
 
 

Terms of Reference 
Cluster Mid-Term Evaluation of Better Factories Cambodia 

Better Work Indonesia and Better Work Vietnam 
 

Programme Location Cambodia, Indonesia and  Vietnam 

Application deadline Friday 7th August 2020 

Type of contract External Collaboration Contract 

Post Level International Evaluation Specialists; and  
National Evaluation Specialist 
 

Language required International Consultant: Fluency in written 
and spoken English is required, knowledge of 
one or more languages spoken in the 
programme countries would be an asset  
 
National Consultants: Fluency in written and 
spoken English and one or more languages 
spoken in the programme countries is 
required 
 

Expected duration 17 August – 21 January 2021 

 
The ILO seeks the services of a lead international evaluation specialist and 3 national evaluation 

specialists (one for each country) to conduct the mid-term independent cluster evaluation for the 

Better work Programmes in Cambodia, Indonesia and Vietnam.   

 For further details about the evaluation, please see the ToR. 

Candidates intending to submit an expression of interest must supply the following information: 

1) A description of how the candidate’s skills, qualifications and experience are relevant to the 

required qualifications of this assignment; 

2) A list of previous evaluations that are relevant to the context and subject matter of this 

assignment, indicating the role played the consultant; 

3) A statement confirming their availability to conduct this assignment and the daily professional 

fee expressed in US dollars; 

4) A copy of the candidate’s curriculum vitae; 

5) A statement confirming that the candidate has no previous involvement in the delivery of the 

three Programmes or a personal relationship with any ILO Officials who are engaged in the 

Programmes; and 

6) The names of two referees who can be contacted. 

The deadline for submission of the expression of interest for undertaking the evaluation is by 11.00 

pm (Geneva time) on Friday 7th August 2020. Please send an e-mail with the subject header 

“Evaluation of Better Factories Cambodia Better Work Indonesia and Better Work Vietnam” to the 

Evaluation Manager, Ms. Sharon Chitambo (chitambo@ilo.org). Applications from consultants with 

presence in the countries of intervention are strongly encouraged. 
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BWI - Switzerland, the Netherlands , Australia and 
Australia 
 
BWV – Switzerland, the Netherlands, Denmark, Canada, 
Australia, European Commission, USDOL and VF Asia Ltd 

Evaluation Manager Sharon Chitambo 
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INTRODUCTION AND RATIONALE FOR EVALUATION 

1. The Better Work Programme is a unique partnership between the International Labour 
Organization (ILO) and the International Finance Corporation (IFC) and was launched to improve 
Labour Standards and competitiveness in global supply chains. 

2. The programme assists enterprises improve practices based on core ILO Labour Standards and 
national Labour law. 

3. The Better Factories Cambodia (BFC), Better Work Indonesia (BWI) and Better Work Vietnam 
(BWV) is a partnership of the ILO and Royal Government of Cambodia, GMAC, USDOL, 
Switzerland, the Netherlands, Australia and the European Commission. 

4. The BFC was launched in 2001 and is in Phase IV of implementation, with a budget of US$12 
million for a duration of 48 months funded by the Royal Government of Cambodia, The United 
States of America Department of Labour (USDOL), the Netherlands, Australia, and the Garment 
Manufacturing Associating in Cambodia (GMAC).  In Indonesia, the BWI was launched in 2011 and 
is in Phase IV of implementation, with a budget of US$13.2million for a duration of 48 months 
funded by Switzerland, the Netherlands and Australia.  In Vietnam, the Programme was launched 
in 2009 and is in Phase III of implementation with a budget of US$23 million for a duration of 60 
months, funded by USDOL, Switzerland, the Netherlands, Denmark, Canada, Australia, European 
Commission and VF Asia Limited.  

5. In line with the ILO’s Evaluation Policy (2017) and the Development Partners Agreement, a mid-
term evaluation (MTE) is being conducted to review the Programmes performance and enhance 
learning within the ILO, stakeholders and Development Partners.  Findings and recommendations 
of the evaluation will also provide valuable inputs to strengthening the ILO’s management 
capacity as well as inform future programme design. 

6. A cluster evaluation for the Programmes in the three countries is being conducted  for the 
following reasons:  

i. As of 2020, all the three Programmes are at the mid-point of implementation of their 
respective 4 or 5-year country strategies with similar objectives;  

ii. The three countries are all big Asian garment producing countries; 
iii. A clustered approach will enable a comparative perspective on broader contextual factors 

and/or variations on models of interventions as well as a review of the strategic 
contribution, synergies and complementarities of a global programme approach;  and 

iv. There’s opportunity for mutual learning across the three countries.  
7. The evaluation will be conducted as an independent evaluation where, the evaluation is managed 

by an ILO official and conducted by an external international evaluator leading the overall 
evaluation and supported by one national external evaluator for each programme country, 
selected through a competitive process in consultation with the relevant ILO Country Offices, 
Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific, and the Evaluation office (EVAL) in Geneva. Key 
stakeholders, ILO Constituents and Development Partners (including donors) will be consulted 
throughout the evaluation process.  This MTE is planned for the third and fourth quarter of 2020, 
with the final report expected to be completed by 21st January 2021.  

 

BACKGROUND ON PROJECT AND CONTEXT 

8. Better Work, a partnership between the International Labour Organization (ILO) and the 
International Finance Corporation (IFC), a member of the World Bank Group (WBG), has proven 
that it is possible to simultaneously improve working conditions and boost competitiveness in the 
global apparel industry. Building on its extensive experience and understanding of what drives 
change in supply chains, the Programme now seek to significantly scale its impact. 

