. The second level is to
work with partners to implement programmes aimepraviding services to vulnerable children and
communities, such as access for children to educatnd skills, and support for families. ILO is
pursuing a Global Action Plan to tackle child labaen the basis that effective elimination of child
labour can only be achieved at the country levéh wiember States at the forefront of these efforts.
The international campaign to eliminate child labisucentred around ILO Conventions 138 (that the
minimum age of to employment shall not be less tham age of completion of compulsory
schooling) and more recently, Convention 182 whiaies Governments to immediate action to stop
the worst forms of child labour and to ensure thetsleiren have access to free basic education.

. The work of ILO-IPEC and its partners is directigkied to the Millennium Development Goals,
most strongly to MDG 2 (Universal primary educajioan objective both direct and indirect of the
IPEC-supported work is to ensure children are platdo school. But the work also makes
contributions to attaining MDG 1 (poverty), MDG Génder) and MDG 4 (Child Health).

. The ILO is pursuing a Global Action Plan to tackhkeld labour. The plan calls for the adoption of
time-bound targets to meet the goal of eliminating worst forms of child labour by 2016 — and
eventually all forms — and identifies various mebgsvhich the ILO can support this process. This
target would parallel and contribute to both thdléinium Development Goals on education and
poverty, and to the effective abolition of all faraf child labour, which is a fundamental goallud t
ILO.

. The Global Action Plan also focuses on the needti@ngthening the role of social partners in the
global campaign against child labour. Their orgational structures and their capacity to influence
policy give them a potentially very strategic rateefforts to tackle child labour and the undertyin
causes of child labour. Therefore, this project héve as its core focus the strengthening of socia
partner capacity on child labour at the local, ovadi and international levels, notably by explgten
new momentum of IPEC technical cooperation which I@en known as the “south-south initiative
in combating child labour”.

. The purpose of INT/08/272/IRL is distinctive. Itdsda more strategic dimension to the large
programme of technical cooperation which ILO-IPE@ady implements.

. Although ILO-IPEC does work through social partn@ployers and trade unions) it is recognised
that the capacity of these partners needs to bagitrened, so that, to a greater extent, theyldee a
to go ahead and implement their own activitieseisponse Conventions 138 and 182 within the
framework national Action Plans on Child laboaind within south-south cooperation. This is
expected to generate greater sustainability andnatownership to its work.

. The project is one of five technical areas fundegat of the ILO/Irish Aid Partnership (IAP), now
in its Third Phase. The resources provided are @3$divided between five programmes: Women'’s
Entrepreneurship Development and Gender Equalitg[@WE), Promoting the Employability and
Employment of People with Disabilities through Eftige Legislation (PEPDEL), Promoting Decent
Work for People with Disabilities through a Disatyil Inclusion Support Service (INCLUDE),
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13.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

Special Action on Forced Labour (SAP-FL) and theldChabour (IPEC). The IPEC portion of the
funds was US$1.4m, of which one quarter each wastéid towards ACTRAV and ACT EMP.

. The IAP funding has worked in a synergistic manmith funding from the Norwegian government

in the form of INT/09/50/NOR (IPEC), Advancing Tagite Action to Tackle Child Labour (a
component of the ILO/Norway Programme Cooperatigmegment (2009-2010). Similar activities
were funded by the Norwegian project, including soother components (such as the '12 to 12
Community Portal” which also benefiting the acie$ supported under the IAP).

Overall Project Description

. The project has three main components, improvimgkiowledge base and linkages between the

work of ILO-IPEC and social partners, training fdevelopment of social partner capacity, and
policy development and coordination. .

Even though the ILO Global Action Plan on elimioatiof the worst forms of child labour called for
a particular focus on Africa, this project also lempented activities in Latin America, Europe, Asia
and the Pacific and complemented and enhancedopieexperience that IPEC, ACTRAV and
ACTEMP have had and were implementing in the coesitovered.

The strengthening actions led by existing socialagjue and child labour focal points was central to
the approach of this project as well as the esfairient and development of new ones and for this to
take place the project devoted a significant paorid it implementation action to improving the
knowledge base and linkages between the work ofIREXC and social partners.

Therefore, an important factor of the project wamtrease the capacity of social partners to atay
active role in efforts to tackle child labour andathered information on good practices and onsway
in which employers and workers organizations haene involved.

The collection and systematization of good prastieere supposed to be used both to promote
replication and during the training programmes aassions funded by the Project. Moreover, the
knowledge base generated should be capable toeetiair|LO-IPEC staff at all levels were aware
of the opportunities and advantages of fully inuadyvsocial partners in national efforts to tackle
child labour and to be a catalyst in increasindgatmration among ILO specialists in the field.

The second component of the Project was focusedaaning activities for Workers organizations,
Employers organizations and Bipartite/tripartitessens

At national level many IPEC projects have been eoafing with trade unions on issues of child
labour law and building awareness on the needdklgechild labour. However a need has been
identified to further develop the linkages betwémde unions and IPEC. This recently gave rise to
an initiative for a training programme, which wagjanised in October 2007 jointly between IPEC
and the ILO Bureau for Workers Activities. Bringitogether participants from Africa, Asia and the
Americas, the aim was to begin a process of deirgjop group of trade union focal points with
particular knowledge of child labour issues andtthde union role in combating child labour.

Under the project it would be proposed to extendpeoation with ACTRAV and ITUC in
development of an international trade union netwamkchild labour. This would be based on a
network of trained trade union focal points who Vdowork at national and regional level in
cooperation with ILO-IPEC and ACTRAYV and be suppdrin developing and implementing action
plans on child labour, with aims at getting tradéns more involved in actions on the WFCL with
the informal sector

The project would also support other training naddatified through the project steering committee
based on the “Trade Union and Child Labour” tragniit.
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Employers’ organisations

19. ACTEMP in collaboration with IOE have recently puweéd a set of Guide for Employers on

eliminating child labour. This comprehensive matkegrovides a good basis for development of a
training programme which can help maximise emplagreolvement if efforts to tackle child labour.

