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1. Abstract
The Decent Work Country Programmes and Results-Based Management: Strengthening ILO Capacity project, which has operated from November 2006 through December 2009, was designed as a capacity development programme to accelerate application of results-based management (RBM) in the ILO. It emphasizes country programming in the framework of United Nations (UN) reform. It targets the ILO’s staff and constituents - governments and representatives of employers’ and workers’ organizations, in order to strengthen their capacity to understand and participate in the various stages of results-based decent work country programmes (DWCPs).  

The initiatives supported through the project are a major means of action for achieving the higher objective laid out in the Department for International Development (DFID) -ILO Partnership Framework Agreement (PFA) 2006-09, which was revised in 2008 to read as ‘to enable the more effective performance of the ILO as a results-based organisation fully engaged in the processes of the United Nations reform at the country level through effective implementation of Decent Work Country Programmes’.  The PFA Part I, to which this project contributes, can be found in Annex I.
Operationally, the projects’ interventions mainly target ILO’s field staff and constituents in order to strengthen their capacity to understand and participate in the various stages of results-based DWCPs. The initial project document outlines three main immediate objectives:

I. ILO constituents in countries participate in and support results-based DWCP; 

II. ILO staff effectively coordinates and implement results-based DWCP; 

III. Findings and recommendations from regular and periodic evaluations of decent work country programmes support their further development. 

Included in the above objectives are areas of work such as linking ILO programming to United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) and UN Country Team (UNCT) processes, monitoring and evaluation planning and management of DWCPs, training in project design and implementation, and resource mobilization.  Tripartite constituents in particular are targeted for training in RBM as it is applied in DWCP.  The combination of factors for success in building on existing capacities and changing organizational practices are reflected in the three immediate objectives. The project approach has relied heavily on development of guidance materials and training of ILO officials.  

In 2008 with an expanded budget important work was also completed on systems development to reinforce the quality and results-orientation of DWCPs and projects, which has taken the form of greatly enhanced appraisal, monitoring and review policies and capacities.  Targeting the UN system at country-level, the projects’ resources also helped to finance the development and roll out of new tools for mainstreaming decent work in UNDAF.  In the area of review and evaluation, the project resources were used to augment ILO activities to build capacity and use evaluation to enhance the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of ILO’s technical programming at country level.  Finally, knowledge sharing tools and capacities have been enhanced through the projects’ resources.  The project is jointly delivered by Evaluation Unit (EVAL), Partnerships and Development Cooperation Department (PARDEV), and Bureau of Programming and Management (PROGRAM).
The project is rendered possible through funding contributions from DFID as well as the government of the Netherlands.  The overall resources for the project were set at $5.6 million; programmed in two phases, with a different management approach for each.  The breakdown of the budget can be found in Annex V.
2. Purpose, scope and the clients of evaluation

The DFID UK – ILO Partnership Framework Agreement 2006-2009 will come to an end on 31 December 2009, and the final evaluation will take place in September 2009.  Since ILO EVAL and PARDEV both received funding through the Partnership, the final evaluation will be managed by DFID and will be conducted by an external evaluator.

The final evaluation of the PFA will be built on the findings of the project-level evaluations, and will examine whether the effective implementation of the PFA has had a positive impact on: 

i. Strengthening of RBM systems and transition to a DWCP approach (Part I of the PFA logframe);

ii. Accelerated implementation of results-based and quality controlled DWCPs in Africa (Part II of the PFA logframe, financed through the RBSA)

iii. Enhanced evidence of the impact of global policy and advocacy work (Part III of the PFA logframe)

iv. How the ILO works with other UN agencies in achieving results at country level.

The self-evaluation of the DWCP-RBM projects
 will focus on determining their contribution to the PFA Part I, by examining all areas of work funded though the projects.  
It is important to note that the project provided budgetary support that is essential, but also represents a small fraction of the total ILO resources devoted to areas covered in the PFA Part I. Hence, to answer the self-evaluation questions, this report assesses ILO performance in ways that go far beyond assessing the sole contribution of the project to the PFA. In principle, this exercise should be a different one from a pure project assessment.
The clients of this internal evaluation are PARDEV and the EVAL. 

3. Evaluation Questions

The self-assessment will focus around reflection on the following questions relevant to Part I of the PFA: Strengthened results-based management at the ILO and accelerated transition to Decent Work Country Programme Approach. The questions have been developed by an independent consultant who is managing the self-evaluation process and are based on EVAL’s guidance for project self-evaluations. Specifically, the questions are:

Have the projects contributed to:

i. ILO’s development of systems to report on results and impact vigorously?

a. To what extent has a dedicated reform team been established to accelerate the pace of reforms? 

b. What evidence demonstrates that there is a new HR strategy within the lines of the reform?

c. To what extent is IRIS contributing to efficiency and good management practices?

d. What evidence demonstrates that there is a clear institutional framework for reporting on results and impact?

e. To what extent are funding allocations driven by strategic objectives and priorities?

f. What evidence demonstrates that there has been an improvement in performance management systems? 

g. What evidence demonstrates that progress has been made in simplifying and streamlining business processes and procedures?

h. Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 

i. What are the expected long-term outcomes and impact and why?

ii. Increase transparency in governance and programme management?

a. To what extent have improvements been made in sharing information on Planning and delivery of Regular Budget (RB), Regular Budget Supplementary Allocations (RBSA) and Technical Cooperation (TC) funds?

b. What evidence demonstrates that donors, management and staff have easier accessibility to governance and management information? Are RBM work plans available outside of Integrated Resource Information System (IRIS) for all the units of the Management and Administration Sector (MAS)? If so, where is the evidence and what is the impact of their availability or non availability?

c. What evidence demonstrates that the Independent Audit Oversight Committee (IAOC) agree on work plans and targets for its role? What progress has been achieved since the beginning of the project? What is the impact of the change, if any?  What can be expected for the future?

d. What evidence demonstrates that progress has been made in making dashboards available to facilitate quantitative and qualitative reporting?  What impact has been achieved?  What can be expected for the future?

e. Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 

f. What are the expected long-term outcomes and impact and why?

iii. Increase quality assurance and coherent delivery of Decent Work Country Programmes (DWCPs) and TC projects?

a. To what extent have standard DWCP operational guidance, support and implementation tools been used?

b. To what extent has a standard training programme been developed for staff, on quality assurance and coherent delivery of Decent Work Country Programmes (DWCPs) and TC projects?

c. What evidence of positive change on the effectiveness or non-effectiveness of DWCP Quality Assurance Mechanisms (QAM) does exist?  What lessons have been learnt to date?  To what extent are data being collected in a systematic way?

d. What progress has been made for improved technical cooperation management and oversight?

e. To what extend have standard procedures to ensure TC project quality assurance been developed? What evidence demonstrates that they are systematically applied?

f. Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 

g. What are the expected long-term outcomes and impact and why?

iv. Strengthen the DWCP contribution to UNDAF, Poverty Reduction Strategies (PRSs) and Joint Assistance Frameworks (JAFs), including "Delivering as One"?

a. To what extent have ILO’s priorities been incorporated in “Delivering as One” pilots or renewed UNDAFs in UNDAF Roll-out and innovative 'self-starter' countries?

b. To what extent has the ILO adopted Harmonised Approach to Cash Transfers (HACT) and jointly implements the new High Level Committee on Management (HLCM) proposal for harmonization of business practices?

c. To what extent is the new Resident Coordinator (RC) system supported in benefit of the entire UN system?

d. Within the context of ILO’s review of the United Nations Development Programme’s (UNDP’s) revised proposal for a “functional firewall”: to what extend does the ILO continue to orient future RCs on the decent work agenda, as well as ILO field office directors and staff about the RC firewall, the role of the UNDP country director and UNDP business practices?

e. Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 

f. What are the expected long-term outcomes and impact and why?

v. Strengthen the integration of the Gender dimension
 is in ILO's core RBM systems and the implementation of the Action Plan for Gender Equality?

a. What progress has been achieved in enabling institutional mechanisms, including provisions for promoting greater gender balance in management and leadership positions? Where evidence of progress does exist?

b. What were the major lessons learnt from the internal assessment of the implementation of the ILO Gender Equality Action Plan 2003-05?

c. To what extent reporting on gender-sensitive indicators in the implementation report for ILO's Programme and Budget for 2006‑07 had an impact?

d. To what extent were guidance, support and capacity building provided to key headquarters-based units and staff identified as accountable, and having a key implementation role vis-à-vis the Action Plan?

e. What was the outcome of the latter and what impact can be expected in the long-term and why?

f. What progress was made in naming identified staff as having 'primary responsibility' for achieving the three results in the areas of staffing, substance and institutional arrangements?

g. What was the outcome of the latter and what impact can be expected in the long-term and why?

h. Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 

i. Overall, what are the expected long-term outcomes and impact and why?
vi. Strengthen management effectiveness and accountability for results of ILO's work through the Evaluation function?

a. To what extent and with which celerity and support has evaluation work plans and schedules been implemented?

i. Has the latter been reflected in ILO’s Annual Evaluation Report?

b. What progress has been made in developing project-level work plans and schedules?  What achievements, failures, and solutions can be shown?

c. To what extent is there a system for documentation on follow up actions on all major evaluations?

d. Can the project expect a favourable Evaluation follow up from the Programme, Financial and Administrative Committee (PFAC)? Why? What needs to be done?

e. Do Regions and Sectors systematically apply evaluation good practices? Why? What needs to be done?

f. What evidence demonstrates that annual evaluation reports are useful? Why? 

g. Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 

h. What are the expected long-term outcomes and impact and why?

4. Methodology 

Although striving to follow EVAL’s guidance on methodology for self-evaluation, this was not always possible. The impeding factors and challenges are:

i. The short timeframe allotted for completion of self-evaluation reports

ii. Absence of several colleagues who are key to providing input; and 

iii. The turnover of project related staff throughout the duration of the PFA (i.e. most colleagues who contributed to the project in 2006 and 2007 are no longer here).  

For this reason, the gathering of information for the self-evaluation report was done mainly through: 

i. Desk review of relevant documents (i.e. progress reports to date, evidence related to completion of specified outputs, etc.); and

ii. Informal collection of inputs from non-project staff in relevant departments (PROGRAM, PARDEV and EVAL), and beyond if the questions related to the items not specifically funded by the project. The list of all colleagues consulted can be found in Annex III.
5. Presentation of Findings

The findings, below, are structured per each outcome of the PFA. Before examining the detailed findings, the following should be noted: 

i. As a result of the negotiations with DFID in 2008, and revision of the agreement, the latest PFA contains references to outcomes and outputs that are only partially, and in some cases, not at all funded by the project resources.  As the purpose of the project is to assist the ILO in accelerating the execution of its core mandate, it was natural that these references be a part of the PFA, in order to capture the desired state of the ILO as a whole.  However, the funding received from the donor was prioritised and focused on the areas that were viewed as those that could benefit the most from the DFID and the Netherlands funded extra-budgetary assistance, specifically, Outcomes 3, 4 and 6 from the PFA Results Matrix, Part I. The breakdown of the initial budgetary allocations per each outcome of the PFA can be found in Annex VI.
ii. The self-evaluation will still cover the achievements and lessons learnt from outcomes that were only partially or not at all funded by the projects (specifically, Outcomes 1 and 2 from the PFA, Part I), but not to the same extent of detail.
iii. Given its nature and objectives, the project could not function in isolation – its delivery is highly dependent on the overall work and mandate of the three involved units (PARDEV, PROGRAM and EVAL).  It is often difficult to attribute results due only to the project efforts, as they, in most cases required joint efforts of the project staff and the involved units. 

In addition to self-evaluations of specific outcomes and outputs, the document will also reflect on the management arrangements and coherence among the involved units. 

Outcome 1: ILO has systems to report on results and impact vigorously

a. To what extent has a dedicated reform team been established to accelerate the pace of reforms? 
Action has been taken principally in the framework of the follow-up to the Declaration on Social Justice for a Fair Globalization
 (the Social Justice Declaration, SJD) and its accompanying resolution, which were adopted by the International Labour Conference in June 2008. These have important implications for constituents, the Office and the Organizations as a whole. They have provided impetus for a series of reforms the ILO as a whole needs to embrace in order to effectively assist its Members in their efforts. Specifically, the Declaration requires specific changes in the Office’s working methods and strengthened capacity to provide services to constituents, as well as the reform of the institutional practices and governance of the Organization. 

The Office has taken a number of measures to ensure adequate follow up to the Social Justice Declaration. 

A dedicated team
 was established in 2008 with a view to providing policy proposals and advice to the Senior Management Team (SMT). The team, composed of senior officials across the Office, held its first meeting in September 2008 and has since met regularly.   

A preliminary step-by-step plan for the implementation of the Declaration was submitted to the Governing Body at its session in November 2008
 and a revised version at its session in March 2009
. The revised version, in a form of a road map, envisages the implementation of a series of concrete proposals to operationalize all elements of the Social Justice Declaration, its annex and the resolution, some to be implemented in 2009, others during the next biennium (2010–11) and others over the six year period of the Strategic Policy Framework 2010–15. The proposed actions are interrelated and will be implemented in a coherent manner with a view to achieving the two overriding objectives of: i) focusing the work of the Office to support constituents’ efforts to achieve the objectives of the Declaration; and ii) promoting a new organizational culture and new working methods to improve effectiveness and efficiency. 

Since May 2009, a full time senior official, Senior Adviser on Change Management to the Executive Director for Management and Administration Sector, has been specifically tasked with providing support and guidance throughout the implementation of the reforms.
b. What evidence demonstrates that there is a new Human Resources (HR) strategy within the lines of the reform?

The Strategy for continued improvement of results-based management in the ILO (RBM Roadmap),
 endorsed in November 2006, established milestones for all management strategies, including HR Strategy. A revised HR Strategy, which will be presented to the November 2009 Governing Body (GB) meeting of the PFAC will be explicitly linked to other ILO strategies, specifically, Information Technology (IT), Knowledge, Resource Mobilisation and Evaluation. It will be will be prepared in a results framework (outcomes, milestones, indicators, baselines, targets, and cost measures to achieve the results outlined within) and tightly aligned with the Strategic Policy Framework (SPF) 2010-2015 and Programme and Budget (P&B) 2010-2011. As a response to the 2008 SJD the revised HR Strategy will address among other issues, technical capacity, staff development and the skill base for the Office.

c.  To what extent is IRIS contributing to efficiency and good management practices? / What evidence demonstrates that progress has been made in simplifying and streamlining business processes and procedures?

ILO’s administrative and management system, IRIS, has been operational in Geneva headquarters (HQ) since 2005.  During 2008, the Office implemented the upgraded IRIS system, allowing for simplification of some of the business processes.  In addition, IRIS, particularly its Strategic Management (SM) module, has been instrumental as a support tool for furthering RBM throughout the Office. Specifically, IRIS is utilised in preparation of Programme and Budget Proposals, Implementation Planning and Implementation Reporting processes which focus on strategic planning and reporting on results. 

IRIS rollout to the field offices is in progress.  Besides Geneva HQ, IRIS has been fully available in Jakarta, supporting the Education and Skills Training for Youth Employment in Indonesia (EAST) project and partially available in Regional Office Bangkok.  IRIS pilot location, Sub-Regional Office in Budapest, received the following IRIS functionality in December 2008: all Human Resources functions (except Payroll), XB project management information and reporting information for management of Regular Budget and Regular Budget Technical Cooperation (RBTC) funds. 