9. Better Work’s vision is of a global garment industry that lifts millions of people out of poverty by 
providing decent work, empowering women, driving business competitiveness and promoting 
inclusive economic growth. During this phase (2017-2022), Better Work will leverage existing and 
new partnerships to expand its impact from 3 to 8 million workers and to 21 million family 
members.  
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10. In addition, Better Work will support garment producing countries to strengthen the policy and 
enabling environment for decent work and competitiveness to drive positive outcomes on a much 
larger scale.  

11. The Better Factories Cambodia (BFC), Better Work Indonesia (BWI) and Better Work Vietnam 
(BWV) Programmes aim to achieve this global vision and operate within their respective country 
context1.  

 

Intervention Logic  
 

Better Factories Cambodia 
 

12. The Programme Development Objective is to improve the lives of male and female workers, their 
families and communities and to strengthen the competitiveness of the Cambodian garment and 
travel goods sectors. 

13. The BFC Programme expects to achieve the following outcomes:  
 

Outcome 1 (Factories): Improvements in working conditions and business competitiveness in 
garment factories are accelerated by end of 2022, and outcomes are sustained. 
Outcome 2 (Industry and Tripartite Stakeholders): Enhanced culture of compliance in the 
industry through BFC support provided to tripartite constituents and other industry stakeholders. 
Outcome 3 (Partnerships): Global retailers, brands and manufacturers influenced by BFC on 
creating and expanding partnerships in support of the creation of sustained compliance in a 
competitive and fair garment industry, by the end of 2022. 
Outcome 4 (Use of Data): Policies and practices of factories, manufacturers, brands and tripartite 
constituents informed by data and knowledge provided by BFC. 
Outcome 5 (BFC Governance): Continued improvements in BFC programme governance and 
engagement by tripartite constituents. 

 

Better Work Indonesia 
 

14. The Programme Development Objective is to protect garment workers and empower women to 
actively contribute to an inclusive business environment that respects worker’s rights and that is 
supported by responsible business practices in the supply chain, effective social dialogue and 
conducive labour market policies and institutions. 

15. The BWI Programme expects to achieve the following outcomes: 
 

Outcome 1: Improved lives and working conditions of workers in the garment sector. 
Outcome 2: More equal, fair, inclusive and sustainable workplaces. 
Outcome 3: Increased productivity in the garment sector through social dialogue and better 
working conditions. 
Outcome 4: Enhanced ownership by national stakeholders, dialogue, shared responsibility, and 
informed and effective labour policy and systems. 

 
16. The outcomes will be achieved through two areas of intervention:  

 
Intervention area 1 focused on influencing business practices: at the factory level, BWI will 
continue to deliver high quality, integrated and higher impact BW core services to improve factory 
competencies and promote social dialogue ownership to address workplace issues.  
Intervention area 2 focused on strengthening the enabling environment for decent work: 
Engagement, empowerment and alignment with influencing actors (national and sub-national 
tripartite constituents and supply chain actors) to promote better labour policy and labour market 
practices 
 

                                                      
1Specific background and description of BFC, BWI and BWV programmes is available  
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Better Work Vietnam 
 

17. The Programme Development Objective is to improve government, employers and workers 
compliance with labour law and core labour standards through enforcement and industrial 
relations, supported by responsible business practices in supply chains, benefitting over 1 million 
workers, 80% of whom are women. 

18. The BWV Programme expects to achieve the following outcomes:  
 
Outcome 1 (Service Delivery): Working conditions and business competitiveness in the garment 
sector improved.  
Outcome 2 (Supply Chain Partnerships): Brands (buyers), vendors and supply chain 
intermediaries demonstrate greater commitment to the Better Work model and approach, and 
adopt business practices that support improved compliance and enterprise sustainability across 
their supply chains. 
 
Outcome 3 (Institutional strengthening and policy advocacy): Ability of public institutions and 
tripartite constituents to promote labour law, gender equity, compliance and social dialogue 
strengthened. 
 
Outcome 4 (Sustainability): By 2022, Better Work will have enhanced overall programme 
sustainability through reforms to the organizational model. 

 

Programme Management Arrangements 
 
Better Factories Cambodia 

 

19. The programme is managed by the ILO Country Office for Thailand, Cambodia and Lao PDR and 
the Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific. The ILO Country Office:  

20. Has overall responsibility for programme implementation and the effective delivery of planned 
activities, outputs and objectives; 
i. Provides the necessary administrative and logistical support;  

ii. Ensures the coordination and synergies with related ILO initiatives in Cambodia, either 
ongoing or foreseen in parallel to the programme; and  

iii. Coordinates and seeks the necessary technical backstopping support from relevant 
Specialists from the ILO’s GOVERNANCE Department, Decent Work Team in Bangkok, 
Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific and other relevant Technical Units at ILO 
Headquarters including LABADMIN/OSH. 

21. The Programme is managed by a Chief Technical Advisor (CTA) who is responsible for the 
administrative, operational, technical supervision and implementation of the different 
interventions. The CTA reports to the Country Director for Thailand, Cambodia and Lao PDR for 
programme management and implementation as well as to the Better Work Director for 
programme support and technical guidance.  

22. A Deputy Programme Manager/Technical Officer assists the CTA in operations and strategic 
matters of the programme and contributes to improving the quality of core services.  

23. Four national team are responsible for implementing factory core services (assessment, advisory, 
training) and one national team leader is responsible for finance, HR and support services.  