It provides practical examples for business on tmdeal with child labour, as well as setting d t
challenges and considerations that businessestod¢akke into account when addressing child labour
in their workplaces or their supply chains.

Bipartite/tripartite training

20. At national level employers and trade unions apeagented on IPEC National Steering Committees

21

22.

23.

24.

25.

and National Action Committees on Child Labour. isTigroup of trade union and employer
representatives would be targeted for support tiivothe project, with training activities and
resources aimed at increasing their effectivenedscantributions within national discussions.

Advocacy, awareness raising and policy development

. The work on training and knowledge outlined aba/entended to support action by employers and

unions which will help to tackle child labour. Elopers and unions can play a key role to
mainstream the child labour issue in countries'gpmmmes and policies. One reason why child
labour is often not high on the development agesdiénat such constituencies have so far been
largely lacking or weak in making representationghe issue.

Under the project, it is proposed to engage empsogiad workers organisations so that they help in
promoting key messages, building awareness andbsinmp policy development. The aim will be
for employer and union organisations and netwasks t

< Initiate their own activities to raise membershipaseness on the need for employers/workers
responses to child labour

e Consider the issue during major Conferences andtgve
e Discuss the issue in tripartite and bipartite stries
e Establish their own policies on child labour

* Promote their policies within key industries, witbvernment and with other actors

Efforts to develop the capacity and role of empisyand trade unions would also seek to integrate
them fully in support for and promotion of the WibiDay against Child Labour, held annually on
June 12. The World Day is a major opportunityase public awareness and political support for
the need to address child labour. In the pastWwld Day has attracted very significant
international media coverage and has helped te tthis profile of international concern on child
labour.

World Day activities are usually held in more tighcountries worldwide. Much of the programme
is organised through the wide network of partnehictvthe ILO’s International Programme on the
Elimination of Child Labour has, but the World D&y also supported more widely by other

international agencies and partners. Within taenBwork of the project support would be provided
for the promotion of the World Day against Childbloair, key knowledge and awareness raising
products to be produced in relation to the World/,Daend activities of employers’ and workers’

organisations in supporting the Day.

There is also interest on the part of both empysard workers organisations in promoting the
sharing of experience between countries, and thiegrwould seek to identify and support strategic
opportunities of this kind. Given the support loé irish government for this project, in consutiati
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

with ACTEMP and ACTRAYV, links would be establishedth the Irish Congress of Trade Unions
and the Irish Business and Employers Confederatideeep them informed on the development of
project activity.

The partners for the project will be relevant empls and workers organizations and their
representatives, as well as other stakeholdetifield.

The countries, existing initiatives and organizagido be involved under this project will be indin
with IPEC’s and the ILO Bureaux for Employers’ aWdbrkers’ Activities and will rely on the
relevance of previous activities sponsored bothufpand downstream policy development, piloting
experiences, sharing knowledge, advocacy and dgadlding.

The countries, regions and organizations to be reoveiill be coordinated by the three technical
units of the ILO. In all activities efforts will b@made to promote full participation of both womerd a
men, in line with established ILO practice.

IPEC staff in the field as well as project’s stadlelers will also benefit from this project in thense
that their capacities to promote tripartite dialegand better involve workers’ and employers’
organizations in the implementation of project'giatives and it will not operate in isolation, but
will be integrated into strategic efforts by thedlto tackle child labour.

The Project has employed flexible approach as dutsimplementation, the Programme and the
ILO-units involved should be capable of identifyitigpbse strategic opportunities and activities that
are in line with the Global Action Plan.

The objectives of the project are:
* At the end of the project, the knowledge base orkers and employers activities on CL has

been enhanced leading to greater union and empday@n on child labour

e At the end of the project Employers organisationd &ade unions will have developed and
be promoting policies, strategies and action ptansombating child labour.

» At the end of the project, the capacity of key ol and regional workers and employers
institutions to be involved in designing policy apbgrammes to tackle child labour will be
enhanced as a result of a targeted training prageam

The objectives outlined above will contribute te timpact on the ultimate beneficiaries of the
project, children who as a result of strengthenelicies and programmes will not enter, or be
withdrawn from, child labour.

A detailed implementation has been developed iswaitation with ACTRAV and ACTEMP

Other relevant project background

The project will build on the large scale programofetechnical cooperation which ILO-IPEC
already has in place and reinforce and support wopkemented through the DWCP process.

For instance The ILO-Norway Framework Agreement bagported since 2004 a collaborative
action between three technical units in the ILO T&RaV, ACTEMP and IPEC), in the
implementation of activities at the national, regiband interregional level. Many lessons have been
learned from these collaborative efforts and these as such served as a basis for this project.

From the perspective of the ILO, the eliminatiorcbfld labour is part of its work on standards and
fundamental principles and rights at work. Theilimént of these standards should guaradiesent
work for all adults. In this sense the ILO provideshtg@cal assistance to its three constituents:
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37.

38.

39.

40

41.

42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

government, workers and employers. This tripar§teucture is the key characteristic of ILO
cooperation and it is within this framework thae thctivities developed by the project should be
analyzed.

ILO Decent Work Country Programmes (DWCPs) are dpdimtroduced in ILO to provide a
mechanism through with to outline agreed upon ftigsr between the ILO and the national
constituents partners within a broader UN and haonal development context. For further
information please sddtp://www.ilo.org/public/english/decent.htm

The DWCP defines a corporate focus on prioritiggrational strategies as well as a resource and
implementation plan that complement and supponteaplans for national decent work priorities.
As such DWCP are broader frameworks to which thévidual ILO project is linked and contributes
to. DWCP are beginning to gradually be introdugedarious countries

Within the UN family the ILO is seen as the leadtragy on child labour, and can play a role in
raising concern with child labour within the UN ety team process and within other inter agency
coordinating groups.