A Conference Room Pilot (CRP) workshop is planned for October 2009, with participation of the staff from all 5 regions to agree on and confirm the IRIS model for the Regions. The model is expected to bring about harmonisation of business processes among the Regions and Geneva HQ, with same type and structure of information available to each Region, on the same technological platform.

Despite achievements to date, deployment of IRIS functionality to the Regions has been a disappointingly slow process and is currently behind schedule.  Significant difficulties experienced during post-upgrade stabilization in 2008, in combination with inadequate capacity and resources allocated for this purpose contributed to the delays. Absence of IRIS from the Regions poses an additional impediment to full implementation of the RBM supporting tools throughout the office – the old system, FISEXT, currently utilised in the Regions, is purely a transactional tool, and does not allow for strategic coding of funds, which is necessary for tracking progress and achievement of results. 

At present, IRIS is mostly used as an administrative system; though it stores all the data necessary for management reporting, the management-targeted user interfaces are not yet optimal.
d. What evidence demonstrates that there is a clear institutional framework for reporting on results and impact? / To what extent are funding allocations driven by strategic objectives and priorities?

DWCP-RBM project partially supported the accelerating progress towards some of the key RBM roadmap milestones, not specifically outlined in the project document. Examples include the preparation of Strategic Policy Framework (SPF) 2010-2015
 through involvement of an external RBM expert, funded by the project, to assist with the formulation of outcomes, Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Realistic and Timebound (SMART) indicators, and targets for the next SPF and Programme and Budget proposals for 2010-2011.

Both the SPF 2010-2015 and P&B 2010-2011 introduce significant changes to the way ILO will operate in the future. Concrete examples include rationalisation in the number of P&B outcomes from 31 to 19
 (previously, the number of outcomes and the number of departments was 1:1; thus impeding the collaboration and joint work).  The new P&B structure increases the focus on the priority areas for action, and drives collaboration both within HQ departments and units and HQ and Regions to jointly contribute to the achievement of the outcomes. Furthermore, the P&B 2010-2011 introduces the concept of outcome based workplanning
 – an Office-wide process by which planning and allocations of all resources are driven by strategic priorities, targets and desired results achieved by joint contributions. 

Significant increase in consultation and collaboration both among HQ departments, as well as with the constituents has been achieved in preparation of both new SPF 2010-2015, and the P&B 2010-2011.
In 2008, the Office launched Regular Budget Supplementary Account (RBSA) funding, which operates within the ILO results-based model. RBSA funding will be the integral part of the outcome-based workplanning process, directly contributing to the achievement of a specific DWCP outcomes, based on workplanning information, evidence of joint work and resources needed to achieve results.

As a most recent effort in strengthening and reiterating the importance of RBM practices for the whole organization, an office directive on RBM
 has been issued on 25 August 2009.
e. What evidence demonstrates that there has been an improvement in performance management systems? 

The implementation of the new performance management framework has been completed in accordance with the timelines specified in the revised DFID-ILO PFA. The new framework is based on two main pillars: i) it links individual results and workplans with unit and organizational outcomes through the application of results-based management, and ii) it is based on continuous dialogue and feedback.  The new performance management cycle for core staff is now aligned with the Programme and Budget cycle so as to permit more effective management of the human resources of the Office and ease the linking of the individual goals to those of the organization as a whole, over a defined period of time, within the RBM framework. 

A communication campaign targeting the managers and staff both in headquarters and in the regions has been completed and the training package for all levels of staff (2600 officials) has been designed. Some of the training elements are available on a continuous basis; for others, online sessions have already been scheduled for the remainder of 2009 and the first half of 2010
.
As of 1 July 2009 the new performance system has been launched for some categories of staff
 and transitional procedures during 2009 have been outlined.  The system will be launched for all ILO staff as of 1 January 2010, in line with the beginning of the new biennium.

f. Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 

The targets for the performance management system and its outputs have been achieved as per the revised DFID-ILO PFA timelines, while the targets for the harmonisation of business processes and their reflection in IRIS have been partially met to date. The design of the business process model, for the ILO as a whole, is expected to be completed by the end of 2009; however, because of the delays to date, its implementation along with the deployment of the IRIS system to the regions will span into the following biennia.

g. What are the expected long-term outcomes and impact and why?

The long term impact for the Organisation as a whole is that RBM principles and methodology are increasingly followed and supported by appropriate systems and procedures. This will provide means for the ILO to prioritise and focus its work, and optimally utilise resources to achieve desired results.

Outcome 2: Increased transparency in governance and programme management

a. To what extent have improvements been made in sharing information on Planning and delivery of Regular Budget (RB), Regular Budget Supplementary Allocations (RBSA) and Technical Cooperation (TC) funds? / Are RBM work plans available outside of IRIS for all the units of the Management and Administration Sector? If so, where is the evidence and what is the impact of their availability or non-availability?

The managers of the Management and Administration (MAS) Sector participated in the RBM training in 2007 and currently operate under results-based work plans for the 2008-09 biennium. This practice has been shared and was adopted by the other units of the ILO, currently on an ad-hoc basis.  While this was an improvement in terms of inducing RBM methodology into planning exercises, it also became evident that this initial approach was not optimal. The plans were still unit-based and it was difficult to manage interdependencies and prioritize joint unit contributions needed to achieve P&B outcomes. 

However, a substantive effort was exerted in 2009 to design an Office-wide workplanning solution, in line with the new SPF 2010-2015 and the new P&B 2010-2011. The outcome-based workplans, as the name suggests, will be outcome rather than unit-driven, thus focusing on the joint work and elimination of operation in “silos” (each individual ILO department and office).  The goal is to have a plan for each of the 19 outcomes from the P&B 2010-2011 and the 2 outcomes related to Governance, Support and Management (GSM), outlining joint contributions from units, departments and ILO offices in support of their achievement.  The plans will include major efforts and deliverables for the Office as a whole (Global Products) as well as linkages of DWCP outcomes to the P&B outcomes.  This process will be supported by the IRIS Strategic Management (SM) module. As such, it will provide transparent workplanning information ILO-wide. Furthermore, each outcome-based plan will be created in a results-based manner, with strategies, indicators, baselines, targets and milestones, including cost estimates and available resources from all sources of funds.  This effort is done in coordination between PROGRAM and PARDEV, as workplans will also serve as the basis for resource gap analysis, resource mobilization process and allocation of additional resources. Implementation of Office-wide workplanning solution
 is currently on target; outcome-based workplans are planned to be available in IRIS by end of 2009.
b. What evidence demonstrates that donors, management and staff have easier accessibility to governance and management information? / What evidence demonstrates that progress has been made in making dashboards available to facilitate quantitative and qualitative reporting?  What impact has been achieved? What can be expected for the future?

The Donor Dashboard project is currently on schedule for release in December 2009.  The information provided in the dashboards should provide content that was previously only available by specific request or by agreement.  

The goal is to deliver a set of online reporting tools, specifically targeting the donors and the ILO management, thus providing a practical tool for the processes of monitoring, reporting, information sharing and timely decision making.  The priority is placed on providing the information to donors through authorized electronic access, by the end of 2009.  This effort will be followed by development of the internal ILO management dashboarding solution. 

The Donor Dashboard project currently only encompasses information related to TC funds.  Specific information pertaining to TC projects and their status will be available online for donors.  Different levels of information will be available depending on whether a particular donor has funded a specific project or not.  Both resource and project documentation will be available.

Prototypes are available that illustrate the layout and principles based on which the information will be supplied
. 
c.  What evidence demonstrates that the Independent Audit Oversight Committee agree on work plans and targets for its role? What progress has been achieved since the beginning of the project? What is the impact of the change, if any?  What can be expected for the future?

In November 2007, the Governing Body approved the establishment, on a trial basis, of an Independent Oversight Advisory Committee (IOAC). The purpose of the IAOC is to provide advice to the Governing Body and the Director-General on the effectiveness of internal control, financial management and reporting, and internal and external audit outputs. In March 2008, the Governing Body appointed 5 members of the Committee:  Mr Gil Beltran (Philippines), Mr Denys Chamay (Switzerland), Mr Reckford Kampanje (Malawi), Mr Arto Kuusiola (Finland), Mr Oscar Maffe (Argentina).

In accordance with its terms of reference
, the first meeting of the Committee was held in Geneva on 8-9 September 2008. The Committee met with the Director-General and a number of senior officials in the Office, in order to receive briefings on: i) the background and history of the ILO, ii) overview of the ILO’s financial structure and accounting standards, iii) results-based budgeting in the ILO, iv) overview of Internal Audit and Oversight, v) overview of IRIS, vi) overview of technical cooperation project management, vii) and follow-up of the External Auditor’s Financial Report and Audited Financial Statements for 2006–07. 

During the first meeting, the Committee agreed on a number of working procedures, including: provision of a single annual report covering the discussions of the Committee, for the March meeting of the Programme, Financial and Administrative Committee of the Governing Body, at which the Chairperson of the Committee will be present; using an intranet-supported collaborative working tool to support the Committee in its work, and provision of full ILO Intranet access to its members. Lastly, the Committee was informed of the Director-General’s decision to submit copies of internal audit reports prepared by the Chief Internal Auditor for review and comment. 

The second meeting of the Committee was held in Geneva on 4-6 February 2009.  A number of topics was discussed, and the report of the Committee was issued in the March 2009 session of the GB
:

· Review of Office’s response and progress of the full implementation of the recommendations of the Chief Internal Auditor for 2007, External Auditor recommendations for 2006-07, and a presentation of approaches to audit for 2008-09.  

· The importance of deployment of IRIS to the field in the view of improving access to management information and reporting. The Committee agreed with the Office’s approaches to identification of the issues related to the IRIS rollout.  

· Progress made towards the implementation of the risk management in the MAS Sector, while noting that full implementation of the Office-wide risk management system would require additional time; the Committee recommended that Office should consider committing dedicated resources for this purpose. 

· Implementation of Internal Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS): the Committee was satisfied with the progress made, including full consideration by the Office of the related policy and governance issues. 

· Proposed amendments to Financial Regulations
: the Committee particularly supported the shift to annual reporting and audits, while noting the costs additional activities to satisfy the new reporting requirements. 

The next meeting of the IAOC is scheduled for 7-9 September 2009.  In addition to standing items, the tentative agenda for the meeting includes review of progress of IPSAS implementation, amendments to the Financial Rules and presentation of a technical sector on a practical application of results-based budgeting. 

d. Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 

At this time, not all the expected outputs have been delivered. The donor dashboard is not live yet, as it is scheduled for the end of 2009.  In terms of outcome-based workplans, the process has been designed and reflected in IRIS/SM module.  Extensive consultations have taken place already and more are on the way.  Outcome coordinators, responsible for managing each P&B 2010-2011 outcome and workplan are currently being designated. Workshops for PROGRAM, PARDEV as well as for Outcome Coordinators (OCs), assisted by an external expert, are planned and scheduled for August and September 2009.  Similar exercise will take place for responsible officials from the Regions for the Q4 of 2009, in order to support preparation of the 2010-2011 biennium workplans, which will be prepared before the start of the new biennium (i.e. end of 2009).

e. What are the expected long-term outcomes and impact and why?

The impact cannot be measured at this time, but once the dashboards and workplans are available, and a relative period of time and amount of usage has taken place.  

It is hoped that greater transparency and availability of information for Donors will enable them to monitor spending, outputs and results. Additional expansion of the information delivered via the Donor Dashboard can be anticipated, but will require additional efforts and funding. 

Similarly, it is anticipated that outcome based workplans will be one of the main management tools, supporting collaboration, joint work, and prioritised use of resources in the areas where ILO can achieve substantial and tangible results. 

Outcome 3: Enhanced reach, quality assurance and coherent delivery of DWCPs and TC projects

a. To what extent have standard DWCP operational guidance, support and implementation tools been used? / To what extent has a standard training programme been developed for staff, on quality assurance and coherent delivery of DWCPs?

Although there were extensive capacity building efforts in 2007, the standard curricula and materials with fully interactive training programme did not exist at that time.  Redrafting of the ILO-DFID PFA in 2008 provided the opportunity and the funding for the introduction of this output. 

Two main processes were necessary to provide guidance and build capacities.  One included designing and putting in place capacity building programmes and the other, the design and production of guidebooks: the ILO Decent Work Country Programmes, A Guidebook, and the RBM Guidebook, Results-based management in the International Labour Organization. 

At this time, the standard RBM and DWCP curriculum and training materials are available in three official languages. The training package is not only fully interactive (based on exercises through which the participants not only can apply what they learned to the current and “real” DWCPs), but also create it with collaborative assistance from PROGRAM, EVAL, PARDEV, INTEGRATION and the ITC Turin.  As such, the programme provides opportunities for staff to refine and build skills and capacities relevant to the development, implementation and monitoring of DWCPs.  RBM is the back-bone of the curriculum through the exploration and application of RBM to DWCPs; alignment of DWCPs with UNDAFs and ILO Strategic Objectives; alignment of TC Projects to DWCPs; resource gap analysis and effective monitoring and evaluation of DWCPs.  Furthermore, this initiative is contributing to strengthening the capacity of staff to engage in the UN Reform process, and apply the Chief Executive Board (CEB) toolkit to mainstream decent work. As such, it is also relevant to the achievement of Outcome 4 of the PFA, Part I.

To date, this type of standardized training has been delivered in Africa (Addis Ababa and Yaoundé, May 2009, 60 participants), Europe (Budapest, July 2009, 28 participants), and the Americas (Lima, July 2009, 33 participants). A total of 121 staff has been trained so far.  The workshops for Asia (Bangkok) and the Arab States (Beirut) are planned for the Autumn of 2009. 
The approach for the selection of target audience for capacity building has also been modified. Rather than focusing on programme officers who are often the sole recipients of such training, the programme was expanded to include ILO Office Directors, field specialists, Chief Technical Advisors (CTAs), Bureau for Workers’ Activities (ACTRAV) and Bureau for Employers’ Activities (ACT/EMP) representatives in the Regions, whenever possible, thus emphasizing the importance of joint collaboration of all relevant staff in development and implementation of DWCPs.

Benefits from this collaborative approach have not solely been reaped by the workshop participants, but also by resource persons from the respective departments in HQ, who have worked together to streamline reporting mechanisms and the use of templates, forms and guidelines. 

It is important to note that capacity building preparation and execution in 2008 and 2009 has been geared mainly towards staff. Nevertheless, all the materials have been shared for inputs and feedback with ACTRAV and ACT/EMP colleagues both in HQ and International Training Centre (ITC) Turin, and in some cases have been used as basis for the training of constituents, where PROGRAM and PARDEV also participated (e.g. ACTRAV’s  Workshop for Employers’ Organisations, January 2009). 

As a supplement to the capacity building programme, creation and distribution of the RBM and DWCP Guidebooks in English, French and Spanish, were essential steps in contributing to enhanced capacities of staff and tripartite constituents. Nevertheless, with the substantial changes in the SPF 2010-2015 and P&B 2010-2011, further adjustments to the guidebooks are required, to make them consistent with the training package and the introduction of the outcome-based workplanning solution which is tightly linked to the DWCPs and their outcomes. This was also confirmed by the training workshop participants through collection of post-training survey results. On a positive note, the standardised capacity-building programme has been assessed as a “value-added” exercise by the groups having received this training. Consequently, there has been further demand from them for other training or the specific topics covered in the integrated workshops. 

