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Background
The Government of Samoa (GoS) is committed to identifying training and Human Resource Development needs and linking these to different training modes such as scholarships, short term training opportunities outside of Samoa and in-country training
. In Country Training (ICT) has been available for Samoa since 1993
. 

From 1997 until June 2006, the Samoa Public Service Commission (PSC) was the counterpart organization for ICT and it identified training needs that could be met by the ICT Programme. The ICT initially targeted the public sector and gradually extended out to the private and non governmental sectors in line with GoS’s development focus. The public reforms of the 1990s saw the need to enhance the skills of the public sector in order to achieve the desired outcomes of these reforms

The Samoa In Country Training Programme had been in existence in various forms since 1997. This capacity building initiative was conducted, managed and funded separately by the governments of Australia through AusAID and the government of New Zealand through NZAID. AusAID focused on technical training
.  Accordingly, the SICTP in its inception phases had two separate policy frameworks. In 2004/2005 NZAID and AusAID harmonized their funding and management arrangements
 under the management of the PeopleandProjects Ltd as the managing services contractor. 

In 2003, the GoS and the New Zealand government commenced discussions about localization of ICT within the PSC. In January 2004, the PSC advised that it could not assume this responsibility given the restructural reforms the public sector had undertaken
. Subsequently, official coordination of the SICTP was moved from the PSC to the Oloamanu Professional Development Centre (OPDC) of the National University of Samoa (NUS) in 2006. The PeopleandProjects Ltd managed the SICTP until July 1, 2008 when management was officially transferred to Oloamanu Professional Development Centre. 

In the 10 year period that training has been conducted under the SICTP, the main training evaluation and assessment tools were the training questionnaires and the tracer studies. These assessment tools do not adequately reflect impact (if any) of the SICTP on the three targeted sectors.  
Target Groups

The SICTP specifically targets three main groups: the public sector including state corporations, the private sector and the non governmental sectors including community based organizations (CBOs). The sector coordinating agencies are:

· Public Service Commission: public sector including State Owned Enterprises (SOEs)

· Chamber of Commerce: private sector

· Samoa Umbrella of Non Governmental Organisations (SUNGO): non governmental sector including CBOs

Stakeholders
The key stakeholders are the Government of Samoa, NZAID, AusAID, the three targeted sectors (including participants & employing organizations) and the OPDC. 

Purpose of the Impact Study

The purpose of the evaluation is to produce robust evidence of the difference that the ICT Programme is making in Samoa to inform future planning to help meet Samoa’s human resource development needs. Future planning will also benefit from the evaluation and identification of key lessons as to how the programme can be improved to ensure a greater impact on meeting Samoa’s human resource development needs.  

The findings and recommendations including the full report shall be presented to the Project Coordinating Committee of the SICTP. The findings will be used to strengthen delivery of training and assess viable strategies for strengthening the impact of the programme at the requesting organizational and sector levels, improve collaboration between GoS, funding agencies and within and across sectors. 

Scope 

The Impact Evaluation will cover all ICT training investment for the five years prior to local management, i.e. up to June 2008, and will be limited to data collection within Samoa. Participation in the study will not be limited by the location of training or educational establishments. 
For resource constraint reasons, this evaluation or study differs from a full impact evaluation or study in that the broader impacts, and to a lesser extent unintended, impacts will not be examined, including the impact on families, communities and competing businesses or industries. For this reason only the changes on individuals, employers/organisations, and industries/sectors resulting from the ICT training will be examined, and to the extent possible, both the positive and negative effects.

The study will also provide a brief and focused cost effectiveness analysis of the ICT training.  The cost effectiveness analysis will be limited to an assessment scoped as a financial rather than an economic analysis.

The impact study will cover the five year period, pre-localization, up to June 2008.
Overall Objectives of the Impact Study

Objective 1


To determine the intended Program Logic for the Samoa ICT Programme.  