Background to Evaluation

. A mid-term ILO managed self-evaluation was conddicte2009 to evaluate the progress so far. A

consultant prepared a standard review instrumetwias completed by the individual departments
responsible for the individual components.

The related ILO Norway framework from 2009-10 wabjsct to a final evaluation in early 2011.

The Irish Partnership Agreement has been undergingvaluation in March-July 2011, consisting
of individual evaluation process and reports foe timdividual projects under the Partnership
Agreement, with a synthesis report to be preparelily 2011.

This evaluation of the Irish Aid component on sbgartnership and Advocacy to tackle Child
Labour is considered part of this evaluation antifeed into the final work on the overall evalumti
of the Partnership Agreement and the discussioriartdmer work and funding.

Evaluation for the purpose of learning and planrang building knowledge is an essential part of
ILO/IPEC approach. It contributes to building theolwledge base on action against child labour and
the capacity for using such knowledge. This is ipaldr so for global cross-cutting strategic
programmes such as this one with a focus on therkmrtite basis for action. As per ILO evaluation
policy and procedures all programmes and projeats a certain duration and funding level have to
be evaluated. An evaluation focusing on the strataghievements and experience can form the
basis for discussions on further action in thisaftwork.

Annual reports have provided extensive detailduiting elements of self-assessment which could
be completed by an external review and perspethiae would allow for a credible and impartial
assessment of the achievement of the programmeaenpso far.

| Purpose and Scope |

Purpose
The purpose of the present evaluation is to

» identify and assess current achievements of th€ I@inponent

» identify relevance, effectiveness and possiblessnability of the programme component
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47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

* identify relevant linkages between the componeritisinvthe project and their contribution to
the achievement of the IPEC implemented comporentyvell as linkage with other IPEC
activities related to social dialogue

e assess broader role and contribution of this ptdigeadhe process of strengthening social
dialogue in work on child labour in ILO and IPEC

* identify areas of further work and strengtheninghaf partnership agreement based on current
achievements, lessons learned and analysis of &etor§ determining progress in the
programme component

The evaluation should asses the overall achieveofaht programme component at different levels
such as at policy, institutional and country lewelccordance with the availability and quality of
existing data and information. It should analyzeategies and models of intervention used,
document lessons learned and potential good peactiand provide recommendations for all
stakeholders on how to integrate these into planprmocesses and implementation of future child
labour activities within the framework agreement.

The main users of the evaluation are EmployersVilatkers organisation at different levels the ILO
in particularly ACTRAV, ACTEMP and IPEC includingecialists in the field; and Directors of ILO
Offices in the context of the coordination roletieé Decent Work Country Teams; donors and other
relevant global, regional and national partners.

Scope

The scope of the evaluation includes

* All IPEC, ACTRAV and ACTEMP implemented componemnidaactivities under this project
as outlined in the project document and as detéildgtier in work plans and budgets for the
project

 IPEC, ACTRAV and ACTEMP contribution to any coordiad and joint activities of the
partnership agreement

The evaluation should focus on the specific compbrend its achievements and not on the
mechanisms and process of establishing and man#ggngroject within the Partnership Agreement
as such.

Suggested Aspects to be Addressed

Generally, the evaluation should adhere to the IE@luation Framework and Strategy and
Guidelines, specific ILO-IPEC Guidelines and Notd® UN System Evaluation Standards and
Norms, and OECD/DAC Evaluation Quality Standardoréspecifically, the evaluation should
address the overarching ILO evaluation criteria refevance, effectiveness, efficiency and
sustainability to the extent possible, as defimethe ILO Guidelines to Results-Based Evaluation:
principles, Rationale, Planning and Managing foalgations’, Version 1, January 2010. For gender
issues see: ILO Guidelines for the Integration @n@er Issues into the Design, Monitoring and
Evaluation of ILO Programmes and Projects, 1995theun information on the ILO’s gender
approach is also available at www.ilo.org/gender.

The evaluation should be carried out in adherendgé the ILO Evaluation Framework and
Strategy, the ILO Guideline, the specific ILO-IPBDidelines and Notes, the UN System Evaluation
Standards and Norms, and the OECD/DAC EvaluatioaliusStandard.

In line with results-based framework approach usgdLO-IPEC for identifying results at global,
strategic and project level, the evaluation wiltde on identifying and analysing results through
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addressing key questions related to the evaluatiocerns and the achievement of the objectives of
the programme component.

54. Annex 1 lists the broad suggested aspects thabeadentified at this point for the evaluation to
address organised in the following headings:
I. Design & Planning
II. Achievements (Implementation and Effectivenegs
lll. Relevance of the Project
IV. Sustainability
IV. Special Concerns
55. Other aspects can be added as identified by tHaatian team in accordance with the given purpose
and in consultation with ILO/IPEC Geneva's Desigumaluation and Documentation Section (DED),

the evaluation manager. These will be particulddyeloped through the initial round of interviews
with key stakeholders, in particular project mamaget and other colleagues at ILO Geneva.

56. The evaluation instrument prepared by the evaloatitam will indicate further selected specific
aspects to be addressed based on initial deskwevidne evaluation instrument should identify the
priority aspects to be addressed in the evaluation.