It is clear that there is a need for further in-depth capacity building needed for the Field and the constituents. Coping with the anticipated volume of new DWCPs, those that will go through renewal, as well as incorporating DWCPs in the new 90 UNDAFs still presents a challenge in terms of resources and capacity of the Office. 

b. What evidence of positive change on the effectiveness or non-effectiveness of DWCP Quality Assurance Mechanisms does exist?  What lessons have been learnt to date?  To what extent are data being collected in a systematic way?

In March 2007, a DWCP Regional Support Groups and Quality Assurance Mechanism (QAM) were launched. Further on, new versions (English, French and Spanish) of the ILO Decent Work Country Programmes A guidebook, July 2008 (including the quality assurance template) were published. This has been a fundamental guiding tool in the formulation of DWCPs. 

During 2007 and 2008, the QAM was used at different levels in different regions. The mechanism was never used in a complete way: not all the support group members provided comments, and not all comments were taken into account by those Offices developing the DWCPs. 

In May 2008, PROGRAM issued the first assessment of the QAM: Report on the review of DWCP Quality Assurance Mechanism. It was observed that the Quality Assurance process has advanced at a slow pace and it needed to be reinforced in view of improving DWCP quality in an integrated results-based management framework. Key lessons learnt can be summarised as follows:
· The QAM group members’ familiarity with RBM concepts and the process for develop results-based DWCPs needs to be strengthened.
· The HQ-Field regional support groups struggle with the high volume of draft DWCPs that need to be appraised.  

· The template did not include a guidance note on how to complete the review, so there was often different interpretation of the same question by different Regional Support Group members.

As of July 2009, there are 46 DWCPs
 
currently under implementation; 37 of them have been through the QAM.

	Region
	# of 
DWCPs
	# that went through QAM
	% that went through QAM

	Africa
	11
	9
	81%

	Arab States
	3
	3
	100%

	Americas
	12
	5
	42%

	Europe and Central Asia
	9
	9
	100%

	Asia Pacific 
	11
	11
	100%

	Total:
	46
	37
	80%


Though the QAM process was introduced with intentions of increasing the quality of DWCP formulations, based on its usage to date, and additional feedback collected from the regions during training, it can be concluded that this effort is viewed as an additional bureaucratic burden, rather than a value-added exercise. There is still no evidence that DWCPs are improving in quality as a result of the application of the QAM. The poor quality of some DWCPs has also been noted during their evaluation; oftentimes DWCP documents are political in nature and agreed with tripartite constituents at a country level as such (regardless of whether they have received inputs via the QAM mechanism or not), and this poses challenges in their evaluation and assessment of tangible results supposed to be achieved through their implementation. 

As a result, EVAL introduced an additional exercise to assist in improving the formulation of DWCPs and logical framework, needed for production of implementation and monitoring plans.  Through this exercise, existing DWCPs are retrofitted
; their structure is changed to be in line with RBM methodology, without necessarily changing the content of the DWCP document.   In essence, this is another form of QAM, which is applied though interactive workshops to the existing DWCPs.  

To alleviate for the above challenges in DWCP quality and the ineffectiveness of the current QAM, the project has recruited a DWCP Quality Assurance Officer, in February 2009. The DWCP QAM officer is working closely with the Capacity Building and Training Officer to align the assurance mechanism with the capacity building efforts, as well as with a colleague from EVAL responsible for retrofitting of DWCPs.  

It is certain that the QAM mechanism and process needs to exist but in a different form. Rather than introducing another template and checklist followed by a cumbersome and disengaging process, other options of ensuring the quality of DWCPs are currently being explored (i.e. combining parts of this process, which focuses on the logical framework and integrated approach with timely hands-on assistance to the countries developing new DWCPs).

c. To what extent have standard procedures to ensure TC project quality assurance been developed? What evidence demonstrates that they are systematically applied?

Standard procedures to ensure the quality-at-entry of technical cooperation projects and programmes were developed throughout 2007-2008 and, since January 2009, these have been systematically applied across the house to enhance proposal design.

Under these procedures, projects now cannot be approved in IRIS or be submitted for funding unless they have passed the appraisal mechanism and satisfied quality standards, demonstrating their coherence with Office priorities and DWCPs, and alignment with RBM methodology. Appraisal takes place using a standardised checklist, which was developed to set out the minimum appraisal requirements. Project proposals are appraised and endorsed by the responsible technical sector, field office and regional office, with PARDEV undertaking the final appraisal and endorsement. 

During the first two quarters of 2009, 46 proposals were appraised by PARDEV, with a combined total budget of 83 million USD
:

	Region
	Total USD
	% USD
	# of projects
	% of projects

	Arab States
	871,889
	1%
	4
	8.7%

	Asia Pacific
	24,936,732
	30%
	11
	23.9%

	Africa
	6,722,929
	8%
	3
	6.5%

	Americas
	5,417,399
	6.5%
	5
	10.9%                              

	Europe & Central Asia
	2,365,042
	2.8%
	3
	6.5%

	Global
	36,313,209
	43.6%
	17
	37.0%          

	Interregional 
	6,560,397
	7.9%
	3
	6.5%

	Totals
	83,187,597
	100%
	46
	100%


Appraisal during the first two quarters of 2009 focussed on providing intensive design support in order to build the capacity of project designers. One of the greatest challenges was the establishment of strong links between HQ, the regions and project designers through the adoption of strong appraisal procedures at the regional and field office level; a task which is not yet fully realised. 

PARDEV recognises that there is not yet full awareness of the appraisal process across the Office and much of the design support work at present is being done at the final appraisal level. While this is largely a result of the infancy of the appraisal mechanism, remedial measures are being undertaken, including issuance of the appraisal self-assessment and appraisal internal governance documents.
Nonetheless, Asia & Pacific and Americas (by Minutes dated December 2008 and March 2009, respectively) have now established their own complementary appraisal procedures for proposals involving countries from their respective regions. Arab States Region has a regional-level appraisal mechanism in place; but Africa and Europe & Central Asia are yet to develop such mechanisms. A notable success has been the gradual decentralisation of quality control for proposals in Asia & Pacific from Geneva HQ to the Asia Regional Office. The final appraisal and design support to this region is now is generally very brief, owing to a comprehensive review undertaken at the Regional Office and the improved quality of proposals arriving from the region.

The first six months of operation of the appraisal mechanism have provided a baseline from which to measure the improved ability of the ILO to design high-quality project proposals. A performance indicator of “percentage of projects arriving for final appraisal that successfully meet quality criteria upon first submission” was set. The baseline provided by the period January – June 2009 is 2% (1 out of 46 proposals).  

Finally, PARDEV is in the process of undertaking a self-assessment of the operation of the appraisal mechanism to-date. A PARDEV roundtable on the final appraisal process has already taken place; questionnaires are currently being sent out to appraisal stakeholders. The self-assessment is designed to improve the effectiveness of appraisal as a quality enhancement tool and to ensure it is seen as value-added by those designing proposals.  

The above-mentioned efforts have partially been rendered possible through the recruitment of the Design, Appraisal and Monitoring Officer, funded by the DFID contribution.

d.  What progress has been made for improved technical cooperation management and oversight? To what extent has a standard training programme been developed for staff on quality assurance and coherent delivery of TC projects?

The policy framework, protocols and processes, manuals and guidelines on technical cooperation were developed and finalised during 2007-8 and, by close of 2009, these will have been made available on a trilingual basis across the ILO. A standard training programme on Project Cycle Management for technical cooperation has been institutionalised within the Office’s staff development strategy. This is supplemented by a self-guided learning CD-ROM on project design, implementation planning and appraisal, which is currently available in English. Oversight of project design has been established through the appraisal mechanism; a results tracking system to oversee project implementation is currently in development. 

The ILO Technical cooperation manual was developed and first launched in 2006. The manual has been revised with updated chapters from EVAL, HRD and Procurement and is currently being translated into French and Spanish for release in hard copy by the close of 2009. Difficulties in coordinating the revision of chapters across ILO departments and ensuring the fluidity of information contained in the TC Manual has led to learning important lessons concerning the way the Manual should be distributed: while a hard copy is vital for periodic distribution, flexibility is key to keeping the information current and useable so more emphasis is now being placed on frequent revisions to the intranet (electronic) version. In addition, a series of ‘one page’ guides on key TC topics has been produced on the logical framework approach, risk management and ‘TC in 10 easy steps’. A redesigned PARDEV intranet site is now the main repository for all TC guidance. Three internal governance documents on technical cooperation, appraisal and project cycle management have been finalised, setting out binding requirements and creating the regulatory framework for TC. 

The project cycle management course, developed by PARDEV in collaboration with the Turin Centre, has been mainstreamed by the Office as part of its staff development plan. The course will now be provided to ILO staff on a sustainable and regular basis as part of the regular curriculum offered by the Turin Centre under a cost-sharing agreement with HRD. Courses will be run twice a year, with forthcoming workshops taking place in Dakar (October 2009) and Turin (November 2009). This follows a successful piloting stage where two workshops were held in Turin (March and June 2007), which led to the roll-out of the course in 6 further workshops: Addis Ababa (October 2007), Turin (December 2007, October 2008), Santiago and Lima (March 2008), and San Jose (October 2008). In total, almost 200 ILO staff (technical specialists and programming officials from HQ and the field) have undergone training to develop skills in project design and project cycle management 
. 

To complement the training course, an interactive CD-ROM containing learning modules on project design, implementation planning and appraisal has been developed; the English version is available and the translations into French and Spanish will be ready by close of 2009.
An internal assessment of the quality of results reporting in technical progress reports was undertaken in July 2009. The shortfalls in quality and procedures for ILO internal and donor reporting, identified by the assessment, are currently being addressed by PARDEV’s new Development Cooperation Policy and Management unit. Findings from this assessment also informed the design of a proposed ‘Project Implementation Tracking System (PITS)’, which is based on a system of classification for project results in order to establish better oversight of TC project implementation and track the expected contribution of project results to DWCPs throughout implementation. PITS is currently in the development phase, with a concept note and templates being finalised. Planned training on project implementation and monitoring has been delayed until the last quarter of 2009 to be combined with the piloting and roll-out of PITS; although a draft curriculum has already been developed. The deferral of this output is due to the fact that prior to the functioning of a sound appraisal mechanism, it was not possible to initiate a tracking and implementation oversight system because of the variable quality of logical frameworks. 

e. Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 

Not all outputs and targets have been met.  The status of those related to TC projects and implementation can be summarised in the table below. 

	Planned
	Status
	Actual

	Appraisal Mechanism Set Up 
	100% completed
	Appraisal mechanism set up and operational

	Self-guided learning package on PCM finished
	90% completed
	Package completed: French and Spanish translations by end 2009. Revised TC Manual completed, printed by end 2009.

	PCM Training Delivered: 1 x Americas, 1 x Africa, 2 x ITC Turin
	100% completed
	PCM training delivered, 3 x Americas, 1 x Africa, 2 x Turin

	Implementation and monitoring training: curricula developed and course delivered
	Delayed until Q4 2009.
	Draft curricula developed; delivery of workshops delayed until implementation tracking system piloted


The outputs related to standardized capacity building programme for DWCPs, and its implementation, have been met.  The training package has been designed in 3 languages and already delivered in Africa, Americas and Europe Regions.  Assuming delivery goes to plan for Asia and the Arab States (Q4 of 2009), these outputs will have been 100% completed. 

The outputs and targets related to DWCP Quality Assurance Mechanism have not been met. Though 37 out of 46 DWCPs (80%) went thought the QAM process, there is no concrete evidence that their quality has improved. Based on lessons learnt, the new QAM process and system has not been designed as originally planned, partly due to the late recruitment of the DWCP Quality Assurance Officer (2009), and partly due to the fact that a low cost solution (i.e. replacement of existing templates and checklists with new ones) is not likely to add value to this process,. Given that retrofitting exercise received positive feedback and bore tangible results in terms of improving DWCPs which are already under implementation
, PROGRAM and EVAL are looking into possibilities of combining the QAM and the evaluability tool
 (used during retrofitting workshops and capacity building sessions) into an integrated process, which could be applied to both new and existing DWCPs. In addition, the Regions’ ownership of this process needs to be increased, as this should not be an HQ driven exercise.

f. What are the expected long-term outcomes and impact and why?

The activities and outputs undertaken during the life of this project have provided space for tripartite constituents and staff to practice and improve their capacities relating to RBM and skills required for creating results-based DWCPs.  It is anticipated that the knowledge and skills developed as a result of the activities and outputs will continue to evolve. As the understanding and comfort-level with RBM has increased, staff and tripartite constituents will continue to refine their abilities to apply RBM in all areas of work. 

Through participation in select activities and production of outputs in the revised PFA, staff in HQ worked more closely in the delivery of training.  As working methods continue to evolve and collaboration between departments is called upon, the ease of this collaboration will improve, resulting in tightly integrated processes and coherent approach to guidelines and practices, which has not always been the case.   

The ultimate goal is for ILO to be at a stage where RBM is practiced routinely in every aspect of the Organization’s work. Specifically, TC projects will be tightly linked to DWCPs.  In turn DWCPs will clearly show alignment and linkages to UNDAFs and national development framework in each country. Furthermore, each project and programme will be prepared and executed using harmonious and standardized methods, according to RBM principles, showing tangible results and value-added products.  High-level deliverables and linkages will be tracked through outcome-based workplans. Capacity building and guidance provided to date represent the major steps in enabling the Organization to further move this direction.
Outcome 4: Stronger DWCP contribution to UNDAF, PRSs and Joint Assistance Frameworks (JAFs), including “Delivering as One”

The participatory approach to development cooperation adopted by the UN Country Management Teams and national partners in the pilots provided UN agencies, including the ILO, with a platform through which they could integrate its normative values and governance structures and technical expertise into the national development frameworks.  Through the project, the ILO has worked with its network of offices (in collaboration with its constituents) in enhancing capacities at national level to integrate the Decent Work Agenda (i.e. rights at work, employment opportunities, social protection and social dialogue) into the development framework and its various processes, including UNDAFs, JAFs, PRSs and Delivering as One in general.

a. To what extent have ILO’s priorities been incorporated in “Delivering as One” pilots or renewed UNDAFs in UNDAF Roll-out and innovative 'self-starter' countries?

Each pilot UN Programme comprises of a range of joint programmes that have been developed, and are to be implemented or are currently being implemented, jointly by participating UN agencies and implementing national partners, based on national strategic priorities articulated in national development frameworks aimed at reducing poverty.  These joint programmes are also based on common UN/donor and national partner operational frameworks such as common operational documents, UNDAF and Joint Assistance Frameworks.  ILO is involved in most of the joint programmes developed in the pilots, either as a lead agency
 (managing agent) or a participating agency
.  Most of the pilot UN Programmes have, to a certain degree, integrated key aspects of the Decent Work agenda, namely employment for reducing poverty, youth employment, SME development, child labour, HIV/AIDS, governance (including labour administration) and social protection/security
.  These are areas in which the ILO has comparative advantage and is availing its expertise in delivering the joint programmes where they are operational.  The DWCP is explicitly referred to, alongside the other development frameworks and programming documents
 in four of the pilots
.  
The Joint Programmes have established governance structures geared towards enhancing ownership and leadership in the programme implementation by national counterparts and also to ensure transparency and accountability on both the UN and its counterparts.  ILO’s involvement and participation in these structures remains varied; in Tanzania for example, ILO is a member of key decision making bodies such as the Joint Steering Committees
. (The Joint Steering Committees are comprised of mainly UN and government agencies, and are charged with providing strategic guidance to the One UN Joint Programme/Fund and allocating resources to the various components of the programme.) In some other pilots (Rwanda, Mozambique and Cape Verde), the ILO membership remains subject to representation through (mainly) the Resident Coordinator, who represents the UN system whilst co-chairing these organs
 or through a seat in the steering committee reserved for specialised agencies
.