24. The Programme Management Unit consists of 45 staff members. 
 

Better Work Indonesia 
 

25. In Phase III of the Programme implementation, 2016-18, the BWI greatly advanced its stakeholder 
engagement and policy work and, notably, started implementing its sustainability strategy by 
transforming the programme into a national Foundation – Foundation Partnership at Work 
(Yayasan Kemitraan Kerja). 
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26. The programme is managed by the ILO Country Office for Indonesia and Timor Leste. The ILO 
Country Office:  
i. Has overall responsibility for programme implementation and the effective delivery of 

planned activities, outputs and objectives; 
ii. Provides the necessary administrative and logistical support;  

iii. Ensures the coordination and synergies with related ILO initiatives in Indonesia, either 
ongoing or foreseen in parallel to the programme; and  

iv. Coordinates and seeks the necessary technical backstopping support from relevant 
specialists from the ILO’s GOVERNANCE Department, Decent Work Team in Bangkok, 
Regional Office in Bangkok and other relevant technical units at ILO headquarters including 
LAB/ADMIN OSH. 

27. From the ILO side, the Programme is managed by a CTA, supported by 2 national programme 
officers and an administrative and finance assistant, while the Foundation has nearly 40 staff 
members.  

28. The Foundation management team includes an Executive Director, an operations manager, two 
team leaders (per geographical cluster), one office manager and a training manager. 

 

Better Work Vietnam 
 

29. The programme is managed by the ILO Country Office for Vietnam. The ILO Country Office:  
i. Has overall responsibility to support programme implementation and the effective delivery 

of planned activities, outputs and objectives; 
ii. Provides the necessary administrative and logistical support;  

iii. Ensures the coordination and synergies with related ILO initiatives in Vietnam, either ongoing 
or foreseen in parallel to the programme; and  

iv. Coordinates and seeks necessary technical backstopping support from relevant specialists 
from the ILO’s GOVERNANCE Department, Decent Work Team in Bangkok, Regional Office in 
Bangkok and other relevant technical units at ILO headquarters including LAB/ADMIN OSH. 

30. The programme is managed by a CTA and supported by 29 Enterprise Advisors, 3 Training Officers 
and 5 support staff. The Programme has a total of 43 staff members, among which 6 are in the 
management team. 

 
PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL INDEPENDENT EVALUATION 

Purpose 
 

31. The  mid-term independent evaluation serves four (4) main purposes: 
i. Give an independent assessment of progress to date of each of the three country 

Programmes against their log frames; assessing performance as per the targets and 

indicators of achievement at output level, strategies and implementation modalities chosen, 

partnership arrangements, constraints and opportunities in Programme Countries; 

ii. Provide strategic and operational recommendations to the ILO, Tripartite Constituents and 

programme stakeholders on whether the current programme strategy for each of the 

Programmes is working, including in light of the recent COVID-19 pandemic and its potential 

short, medium and long-term impact on the industry, and provide recommendations on 

what could be changed to increase the likelihood that each programme reaches its 

objectives; 

iii. Identify  good practices and highlight lessons learned that would contribute to learning and 

knowledge development for each Programme and stakeholders;  

iv. Measures in place to monitor and capture impact of the Programmes; and 

v. Assess the relevance of the sustainability strategy, its progress, and identifying the processes 

to be continued by stakeholders. 
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Scope of the Evaluation  
 

32. The evaluation will cover the duration of the current phase of each of the Programmes since 
inception and the full geographic coverage in Cambodia, Indonesia and Vietnam. All outcomes of 
the Programmes will be evaluated, with particular attention to coherence and synergies across 
components. All programme countries will be assessed as part of the desk review and in-depth 
analysis and meetings with Programme stakeholders and beneficiaries (country visits/virtual 
engagements). 

33. The evaluation will integrate ILO’s cross-cutting priorities; gender equality, disability inclusion and 
other non-discrimination, International Labour Standards, social dialogue and a just transition to 
environmental sustainability as cross-cutting concerns throughout its methodology, analysis and 
all deliverables, including the final report.  

34. Gender should be addressed in accordance with the ILO Guidance note 4, “Integrating gender in 
the monitoring and evaluation of projects2.” All data should be sex-disaggregated and different 
needs of women and men and of marginalized groups targeted by the Programme should be 
considered throughout the evaluation process. 

35. Constituent capacity development should also be considered throughout the evaluation. 
 

CLIENTS OF THE EVALUATION 

36. The primary end users of the evaluation findings is the programme management team, respective 
ILO Country Offices, other field and headquarter staff, ILO’s constituents, strategic and 
development partners.  

 
EVALUATION CRITERIA AND QUESTIONS 

Evaluation Criteria 
 

37. The evaluation will follow the UN Evaluation Standards and Norms, the Glossary of key terms in 
evaluation and Results-Based Management, as well as utilise the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development Assistance Committee (OECD DAC) evaluation criteria as outlined 
below: 

 

• Relevance and strategic fit – the extent to which the objectives and design of the 

Programmes respond to beneficiaries’, country, global, partners’ and donors’ needs, policies, 

strategies, and priorities and continue to do so; 

• Validity of design and coherence – the extent to which the Programmes’ design, logic, 

strategy and elements are/remain valid  and coherent vis-a vis the problems and needs; 

• Effectiveness - the extent to which the Programmes’ immediate objectives were achieved, 

or are expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance; 

• Efficiency - the extent to which the Programmes’ outputs delivered are derived from an 

efficient use of financial, material and human resources; 

• Impact orientation – the extent to which the Programmes have generated or are expected 

to generate positive and negative changes and effects at the Sub-Regional and National 

levels, i.e. the impact with Social Partners and various implementing partner organisations;  

• Sustainability – the extent to which the net results (including financial, economic, social, 

environmental and institutional capacities of the systems needed to sustain them over time) 

are likely to be maintained beyond the completion of the Programmes; and 

• Effectiveness of institutional and management arrangements – the extent to which the 

management capacities and arrangements put in place support the achievement of results.  