Expected Outputs of the Evaluation

57. The expected outputs to be delivered by the evialuégam are:

e A desk review of programme component related doodsne

* An evaluation instrument prepared by the evalua®entifying key aspects to address as well
as approach and methods to be used

» Data collection and interviews in Geneva

« Preparation of questionnaire for field based colles and partners
« Email and telephone interviews with staff and pensras identified
e Draft evaluation report

* Final Report including:
0 Executive Summary with key findings, conclusiond aacommendations
Clearly identified findings
Clearly identified conclusions and recommendations
Lessons learned
Potential good practices and effective models tefrirention.
Appropriate Annexes including the TORs for the jmeledent evaluation

O O O0OO0oOo

58. The report should follow the outline that is comsetl the most appropriate given the purpose, scope
and selected suggested aspects and when the fomulgl e on clear documentation and analysis of
outcomes, results and achievements. The outlindd clmliow the strategic components of the
programme with cross cutting elements covered poapate.

59. The total length of the report should be a maxinafrB0 pages for main report, excluding annexes;
additional annexes can provide background and ldetai specific components of the project
evaluated. The report should be sent as one ctenmdeument and the file size should not exceed 3
megabytes. Photos, if appropriate to be includaduld be inserted using lower resolution to keep
overall file size low.
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60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

All drafts and final outputs, including supportidgcuments, analytical reports and raw data should
be provided both in paper copy and in electronicsiom compatible for Word for Windows.
Ownership of data from the evaluation rests jointlith ILO-IPEC and the consultants. The
copyright of the evaluation report will rest excliedy with the ILO. Use of the data for publication
and other presentations can only be made with titeewvagreement of ILO-IPEC. Key stakeholders
can make appropriate use of the evaluation reporine with the original purpose and with
appropriate acknowledgement.

The final report will be circulated to key stakedhers for their review. Comments from stakeholders
will be consolidated by the Design, Evaluation dhacumentation Section (DED) of ILO/IPEC
Geneva and provided to the team leader. In pregdhnie final report the team leader should consider
these comments, incorporate as appropriate andderavbrief note explaining why any comments
might not have been incorporated

Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation should be carried out in adhereritetive ILO Evaluation Framework and Strategy,
the ILO-IPEC Guidelines and Notes, the UN Systenaliation Standards and Norms, and the
OECD/DAC Evaluation Quality Standard

The following is the proposed evaluation methodplog/Nhile the evaluation team can propose
changes in the methodology, any such changes shmuldiscussed with and approved by DED
provided that the research and analysis suggestsgeb and provided that the indicated range of
guestions is addressed, the purpose maintainedhandxpected outputs produced at the required
quality.

The evaluation will be carried out through a deskiew of appropriate material, including the
project documents, progress reports, previous atialu reports, outputs of the project and action
programmes, results of any internal planning preegsn the countries and relevant materials from
secondary sources.

At the end of the desk review period, it is expédteat the evaluation consultant prepare a brief
document indicating the methodological approacthéevaluation, the evaluation instrument, to be
discussed and approved by DED prior to the comnrmeaneof the field mission.

The evaluation team will interview key stakeholdersluding representatives of donors, relevant
ILO and ILO/IPEC officials at ILO HQ and appropeakey other stakeholders and ILO officials at
the regional level.

During Irish Aid Project implementation, a survegswndertaken of IPEC colleagues in the field as
a base line on the perspective, experiences aretstadding of IPEC collages. This could be used as
reference by the evaluator. Data on the survey béllprovided to the evaluator. A simpler and
shorter follow up survey could be a possibilitydietermine any changes.

Country examples or mini case-studies should berparated to highlight specific examples. For
instance Mozambique and Zambia are good examplesemBmployers Organisations (EO) that
have developed a much bigger role nationally aftgracity building and awareness raising activities
funded by the project. In South America, Argentmal Chile are equally good cases to be evaluated
at the policy level, including work that trade umschave done in Argentina, India, in the context of
local action plan and activities and from the fadifion point of view, could in principle be subjet

a specific sub-study. Other examples are Ghandhir bipartite actions; and South East Asia
(Bangkok) for assessing the results of the training
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69. The evaluator will be responsible for drafting teealuation report.

Upon feedback from

stakeholders to the draft report, the team leadibrfiwther be responsible for finalizing the repor
incorporating any comments deemed appropriate.

70. The evaluation will be carried out with the teclahisupport of the IPEC-DED section and with the
logistical support of the relevant ILO/IPEC offitdaat HQ.

71. The phases of the evaluation and the time talg&/é in Table 1.

Sources of Information and Consultations/Meetings

72. The standard documents and currently identifiedcgsuof information are given in table 2. A more
detailed list of documents will be prepared by pamgme management as part of the preparation for

the evaluation.

Table 2: Documents to Consultant and Sources of lofmation

To be supplied immediately to the
evaluator upon signature of contra

Cé

Project document
Annual Progress Reports
Briefing material on evaluations in ILO/IPEC

To be made available during desk
review and during interviews

Relevant documents for the ILO/Norway Framework

ILO 2009/2010

A list of the relevant contact persons involvedtia work for the
component

Indicative annual work plans

Budget information

Studies, workshop reports and other documentsresehrch
undertaken

Relevant mission reports and internal reports

National workshop proceedings or summaries

Relevant country level planning documents

Report of the Committee of Experts on the applicatin of
Conventions on the countries covered by this Projéc
Relevant evaluation reports of related components
Others to be identified

73. It is suggested that the evaluator should readRbaport of the Committee of Experts on the
application of Conventions on the countries covargdhis Project. The example of Angola is a
good one, given that UNTA has systematically takejqualified role in raising specific issues related
to the reports submitted to the ILO concerning Gonions 138 and 182. Moreover, the Declaration
baselines should also be part of the evaluatdesemrce reading

74. Table 3 lists the current identified stakeholderd key informants to consult during the evaluation.
A further list will be prepared by ILO/IPEC as paftthe preparation of the evaluation.