In terms of lessons learned, it has become clear that incorporation of decent work priorities in UNDAF is complicated process compounded by the following factors:  the quality of UNDAFs (many older UNDAFs are not results-based); the fact that the UNDAF preparation process is still long and cumbersome; and that United Nations reforms are a moving target.  Due to various delays in the creation of a dedicated UN reform team at ILO headquarters, and the fact that the new regional UN reforms focal points have only just been appointed, the project has had too little time to reflect the full impact of all the work to incorporate decent work priorities into UNDAFs.  However, the ILO has been building its capacity and learned important lessons, and now has a much more strategic approach to incorporating decent work into a new generation of 90 UNDAFs in recent years.  We know we cannot be present in all countries, and so we will to a much larger extent focus on priority countries and work in partnership with our constituents.  Our focus will first and foremost be to empower constituents to influence national development framework, because if decent work is integrated in these plans and policies, these priorities automatically translate into new UNDAFs.  We have also become much better at working with Resident Coordinators and fostering strategic alliances with other United Nations agencies.  The Decent Work Toolkit has greatly helped raise awareness of our agenda among other agencies, and DWCPs have helped the ILO focus its contribution to the United Nations system at the country level.

b. To what extent has the ILO adopted HACT and jointly implements the new HLCM proposal for harmonization of business practices?
The ILO has adopted the Harmonised Approach to Cash Transfers (HACT) in principle, but has not yet implemented it in Headquarters or in its field offices in the pilot countries.  It must be noted, however, that ILO is collaborating with other UN Agencies, both at national and global levels in implementing the High-Level Committee on Management (HLCM) plan of action/ harmonizing business practices, the modus operandi of which is in a step-by-step approach.  At the global level, ILO has provided inputs through the UN Development Group (UNDG)/ Country Office Business Operations (COBO), adding value to measures to be taken into consideration when operationalising the plan. 

Transferring of funds into agencies’ accounts has been governed by memoranda of understanding, signed by the participating agencies and the administrative agent (UNDP).  Most MoUs have adopted a “pass through” approach.

c. To what extent is the new RC system supported in benefit of the entire UN system?
The common trend emerging from all the pilots shows that the Resident Coordinator, as One Leader is accountable for the overall management of the One Programme, and the main interlocutor of the UNCT with governments; nevertheless, the Heads of Agencies are to remain responsible for both their core budget funding.  ILO participated in reviewing the terms of reference/job description of the RC in 2007 with a view of ensuring that the RC truly represents the interests of all UN agencies, and the manner in which they operate (such as the tripartite consultative approach of the ILO).

ILO’s support has been both in terms of financial and human resources.  This has been backed up by the introduction of the RBSA, which has availed resources necessary to support JP formulation and development. Where the ILO has been a non-resident agency (NRA) at the country level, it has appointed ILO-UN focal points who have been posted in UNDP Offices to ensure that ILO is actively involved in the ongoing processes, funded from RBSA.  This approach has been complemented by the presence of TC staff stationed in pilot countries where ILO is a NRA, who have provided technical advisory support to the ongoing UN-R/DaO. 

In terms of lessons learned, while the ILO has supported the RC System from the “top- down” perspective, there are growing concerns about how RCs are selected and eventually appointed.  The ILO has continued to field candidates, but even though one of our candidates passed the assessment centre a year ago, she has still not received an offer of appointment that is as attractive as those offered to former UNDP staff.  In the future, the ILO will prioritise in which countries we believe we must have RCs with an ILO background, and then select and promote suitable candidates accordingly.

d. Within the context of ILO’s review of the UNDP’s revised proposal for a “functional firewall”: to what extend does the ILO continue to orient future RCs on the decent work agenda, as well as ILO field office directors and staff about the RC firewall, the role of the UNDP country director and UNDP business practices?

Since 2007 the ILO established annual orientation for newly appointed Resident Coordinators in Headquarters in Geneva, the objective of which is to acquaint them with ILO principles and the manner it does business.  At the country level, field Directors who form part of the UNCMT and staff members are regularly appraised on developments at Headquarters.  Through the project, technical assistance has been made available to one of the pilots
 in integrating ILO standards into developing common UN business practices (procurement).
The establishment of the much-anticipated “firewall” has been put in place in Tanzania and in Mozambique, in which the UN is led by the Resident Coordinator, and a Country Director now leads UNDP
.  However, the “separation of powers” has not been the case in Rwanda and Cape Verde where in the former the Country Director is still in the role of the Resident Coordinator, and in the latter, the Resident Coordinator remains representative of the ExCOM agencies.  (Elsewhere, information was not forthcoming.)

ILO’s work in the eight pilot countries was greatly facilitated by the Executive Workshop that ILO convened for the eight RCs and ILO Directors from the eight pilot countries, in April 2008.  There was a consensus amongst the participants that decent work is an integral part of poverty reducing strategies.  The workshop has been made possible with project’s support, and helped open the door for much greater involvement in the eight pilots.  If funding is available, this effort should be pursued again.
e. Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 

Not all the outputs and targets have been achieved.  Evidence of achievements are found in the UNDAF frameworks of the pilot countries in which ILO priorities have been incorporated
, snapshot matrices of the pilots (March & June 2009) that clearly illustrate the priority areas for which JPs have been developed, the adoption of a firewall in two pilot countries, Tanzania and Mozambique.
Where the targets and expected outputs have not been achieved, the project will need to invest more time and effort, due to the fact that integrating inputs into the UN reform process both at the global and national level is an iterative and negotiated process, which is not always straight forward.  This is currently being experienced with the UNDAF guidelines, which are being subjected to renegotiation for review.

The targets are still valid, as the parameters of UN reform and Delivering as One have expanded beyond the pilot countries. “Self-starters” as well as UNDAF roll out countries are preparing to operationlise the DaO approach through the same participatory process undertaken by the pilots; hence ILO is preparing its field offices to actively engage by also incorporating full involvement of its constituents.  In so doing, it is imperative that the UN system at the country level applies the terms of reference as adopted by the HLCM and HLCP.
In terms of lessons learned, the project should have started much earlier.  United Nations reform processes are complex; it takes time for results to materialize.  The project would also have benefited from even stronger linkages with the newly established United Nations reform team and the ILO Office in New York.  

f. What are the expected long-term outcomes and impact and why?

The expected long-term outcomes and impact are stronger DWCP contribution to UNDAF, PRSs and Joint Assistance Frameworks (JAFs), including "Delivering as One” from both the ILO and its constituents (ministries of labour, employers’ and workers’ organizations) who will partake in these processes.  

As long as ILO fully utilizes the capacity building and enhancement components of the joint programmes in place, even stronger inputs can be expected from its constituents who will have enhanced the quality of their contributions. Agency staff members responsible for different components of the One Programme and Joint Programmes (JPs) in at least one pilot country (Tanzania) benefited from the capacity building component.  Other pilot country UN implementing partners are encouraged to follow in this manner.
Outcome 5: Gender dimension is integrated in ILO’s core RBM systems through strengthened implementation of the Action Plan for Gender Equality

Findings related to this outcome and presented in the self-evaluation of the GENDER project GLO/08/53/UKM, and can be used as a supplement to this report when evaluating project contributions to the ILO-DFID PFA Matrix, Part I.
Outcome 6: Evaluation function strengthens management effectiveness and accountability for results of ILO’s work

a. To what extent and with which celerity and support has evaluation work plans and schedules been implemented? / Has the latter been reflected in ILO’s Annual Evaluation Report (AER)? / What progress has been made in developing project-level work plans and schedules?  What achievements, failures, and solutions can be shown?
EVAL’s i-Track knowledge system
 is a key capacity for organizational learning through capturing and using lessons learnt.  The repository is a searchable database by key project attributes such as title, scope, phase, and key lesson attributes (i.e., applicable practice, nature and scope of the issue described, and recommended action). In addition, it is designed for ease of access and data entry. Since 2008, it provides a means of searching for evaluation schedules, reports, lessons learnt and tracking follow up. The table below identifies progress made in building the evaluation information base by type and volume of data available.   
            Summary data on evaluation information coverage in i-Track* 

	Work Item

	Aug 2008

	Dec 2008

	May 2009

	  Aug 2009


	Evaluation Schedules

	97

	180

	259

	       320

	Recommendations

	0

	0

	113

	      264


	Good practices

	0

	0

	15

	        24


	Lessons learnt
	0

	0

	38

	      122


	Evaluation reports

	130

	227

	275

	      305


	Evaluation summaries

	13

	55

	79

	      150


	Guidelines or e-learning modules

	2

	3

	6

	        11



	* Statistics reported in AER 2009





The office-wide evaluation work plans are now available through the EVAL Intranet (as a final document), the EVAL Plone (when in draft form and open for discussion).  For the evaluation schedules, the i-Track database has been modified through improved data modelling to provide a user-friendly access to all regional evaluation focal persons.  New workflow processes at headquarters, facilitated through inter-departmental partnerships, have improved the scope and quality of evaluation scheduling information. When the evaluation official joined the project in August 2008 EVAL was only able to record 97 evaluation schedules in the first three years.  In one year, the evaluation schedules have gone up to 320 evaluation schedules and are entered in a more dynamic fashion with regular input from field personnel. 

The evaluation module of i-Track is now recording full text recommendations, lessons learnt, and good practices gleaned from the major strategic, policy and country evaluations.  Where substantive recommendations or lessons learnt can be derived from project evaluations these are also now included in i-Track, but do not have sections on management follow-up.  These new sections on recommendations, lessons learnt and good practices also provide tracking when any of these has been incorporated by a new project. In this way, management can track the use of a lesson or good practice when it is being utilized in new programming activities.  These evaluation reporting functions are readily extracted from the i-Track database in Excel sheets, listing management response and other critical information on follow up.  For ILO project proposal writers, this function serves as an important online source for obtaining relevant knowledge gained by evaluations for incorporation in a new proposal. 
The Evaluation official working in the project provided research support to the technical departments on thematic cross-cutting evaluations, ensuring that recommendations for improving programming and lessons learnt were being identified and used for research activities throughout the ILO. 

The scope of EVAL’s project evaluation monitoring and collection is now systematically reflecting all newly approved projects over $500,000   In addition to the evaluation requirements for self evaluation, internal evaluation, annual reviews and external evaluations, the new module in i-Track  for information workflow has improved the gathering of evaluation information from the initial planning through the implementation and finalization stages.   In August 2008 there were only 97 schedules (collected since 2005).   EVAL’s new workflow tracking module and improved database functionality have increased this number to 320 in August 2009.  Part of reaching this substantial improvement in the targets is due to the fact that 1) there is better integration with PARDEV for reporting new projects; 2) the new TC manual and project approval processes inform Officials of their evaluation requirements; and 3) all of the five Regional Evaluation Focal Points have been hired.  The focal points were already in place were highly motivated to work with a network of information sharing and utilization.  One training course took place in May 2009 (see bibliography Outcome 6a for documentation), and a further, more comprehensive training will take place in November 2009.

b. To what extent is there a system for documentation on follow up actions on all major evaluations?

Evaluations can only lead to organisational improvements if recommendations are systematically acted upon by line management. Independent high-level strategy and country programme evaluations are presented to the November Governing Body and an official management response from the Office forms part of the reports. To support the governance process, the AER updates the Governing Body on the adequacy of the Office’s follow up based on its own assessment and that of the Evaluation Advisory Committee (EAC) which monitors and ensures adequate management follow-up to these high-level evaluations. 

c. Do Regions and Sectors systematically apply evaluation good practices? Why? What needs to be done?

Quantity of independent project evaluations in 2008

In 2008, a total of 64 independent project evaluations were completed, all managed by sectors or regions, which was a 50% increase over the previous year.  The unevenness in the count from year to year is due in part to the ever-changing portfolio of projects requiring evaluations at prescribed time frames.  In addition, EVAL has greatly enhanced its capacity to monitor decentralized evaluation activities.  

Figures 1 and 2, below, provide summary information on the distribution of evaluations by region and technical topic. A complete list of the independent project evaluations is given in Annex 1 of the Annual Evaluation Report. 
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Figure 1: Independent evaluations by region and year, 2005-2008.
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Figure 2: Independent evaluations by region as share of total, 2008.

Quality of decentralized evaluation reports

In 2008 and 2009, the ILO regional evaluation network took further action to ensure a sufficient level of independence and professionalism on decentralized evaluations by monitoring processes for managing and conducting decentralized evaluations at critical points.  It addressed specific quality constraints through targeted training and guidance and also took steps to ensure that the projects and programmes would be evaluable, with a sound results framework in place, adherence to the design, and documented progress through systematic data collection and analysis.  

In 2009, EVAL again carried out an external appraisal of the quality of evaluation reports from technical cooperation projects that were completed in 2008.  The scope of this appraisal included the assessment of 42 out of the 64 evaluation reports produced during the year.  The methodology called for these reports to be appraised using a quality checklist that contained 73 items (see Bibliography Outcome 6c for documentation).  The checklist was revised to incorporate key issues presented in the SJD.
Overall, the vast majority (81%) of the evaluation reports contained the necessary components specified in ILO’s quality checklist.  The lowest rated sections were the methodology (27% satisfactory or better) and the evaluation background (38% satisfactory or better) sections.  These sections are in clear need of improvement to warrant increased validity and credibility of evaluation findings, conclusions, and corresponding recommendations and lessons learnt.

Feedback from evaluation managers further suggested that many evaluations were implemented with limited budgets and timelines. The external appraisal also provided recommendations to EVAL for improvements: 

· Increase consistency and quality of evaluation TORs to provide sufficient guidance to evaluation teams and augment more consistent evaluation reports. 

· Ensure that evaluators are provided with a clear definition of what ILO means by the terms utilized in the TOR, clear examples of what is expected, and what qualifies as high quality work, and adequate resources to sufficiently address the questions posed in the TORs.

· Secure evaluation reports and check for accuracy of report codes and responsible evaluation manager contact information to assure that formatting is secured and follow-up about the evaluations is facilitated.

· Encourage evaluators to present project budgets and consider cost-effectiveness to enable determination of reasons for deficiencies in projects and evaluations (e.g., lack of funding versus lack of project staff motivation or competency) and to maximize resource use or project reach.

· Reconsider the level of funding allocated for evaluation work, or whether fewer evaluations with increased budgets could lead to better information for use by ILO.

· Continue improving the Quality Checklist to increase transparency, relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency of future evaluation reports and appraisals.