 

                                                      
2 Guideline on Integrating Gender in the Monitoring and Evaluation of Projects  

https://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165986/lang--en/index.htm
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38. In line with the Results-Based approach applied by the UN, the evaluation will focus on identifying 
and analysing results by addressing key questions related to evaluation concerns and the 
achievement of the outcomes/immediate objectives of the Programmes using the logical 
framework indicators. 
 

Specific Objectives of the Evaluation 
 

39. The evaluation will address the following specific objectives and be guided by the OECD-DAC 
evaluation criteria (relevance, coherence, efficiency, sustainability, effectiveness and impact). 

 

i. To assess the coherence and logic of the Programme design and, whether it is still valid within 

the current economic, political and development circumstances in the country, including in 

the context of the recent COVID pandemic outbreak; 

ii. To assess the relevance of the Programme design to the overall development situation at the 

national level; relevance to national strategies as well as beneficiaries, including in the 

context of the recent COVID pandemic outbreak; 

iii. To assess the performance of the Programmes in terms of effectiveness, efficiency, and 

timeliness of delivering the expected outputs, the progress made towards achieving their 

long-term and medium-term outcomes, including intended and unintended, positive and 

negative results, the challenges affecting the achievement of the objectives, factors that 

hindered or facilitated achievement so far; 

iv. To assess the relevance of the Programme’s management arrangements; identify 

advantages, good practices, bottlenecks and lessons learned with regard to the management 

arrangements; 

v. To identify challenges, lessons learned and good practices and propose recommendations to 

make adjustments to ensure the achievement of results within Programmes’ remaining 

lifetime; 

vi. To assess the likelihood of sustainability of the results; and 

vii. To identify and analyse underlying factors beyond ILO’s control that may have affected the 

achievement of the Programmes’ outputs and outcomes, including within the context of the 

COVID pandemic outbreak. 

 

Preliminary Evaluation Questions 
 

40. The evaluation will examine the Programmes on the basis of the questions listed below and 
against the standard evaluation criteria mentioned above. The Evaluator will start from these 
proposed set of questions and develop a more detailed analytical structure of questions and sub-
questions, taking into account gender equality concerns. It is expected that the evaluation 
address all of the questions detailed below to the extent possible.  

41. The evaluator may adapt the evaluation criteria and questions, but any fundamental changes 
should be agreed upon between the ILO evaluation manager and the evaluators. Additionally, the 
report of the evaluability assessment undertaken in 2019 will also be key in the selection of the 
final evaluation questions. 

42. Evaluations findings and lessons learned from the previous phase of the Programmes should also 
be taken into account when finalising the analytical framework. 
 

Relevance and strategic fit 
 

43. To what extent are the programme strategies and objectives relevant to the country context, the 
needs of constituents and their strategies and objectives for the sector?  

44. To what extent have needs and priorities of key stakeholders (government, employers, and trade 
unions) as reflected in the respective Decent Work Country Programmes (DWCP) changed since 
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the inception of the current phase of the Programmes? To what extent have the Programmes 
adapted to those changes, including within the context of the COVID-19 pandemic?  

45. To what extent is the design of the Programmes based on a thorough analysis of the specific 
context, to address the root causes of the development issue they are aiming to solve/contribute 
to solving? Was the design based on a sound gender analysis? What are the strengths and/or 
weaknesses of the analytical approach across the Programmes? 
 

Validity of design and coherence3 
 

46. To what extent do the Programmes design (outcomes, outputs and activities) and their 
underlining theory of change remain logical and coherent? How well do different stakeholders 
understand the Programmes’ theory of change?  

47. To what extent where the principles of Results-Based Management applied? How realistic were 
the risks and assumptions upon which the Programme logic was based? 

48. To what extent have the Programme strategies, within their overall scope, remained flexible and 
responsive to emerging priorities, including the COVID-19 pandemic? What have been the 
comparative differences and similarities across the three Programmes?  
 

Effectiveness 
 

49. To what extent have Programme outputs been delivered timely and with desired quality? If not, 
what are the factors that hindered timely delivery and what were the counter measures taken to 
address them? Have the Programmes been making sufficient progress towards their planned 
results (intended and unintended, positive and negative) including in the context of the COVID-
19 pandemic?   

50. How effective have the Programmes been at stimulating the participation and ownership of 
programme partners at the micro, meso and macro levels? To what extent have constituents 
across the three Programmes, been comparatively able to fulfil the roles expected in the 
programme strategies?  

51. To what extent did the Programmes systematically and effectively monitor and document 
information to allow for measurement of results, including on cross-cutting priorities? Have 
monitoring findings, comparatively across the three Programmes, influenced adaptive 
management and contributed towards resolving implementation problems? 

52. To what extent is gender equality addressed in the implementation of the Programmes, including 
individual skills training, partnership agreements and capacity development approaches and 
activities? What are the comparative advantages/disadvantages in implementation across the 
three Programmes? 

53. To what extent have the Programmes managed the risks identified in the design in view of the 
evolving country contexts? How have the three Programmes comparatively responded to new 
and emerging risks including but not limited to COVID-19?  

54. To what extent have the Programmes been addressing ILO’s cross-cutting priorities – 
international labour standards, social dialogue, gender equality and non-discrimination, disability 
inclusion, Constituent capacity and environmental sustainability? 