Table 3: List of stakeholders and other key informats for consultation and interview

¢ Others to be identified

* ILO/IPEC, ACTRAV and ACT/EMP staff involved in ttdirect management and implementatio
of the programme component

* ILO/IPEC technical and backstopping officials at ld@d the regions as appropriate

¢ Relevant ACTRAV and ACT/EMP officials including

e Other ILO officials involved in supporting the pmagnme component

« Directors of relevant ILO offices

* Representatives of donor (if appropriate)

e Other partners and individuals directly involvedlie activities of the programme component

=
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Final Report Submission Procedure

75. For independent evaluations, the following proceds used:

e Theevaluator will submit a draft report ttPEC DED in Geneva

« IPEC DED will forward a copy t&ey stakeholdersfor comments on factual issues and for

clarifications

« |IPEC DED will consolidate the comments and send these éa@valuator by date agreed

between DED and the evaluation team leader or @s 86 the comments are received from

stakeholders.

» The final report is submitted to IPEC DED who wiien officially forward it to stakeholders,

including the donor.

Resources and Management

Composition of the evaluation team

76. The evaluation team will consist of one evaluatmat tpreviously has not been involved in the
projects or other activities surrounding the frarginagreement or the programme component. The
evaluator will have the final responsibility duriige evaluation process and the outcomes of the
evaluation, including the quality of the report amnpliance with deadlines. The IPEC/DED will as
the evaluation manager identify and select theussat based on consultations and input from the
key stakeholders. The evaluator should have a provelerstanding of social partners and their

unique operations and the role they should plaliminating child labour.

77. The profile and responsibilities of the evaluatas given in table 4

Table 4: Responsibilities and Required Profile

Responsibilities

Required Profile

Evaluator

« Detailed conceptualizatio
and implementation of
evaluation, including
methodology and data
collection

» Delivery of expected
outputs

¢ Implementation of
evaluation as per require
standards

Relevant background in social and/or economic agraént
Experience in the design, management and evaluation
development projects, in particular with policyééwork,
institution building and local development projects
Experience in evaluations as team leader and @lobal,
programme or strategic level evaluations

Familiarity and experience with framework agreeradrgtween
donors and multi-lateral organisations

Experience with work in multi-lateral organisations
Experience in the area of children’s and child latiesues and
rights-based approaches in a normative framewar kighly
appreciated.

Experience with ILO, labour and employment issuesirdble
Demonstrated understanding of multi-stakeholdegm@mmes,
with experience of tripartite work in particular

Fluency in English and demonstrated ability tolysia and write
concisely at the senior and strategic level
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Timetable

two months from the

Geneva

80. The proposed timeta

Table 1: Proposed tim

end of the field mission.

ble is given in Table 1 as ¥aito

e table

78. The total duration of the evaluation process iniclgcgubmission of the final report should be within

79. The evaluator will be responsible for 30 work daysvhich at least 7 days will be in two visits to

Phases

Tasks

Dates

I: Desk Review

Desk review of relevant programme and project
documents

8 days (to be
scheduled)

. Interviews and Data
Collection

Visit to Geneva for interviews plus telephone and
email interviews with non-Geneva based key
informants

One week in August
2011 (to be
scheduled)

[ll. Draft Report

Further data collection and pregttion of first
completed draft of evaluation report

One week in August
(to be scheduled)

V. Stakeholder

Draft report circulated by DED to key stakeholders

One week (to be

comments for their comments to the draft evaluation report.
DED consolidates the comments and forwards to

evaluator

scheduled)

V. Final report Evaluator finalizes the evaluatieport taking into

consideration the consolidated comments

One week (to be
scheduled)

Financial Resources:
81. The resources required for this evaluation are:

For the evaluation team leader

Fees for a consultant for 30 working days

Fees for travel from consultant's home to Genevadoordance with ILO regulations and
policies (if applicable)

Fees for DSA per ILO regulations for Geneva
82. A detailed budget is available separately
Management:
83. The evaluator will report to IPEC DED in headquesteand should discuss any technical and
methodological matters with DED should issues ari§E=C officials at ILO/IPEC HQ will provide

administrative and logistical support during thalaation with input and support from ACTRAV
and ACTEMP as required.
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Suggested aspect to address
Design & Planning

 How well were the strategic focus and objectiveghef project and its components carried
through in the specific activities?

Achievements (Implementation and Effectiveness)
« What were the key activities and outputs and whattevthe key strategic achievements as a
result and across countries?
« What were the key achievements at the global level?

« Were the management and implementation arrangeroentkicive the strategic focus of the
project, including the process for ensuring fleltipito address strategic opportunities?

* How did the activities of the programme componemnfisience the work of IPEC, ACTRAV
and ACTEMP and other parts of ILO?

* What is the contribution of the programme comportentne ILO Programme and Budget
outcome relevant for child labour

e How did the tripartite nature and links enhancevtioek of the programme component?
¢ How did the IPEC, ACTRAV and ACT/EMP collaboratioreate synergies?

 How did the context globally, and in various coiegrinfluence the implementation and
achievement?

Relevance of the Project
* How did the activities of the programme componeiurass issues, needs and opportunities as

defined in the project document and other programgrdiocuments?

» Did the activities of the component serve to buaifdor create the necessary linkages and fit
with relevant other activities within the PartnepsAgreement or other activities in IPEC and
in the ILO on social dialogue and tripartite actamchild labour?

Sustainability

« What elements of the programme component are saslai? What are the key elements in
the sustainability of the programme component? H®wt linked to the sustainability and
approach of other IPEC and ILO activities?

* How can ILO achieve maximum impact from the progm@ncomponents? How can ILO
built on the achievement of the programme composerfiar?

* What was the key strategic contribution of the paogme components to achievement of ILO
strategic objective and operational outcome?