Taking stock of the ILO’s monitoring and self-evaluation system

The ILO’s evaluation function includes both independent and self-evaluation activities that aim at reviewing programme and project implementation and progress towards results. In preparation for the independent evaluation of the ILO’s evaluation function planned for 2010, EVAL started a stock-taking exercise of monitoring and self-evaluation requirements, their application and reporting (see outcome 6d under stock-tacking for more details).  The objective of this exercise was two-fold: i) to identify all the monitoring and self-evaluation instruments currently mandated by Office policy, procedures, guidance and manuals; and  ii) to determine how these instruments are being applied and the extent to which they are providing the information needed for results-based evaluations (independent or self-evaluation).   
The principal conclusions from the exercise are:

· The Office’s main reporting mechanisms are not well aligned, making reporting duplicative, fragmented and ungrounded on DWCP and country level outcomes as the main data core for reporting.  
· There is no integrated, transparent, and readily accessible information system that can be used to anticipate and manage risk during implementation as well as to verify the extent to which supervision and internal control functions have been fulfilled. 

· As programme and project supervision (monitoring) is based mainly on mitigating contingencies as they arise, the procedures set out in Office’s technical cooperation manual and guidance are not always followed.  Interestingly, ILO staff often use mechanisms not formally approved to address such contingencies but which are associated with the risk-based supervision function. 
It is important to note that the identification of these shortcomings in the present system does not mean that the Office does not monitor its operations but that institutionally, supervision is not systematic and as effective as it should be. 
d.
What evidence demonstrates that annual evaluation reports are useful? Why? 

Under the current evaluation policy, each year EVAL presents an annual evaluation report (AER) to the Governing Body on progress made in implementing the ILO’s evaluation function.  Key aspects covered include performance aspects of evaluation oversight and quality management, analysis of factors affecting the quality of evaluation reports, a status report on the Office’s follow up to recommendations from high-level evaluations, and an indicative listing of planned evaluation activities for the following year. The AER also provides background information for the Governing Body discussion on lessons learnt related to recent evaluation activities and the contribution of the evaluation function to improving the design and implementation of DWCPs. 

In November, 2008 the Governing Body asked that this report provide greater detail on a number of points.  First, there was a request for more detail on the follow up to recommendations, and reasons shared for partial implementation.  Second, there was a call for evidence that lessons were being learned from evaluations, and incorporated in future programming.  Third, there was a call for EVAL to move quickly in incorporating the Declaration on Social Justice as the main basis for country and programmatic evaluations, including a call for provisions for analysis and recommendations for DWCPs in light of the Declaration on Social Justice.  The 2009 report responds to each of these requests with added detail and coverage (in draft format, available November 2009).

The above description indicates how the AER feeds into the ILO governance process and links to the Office’s accountability for implementing the evaluation function, and also for governance-level knowledge exchange and discussion on next steps for improvement.   The AER has helped to raise awareness among GB members and ILO senior managers regarding the evaluation strategy and progress to be made.   
In 2010, with the evaluation function better understood and institutionalised, the Office may find that the AER can transition to report more systematically on the substantive findings from evaluations, which has not been its purpose up to now. 

e.
Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 
Comprehensive internal and independent evaluation plans and reports completed that guide country programmes and technical strategies
The table below summarizes the portfolio of strategy and country programme evaluations conducted by EVAL since 2005, indicating the status of the Office’s reporting of follow up. 
Type, topic and timing of independent evaluations in 2008
	Evaluation type 
	Topic of evaluation
	Timing
	Status of follow up
	Estimated cost (staff and non-staff)

	Strategy
	Youth employment 2006-9
	2009


	n.a.
	$35,000 plus 4 P work months

	Country programme
	ILO’s country programme for Zambia: 2001-2007
	2009
	n.a.
	$35,000 plus 3 P work months

	Country programme
	ILO’s country programme for Zambia: 2001-2007
	2009
	n.a.
	$35,000 plus 3 P work months

	Strategy
	Protection of migrant workers 2001-2007
	2008


	Satisfactory progress   EVAL and EAC; all partially implemented
	$35,000 plus 4 P work months

	Strategy
	ILO’s strategy to support member States to improve the impact of ILS
	2008
	None reported; unsatisfactory progress to date
	$35,000 plus 8 P work months

	Country programme
	ILO’s country programme for Zambia: 2001-2007
	2008
	Satisfactory progress   EVAL and EAC 
	$25,000 plus 3 P work months

	Country programme
	ILO’s country programme for the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan: 2002-2007
	2008
	Satisfactory progress   EVAL and EAC
	$35.000 plus 3 P work months

	Country programme
	ILO’s country programme of support to Ukraine: 2000-2006
	2007
	Satisfactory progress   EVAL and EAC
	$20,000 plus 3 P work months

	Country programme
	the ILO country programme for Argentina: 2001-2006
	2007
	Satisfactory progress   EVAL and EAC;
	$35.000 plus 3 P work months

	Strategy
	Employment Creation through Employment-intensive Investment Approaches
	2006
	Satisfactory progress   EVAL and EAC;
	$35,000 plus 3 P work months

	Country programme
	ILO’s Country Programme to the Philippines: 2000-2005
	2006
	Satisfactory progress   EVAL and EAC;
	$25,000 plus 3 P work months

	Strategy
	InFocus Programme on Social Dialogue, Labour Law and Labour Administration
	2005
	Not monitored
	$35,000 plus 3 P work months

	Strategy
	InFocus Programme on Socio-economic Security
	2005
	Not monitored
	$30,000 plus 3 P work months


Lessons Learnt from internal reviews of DWCPs
In 2007, the Evaluation Unit drafted guidance and proposed a set of methodologies by which to internally review implementation and progress being made within DWCPs.  The reviews are designed as a management tool to support organizational learning. 

Internal reviews of DWCP are managed by ILO regional offices, and aim to provide impartial feedback on ILO effectiveness in implementing DWCPs.  In 2008, under EVAL guidance, the Europe and Asia Regional Offices conducted five pilot internal review exercises to test the approach (Cambodia, Nepal, Pacific Island Countries, Moldova, and Albania). The reviews gathered feedback from staff, constituents and UN partners regarding:

· The coherence and technical fit of the DWCP strategy vis-à-vis national development priorities;

· Adequacy of ILO capacity, coordination, and communication in delivery of the DWCP;

· Degree to which the DWCP is managing for results, including sustainability strategies;

In addition, for each DWCP outcome, the reviews also considered the adequacy of resources, delivery of outputs, progress made against achieving joint outcomes, and shared risks and opportunities.

In 2009, three such evaluations were conducted (Mongolia, Bangladesh and Bolivia - see Outcome 6e for documentation), with Pakistan being postponed to late 2009.  Overall, the scope and purpose of these reviews have been evolving and are expected to align with the end of a DWCP period and to review the priorities and strategies from a design perspective to identify next steps for a new phase.  Some lessons learned related to this: 

· Experience to date suggests the need to improve alignment with the ILO, national and UNDAF planning frameworks and decision-making processes.   

· There is need to refine evaluation tools and guidance on how to take stock of progress, and to improve the metrics for performance aspects of the DWCPs.

· More effort and better support is required to improve constituent preparedness, participation in the process and involvement in follow up to the internal reviews. 

EVAL will support regions in conducting internal reviews in 2010 through revamped guidance and hands-on advisory support.

The Office plans follow-up and reports implementation progress against agreed evaluation recommendations within 6 months monitoring reports recorded in i-Track
EVAL has built within i-Track the capacity to monitor and report on follow up  but has not yet required this systematically for independent decentralized evaluations.  Although EVAL was prepared to move forward, ILO’s technical and regional staff were overloaded with the broad range of changes being rolled out since 2007, and additional requirements would have greatly stressed the system.  The establishment of regional evaluation officers will enable more systematic follow up to recommendations for decentralized evaluations beginning in 2010.

Evaluation circulars and directives issued that confirm organizational authority, role and accountability of evaluation within the office

The Director-General’s  Announcement on Evaluation in the ILO (IGDS Number 75) of March 31, 2009 clarifies the evaluation function in the ILO which is concerned with assessing the performance of the policies, programmes and projects of the Office through an evaluation of outputs, outcomes and impact, in accordance with the ILO’s evaluation policy as approved by the Governing Body.
The Office Directive on The ILO Evaluation Unit (IGDS Number 74) of March 31, 2009 clarifies the function and responsibilities of the ILO Evaluation Unit (EVAL).  It is mandated to implement the ILO evaluation policy and programme.  EVAL concerns itself with the performance of the ILO’s policies, programmes and projects through the assessment of their outcomes, outputs and impact. EVAL is functionally independent from policy-making and the delivery and management of administrative services and technical activities. It supervises and reports on evaluations as well as tracking follow-up.
Evaluation capacity within the ILO (and of constituents) strengthened contributing substantively to UN Evaluation Group (UNEG) activities

· Evaluation Practices harmonized within UN system
In 2008, two ILO evaluators conducted country missions and prepared case studies for the UNEG on Deliver as One Pilot Country evaluation. The evaluation reviewed the designs of the pilots and mechanisms put in place for implementing the reforms.  The UNEG joint evaluation teams also identified and assessed the adequacy of process and substantive parameters that could guide an evaluation in the future.  As a result of ILO involvement, the Office is supporting its Pilot One countries to improve their results framework, and information base for harmonization within UNDAF and eight Pilot One countries. Relatedly, EVAL developed guidance to converge practices for M&E to be consistent and compatible with UNDAF M&E procedures.

EVAL staff has also been active and provided leadership in various UNEG task forces, including co-chairing the country-level evaluation task force and the evaluation capacity development task force.  EVAL contributed evaluation training facilitators to four evaluation courses aimed at UN professional staff working regularly with evaluation (Geneva, Switzerland; Turin, Italy; Amman, Jordan; and Akegera, Rwanda).  See Outcome 6e in Annex IV documentation references to these trainings, as well as the list below.
· Addressing constituent capacities

The ILO places great importance on strengthening the capacities of national and global constituents to engage in and make use of evaluation practices as part of their learning and accountability frameworks.  

In mid-2009 EVAL organized a one-week ITC workshop for national tripartite constituents to build capacity for better use of evaluation.  The workshop covered conceptual and practical aspects of evaluation in the ILO and the UN, including evaluation approaches and methods, evaluation management and contracting, dissemination and utilization of evaluation information.  Lessons learned from the pilot workshop will be incorporated in future offerings and extra budgetary resources sought to finance these. 

· Training workshops for ILO staff on monitoring and evaluation 
2007: 
• 40 Asia programme officers and line managers (22 women and 18 men) received training in developing logic models and M&E plans for country programmes (December 2006).  A second Asia training took place June 2007.
• 40 Geneva-based professional staff (28 women and 12 men) were trained in evaluation management at project level. 

• 23 Africa programme officers and technical specialists (3 women and 20 men) were briefed and technically supported over four days on DWCP M&E good practices (February).

• 10 Americas programming staff (8 women and 2 men) benefited from a one-week technical support mission focused on ILO’s evaluation policy and function (January 2007).

2008: 

A major training on DWCP monitoring and evaluation was carried out for the Beirut Regional Office (RO) and shorter training workshops held in Zambia (Harare Sub-Regional Office, SRO), Addis Ababa, Africa RO, and Moscow SRO, all targeting ILO programming officers and technical specialists.

2009: 

In 2009, EVAL continued with outreach to the regions for targeted monitoring and evaluation capacity building of ILO project and field staff in Dakar SRO, Cairo SRO, Dar-es-Salaam, Bangkok RO, and San Jose SRO, and participated in developing and delivering joint training activities under the broader themes of RBM, DWCP and UN reform (Lima, Budapest, Addis, Yaoundé)
.  Despite an ambitious outreach programme, the lesson learned by EVAL is that more effective means than training workshops are needed for institutionalizing evaluation good practice as a contributing element to the RBM process.  
In 2010 EVAL will work with regional evaluation networks to achieve the following: 

· Pilot countries selected for supporting national capacities and practices to monitor and evaluate decent work related policies, programmes and actions;

· Inventory of the ILO’s methodologies for assessing impact at institutional, country and technical intervention levels; 

· ‘Learning by doing’ support to field staff and constituents based on results of the  evaluability assessments and stock taking of current monitoring and self evaluation practices;

· Systematic review of terms of reference for evaluations based on the scope and principles set in Declaration on Social Justice. 

EVAL budget

During the 2006-07 biennium, EVAL’s regular budget allocation covered the Director position plus one professional and 12 work months of secretarial support.  In non-staff resources, $100,000 was allocated to cover costs of external evaluation consultants linked to high-level evaluations.  This budget was supplemented with programme support income (PSI), expenditures of which were $332,766 and extra budgetary funds, expenditures of which were $445,172.

For the 2008-09 biennium, EVAL’s regular budget allocation increased by roughly two-thirds to cover core positions of the Director plus two professionals, and a full-time secretary.  A third professional was financed through PSI allocation.  Non-staff regular budget and PSI resources were allocated at $317,523 for the biennium.  

ILO evaluation network

EVAL continued to make use of extra-budgetary support through the “Decent Work Country Programmes and Results-Based Management: Strengthening ILO Capacity” project.  In addition to direct funding to EVAL from the respective Governments of the United Kingdom and the Netherlands during 2007, additional project resources were earmarked for evaluation capacity development to establish full time evaluation positions in each of the ILO’s five regional offices.  Currently, Africa, Americas, Asia, Europe and Arab States have established dedicated evaluation officers through 2009 and part of 2010.  

DWCP evaluability assessment and follow-up

During the project lifetime EVAL worked to refine methodologies for assessing the evaluability of projects and DWCPs, and conducted actual assessments for 13 DWCPs in 2009, which built upon a pilot assessment in 2008.  The Evaluability Assessment (EA) methodology seeks to ensure that DWCPs are evaluable and are oriented toward results-based management (see outcome 6e - Evaluability for documentation).  It assesses the clarity of the stated outcomes and ensures their relevance to the priorities identified in consultation with country authorities, worker and employer organizations, development partners, and other stakeholders. Most importantly, it validates the logic and results framework of the document at face value.

Results of the 2008 Evaluability sample are shown in the figure below: 2006-2009 Jordan DWCP (4 projects), 2005-2009 Pakistan DWCP (2 projects). 
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The countries selected for the 2009 EA exercise included DWCPs approved during the 2008-2009 period for:  Argentina, Bahamas, Dominican Republic, Honduras, Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, Mali, Cote d’Ivoire, Yemen, Syria, Serbia and Albania.
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Evaluability Scores

As shown in figure above, the comparison between the 2008 and 2009 EA results indicate some improvement on the average composite evaluability score.  The overall composite score for 2009 is 2.0 indicating a significant improvement made from the 1.26 results of 2008.  The increase in the composite score is mostly due to slight improvements shown in the clarity of outcomes, indicators and baselines; however significant work still needs to be done to help ILO Country Offices improve the overall evaluability of DWCPs.   

The results highlighted the need for the Office to revisit its DWCP and project guidance and templates for developing results matrices and monitoring mechanisms.  In addition, both project appraisal and the DWCP quality assessment mechanisms should factor in criteria to consider adequacy indicators, targets, baselines and milestones.  The findings also identified key areas that need to be addressed in order for the DWCPs to be fully evaluable.  

Based on these findings, EVAL undertook a series of ‘learning by doing’ capacity enhancement exercises or retrofitting of selected DWCPs to improve the various aspects contributing to evaluability (three Africa and three Americas SROs). 
The work is based on a four step approach: i) analyze and ‘unbundle’ the logical structure of the DWCP without changing agreed priority and outcome areas; ii) identify, define and/ or revise measurable DWCP outcomes and outputs and relevant indicators; iii) construct sound logical matrices that link DWCP outputs with outcomes; and, iv) translate results framework into implementation and monitoring and evaluation plans.

f.
What are the expected long-term outcomes and impact and why?