55. To what extent are Programme interventions contributing (or not) to the relevant SDGs4 and 
related targets, in particular, SDG1, 5 and 8 at the country level? If the relevant SDGs were not 
identified in design, can a plausible contribution to the relevant SDGs and related targets be 
established? 

 

 
 
 

                                                      
3 The evaluation will not assess the results frameworks in depth as evaluability reviews have taken place in Cambodia, Indonesia and Vietnam 
in 2019. 
4 http://www.ilo.ch/eval/eval-and-sdgs/lang--en/index.htm 

http://www.ilo.ch/eval/eval-and-sdgs/lang--en/index.htm
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Efficiency of resource use 
 

56. To what extent have Programme resources and inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc) been allocated 
well and used strategically to achieve the expected results? 

57. To what extent have Programme activities been cost-effective? What level of activities (individual, 
institutional, systemic), comparatively across the three Programmes, has provided the most cost-
effective benefits? Were Programme resources strategically allocated to achieve gender-related 
objectives? 

58. To what extent have the three Programmes comparatively leveraged other related interventions 
to maximize impact? 

 
Effectiveness of Institutional and Management Arrangements 
 

59. To what extent do the Programme management capacities and arrangements in place support 
the achievement of the expected results?  

60. To what extent has results-based management been implemented in the Programmes? Do the 
three Programmes have in place a gender-responsive M&E system that collects sex-disaggregated 
data and monitors gender-related results? 

61. To what extent are the interaction and roles/responsibilities between BW Global, Country 
Programmes (BFC; BWI, BWV), ILO County Offices, DWTs and other relevant ILO projects clear 
and effective in achieving the goals of the Programmes? How effective has been the technical 
back-stopping support provided to the Programme team comparatively across the three 
Programmes in delivering results? 

 

Impact orientation and sustainability 
 

62. To what extent are the three Programmes exit strategies comparatively appropriate to sustain 
results beyond the Programme end? To what extent is there a demonstration of political will and 
ownership among Better Work national stakeholders? 

63. To what extent are the Programmes likely to sustain positive gender-related outcomes? 
64. To what extent have the national stakeholders acquired the technical, financial and organizational 

capacities to continue the delivery of Better Work services and sustain the results both at industry 
and policy level?  How have ILO Constituents, comparatively across the three countries, been 
involved in the implementation of the Programmes? 

65. Which good practices and lessons learned from the sustainability pathways of the Programmes 
could be helpful for other country programmes and development partners?   

 
EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

66. A methodology is suggested, which can be adjusted by the Evaluator if considered necessary, is 
in accordance with the scope and purpose of the evaluation and in consultation with the 
Evaluation Manager.  

67. The evaluation should be carried out in adherence with the relevant parts of the ILO Evaluation 
Framework and Strategy5 that adheres to international standards and best practices articulated 
in the OECD/DAC Principles and the Norms and Standards for Evaluation in the United Nations 
System approved by the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG). 

68. The evaluation will integrate gender analysis and other non-discrimination issues as a cross-
cutting ILO concern throughout its methodology and all deliverables, including the final report. 
Data and information should be collected, presented and analysed with appropriate gender 
disaggregation even though the Programme design did not take gender into account6. The 
evaluator will ensure that opinions and perceptions of women are equally reflected in the 
interviews and that gender-specific questions are included. 

                                                      
5 ILO Policy Guidelines for Evaluation: Principles, Rationale, Planning and Managing for Evaluations (3rd Ed. August 2017) 
6 http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165986/lang--en/index.htm 

https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_mas/---eval/documents/publication/wcms_571339.pdf
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165986/lang--en/index.htm
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69. The evaluation methodology should allow an assessment of outcomes and of the likelihood of 
their impact and sustainability by combining quantitative data with qualitative assessments and 
case studies that demonstrate and visualize outcomes.  

70. The evaluation will use various data collection techniques (e.g. document analysis, interviews, 
direct observation and surveys) to ensure the validity and reliability of the findings and use a 
participatory approach involving ILO key stakeholders7 such as beneficiaries, ILO Tripartite 
Constituents, ILO staff, strategic and development partners. 

71. The evaluation methodology may be adapted to the situation arising from the implications of 
COVID-19 taking into account guidance provided by the ILO Evaluation Office.8  

72. The following elements are the proposed methodology: 
 

i. Inception Phase 

 

73. The Evaluator will review the Programme document, work plans, monitoring plans, progress 
reports, previous evaluations completed by ILO and development partners, government 
documents, meeting minutes, evaluability assessment, policy frameworks and other relevant 
documents that were produced through the Programmes or by relevant stakeholders.  

74. In addition, the Evaluator will conduct initial electronic or telephone interviews with key 
Programme informants (CTA and Programme Coordinators). An inception meeting will be held 
with the Evaluation Manager, Programme team and technical backstopping unit in ILO HQ 
(digitally or face-to-face).  

75. The objective of the consultation is to reach a common understanding regarding the status of the 
Programmes, the priority assessment questions, available data sources and data collection 
instruments and an outline of the final evaluation report. The following topics will be covered: 
status of logistical arrangements, the Programmes’ background and materials, key evaluation 
questions and priorities, outline of the inception and final report.   

76. Based on the scope and purpose of the evaluation, document review, briefings and initial 
interviews, the Evaluator will prepare an inception report with the final methodology9.  

77. The inception phase may suggest preliminary findings that the evaluator may us in reviewing or 
refining the evaluation questions in consultation with the evaluation manager. 

 

ii. Data Collection Phase 

 

78. The Evaluator will first complete relevant consultations with internal Programme stakeholders 
such as the CTA, programme and technical backstopping staff and those in the list of key 
stakeholders. If the Evaluator wishes to speak with other stakeholders beyond the list, this can be 
discussed with the Evaluation Manager.  