* How did the project contribute to the enhancemériknowledge and capacity in ILO and in
particular ILO/IPEC?

Special Concerns

* How did the programme components promote and sugper International Core Labour
Standards? Were activities fully in line with these

« What are the issues and key areas of analysiscang that can be identified as relevant for a
detailed discussion on follow-up activities in thiga of work?
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How has this Project been able to contribute tcaané the role of Workers and Employers’
organisation in advocating for action against chilobur in the national and regional level?

How has this Project been able to contribute tcaanb the role of Workers and Employers’
organisation in advocating for action against clalabur in the national and regional level?

How has the project strengthen the work that IPECACTRAV and ACTEMP specialists to
work together in the field, in particular trougihastger coordination and linked efforts?

Has the project helped strengthen the priority lofdclabour as an issue of workers and
employers through strengthening the issue as aitgriwith ACTRAV, ACTEMP and
through strengthening the awareness and capacitpE€ desk officers to see the role of
social partners and how therefore project colleagné¢he field work on this matter, to ensure
that social partners acquired a better place ipepramplementation in the field in recent
IPEC's projects?

Have ACTRAV and ACTEMP have been able to also nteeasn child labour in their
priorities?

What has been role, if any of the project, in ftating the work ACTEMP and ACTRAV in
raising child labour as an ILO fundamental prinefpHave other activities of ACTEMP and
ACTRAV such as projects funded by other donor, éélmaise this issue?

How as the involvement of the social partners @radions and employers )" in terms of four
areas

o0 At the design stage, how were they consulted anetivein were their inputs
incorporated in the project document?

o before the launching of the project, whether thgjgmt has had planning meetings -
separate with individual constituents and in aaitipe manner to introduce the project
and develop a detailed action plan

o in the implementation stage, what is the percentsigeudgets, allocated for each
social partner

o in the monitoring and evaluation processes, hovelscial partners involved in this
process

Are there any concrete examples of how the prajgetvention has lead to some change on
child labour issues by social partners in their @asea of work or at their own initiative?

Assessing the overall objectives by trying to ceptin what sense the project has been
capable of enhancing the capacity of employer'arisgtions in national efforts

Given that child labour is not the core "businesk&émployers organisations, the evaluation
should assess to what extend the activities suededenhance their understanding of child
labour (characteristics and consequences).

Did the project manage to strengthen tripartite jaivd worker-employers action against child
labour?

Were the project results meaningful and did the tniee needs and priorities of social
partners?

Has the project contributed to demonstrating howias@ialogue can be used as a modality to
end child labour, as through the project's ac#sitit was possible to undertake capacity
building sessions to promote social dialogue?

To what extent has it been possible to have btpaatitions after the project activities and in
what sense it has contributed to combat child labou

To what extent have the Capacity Building compoméithe project strengthened
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0 The level of the overall trade union's understagdihchild labour issues

o Individual skill (focal points) and institutionalkganisation capacity to act on child
labour issues

0 Concrete results of the focal point training anteotcapacity building activities
0 Bipartite activities, if any (focus of the activds and targeted actions)

To what extent has it been possible to have bipaatitions after the project activities and in
what sense it has contributed to combat child labou

Assess how the project management and coordinatiddQ and in the field has helped
achieve the outcomes of the project. This coulduohed financial allocations of the project;
the present single department management struahargoint/collaborative efforts of the three
departments

To what extent have further bi-partite collaboratibetween ACTEMP and ACTRAV
furthered the goal of the project?
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Annex 4: List of people Interviewed

Name

Designation

Contact

Claude Akpokavie

Specialist in Workers Activities,
ACTRAV

akpokavie@ilo.org

Pedro America Furtardo de Olivei

a CTA, IAPP Peogme, ILO-
IPEC, Geneva

oliveirap@ilo.org

Rose Anang

ACT/EMP Specialist, ILO Sub
Regional Office Pretoria, South
Africa

Skype roseanang

Marcus Ananth

ACT/EMP Field Project manager
Chennai, India

.ananth@ilo.org

Snezhi Bedalli Desk Officer, Eastern Europe angbedalli@ilo.org
Central Asia, ILO-IPEC, Geneva
Ariel Castro ACTRAYV Specialist, ILO Sub

Regional Office Delhi

Inviolata Chinyangarara

ACTRAYV Specialist, Sub Regil
office, Pretoria

Gotabaya Dasanayaka

ACT/EMP Specialist, ILO Sub
Regional office, Delhi

Eugenia Ganea

Employers Organisations
Representative, Moldova

Jorge lllingworth

ACT/EMP Specialist, ILO Sub
regional Office, Lima

Lars Johansen

Desk Officer, Latin America, ILQ
IPEC, Geneva

Angie Keller

Finance Unit — ILO-IPEC, Geneva

L kefi@fo.org

Anne Knowles

ACT/EMP Specialist, ILO Sub
regional office, Budapest

Fiona Magaya

Zimbabwe Confederation of Trag
Unions

Anne-Brit Nippierd ACT/EMP, ILO Geneva nippeird @ibog
Nadine Ossierian Desk Officer, Eastern Africa, ILO-
IPEC, Geneva
Cecilia Rena ARCOR company, Argentina
Benjamin Smith Technical Officer, Corporate Socjahmithb@ilo.org

Responsibility, ILO-IPEC, Geneval

Constance Thomas

Director, ILO-IPEC, Geneva

thomasc@ilo.org

Mr Venkiteesvaran

Executive Director, Cemplazt
sanmar company, Chennai

Andres Yuren

ACT/EMP specialist, ILO Regiona

Office Santiago

Peter Wichmand

DED (Evaluation Unit), ILO-IPEC

wichAnd @ilo.org

Eric Zeballos

SECTOR, ILO Geneva

zeballos@ilo.org
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Immediate Objectives

Annex 5: IAPP Output and Activity Table

1. Atthe end of the project, the knowledge base orkars and employers activities on child labour besn enhanced leading to greater union and
employer action on child labour:

Output 1.1:Publication of good practices of employer/tradenrinvolvement to tackle child labour

Activity Activities carried out (with responsible unit) Expenditure $ Countries
1.1.1: In consultation with | Employers handbook from activities in South India, 46,404 Moldova, Argentina, Chile, Colombia,
ACTEMP and ACTRAV, Moldova, Chile (ACT/EMP) Ghana, India, South Africa and Swazilang

collect information on good
practices involving social

Production of DVD — employer component (ACT/EMP)

, 256

Argentina, India, Ghana, Moldova

partners that have been

implemented by or under
IPEC, ACTRAV and ACT
EMP auspices.