The Logic will form the basis for determining what outcomes and impacts the evaluation will be designed to identify through the evaluation.  The Logic should identify the intended outcomes and impacts (intended and unintended, positive and negative) from ICT at key levels and show how lower-order outcomes are intended to contribute to higher-order outcomes and impacts.  

Objective 2

To assess SICTP impacts at the individual level.
The following high-level questions should be used as a guide as to what information is required, but should not be seen as limiting or prescribing the scope of the evaluation.
1. What new skills have trainees obtained through ICT?

2. To what extent and for how long have these new skills been utilized in workplaces/organisations with direct links to priority areas?

3. To what extent have the skills gained changed the way the individuals operate?

Objective 3
To assess SICTP impacts at workplace/organisation level.
The following high-level questions should be used as a guide as to what information is required, but should not be seen as limiting or prescribing the scope of the evaluation.
1. In what way and to what extent are the trainees’ gained skills making a difference to the workplace/organizations?

2. To what extent do the changes to the workplace/organizations appear to be the result of the skills the trainees gained through ICT? 

3. To what extent do the impacts for employers/organizations of ICT training appear to be sustainable?

Objective 4
To assess SICTP impacts at the industry/sector level.
The following high-level questions should be used as a guide as to what information is required, but should not be seen as limiting or prescribing the scope of the evaluation.
1. What evidence is there that the effects of the trainees’ gained skills are contributing to the development of the associated industry/sector?

Objective 5
To determine if ICT appears to be cost effective

1. What are the costs and benefits of the ICT Programme?

2. To what extent does ICT appear to be cost effective (given a financial analysis scope)?

3. Were financial costs sufficiently minimized in achieving the proposed impacts?
Objective 6
To identify lessons learned from the experiences of the ICT Programme over the last five years.
1. What improvements could be made to the ICT Programme that would improve its impact?
Methodology and Approach

It is the responsibility of the evaluation individual/team to develop an Evaluation Plan for the study. The Evaluation Plan will answer the questions provided in Annex one, and will show that the evaluation will be high-quality and feasible.  To ensure the objectives of the impact evaluation are achieved, it is important that the following principles underpinning the study are integrated throughout the evaluation design and processes. 

· Partnership – evaluations are undertaken through working with our development partners & other stakeholders to design & implement the evaluation

· Independence – evaluations must be carried out in a way that avoids any adverse effects of political or organisational influence on the findings
· Participation – stakeholders are involved at all stages of the evaluation

· Transparency – evaluation processes are open & understood by all parties

· Capacity Building – organisational capacity to undertake evaluation is enhanced through stakeholder involvement in the evaluation process
In assessing the impacts of SICTP, the evaluation is to consider gender issues by seeking to analyse the different effects on men and women. The use of sex-disaggregated data is to be used where there are differing perspectives & impacts on men & women
The report should also make clear the evaluation’s limitations and constraints, including make clear the extent to which these affected the ability to draw findings and conclusions for specific areas or parts of the evaluation.  

Organisation
The evaluation individual and/or team’s contracting obligations will be managed by SICTP who will also act as the key contractual contact point. 

Key groups of the evaluation include the evaluation team (maximum of 2 external consultants) and a Steering Committee comprising a Ministry of Finance (MOF) and National University of Samoa (NUS) representative, and an AusAID and NZAID consultant/advisor. The Steering Committee is the impact study decision making body responsible for the sign off of the evaluation plan, and the draft and final reports prior to presentation to the SICTP PCC.
The evaluation team will report to SICTP, who are responsible for delivering to the Steering Committee an evaluation report meeting the requirements of the TOR, including the statement quality standards.  