79. The Evaluator will undertake missions to Programme countries and will organize various meetings 
with tripartite stakeholders10 to get their views and feedback on the Programmes. This will include 
one or more meetings divided per stakeholder group with Government Representatives, Social 
Partners, Implementing and Development Partners. The respective CTAs with support from the 
Programme team will help in organising electronic or in-person meetings/group discussions.  

80. Where travel restrictions resulting from COVID-19 measures will not enable/restrict face-to-face 
engagements with Programme staff and stakeholders, the evaluators will employ a variety of 
means such as online and/or email questionnaires and telephone and/or video interviews or a 
combination of these as the main source for data collection to replace field visits and face-to-face 
interviews. 

81. During the field mission, a one or two-day stakeholders’ workshop will be organised in order to 
(i) present initial MTE findings and (ii) receive feedback and comments. The workshop date, time 
and venue will be determined by the programme. It will be designed to achieve dual objectives 
of validating and adjusting the initial findings whilst also serving as a final data collection step. In 

                                                      
7 http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165982/lang--en/index.htm 
8 Implications of COVID-19 on Evaluations in the ILO 
9 Checklist No. 3 Writing the inception report 
10 Guidance note 7 Stakeholders participation in the ILO evaluation 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165982/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.ch/eval/WCMS_744068/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_mas/---eval/documents/publication/wcms_165972.pdf
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165982/lang--en/index.htm
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addition to various stakeholders the workshop will also if possible be attended by the 
programmes local donor representatives. 

82. If COVID-19 measures will not enable an in-person stakeholders’ workshop, a virtual stakeholders’ 
workshop (if feasible) will be organised to replace the in-person workshop. 

83. The Evaluator will work together with the Programme Management to ensure that the 
participants who can provide information to answer the questions are invited to the meetings or, 
if availability does not allow, that separate meetings are organized. Based on these meetings and 
the document review, the Evaluator will build an initial set of conclusions and possible 
recommendations for next steps.  

84. The Evaluator will debrief the ILO Office at country level upon completion of each mission on 
preliminary conclusions and recommendations. Debriefing sessions will take place via skype, 
telephone or face-to-face depending on each country context. 

 

iii. Report Writing Phase 

85. Based on the inputs from discussions and interviews with key stakeholders, the Evaluator will 
draft the mid-term evaluation report11. The draft report will be sent to the Evaluation Manager, 
who will share the report with key stakeholders for their inputs/comments.  

86. The Evaluation Manager will consolidate all comments including methodological comments and 
will then share them with the Evaluator for consideration in finalizing the report.  

87. A debriefing will be held with the ILO and the development partners through conference call, 
following the submission of the draft report. 

88. The Evaluator will finalize the report, taking into consideration the stakeholder comments and 
submit one complete document, with a file size not exceeding three (3) megabytes. Photos, if 
appropriate should be included, inserted using lower resolution to keep overall file size low.   

 
EVALUATOR’S RESPONSIBILITIES AND DELIVERABLES 

89. Key Evaluator responsibilities: 

 The design, planning and implementation of the evaluation and the write-up of the 
evaluation report, using an approach agreed with ILO, and for delivering in accordance with 
the ILO’s specifications and timeline; 

 Consulting and liaising, as required, with ILO, stakeholders and partners to ensure 
satisfactory delivery of all deliverables; and 

 Making herself/himself available, if required, to take part in briefings and discussions, online 
or, if judged necessary, at respective ILO Office or other venue, on dates to be agreed, in line 
with the work outlined in these ToRs, details of which will be worked out by the end of the 
inception phase. 

 
90. Key Evaluator deliverables: 

 
i. Deliverable 1: Inception report with methodology12 

This constitutes the operational plan of the evaluation and should be aligned to the Terms 
of Reference (ToR). It should demonstrate the Evaluators’ understanding of what is being 
evaluated and why, showing how each evaluation question will be answered by way of: 
proposed methods; proposed sources of data; and data collection procedures. The inception 
report should also include an evaluation matrix, proposed schedule of tasks, activities and 
deliverables. The evaluation methodology should include a description of an analytical 
approach to assessing the Programme across the countries.    

 
ii. Deliverable 2: Quantitative and Qualitative Data Collected in the Field 

The Evaluator will share all qualitative and quantitative data with the ILO using appropriate 
software (word, excel etc.) The channel of sharing should be discussed and agreed with the 
Programme. 

                                                      
11 Checklist No. 5 Preparing the evaluation report 
12 http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165972/lang--en/index.htm 

http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_mas/---eval/documents/publication/wcms_165967.pdf
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165972/lang--en/index.htm
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iii. Deliverable 3: Stakeholders’ Workshop and PowerPoint presentation on Preliminary MTE 
Findings 
A national stakeholder validation workshop will be organized by the Programme for the 
Evaluator to share the preliminary findings with the ILO and local stakeholders at the end of 
the field mission. A PowerPoint presentation for this workshop should be prepared and 
delivered by the Evaluators. 

    
iv. Deliverable 4: Draft Evaluation Report 

To be submitted to the Evaluation Manager in the format prescribed by the ILO checklist 
number 513.   

 
v. Deliverable 5: Presentation of Draft Report  

A presentation should be prepared for the ILO on the draft report, to be used during the 
debriefing. 

 
vi. Deliverable 6: Final Evaluation Report and Evaluation summary  

The evaluation report will be submitted to the Evaluation Manager as per the proposed 
structure in the ILO Evaluation guidelines, checklist number 5, carefully edited and 
formatted14. The quality of the report will be determined based on quality standards defined 
by the ILO Evaluation office15. The report should also, as appropriate, include specific and 
detailed recommendations by the Evaluator based on the analysis of information obtained. 
All recommendations should be addressed specifically to the relevant stakeholder 
responsible for implementing it. The report should also include a specific section on lessons 
learned and good practices16 that either could be replicated or those that should be avoided. 
A standalone summary17 of the evaluation in the template provided by EVAL for wider 
dissemination should be submitted to the Evaluation Manager. 

 
vii. Deliverable 7: Translation of the  Evaluation Report 

 A carefully translated and formatted version of the evaluation report will be submitted to the 
Evaluation Manager. 
 