Production of DVD — workers component (ACTRAV) 23,192 India, Ghana

Handbook for WDACL (ACT/EMP, ACTRAYV) 7,500 Global

ITUC video (ACTRAV) 20,000 Global

Consolidated Guide - South Africa sub region (AENIP) 4,337 Malawi, Swaziland, Zimbabwe

Narrative: Documentation of
good business practices in
tackling child labour

All of Activities 1.1.1. are

Study to document good business practices in the, fdrink,
tobacco sector in Latin America (Argentina, Brazil)
SECTOR (part funded by Sector). Develops CSR indisa
also (IPEC)

14,950

Argentina, Brazil

finalised

Collection of information on good practices involgisocial 4,559

partners involved in the small scale mining andryirag

sector. (IPEC)

Map out social partners representation on natitipartite 7,500 Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cote

commissions on child labour; profiles of selected
francophone countries in Africa (IPEC)

d’lvorie, Democratic Republic of Congo,
Madagascar, Mali, Morocco, Rwanda,
Senegal, Togo

PPP survey of child labour in the field (IPEC)

145

" Note that not all of these activities are fullyéled by the project.
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Activity

Activities carried out (with responsible unit)

Expenditure $

Countries

Good practices publication (three languages) (IPEC)

7,781

Brazil, South Africa, India, Mali, Morocco
Angola, Mozambique, Kenya, Uganda,
Zambia, Timor Leste, Ethiopia, Ghana,
Nepal, Zimbabwe, Bangladesh, Indonesia
Mongolia, Kosovo, Romania, Kyrgyzstan,
Moldova, Tajikistan, Ukraine, Albania,
Central America

Domestic Work manual and ACTRAV manual (ACTRAV B54| Global
Total Expenditure for Activity 1.1.1: $194, 178
1.1.2 Prepare draft Develop an editorial layout and print documentschure in
publication and organise progress. (IPEC)
afat:gt';[éissto promote the gooq)rganise meeting on CSR and CL in South Africa-ABS 6,707| India
P (India Brazil South Africa) initiative and South 8b
cooperation: case of Unilever, Coca Cola, AMBEV and
Tobacco. — to be held later.
SSC event organised in December 2010 (IPEC)
Total expenditure for Activity 1.1.2 $6,707
1.1.3 Establish an Review of the structure of the 12-12 portal. The address 15, 859
information mechanism to |is www.12t012.org/index.ph{IPEC)
enter and systematise o_Iata Upload existing information to portal and activitievolving 9, 343 Global
collected under this project )
social partners (IPEC)
All activity 1.1.3 completed |Manual Chile — web (ACT/EMP) 9, 828hile
Manual Crescendo Protegido — print version (ACT/BEMP 7, 635 Chile
Total Expenditure for Activity 1.1.3 $42, 665
Total Expenditure for Output 1.1 $243,55(
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Output 1. 2Guide for IPEC, ACT/EMP and ACTRAV on child labcamd social partners role (good practices for repibo)

Activity

Activities carried out (with responsible unit)

Expenditure ($)

Countries

1.2.1 Establish, test and Assessment of how national tripartite consultatioress

validate methodologies and | function in selected countries. (IPEC)

indicators for assessing
impact in employers and
workers participation in CL
activities.

Activity 1.2.1 completed

3, 944

Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Ivory Coa
DRC, Madagascar, Mali, Morocco, Rwan

Senegal, Togo

5t,
da,

1.2.2 Develop guide

Collect and draft guidelines on social dialogueciolasn
Activity not done Argentina’s experience in local development. (IPEC)

1.2.3 Implement systematic| Test this guideline in new project in selected ¢oes
programme to ensure the |(IPEC)

guide is available to and
being used with all IPEC staff
and ACTEMP, ACTRAV
field staff distant learning
platform

Activity not done

Total Expenditure of Output 1.2

$3,994
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Immediate Objectives:

2. At the end of the project, employers’ organisatiand trade unions will have developed and be primggiolicies, strategies and action plans on
combating child labour

Output 2. 1: Strengthen employer/trade union networks of fpoahts on child labour

Activity Activities carried out (with responsible unit) Expenditure Countries
%)
2.1.1.Develop training Translate TU resource kit for WFCL and organiseuese
resources as required material for training sessions for focal pointseveral
Not done yet, ITUC has to | languages (IPEC)
approve manual
2.1.2 Plan and implement | Development & roll out of training programmes for 22,931
training programme employers/ dissemination of ACTEMP CL Guides (Sp)
Latin American region (ACT/EMP)
CL Focal Point training for the Caribbean NatioGaintres 25, 416| Barbados, Belize, Dominica
(IPEC) Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica
Saint Lucia, St. Vincent and The
Grenadines’, Suriname, Bahamas, Trinid
and Tobago
Development & roll out of training programmes for 31, 928| India (Chennai)
employers/ dissemination of ACTEMP CL Guides, Asia Moldova
(India) and Arab States (ACT/EMP)
(in progress)
Development & roll out of training programmes for 43,507| SADC
employers/dissemination of ACT/EMP CL Guides in
SADAC countries (Pretoria) (ACT/EMP)
Training of EO CL focal points on CL and project
management, ITC Turin (ACT/EMP)
Information and training workshop for employers on 10,884 | Malawi, Zimbabwe, Swaziland, South
development of policies & codes in South Africa Africa
(ACT/EMP)
Sub-Regional training of trade union child laboocdl 46,567| SADC

ad

points (3 days) SADC (ACTRAV)
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|