EVAL has substantially enhanced its role as both a management and an organizational learning tool to support constituents and management in forwarding decent work and social justice. The long-term outcomes will certainly be a stronger evaluation culture within the ILO and among ILOs constituents.  The gains and improvement in function and scope of evaluation roles and responsibilities will continue to contribute to the ILO’s strategic use of evaluation information - concretising stronger partnership with and input to results-based management within ILO, and better utilization of lessons learnt through their inclusion in future strategic planning.

Several courses of action still require a major effort and need further exploration to identify the tools and approaches that will work well at country level:  
· Evaluation capacity development of the ILO’s constituents to improve their policies, systems and activities to assess, in the ILO’s case, strategies and actions to support full and productive employment and decent work for all.  Such systems are a vital avenue for improving performance in terms of the quality, quantity, and targeting of national policies and programmes.  However, alone, this is not enough; the Office should also move to change the organizational culture of our constituents through successful experiences with evaluation activities. 

· Integrating monitoring and evaluation of decent work within UNDAF and UNCT systems and practices, which in turn link to national M&E systems;

· Applying straightforward mechanisms for linking the current set of DWCP outcomes and supporting projects to national M&E plans and activities within these decent work technical programming areas. 

6. Project Management Arrangements

Initial funding for the project was divided and managed between three units, which were used to work independently and with their own agendas.  The result was often lack of coordination and compromise, which had an effect on results as well as financial delivery. 

In 2008, after the negotiations with DFID, the project underwent administrative re-planning and restructuring. This included:  i) combining all the DIFD and the Netherlands unspent resources from 2006-07 with additional 2008 DFID allocations into a common project budget, and ii) revision of the PFA results matrix.  
The project funds were jointly planned to support the initiatives listed in the matrix.  A project manager was assigned to manage and coordinate the delivery of the shared outputs and activities across participating departments, under the direction of the Project Management Committee (directors of PROGRAM, PARDEV and EVAL, chaired by the Executive Director of Management and Administration Sector).  Lastly, the recruitment of key technical staff in Headquarters and Regional offices was organized to accelerate the delivery of the RBM and evaluation strategies.
These have proven to be valuable changes to the management arrangements
 as project delivery doubled during the last year of the PFA (from August 2008 to August 2009, the delivery rate increased from 45%
 to 83%
).  Additionally, project staff in Geneva HQ work in a two-tiered structure; both as project team members but also as integral parts of PARDEV, EVAL and PROGRAM teams, thus increasing collaboration and communication among the involved units and ensuring joint and coherent delivery of outputs.  All involved units benefited from this approach.
It is recommended that future project efforts follow this structure, in order to ensure accountability, coordination and timely delivery. Nevertheless, more collaboration among the involved units is still needed. 
7. Conclusions and Recommendations

Measuring changes in effective application and implementation of RBM and the level of quality of DWCPs resulting from project’s interventions pose a challenge at this time.  This is a long process, and though many of the outputs from the results matrix have been completed as planned, it will take additional efforts, resources and time to assess the impact of their delivery and their contributions to the achievement of set outcomes.  

What could be concluded with certainty is that the progress made to date would not have happened without much needed funding support received from the project. It is also obvious, that with the delivery of the above mentioned outputs, the work is not completed – there is still much to be done, both in the areas of capacity building, as well as improved streamlining, coherent tools, systems and guidance, as well as increased collaboration between the involved units. 

Continuation of capacity building efforts 

Approach used and the effort exerted in the preparation of the new SPF 2010-2015 and the P&B 2010-2011 provided opportunities for rapid progress towards internalising RBM in the ILO.  Intensive involvement of the technical sectors in preparation of the above strategic documents and significant consultations with the tripartite constituents enabled the Office to have a network of staff and tripartite constituents which are becoming comfortable with the RBM methodology and approach. 

Nevertheless, the capacity of the field and the country-based tripartite constituents is still not sufficient to support the growing number of DWCPs, and ensure quality in their formulation and implementation. Additional concerns rise from the fact that ideally, ILO should be able to integrate Decent Work Agenda and align DWCPs with 90 upcoming UNDAFs.  Though there is increased decentralised programming capacity in the Regional Offices, this is not adequate for challenges that lie ahead. Furthermore, Geneva HQ is not in a position to fully supplement this capacity gap.  Some examples can be drawn from the recent capacity building efforts. 
Even with project’s help, the capacity building workshops were not always organised in an optimal way. A large number of capacity building staff from HQ units was required during the workshops to cover the content and scope of training, but given the competing requests for their time, appropriate staff was not always available to participate in key activities.  As a result, at times consultants needed to be contracted as replacement for ILO staff.  Those contracted were strong in their field of expertise but often lacked intimate knowledge of specific ILO policies and procedures. 
The requests for capacity building, tools and guidance continue to be present, and a challenge of responding to this demand will be augmented after the full expenditure of staff and non-staff resources funded by the project. One way to partially alleviate the demand on the participating units is by transitioning of the training effort to ITC-Turin. However, field staff expressed interest in other areas, not currently covered by the scope of training, as well as deeper training on topic areas included in the joint workshop. Finally, there were specific requests for additional support from HQ as well as opportunities for greater information sharing between regions on best practices and lessons learned. This will bring additional demands on faster and better development of the targeted online tools. 
Similarly, much more work is needed in focusing on in-depth capacity building of the tripartite constituents. Though good progress was made in collaborating with ACTRAV and ACT/EMP in this area, it is still behind in comparison with the efforts exerted to train and strengthen the knowledge and capacity of ILO staff.  
Enhancing ILO’s contribution in HLCM and HCLP initiatives

The ILO is actively engaging other UN agencies that are members of the HLCM, and is addressing the growing interest in the social aspects of procurement, particularly in UN business practices, as envisaged in the UN Global Compact, and through international labour standards.  ILO Offices are working towards mainstreaming tenets of the DWA into the One UN business practices (particularly procurement).  With ILO resources, technical support was given to one pilot country (Tanzania) that has already commenced work on harmonizing business practices at the country level.  However, more human and financial resources will be required to mainstream the DWA in all eight countries’ UN business practices, and position the ILO as a proactive partner in this process.

Under the chairmanship of the ILO Director General, the HLCP deliberated the ongoing global financial crisis and its social and economic implications.  Consensus was reached on a cluster-based approach in which ILO was requested to coordinate follow-up of a “Global Jobs pact”, and on social protection both of which are aimed at mitigating the repercussions of the crisis and find solutions to curb the impact on the employment market. This initiative was endorsed by the CEB in April 2009 and developed by a CEB/HLCP meeting held in Geneva on the joint crisis initiatives and their follow up on 7 July 2009. As chair of the HLCP, ILO continues to be charged with coordinating a unified UN response to the crisis, and to do so resources will be required to carry out this responsibility successfully. Further support from donors will be required.
QAM Revision 

Quality Assurance Mechanism revision is necessary. As concluded from lessons learnt to date, this effort will not bear results if it continues to be a low-cost bureaucratic exercise. More hands-on involvement and support from HQ is required to the specific countries that are developing and implementing DWCPs.  Experience from EVAL’s retrofitting workshops has proven that this approach is valuable and brings about tangible results in improving existing DWCPs. Similar approach should be taken with the new DWCPs which are about to be prepared, but it is also clear that this is not sustainable within the existing resources. Though improvements can be made in increasing coherence in policy and guidance, and introduction of helpful procedures and tools, the effort required to train and support DWCP development from their inception is beyond ILO’s capacity at this time.  More extra-budgetary funding and a dedicated support team will be needed to make this approach a realistic one. 

Continued focus on TC as the building block to achieve DWCP results

The achievement of TC projects and programme outcomes is practically a pre-conduction for the successful implementation of DWCPs. Improving delivery of Extra-Budgetary Technical Cooperation (XBTC) and ensuring the quality and the results-oriented nature of project and programme interventions is therefore a priority for the Office. With the funding available by this project, major improvements have been initiated in:

· Setting up a quality-at-entry mechanism for TC proposals, 
· Establishing the protocols and processes and the guidance framework for TC projects, and 
· Institutionalising a comprehensive training course on results-based tools and project cycle management for TC. 

Given the ILO’s large XBTC portfolio – with over 800 ongoing projects in progress – the achievements made to-date need to be sustained and built upon. The mainstreaming of the appraisal process requires the provision of continued support to project designers, combined with support to capacitate all regional appraisal mechanisms. To ensure that gains in project quality-at-entry are continued through all stages of the project cycle – from appraisal through to better monitoring and evaluation – oversight needs to be made more effective during project implementation. Work on a results-tracking system is already underway but this needs to be further tested and piloted, with appropriate systems and processes developed. These future approaches will further ensure that the ILO’s XBTC portfolio delivers results that fully contribute to the achievement of DWCP outcomes.

Availability of IRIS in the Regions

Deployment of IRIS to the Regions is key to reaping full benefits of RBM. As long as FISEXT is still present in the Regions, there will be challenges for the field to align financial information with substantive work, and truly manage resources in line with results. 

Even where available, IRIS is still used mostly as a transaction processing tool, and optimal ways of providing information, which can make IRIS a indispensable management tool, are not yet available.  It is hoped that the dashboarding solution and the outcome-based workplanning will at least partially resolve this problem.  Based on the delays related to IRIS rollout to the Field, it is evident that the Office has been over-optimistic in its initial estimates of resources and efforts to make this happen.
Strengthening National Capacity to Monitor and Evaluate Decent Work

Since 2005, EVAL has aimed to raise the awareness of how evaluation can promote transparency, efficiency, effectiveness and help to strengthen a results orientation among its staff and constituents.  In collaboration with PARDEV and PROGRAM it has elaborated guidelines and good practices for evaluation, and has worked in partnership to stimulate thinking on M&E as part of RBM, and for generating knowledge on the effectiveness of policies, programmes and projects.  

Over the past three years much of EVAL’s capacity development has focused on ILO staff to strengthen their know-how to plan, manage and make use of evaluations to improve their programming.  As documented through its own performance indicators, both the quality and quantity of evaluation work has risen within the organization, as has the ways in which evaluations are being used. 

In 2008, with the adoption of the Declaration on Globalization and Social Justice national constituents are invited to consider the establishment of appropriate indicators or statistics, if necessary with the assistance of the ILO, to monitor and evaluate the progress made in implementing the national decent work agenda. The Office, and EVAL in particular, is called upon to develop appropriate tools for effectively evaluating the progress made and assessing the impact that policies and programmes may have on the Members’ efforts. 

In light of the Social Justice Declaration, EVAL has taken stock of monitoring and evaluation practices related to implementation of Decent Work Country Programmes and technical cooperation activities and is coordinating the revision of current monitoring and evaluation guidelines and methodologies with ED/MAS, technical sectors and regions to ensure that these address the expanded scope of evaluation work focusing on decent work.  EVAL will also revise and align current high-level evaluation methodologies with the principles set forth in the Social Justice Declaration.

Several courses of action still require a major effort and need further exploration to identify the tools and approaches that work for constituents related to monitoring and evaluating decent work-related initiatives:

· Evaluation capacity development of the ILO’s constituents to improve their policies, systems and activities to assess, in the ILO’s case, strategies and actions to support full and productive employment and decent work for all.  However, alone, this is not enough; the Office should also move to change the organizational culture of our constituents through successful experiences with evaluation activities.   EVAL recommends to move forward on the following efforts: 
· Identify good practices for establishing baseline situational analysis of the M&E status in selected countries with regards to decent work;

· Develop and deliver integrated country and regional training programmes for capacity building to enhance proficiency in M&E;

· Institutionalize at country level structures, policy formulation and strategies for M&E of decent work;

· Develop country case studies that illustrate practical applications of M&E measures and provide ILO constituents hands-on experience with evaluation;

· Sharing of M&E information and networking among various national and UN partners;

· UNDAF M&E for decent work linked to national systems.  The UN also calls on its member agencies to identify how UNDAF-related monitoring and evaluation (including agency-level projects and programmes) are linked to and make use of national M&E systems and plans.  The ILO is committed to ensuring that its own approaches are consistent with this policy, and that the linkages are made.   In the area of decent work, the ILO needs to be a path breaker and well equipped to advise UN partners on their own good practices for linking decent work to national M&E systems.   EVAL proposes to work with UNCTs and national partners to: 

· Diagnose framework for evaluation, institutional set ups, and evaluation work being done related to decent work as integrated in UNDAF;

· Identify opportunities for improvement in joint UN and national M&E policies and practices to achieve greater coherence and efficiency with UNCT;

· Sustained ILO evaluation capacity. In order to move forward on the above initiatives, the Office will need to maintain its regional evaluation staff capacities and continue efforts to coordinate evaluation work planning, evaluation methodologies and good practices, and roll out of systematized follow up to recommendations and lessons learned.  For this, additional resources will be needed. 

Further improvements needed in collaboration between involved HQ units 
Additional efforts are needed to achieve true coherence and complementarities among PARDEV, PROGRAM and EVAL. Experience shows that oftentimes each unit has its own reporting requirements, templates and guidance, which are not always sufficiently coordinated. As a result, colleagues in the field are often asked to provide similar or the same information several times, to several units, but in a different format.  This creates additional burden for the Field, and it brings only partial value-added. Examples include resource gap analysis, which is sometimes carried out separately for different sources of funds, and requested by different HQ units.  Additionally, implementation and monitoring guidance is not always consistent with the current guidebooks, or with EVAL’s standards for evaluation. Colleagues in the field sometimes experience confusion due to competing and even contradicting demands from HQ; this message was reiterated by the field during the recent capacity building missions.  There is a clear indication that guidance is not always clearly designed or communicated, and that further work is needed in this direction. In line with the Paris Declaration, greater harmonization on the part of donors vis-à-vis their own reporting requirements would aid the Office’s efforts towards internal coherence.
Though much progress has been made to streamline this, specifically upon receipt of feedback results from the field, this effort needs to continue until such time that all management processes are rationalized, harmonized, coherent, linked to each other and fully reflected in the Office procedures and guidelines.   Though project has been a good experience and provided a platform for increased collaboration, the 3 units still have a long way to go to before overall coherence is achieved. 
In line with the above effort, RBM and DWCP guidebooks will need updates, both to reflect streamlined processes, coherent guidance, alignment with the new SPF 2010-2015 and P&B 2010-2011, and the office-wide workplanning solution. 
8. Annexes

Annex I – DFID/ILO Revised PFA Results Matrix, Part I

[image: image4.emf]# ILO Outcome Measure of Progress

(Indicators)

Baseline  Target Main Outputs and Activities

1 ILO has systems to 

report on results and 

impact vigorously

1.1 There is a dedicated 

established reform team to 

accelerate the pace of reforms 

and evidence that new HR 

strategy and IRIS are 

contributing to efficiency and 

good management practice



1.2 A clear institutional 

framework exists for reporting 

on results and impact and 

funding of allocations is driven 

by strategic objectives and 

priorities

(i) Current performance management 

system is ineffective. 

(ii) Analysis of simplification and 

streamlining of business processes 

and procedures started. 

(i) New staff performance 

management system introduced. 