SPECIFICATIONS 

91. Ownership of data from the evaluation rests exclusively with the ILO. The copyright of the 
evaluation report will rest exclusively with the ILO. Use of the data for publication and other 
presentations can only be made with the written agreement of the   ILO. 

92. All deliverables must be prepared in English, using Microsoft Word, and delivered electronically 
to ILO. The ILO will have ownership and copyright of all deliverables. 

93. Deliverables will be regarded as delivered when they have been received electronically by the 
Evaluation Manager and confirmed acceptance of them. 

94. Acceptance will be acknowledged only if the deliverable(s) concerned are judged to be in 
accordance with the requirements set out in the contract, to reflect agreements reached and 
plans submitted during the contract process, and incorporate or reflect consideration of 
amendments proposed by ILO. 

 
PROPOSED WORKPLAN AND TIMEFRAME 

95. The evaluation is foreseen to be undertaken in the time period, 17 August – 21 January 202018, 
with the aim to submit the final evaluation report to the Development Partner no later than 31st 
January 2021. The total effort is expected to be 70 work days to complete the full assignment.  

                                                      
13 http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_mas/---eval/documents/publication/wcms_165967.pdf 
14 http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_166357/lang--en/index.htm 
15 http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165968/lang--en/index.htm 
16 http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_206158/lang--en/index.htm 
17 http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_166361/lang--en/index.htm 
18 Given the current Covid-19 crisis, dates may be subject to change in discussion with the Evaluation manager 

http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_mas/---eval/documents/publication/wcms_165967.pdf
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_166357/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165968/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_206158/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_166361/lang--en/index.htm
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Phase Task Responsible 

person 

Timeframe Number 

of Days 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Inception Phase  

 

Desk review: 

Initial briefing with Evaluation 

Manager, internal briefings with 

the CTAs and Programme 

Coordinators, 

Drafting  of inception report and 

agenda for meetings 

Evaluators 17 August  - 4 

September 2020 

15 

working 

days 

Review and clearance of 

inception report 

Evaluation 

Manager 

7 – 11 

September 2020 

 

Circulate draft inception report to 

Programme stakeholders, 

consolidate comments and send 

to Evaluator 

Evaluation 

Manager 

14 – 18 

September 2020 

  

Final Inception report and 

evaluation plan 

Evaluators 21 – 23 

September 2020 

  3 

working 

days 

 

 

 

 

 

Data Collection 

Fields visits to Programme 
Countries/Virtual engagement:  
Meetings with key stakeholders, 
facilitate stakeholder meetings 

and interviews, debriefing with 

ILO Field Offices 

 

National Stakeholder workshop 

Evaluators 28 September – 

30 October 

2020 

25 

working 

days 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Evaluation 

Report 

Report writing phase: Draft 

evaluation report based on desk 

review and consultations from 

field visits 

Evaluators 2 – 20  

November 2020 

15 

working 

days  

Review and clearance of draft 

report 

Evaluation 

Manager 

23 - 27 

November 2020 

 

Translate draft report to 

Vietnamese 

Evaluators   

Circulate draft evaluation report 

to Project stakeholders, 

consolidate comments of 

stakeholders and send to 

Evaluator 

Evaluation 

Manager 

30 November – 

11 December 

2020 

  

Finalize report including 

explanations on comments not 

included 

Evaluators 14 – 28 

December 2020 

10 

working 

days 

 

 

Report Approval 

Review and clearance of final 

report 

Evaluation 

Manager  

4 – 8 January 

2021 

 

Approval of evaluation report EVAL 14 January 2021  

Revise translated version of the 

report 

Evaluators   

Report 

Submission 

Official submission to PARDEV Evaluation 

Manager 

21 January 2021  
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96. For this independent mid-term evaluation, the final report and submission procedure will be as 
follows: 
 

 The Evaluation Consultant will submit a draft evaluation report to the Evaluation Manager; 

 After reviewing compliance with the TORs and accuracy, the Evaluation Manager will forward 
a copy to the Project staff and other key stakeholders for comment and factual check; 

 The Evaluation Manager will consolidate the comments and send these to the Evaluation 
Consultant; 

 The Evaluation Consultant will finalize the report, incorporating any comments deemed 
appropriate and providing a brief note explaining why any comments might not have been 
incorporated. He/she will submit the final report to the Evaluation Manager; 

 The Evaluation Manager will forward the report to EVAL for approval; 

 The Evaluation Consultant will translate the final approved report and submit to the 
Evaluation Manager; 

 The Evaluation Manager officially forwards the evaluation report and translated version to 
stakeholders and PARDEV; and 

 PARDEV will submit the report officially to the Development Partner. 
 