Activity Activities carried out (with responsible unit) Expenditure Countries
(6]
Sub-Regional training of trade union child labooedl 1,586 | SADC
points (3 days) SADC
(IPEC) (mission report)
National workshops in SADC countries for the 30,736| Zimbabwe, Kenya, Zanzibar, Tanzania,
development of policies & action plans (ACRTAV) Rwanda, Burundi,
Uganda, Ethiopia
Training of social partners to report on CL convem for 37,126| Angola, Brazil, Cape Verde, Guinea Biss
Portuguese speaking countries in Africa and Tinmestée Mozambique, Sdo Tomé and Principe,
(IPEC) Timor Leste
CL training course for focal points in South-EasiaA 21,945| Indonesia, Philippines, Thailand,
(IPEC) Cambodia, Vietnam, China, Laos,
Mongolia
CL training course for focal points in South-EasiaA 5,810
(follow up as above) (ACTRAV)
CL training course for focal points in South ASIBEC) 19,737 India, Sri Lanka, Pakistan,
Nepal, Afghanistan, Bangladesh
CL training course for focal points in the PacfieEC) 43,809 Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands,
Tuvalu, Samoa, Vanuatu, Kiribati, Fiji
Tripartite Workshop in Tanzania — Cost-share withAlian 14,809| Tanzania
Project (IPEC)
Training social partners on CL in Syria (IPEC) 263yria, Lebanon
National workshop with all national centres on @hibbour 85,167| India
to prepare for ratification (India). (ACTRAV)
Total expenditure for activity 2.1.2 $442,225
2.1.3: Conduct research and IPEC contribution to the HMS action programme (IREC 30,000| India
organize workshops
Wrap up workshop with ITUC Africa and SATUC (SADC 59, 840| Malawi, Zambia, Zimbabwe
countries (ACTRAYV)
Follow up to the Conference of employers in Cenisih 33, 875| Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, India
(ACT/EMP) (Chennai), Colombia
Workshop with employers in Colombia (ACT/EMP) 5,50C0lombia
Dissemination of DVD (ACT/EMP) 4, 663
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Activity Activities carried out (with responsible unit) Expenditure Countries
%)

Achieved for India

Total expenditure for activity 2.1.3 $133,878
2.1.4.Promote the Organise Study tours to share good practices (reypolr 13, 110| Tanzania, Angola, Cape Verde, Guinea
replication and project funded by ABC in Tanzania and USDoL). (IPEC Bissau, Mozambique
dissemination of good Production of PSA Video/DVD on good practices (IBEC
practices in projects and | Total expenditure for activity 2.1.4 $13,110
programs developed in other
geographical and socio-
economic contexts in the
spirit of south-south
cooperation
Total expenditure for output 2.1 $589,213
Output 2.2: Production of DVD on the role of ségiartners in tackling child labour

Activity Activities carried out (with responsible unit) Expenditure ($) Countries involved

2.2.1 Linked to work on goofDisseminate PSA (partly done during WDACL, India)
practices, identify key (IPEC)
themes. Work in conjunction
with ILO DCOMM for
production.
2.2.2Implement plan for WDACL: awareness raising and promotional activities 53, 050 Ghana, India (Chennai), SADAC, Moldov
ensuring widespread use of | (ACT/EMP) Swaziland, Zimbabwe
the DVD at key national and Malawi
international meetings
Total Expenditure for output 2.2 $53,050
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Immediate Objectives:

3. At the end of the project, the capacity of key oradil and regional workers and employers instititinbe involved in child labour policies design as

well as IPEC field staff on the importance of trifigm has been strengthened.

Output 3.1 Production of campaign materials for use byaquartners on the World Day Against Child Labour

Activity Activities carried out (with responsible unit) Expenditure ($) Countries involved
3.1.1 Plan resources requireevelopment of campaign material on Education fibr A 10, 913
to support action by the socifACTRAV)
partners on and around the | Not done and replaced by bi partite initiative
World Day Development of campaign material (ACT/EMP) 10, P13
Development of campaign material (ACT/EMP) 10, 157 India
Pinwheel (IPEC) 6,588
Development and implementation of campaign matefal
India. (ACTRAV)
Total Expenditure for Activity 3.1.1 $38,571
3.1.2.Provide support to fieldSupport of selected Plans of Action arising fromfGtal
level programmes points training with ACTRAYV (SADC countries in 20110
Work carried out in Zambia, Malawi and
Zimbabwe.(ACTRAYV)
Map out campaigns (IPEC)
3.1.3.Evaluate existing and | Collect data — partially on Francophone Africa ((DE 1, 315
previous campaigns including
conducting KAB surveys to
determine baseline
Total Expenditure for Output 3.1 $39,886
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Output 3.2: Guide for trade union and employeresentatives on child labour national tripartitencaissions and in other policy structures dealindpwi

child labour

Activity

Activities carried out (with responsible unit) Expenditure ($)

Countries Involved

3.2.1. Collection of data on
employer and trade union
members on National
Tripartite Commissions

Organise material — not done (IPEC)

3.2.2. Preparation of guide
and testing.

Edit and print material (IPEC)

3.2.3. Publication and use tq
support training

IPEC
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