Staff assessed thought the new 

system in line with the RBM principles

(ii) Business process areas which 

could result in reduced numbers of 

staff executing them identified and 

streamlined.

- New performance management system designed and implemented Office-wide 

(2009)

- Guidelines developed and issued (2009)

- Training and support available to managers and staff (2009)

- New/streamlined business processes designed and reflected in IRIS (2009)

- Guidance on new procedures developed and changes communicated (2009)

-Training and support to managers and staff available (2009)

- IPSAS Implementation (2009)

2 Increased 

transparency in 

governance and 

programme 

management

2.1 Planning and delivery of 

Regular Budget (RB), Regular 

Budget Supplementary 

Allocations (RBSA) and 

Technical Cooperation (TC) 

funds is transparent to the 

donors, management and staff



2.2 Independent Audit Oversight 

Committee has agreed 

workplan and targets for its 

work

(i) RBM workplans available outside 

of IRIS for all the units of the 

Management and Administration 

Sector.  

(ii) No reporting dashboards available 

to facilitate basis for quantitative and 

qualitative implementation reporting



(i) All technical sectors and regions 

have a high-level workplan in IRIS in 

2009

(ii) Technical cooperation (donor) 

reporting dashboards implemented 

and used by end of 2009; other 

dashboards in progress



- ILO-wide RBM work planning solution and guidelines developed, issued (2008)

- Solution/system developed (2009)

- Training and support available (2009)

- Dashboards implemented to facilitate transparency, monitoring, reporting and 

timely decision making (2009)

- IRIS rollout to the field executed to the pilot and at least one region (2009)

3 Enhanced reach, 

quality assurance 

and coherent delivery 

of Decent Work 

Country Programmes 

(DWCPs) and TC 

projects

3.1 Standard DWCP operational 

guidance, support and 

implementation tools produced 

and programme staff training is 

underway



3.2 Processes in place for 

improved technical cooperation 

management and oversight



DWCP Quality Assurance 

Mechanism is currently ineffective.  

Lessons learnt to date are being 

collected.



TC project quality assurance 

checklist exists but is not 

systematically applied

50 per cent of DWCPs and TC 

projects go through their respective 

revised Quality Assurance 

Mechanism.  Improvements and 

changes in their design are tracked.



- RBM and DWCP training strategy, curriculum and training materials in place 

(2008)

- First round of training execution for ILO staff and constituents completed (2009)

- A revised process for independent (Arms-Length) DWCP Quality Assurance 

Mechanism (QAM) established (2008)

- TC project cycle management training delivered to all relevant staff in HQ and 

Field (2009)

- Revised TC management office procedures in place (2009)

- Requirements for the TC management dashboards developed (2009)


[image: image5.emf]# ILO Outcome Measure of Progress

(Indicators)

Baseline  Target Main Outputs and Activities

4 Stronger DWCP 

contribution to 

UNDAF, PRSs and 

Joint Assistance 

Frameworks (JAFs), 

including "Delivering 

as One"

4.1 Number of Delivering as 

One pilots as well as new or 

renewed UNDAFs in UNDAF 

Roll-out and innovative 'self-

starter' countries that 

incorporate ILO's priorities



4.2 ILO adopts HACT and jointly 

implements the new HLCM 

proposal for harmonization of 

business practices



4.3 The new RC system is 

supported in benefit of the entire 

UN system



6.1 Number of Delivering as One 

pilots as well as new or renewed 

UNDAFs in UNDAF Roll-out and 

innovative 'self-starter' countries that 

incorporate ILO's priorities



6.2 ILO adopts HACT and jointly 

implements the new HLCM proposal 

for harmonization of business 

practices



6.3 ILO is reviewing UNDPs revised 

proposal for a "functional firewall".  

ILO will continue to orient future RCs 

on the decent work agenda, as well 

as ILO field office directors and staff 

about the RC firewall, the role of the 

UNDP country director and UNDP 

business practices



6.1 At least 6 pilot countries 

incorporate ILO priorities. ILO 

priorities incorporated in 50 per cent 

of new/renewed UNDAFs



6.2 HACT is adopted by the ILO.  

HLCM is being implemented



6.3 Firewall proposal adopted with 

ILO field office Directors fully aware 

of the need to support a RC system 

that benefits the entire UN system

- Review of existing UNDAFs and "Delivering as One" Pilots performed (2008)

- Training executed on integration of Decent Work Agenda (DWA) into UNDAFs 

for all relevant staff in HQ and Field (2009)

-Continuous support provided to ILO field staff engaged in "Delivering as One" 

pilot countries (2008-09)

- Frameworks, business models and ILO lessons learnt shared with all ILO staff 

responsible for managing ILO's contribution to new or renewed UNDAFs (2008)

- HACT reviewed, tested and adopted (2008-09)

- ILO actively involved in implementing HLCM proposal for harmonizing business 

practices (2009)

- New RCs oriented on the Decent Work Agenda (2008)

- LO field office directors and staff trained on the RC firewall, the role of the UNDP 

country director and UNDP business practices (2008-09)

- Decent Work toolkit knowledge sharing platform operational (2008-09)

- Toolkit training delivered for relevant staff (2009)

- Capacity strengthening and ongoing support provided to enable the active 

participation of ILO's tripartite constituents in United Nations reform processes 

at the country level (2008-09)



5 Gender dimension is 

integrated in ILO's 

core RBM systems 

through strengthened 

implementation of the 

Action Plan for 

Gender Equality

Extent to which targets for result 

areas are achieved within the 

Action Plan’s first and second 

sections: (i) enabling 

institutional mechanisms, 

including provisions for 

promoting greater gender 

balance in management and 

leadership positions; and (ii) 

targets are met for gender-

related indicators in the ILO 

Programme and Budget for 

2008-09

Internal assessment of 

implementation of ILO Gender 

Equality Action Plan 2003-05 and 

reporting on gender-sensitive 

indicators in implementation report 

for ILO's Programme and Budget for 

2006-07

50 per cent of targets are achieved 

within the Action Plan’s first section 

on enabling institutional mechanisms 

and 50 per cent of targets are 

achieved within the Action Plan's 

second section on the Strategic 

Objectives of the ILO Programme 

and Budget 2008-09

Guidance, support and capacity building provided to key headquarters-based units 

and staff identified as accountable and having a key implementation role vis-à-vis 

the Action Plan and named as having 'primary responsibility' for achieving the 

three results in the areas of:

- staffing

- substance

- institutional arrangements (2009)

6 Evaluation function 

strengthens 

management 

effectiveness and 

accountability for 

results of ILO's work

Extent to which the targets for 

the following initiatives have 

been met: (i) Completed Office-

wide evaluation work plans and 

schedules as reported in ILO 

Annual Evaluation Report, (ii) 

Documentation on follow up 

actions by Office on all major 

evaluations,

(i) No consolidated project-level 

workplan and schedule for 

evaluations exist.

(ii) Evaluation follow up reported to 

PFAC favourably reviewed.

(iii) Results of annual evaluation 

appraisal report in 2007

(i) All evaluation plans for  2008 and 

2009 recorded in i-track

(ii) Evaluation follow up reported to 

PFAC favourably reviewed.

(iii) Results of annual evaluation 

appraisal and evaluability reports in 

2008.

(iv) 50 per cent of DWCP have 

monitoring plans and associated 

reports by end 2009

- Comprehensive internal and independent evaluation plans and reports 

completed that guide country programmes and technical strategies (2008)

-The Office plans follow-up and reports implementation progress against agreed 

evaluation recommendations within 6 months; monitoring reports recorded in i-

track. (continuous)

-Evaluation circulars and directives issued that confirm organizational authority, 

role and accountability of evaluation within the Office. (2008)

- Evaluation capacity within the ILO (and of constituents) strengthened (2009)

-  ILO evaluation practices harmonized within the UN system by ILO contributing 

substantively to UNEG activities (2009)

- Evaluability assessments conducted that profile strengths and shortcomings of 

results frameworks and monitoring plans. (2008 and 2009)



Annex II – Glossary of Terms

AER


Annual Evaluation Report

ACT/EMP

Bureau of Employers' Activities


ACTRAV

Bureau of Workers' Activities
CEB


Chief Executive Board

COBO


Country Office Business Operations

CRP


Conference Room Pilot

CTA


Chief Technical Advisor

DaO


Delivering as One
DFID


Department for International Development

DWCP

Decent Work Country Programme

EA


Evaluability Assessment

EAC


Evaluation Advisory Committee

EAST Project
Education and Skills Training for Youth Employment in Indonesia Project

EMP/INVEST
Employment Intensive Investment

EVAL


ILO Evaluation Unit

ExCOM

Executive Committee 

FISEXT

Financial Information System for External Offices
GB


Governing Body

GENDER

Bureau for Gender Equality

GSM


Governance, Support and Management

HACT


Harmonized Approach to Cash Transfers

HLCM


High-level Committee on Management

HLCP


High-level Committee on Programmes

HQ


Headquarters

HR


Human Resources

HRD


Human Resources Development

IAOC


Independent Audit Oversight Committee

IGDS


Internal Governance Documents System

ILO


International Labour Organization

INTEGRATION
Policy Integration Department

IPSAS


Internal Public Sector Accounting Standards
IRIS


Integrated Resource Information System

IT


Information Technology
ITC


International Training Centre

JAF


Joint Assistance Framework

JP


Joint Programme

MAS


Management and Administration Sector
M&E


Monitoring and Evaluation

MoU


Memorandum of Understanding

NRA


Non Resident Agency

OC


Outcome Coordinator

PARDEV

Partnerships and Development Cooperation Department
P&B


Programme and Budget

PITS


Project Implementation Tracking System

PFA


Partnership Framework Agreement

PFAC


Programme, Financial and Administrative Committee

PROGRAM

Bureau of Programming and Management 

PRS


Poverty Reduction Strategy

PSI


Programme Support Income

QAM


Quality Assurance Mechanism

RBM


Results-based Management

RBSA


Regular Budgetary Supplementary Account

RBTC


Regular Budget Technical Cooperation

RC


Resident Coordinator
RO


Regional Office

SJD


Declaration on Social Justice for a Fair Globalization

SM


Strategic Management

SMART

Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Realistic, Timebound

SME


Small and Micro Enterprise

SMT


Senior Management Team

SPF


Strategic Policy Framework


SRO


Sub-regional Office

TC


Technical Cooperation

TOR


Terms of Reference

UN


United Nations

UNCMT

United Nations Country Management Team

UNCT


United Nations Country Team

UNDAF

United Nations Development Assistance Framework

UNDG


United Nations Development Group

UNDP


United Nations Development Programme

UNEG


United Nations Evaluation Group

UN-R


United Nations Reform

XBTC 


Extra-Budgetary Technical Cooperation
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Annex IV – List of documents and materials
Outcome 1: ILO has systems to report on results and impact vigorously

	MAIN ACTIVITIES AND OUTPUTS
	EVIDENCE (file location)

	1a.    To what extent has a dedicated reform team been established to accelerate the pace of reforms?

	- Announcement of the Social Justice Declaration, providing impetus for necessary reforms for the ILO

- Task Team on implementation of the SJD

- Plan for the Implementation of the SJD
	http://www.ilo.org/intranet/edmsp1/igds/groups/dirdocs/documents/igds/igds_002171.pdf
http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---relconf/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_099851

.pdf

http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---relconf/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_ 103418.pdf

	1b. What evidence demonstrates that there is a new HR strategy within the lines of the reform?

	HR strategy to be presented at the November 2009 session of the Governing Body
	Draft in preparation

	1c. To what extent is IRIS contributing to efficiency and good management practices? / What evidence demonstrates that progress has been made in simplifying and streamlining business processes and procedures?

	- Upgraded of IRIS 

- Changes to Travel functionality in 2008
- Phase 1 implementation SRO Budapest Pilot.
- Conference Room Pilot Scheduled for Oct 2009
	http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/iris/whatsnew/irisupgrade.pdf

http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/iris/whatsnew/travelprocedures.pdf

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 1\Budapest Pilot Plan_Release_1.xls

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 1\CRP Minute.pdf

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 1\CRP Schedule.pdf

	1d. What evidence demonstrates that there is a clear institutional framework for reporting on results and impact? / To what extent are funding allocations driven by strategic objectives and priorities?

	-Strategic Policy Framework (SPF) 2010-2015 adopted by the GB
- Programme and Budget (P&B) 2010-2011 adopted by the GB (currently proposals are available on the Intranet, final version of the P&B 2010-2011 to be posted shortly)
- P&B for 2008-09
- Introduction of RBSA 
- RBM directive issued on 25 Aug 2009
	http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/spf1015/spf.htm

http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/plan/pb/2010.htm

http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/download/pdf/08-09/pb.pdf

http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/plan/pb/rbsa.htm

http://www.ilo.org/intranet/edmsp1/igds/groups/dirdocs/documents/igds/igds_002383.pdf

	1e. What evidence demonstrates that there has been an improvement in performance management systems?

	- New process designed and aligned with the new P&B cycle
- Training package completed and some training sessions scheduled
	  http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/pers/performance/index.htm

http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/pers/performance/index.htm

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 1\Training Solution (LC)


Outcome 2: Increased transparency in governance and programme management

	MAIN ACTIVITIES AND OUTPUTS
	EVIDENCE (file location)

	2a. To what extent have improvements been made in sharing information on Planning and delivery of Regular Budget (RB), Regular Budget Supplementary Allocations (RBSA) and Technical Cooperation (TC) funds? / Are RBM work plans available outside of IRIS for all the units of the Management and Administration Sector? 

	- MAS Sector RBM training completed
- Offline workplans made available for the units of the MAS Sector
- Overall workplanning solution designed
- Draft guidelines produced (to be included when finalised)
	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 2\ILO_MAS_Management_Training_ synthesis_July 2008.pdf

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 2\071023 MAS Workplanning for results.pdf

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 2\pdf work planning 2008-09.pdf

http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/download/pdf/10-11/minuteobws040809.pdf

	2b. What evidence demonstrates that donors, management and staff have easier accessibility to governance and management information? / What evidence demonstrates that progress has been made in making dashboards available to facilitate quantitative and qualitative reporting?  

	- Dashboard development for Donors underway, planned completion end of 2009
- ILO Management dashboards to follow
	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 2\Dashboard Project Document.doc

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 2\Dashboard Project Plan.mpp

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 2\Dashboard Functional Designs

http://cyan.ilo.ch:7777/analytics

Guest User ID/Password: obiguest/obiguest1  

	2c. What evidence demonstrates that the Independent Audit Oversight Committee agree on work plans and targets for its role? What progress has been achieved since the beginning of the project? What is the impact of the change, if any?  What can be expected for the future?

	- Establishment of the IAOC
- Agreed Terms of Reference
- Report of the Feb 2009 Meeting and future steps
	http://www.ilo.org/public/english/edmas/ioac/index.htm

http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---relconf/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_103356.pdf


Outcome 3: Enhanced reach, quality assurance and coherent delivery of Decent Work Country Programmes (DWCPs) and Technical Cooperation  (TC) projects

	MAIN ACTIVITIES AND OUTPUTS
	EVIDENCE (file location)

	3a. To what extent have standard DWCP operational guidance, support and implementation tools been used? / To what extent has a training programme been developed for staff, on quality assurance and coherent delivery of DWCPs?