PROPOSAL SUBMISSION CRITERIA 

97. The following will be considered minimum contents of the proposal. Please submit in the order 
listed: 
 

 Expression of interest/motivation letter; 

 A copy of the candidate’s curriculum vitae, which must include information about the 
qualifications held by the candidate; 

 Previous work samples of similar work done (two evaluation reports); 

 A detailed methodology effectively demonstrating the consultants’ understanding for 
meeting the objective of the ToR, with a description of the deliverables and work plan (please 
do not copy/paste the ToR); 

 A statement confirming availability to conduct this assignment  

 A statement of the daily professional fee expressed in US dollars (please provide assumptions 
taken);  

 A statement confirming that the candidate has no previous involvement in the delivery of 
the subject Programmes in the countries of intervention or a personal relationship with any 
ILO Officials who are engaged in the Programmes; 

 Letters/statements of recommendation from three (3) most recent organisations that have 
engaged the Responder for similar assignments;  

 A specific statement that the evaluation will comply with UN Norms and standards; and  

 Mention and reference to the Code of Conduct for carrying out the evaluations. 
 

98. Applications submitted without a fee/rate will not be considered. 
 

PROFILE OF EVALUATION CONSULTANTS 

99. A team of Independent consultants – one international evaluation specialist/team leader and 
three national evaluators/team members with the relevant experience and qualifications is being 
sought. 

100. The Evaluators should have the following qualifications:   
 
i. International Evaluation Specialist (Team Leader) 

 Advanced university degree in social sciences, development studies or related graduate 
qualifications;  
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 A minimum of 10 years of substantive professional experience in evaluation of similar 
development programmes. Experience conducting evaluations for UN organisations is 
desirable; 

 At least 7 years’ experience in conducting policy, programme or project evaluations. 
Experience in either labour and industrial relations, comparative and international labour 
law in emerging economies will be an added advantage;   

 Demonstrated technical expertise in evaluation methodologies and approaches (including 
quantitative, qualitative and participatory) and data analysis.  Experience in participatory 
evaluation techniques is desirable; 

 Strong background in organizational and institutional capacity building, Human Rights-Based 
Approach programming, Results-Based Management and Monitoring; 

 Demonstrated knowledge and perspectives of gender equality; 

 Knowledge of ILO’s role and mandate and its tripartite structure as well as UN evaluation 
norms and its programming will be an added advantage; 

 Demonstrated  analytical, communication and report writing skills;  

 Working experience in Cambodia, Indonesia and/or Vietnam will be an advantage; and 

 Fluency in written and spoken English is required, knowledge of one or more local languages 
spoken in the countries of intervention would be an asset. 

ii. National Evaluators (Team Member) 

 Advanced university degree in social sciences, development studies or related graduate 
qualifications; 

 Minimum 7 years substantive experience in evaluation of similar development programmes. 
Experience conducting evaluations for UN organisations is desirable; 

 At least 5 years’ experience in conducting policy, programme or project evaluations. 
Experience in either labour and industrial relations, comparative and international labour 
law will be an added advantage;   

 Demonstrated technical expertise in evaluation methodologies and approaches (including 
quantitative, qualitative and participatory) and data analysis. Experience in participatory 
evaluation techniques is desirable; 

 Demonstrated knowledge and perspectives of gender equality; 

 Strong background in organizational and institutional capacity building, Human Rights-Based 
Approach programming, and Results-Based Management and Monitoring; 

 Good understanding of the country context and dynamics among stakeholders. Previous 
working experience with ILO constituents on similar evaluations will be an added advantage;  

 Excellent analytical and communication skills; and 

 Fluency in the local language and competency in English is required.  
 

101. Interested candidates should submit an expression of interest, highlighting the relevant past 
experience, full curriculum vitae and daily fee to Ms. Sharon Chitambo (chitambo@ilo.org) no 
later than 7th August 202019. 

 

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS AND CONFIDENTIALITY 

102. The evaluation will observe utmost confidentiality related to sensitive information and feedback 
elicited during the individual and group interviews.  The evaluator will follow the standard Code 
of Conduct which should be carefully read and signed. 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
19 Please bear in mind that the contract may be terminated prematurely should it not be feasible that the desired deliverables will be 
received/achieved due to COVID related developments 

mailto:chitambo@ilo.org
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ANNEX 1: ALL RELEVANT ILO EVALUATION GUIDELINES AND STANDARD TEMPLATES 
 

1. ILO Policy Guidelines for results-based evaluation, 2012 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_176814/lang--en/index.htm 

2. Code of conduct form (To be signed by the evaluators) 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_206205/lang--en/index.htm 

3. Checklist No. 3 Writing the inception report 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165972/lang--en/index.htm 

4. Checklist 5 preparing the evaluation report 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165967/lang--en/index.htm 

 

5. Checklist 6 rating the quality of evaluation report 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165968/lang--en/index.htm 

 

6. Template for lessons learnt and Emerging Good Practices 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_206158/lang--en/index.htm 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_206159/lang--en/index.htm 

 

7. Guidance note 7 Stakeholders participation in the ILO evaluation 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165986/lang--en/index.htm 

 

8. Guidance note 4 Integrating gender equality in M&E of programmes 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165986/lang--en/index.htm 

 

9. Template for evaluation title page 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_166357/lang--en/index.htm 

 

10. Template for evaluation summary 

http://www.ilo.org/legacy/english/edmas/eval/template-summary-en.doc 

 

11. http://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/1914 

 

12. Implications of COVID-19 on evaluations in the ILO 

http://www.ilo.ch/eval/WCMS_744068/lang--en/index.htm 

 

 

 

http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_176814/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_206205/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165972/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165967/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165968/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_206158/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_206159/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165986/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_165986/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/eval/Evaluationguidance/WCMS_166357/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/legacy/english/edmas/eval/template-summary-en.doc
http://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/1914
http://www.ilo.ch/eval/WCMS_744068/lang--en/index.htm