Duration of Impact Study

The dates of the assignment will depend on consultant availability. It is anticipated that the assignment, and related fieldwork and reporting requirements, will take up to four weeks, with submission of the final report due end of March 2010. 
Expected Outcomes

The consultant/s will provide the following outputs: 
1. Evaluation plan to be submitted to and signed-off by the Steering Committee within one week of the assignment commencing. 
2. Presentation of findings to the key informants for checking and feedback

3. Final draft report submitted to SICTP, who will then provide draft report to the Steering Committee, for comment and feedback
, 

4. The final report incorporating relevant Steering Committee comments should be submitted promptly – it is expected that the team will work full-time on the changes once feedback is received. The final report will then be submitted to the Steering Committee for approval.  Any further required changes should be made within two weeks of feedback from the Steering Committee.
5. The consultant/s will provide hard and electronic copies (PDF and Word) of the final report to the Steering Committee;
a. The report length should be no longer than five (5) pages for the executive summary and between 30-50 pages overall. The executive summary should be written in such a way that it could be read as a standalone document. The report shall include background; outline of the evaluation purpose and objectives, methodology, approach and limitations; findings; conclusion and recommendations. 

b. The content of the report should meet the purpose, scope and the objectives and address the tasks and questions described.
Quality/Performance Indicators
The consultant/s will ensure that the assignment is carried out with all due diligence, efficiency and economy in accordance with the timeline specified in this terms of reference, observing sound management and technical practices, and complying with the standards identified in the DAC Evaluation Quality Standards.

Specifications of Study Team

The person(s) required must demonstrate skills and experience undertaking impact evaluation work, and a proven track record in delivering high-quality work. Past experience in conducting evaluations in the education, capacity building or related field is desirable. Their past experience must show a sound understanding and application of evaluation ethics.
Tender Process

This is a one stop tender process and applicant(s) will be assessed on the following criteria:

· Demonstrated ability and capacity to conduct impact evaluations
· Proven experience in conducting social research

· Demonstrated analysis and research skills

· Proven knowledge of the Samoan public, private and NGO sectors 
· Cross-communications skills

· Working knowledge of training skills/capacity development initiatives in a developing country context is preferred.
Evaluation Follow-up
Following acceptance of the final report, AusAID, NZAID, Government of Samoa and Samoa In Country Training Programme (SICTP) will meet to discuss the recommendations and proposed next steps. Development partners will work together to implement agreed recommendations.
The final report is expected to be made public by SICTP.  AusAID and NZAID may also seek to make part or all of the report publically available (e.g. on their websites).

Annex 1 Questions to be Answered in an Evaluation Plan

· Who are the stakeholders in the evaluation, what is their interest or stake in the evaluation, what type of stakeholder are they (primary – directly benefit from the activity being evaluated or reviewed, secondary – indirectly involved with the activity etc), what issues or constraints are there in their involvement in the evaluation (e.g. power issues, access, confidentiality)?

· What information will be needed to answer each of the evaluation questions? 

· What are the most appropriate methods for data/information collection to address each of the evaluation questions? e.g. Will qualitative or quantitative methods be used and why? How will evaluation participants be selected? What specific methods will be used – surveys, interviews (face-to-face or phone), email questionnaire, workshops, focus groups etc? For quantitative surveys how will the appropriate sample size be decided, and what statistical analysis will be used to allow judgement on the reliability of results? 

· From whom will information be collected to answer each of the evaluation questions, and how will the evaluation team ensure that the opinions of all appropriate stakeholders (eg women and men, young and old, powerful and less powerful) are included?

· What questions will be asked in questionnaires or interviews?

· How will information gathered be cross checked?

· What procedures will be used for data analysis – how will qualitative data such as interview notes be analysed, how will survey results be analysed?

· How will the findings be fed back and discussed with appropriate stakeholders during the evaluation process, and how will this be incorporated into the report?

· What risks, limitations or constraints are there likely to be to the evaluation and how can these be mitigated? 

· How will ethical issues be addressed? For example how will participants of the evaluation be informed of the purpose and use of information they will provide? How will sensitivity to gender and culture be ensured during the evaluation? Is informed consent required from evaluation participants, if so how will this be obtained? How will confidentiality of participants be ensured and how will confidential material be stored? What potential harm to participants is there and how will potential harm be minimised?
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� The comments and feedback will respect the independence of the evaluation team, with comments and feedback being focused on changes that will increases the report’s compliance with the TOR and the agreed quality standards.
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