	RBM guidebook and DWCP guidebook have been made available on the intranet in the ILO official three languages.
	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\CAPACITY BUILDING\Final Evaluation-Mission Reports, Participant Feedback and Other Deliverables\RBM and DWCP Guidebooks

	A consultant was contracted to develop training module with guide (2 day training).
	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PROGRAM\Capacity Building\Deliverables\2007

	Initial RBM training as it applies to DWCP formulation, implementation and monitoring and evaluation has been delivered to Arab States and Americas region, focusing on ILO staff, in particular directors and office management
	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PROGRAM\Capacity Building\Deliverables\2008\RBM Training

	2 pilots conducted and the materials were translated to Arabic, French and Portuguese:

28 ILO constituents trained in New Delhi (1 woman and 27 men) with close collaboration with Turin

36 ILO constituents trained in Cairo (10 women and 26 men)
	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PROGRAM\Capacity Building\Deliverables\2007\New Delhi July 07

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PROGRAM\Capacity Building\Deliverables\2007\Cairo 3-5 Sept 07

	RBM and DWCP training strategy, standard curriculum and training strategy in place. Capacity-building and training officer developed training materials in collaboration with PARDEV, EVAL and PROGRAM as part of a joint training initiative with Turin, EXREL and INTEGRATION on UN Reform.

109 ILO officials trained from 3 Regions: 

Addis Ababa and Yaounde 4-9 May, 2009

Budapest 6-10 July, 2009

Lima 20-24, 2009


	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PROGRAM\Capacity Building\Deliverables\2009\Addis & Yaounde 4-9 May

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PROGRAM\Capacity Building\Deliverables\2009\Budapest 6-10 July

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PROGRAM\Capacity Building\Deliverables\2009\Lima 20-24 July


	3b. What evidence of positive change on the effectiveness or non-effectiveness of DWCP Quality Assurance Mechanisms does exist?  What lessons have been learnt to date?  To what extent are data being collected in a systematic way?

	-  DWCPs Regional Support Groups and Quality Assurance Mechanism. Minute from the Office of the DG. (2 Mar 07)

- Report on the review of DWCP Quality Assurance Mechanism (PROGRAM). May 2008 
- DWCP status per region 
	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PROGRAM\QAM\Deliverables\2007 
http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/dwcp/download/reportreviewqam.pdf
I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PROGRAM\QAM\Deliverables\2009 and also 

http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/dwcp/country/index.htm



	3c. To what extent have standard procedures to ensure TC project quality assurance been developed? What evidence demonstrates that they are systematically applied?

	Appraisal mechanism set up and operational 


	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PARDEV\Project Ouputs\3.5 Appraisal

	3d. What progress has been made for improved technical cooperation management and oversight? To what extent has a standard training programme been developed for staff on quality assurance and coherent delivery of TC projects?

	- Self guided package completed; (French and Spanish translations by end 2009)

- Revised TC Manual completed, printed by end 2009

- PCM training delivered, 3 x Americas, 1 x Africa, 2 x Turin

- Implementation and monitoring training: curricula developed and course delivered.  ( Delivery of workshops delayed until implementation tracking system piloted)
	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PARDEV\Project Ouputs\3.6 Self-guided learning package


I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PARDEV\Project Ouputs\3.7 PCM Training

I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 3\PARDEV\Project Ouputs\3.8 Implementation and Monitoring



Outcome 4: Stronger DWCP contribution to UNDAF, PRSs and Joint Assistance Frameworks (JAFs), including “Delivering as One”

	MAIN ACTIVITIES AND OUTPUTS
	EVIDENCE (file location)

	4a.    To what extent have ILO’s priorities been incorporated in “Delivering as One” pilots or renewed UNDAFs in UNDAF Roll-out and innovative 'self-starter' countries?



	- UNDAF-DWA comparative matrices and snapshots 

- One UN Pilots’ documentation referring to Decent Work (UNDP website)


	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 4

http://www.undp.org/mdtf/one-un-funds/overview.shtml


	4b. To what extent has the ILO adopted HACT and jointly implements the new HLCM proposal for harmonization of business practices?


	Mission report, Dar es Salaam May 2009
	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 4



	4c. To what extent is the new RC system supported in benefit of the entire UN system?


	RC briefings Nov 2008


	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 4



	4d.  Within the context of ILO’s review of the UNDP’s revised proposal for a “functional firewall”: to what extend does the ILO continue to orient future RCs on the decent work agenda, as well as ILO field office directors and staff about the RC firewall, the role of the UNDP country director and UNDP business practices?



	- DWCP-UNDAF Comparative Matrices documents (for Asia, Africa and Uruguay)

- Snapshot documents for Africa, Albania, Pakistan, Vietnam, March, June 2009

- Mission report, Pretoria, Kwa Zulu Natal, March 2009

- Mission report - Turin, May 2009.


	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 4




Outcome 5: Gender dimension 

Please see self-evaluation report of the GENDER project GLO/08/53/UKM

Outcome 6:  Evaluation function strengthens management effectiveness and accountability for results of ILO's work

	MAIN ACTIVITIES AND OUTPUTS
	EVIDENCE (file location)

	6a. To what extent and with which celerity and support has evaluation work plans and schedules been implemented? / Has the latter been reflected in ILO’s Annual Evaluation Report (AER)? / What progress has been made in developing project-level work plans and schedules?  What achievements, failures, and solutions can be shown?



	A new evaluation schedule module was launched in iTrack March 2009: EVAL is now able to plan and manage 50% more evaluation schedules than the previous year.  Briefing guidelines were issued in March 2009 to help Regional Focal points start to use the new system.  The full scope of evaluation scheduling is now enabled online and is being used by the Regional Evaluation Focal Points


	http://www.ilo.org/itrack/:  EVAL track module; Draft AER Report

	6b. To what extent is there a system for documentation on follow-up actions on all major evaluations?



	The Evaluation Advisory Committee monitors and ensures adequate management follow-up to the high level evaluations.   These areas of follow up are recorded within the relevant evaluation records for tracking the progress and follow-up in iTrack
	H:\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 6\Neubecker/EAC; http://www.ilo.org/itrack/:  EVAL track module



	6c.   Do Regions and Sectors systematically apply evaluation good practices? 



	- Comprehensive guidance is now available on all aspects of managing project evaluation.  This is routinely brought to the attention of ILO Officials through the project appraisal and approval process as well as through the backstopping by HQ staff and the hands-on technical advise given by the Regional Evaluation Focal Points.  Quality is also assessed through the appraisal process undertaken for the Annual Evaluation Report each year. 

- The quality of the evaluations is also assessed every year in the AER.

- The stock-taking exercise was undertaken by Francisco Guzman and is an internal, confidential document


	H:\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 6\Neubecker/EAC; http://www.ilo.org/itrack/ for internal guidance materials, TC Manual (revised 2009), and the AERs available on the EVAL public website.

http://www.ilo.org/eval/lang--en/index.htm (under Evaluation Reports)



	6d.   What evidence demonstrates that annual evaluation reports are useful? 



	See GB discussion papers, citing the usefulness of this form of reporting from the last three GB November sessions where the AERs were presented to the Governing Body.  


	http://www.google.co.uk/search?sourceid=navclient&ie=UTF-8&rlz=1T4SUNA_enCH291CH292&q=GB+november+pfac+evaluation\


	6e.   Have targets and expected outputs been achieved? 



	Targets have all been achieved according to the strategic planning for EVAL set out in its initial GB policy

In keeping with the above strategy, routine outputs of country-level and strategy or policy evaluations were completed.  

In the context of the project training targets were well covered with additional training activities added on for evaluability of DWCPs

New evaluation modules have been developed to improve the tracking of management follow-up in iTrack


	http://www.ilo.org/public/english/standards/relm/gb/docs/gb294/pdf/pfa-8-4.pdf
http://www.ilo.org/eval/lang--en/index.htm (under Evaluation Reports)

H:\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 6\Russon\Training 

H:\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\Outcome 6\Guzman\Training

http://www.ilo.org/itrack/:  EVAL track module


Project Management Arrangements 

	MAIN ACTIVITIES AND OUTPUTS
	EVIDENCE (file location)

	Changes to Management Arrangements

	'- Administrative restructuring and new PFA

- Project Management Committee TOR

- Project Organigram

- Budget Delivery Rate Aug 2009
	I:\PROGRAM\DWCP-RBM TC Project\PROJECT EVALUATION\Self Assessment\PROJECT SELF ASSESSMENT\MGMT arrangements conclusions and recommendations\Mgmt Arrangements


Annex V – Overall budget and distribution
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$1,736,797
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Immediate Objective 1: ILO constituents participate in results-based 

decent work country programmes

Immediate Objective 2: ILO staff effectively coordinates results-based 

decent work country programmes

Immediate Objective 3: Findings and recommendations from regular 

and periodic evaluations of decent work country programmes support 

their further development

Programme Support Costs & Provisions for Cost Increases

TOTAL Allocated in 2006-07

Total Spent in 2006-07

Rephased into 2008-09

Additional Allocations Dec 2007:
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The Netherlands
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The Netherlands
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Outcome 4: Stronger DWCP contribution to UNDAF, PRSs and Joint 

Assistance Frameworks (JAFs), including "Delivering as One"

Outcome 5: Gender dimension is integrated in ILO's core RBM 

systems through strengthened implementation of the Action Plan for 

Gender Equality

Funded by GENDER project

Outcome 1: ILO has systems to report on results and impact 

vigorously

Outcome 2: Increased transparency in governance and programme 

management

Outcome 3: Enhanced reach, quality assurance and coherent delivery 

of Decent Work Country Programmes (DWCPs) and TC projects

Outcome 6: Evaluation function strengthens management 

effectiveness and accountability for results of ILO's work

TOTAL Allocated in 2008-09

United Kingdom (DFID)

GLO/08/53/UKM - Gender mainstreaming in ILO

Programme Support Costs & Provisions for Cost Increases


	* includes:

	· Administrative restructuring and re-planning of resources

· Pulling all unspent DFID resources from 2006-07 ($1,736,797) into one DFID project and rephasing into 2008-09

· Additional allocation from DFID ($1,972,387)

· Rephasing of all Dutch funds ($845,379) into 2008-09

· New results matrix for the PFA
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� Prior to 2008, the project funds (100655 – GLO/06/56/UKM, 100680 – GLO/06/55/UKM and 100766 – GLO/06/60/NET) were divided and managed among three units. After the 2008 negotiations with DFID and receipt of additional funding (under project 101241 – GLO/08/54/UKM), an integrated project plan was created with collaboration of key staff from PROGRAM, PARDEV and EVAL, and has been jointly funded from the four above-mentioned projects.  The common results matrix for PFA Part I, shown in Annex I, served as a basis for the plan, and also includes Gender Mainstreaming outcome (Outcome 5).  Therefore, one self-evaluation report for the four DWCP-RBM projects is submitted herewith.





� This self-evaluation report complements the one prepared for the project GLO/08/53/UKM - Gender mainstreaming in the ILO. Along with three DWCP-RBM projects, the GENDER project contributes to the PFA Part I, specifically, Outcome 5.  Therefore, findings related to Outcome 5 will be reported separately. 


� Wherever appropriate, links to the relevant information posted on the ILO’s Intranet and Internet have been provided along the narrative related to each Outcome or in the corresponding footnotes.  The complete list of documents and ILO Intranet links used as supporting evidence of delivery of outputs for each Outcome can be found in Annex IV.  In cases where outputs are presented in a format that could not be referred in the document (e.g. CD-ROM), hard copies can be made available upon request.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/intranet/edmsp1/igds/groups/dirdocs/documents/igds/igds_002171.pdf" ��http://www.ilo.org/intranet/edmsp1/igds/groups/dirdocs/documents/igds/igds_002171.pdf�


� Task Team on Implementation of the Declaration for Social Justice and Fair Globalization.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---relconf/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_099851.pdf" ��http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---relconf/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_099851.pdf�


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---relconf/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_103418.pdf" ��http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---relconf/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_103418.pdf�


� GB.297/PFA/1/1. See also GB.300/PFA/9/1.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/spf1015/spf.htm" ��http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/spf1015/spf.htm�


� Comparison of P&B 2008-09 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/download/pdf/08-09/pb.pdf" ��http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/download/pdf/08-09/pb.pdf�),  and P&B proposals for 2010-11 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/download/pdf/10-11/pbproposals.pdf" ��http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/download/pdf/10-11/pbproposals.pdf�)


� For more detail on outcome-based workplanning, please refer to the section on outcome 2.


� Results-based Management in the ILO IGDS Number 112 (Version 1) 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/pers/performance/index.htm" ��http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/pers/performance/index.htm�


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/intranet/edmsp1/igds/groups/dirdocs/documents/igds/igds_002398.pdf" ��http://www.ilo.org/intranet/edmsp1/igds/groups/dirdocs/documents/igds/igds_002398.pdf�





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/download/pdf/10-11/minuteobws040809.pdf" ��http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/download/pdf/10-11/minuteobws040809.pdf�





� � HYPERLINK "http://cyan.ilo.ch:7777/analytics" ��http://cyan.ilo.ch:7777/analytics�


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/public/english/edmas/ioac/index.htm" ��http://www.ilo.org/public/english/edmas/ioac/index.htm�





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---relconf/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_103356.pdf" ��http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---relconf/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_103356.pdf�





� GB.304/PFA/7.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/dwcp/index.htm" ��http://www.ilo.org/intranet/english/bureau/program/dwcp/index.htm�


� Updates from the regions – which may not be yet available on the DWCP website, please see Annex IV, Outcome 3.


� For more information of retrofitting please see Outcome 6.


� PARDEV tracks all appraisals undertaken for monitoring and reporting purposes. 45% of all approved projects, as those designed before Jan 09 not subject to appraisal mechanism


� March 2009, Turin: 27 participants; June 2007, Turin: 24 participants; December 2007, Turin: 23 participants; October 2008, Turin: 20 participants; March 2008, Santiago: 26 participants; October 2008, San Jose: 15 participants; March 2008, Lima: 26 participants; October 2007, Addis Ababa: 26 participants


� Please refer to outcome 6 for more detail.


�  Please refer to Outcome 6 for more detail.


� Tanzania, Mozambique, Viet Nam


� Uruguay


� Please refer to the snapshots, and comparative matrices for more information, Annex IV, Outcome 4.


� http://www.undp.org/mdtf/one-un-funds/overview.shtml


� Tanzania, Mozambique, Uruguay and Viet Nam


� In Tanzania ILO is a member of the Joint UN/ Government Steering Committee and Task Force at national level and at the implementation level


� In Rwanda it is represented (as part of the Specialized Agencies) in the Steering Committee and as part of the UNCMT (in Mozambique and Cape Verde).  


� Rwanda


� Tanzania


� In the past whoever led UNDP had two roles: Resident Representative of UNDP and Resident Coordinator of the UN system.  There are instances in which the UN-RC has remained UNDP- RR


� This information is summarized in the DWCP-UNDAF Comparative Matrices documents (for Asia, Africa and Uruguay), referenced in Annex IV, Outcome 4.


� The EVAL information system i-Track is a multi-lingual, internet-accessible information management system that facilitates online data storage and searches of evaluation information.


� Please refer to the narrative under outcome 3.


� Please refer to Annex IV for the list of key supporting documents


� Includes both actual funds spent and those committed


� Includes both actual funds spent and those committed
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