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Executive Summary

This report presents the findings of the external evaluation of the International Training
Centre of the International Labour Organization (ITCILO)'s training activities on the
thematic area of Social Protection (SP) for the year 2024. Commissioned by the ITCILO,
this evaluation forms a crucial part of the Centre's commitment to continuous quality
improvement and strategic development, aligning with its 2022-25 Strategic Plan
emphasizing a quality-focused, data-driven approach to monitoring and evaluation. The
ITCILO, as the capacity development arm of the International Labour Organization (ILO),
delivers services to ILO constituents worldwide, including workers' and employers'
organizations, and governments, as well as other UN agencies and partners. The
evaluation focused on a sample of 20 training activities delivered by the Social Protection,
Governance and Tripartism (SPGT) programme in 2024, encompassing a mix of online,
face-to-face, and blended courses conducted in the field or at the Turin Campus,
ensuring diversity across regions and participant numbers.

The purpose of this evaluation was to provide the Centre with evidence of the relevance,
coherence, validity, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability of its 2024 Social
Protection training activities. It also aimed to identify which training modalities are more
impactful in terms of effectiveness and efficiency, and to extrapolate good practices,
lessons learned, and recommendations for improvement or scale-up. The findings are
intended to directly inform future programming decisions for the Centre's training
services. The primary audience for this report includes the ITCILO Board, the Training
Department (with a specific focus on the SPGT Programme), and internal quality
assurance units, as well as Finance, Information and Communications Technology
Services (ICTS), and Facilities and Internal Services (FIS) / Participants Admissions and
Travel Unit (PATU). It also serves as a reference for institutional partners, trainers, and
participants.

Methodology

The evaluation adopted a mixed-methods design, combining quantitative and qualitative
techniques to generate robust, triangulated evidence. It was guided by internationally
recognised evaluation and quality standards, including the evaluation criteria of the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development - Development Assistance
Committee (OECD DAC), the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) Norms and
Standards for Evaluation, and the International Organisation for Standardisation (ISO)
standard 29993:2017. Data collection and analysis methods included a systematic
document review, quantitative dataset analysis (eCampus assessment records,
anonymised post-course satisfaction questionnaires, and a dedicated online evaluation
survey), Key Informant Interviews (Klls) with ITCILO staff and partners, Focus Group
Discussions (FGDs) with former participants, and five illustrative case studies.

Limitations encountered during the evaluation included challenges with stakeholder
availability during the July-August holiday period, which resulted in low FGD turnout and
lower than anticipated online survey response rates for some sections. Additionally, the
anonymity of some data sources prevented individual record linkage, and attrition in pre-
post-knowledge acquisition tests limited the generalisability of some findings. These
limitations were addressed through adaptive strategies, including manual data
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reconstruction, cross-referencing, triangulation across independent sources, and
weighing certain data sources more heavily when necessary.

Key Findings

The evaluation of the ITCILO's SP training portfolio for 2024 reveals a programme that is
strategically relevant, technically robust, and highly valued by its participants and
institutional partners. It shows tangible contributions to capacity development at
individual, institutional, and, in some cases, policy levels.

Relevance (EQ1): The SP training activities demonstrate strong alignment with the
strategic priorities of both the ITCILO and the ILO, particularly the ILO's 2022-2025
Strategic Plan and 2024-2025 Programme and Budget. Collaboration with strategic
partners like the Social Protection Department of the ILO (SOCPRO) and ensures policy
coherence and technical robustness. Participants consistently rated courses as highly
relevant to their needs, with 93.6% agreeing or strongly agreeing on this point in the online
evaluation survey. However, the lack of systematic documentation for portfolio planning
and participant needs assessments was identified as a gap, relying on informal
mechanisms and limiting transparency and the Centre's ability to fully tailor content.

Coherence (EQ2): The SP training portfolio supports the ILO's social protection agenda by
building capacity, facilitating policy coherence, and leveraging partnerships. While Social
Dialogue and Tripartism (SDT) is strongly mainstreamed (30% of sampled courses
integrating SDT significantly, matching the institutional target), the integration of Gender
(10%) and International Labour Standards (ILS) (15%) is less prominent, falling below
institutional averages and targets, indicating opportunities for enhancement. Initiatives
like the Action Portugal project exemplify strong integration of training with technical
assistance for systemic impact.

Validity of Design (EQ3): ITCILO has significantly diversified its training modalities, shifting
towards digital and blended learning, which accelerated post-2018 and effectively
utilising the eCampus platform and integrating the Community of Inquiry (COI)
framework. Participants reported high satisfaction with instructional clarity, course
structure, and tutor support. While generally well-structured, minor inconsistencies in
eCampus instructional design, onboarding practices, and accessibility features were
noted. The piloting of hybrid courses is promising but requires further adaptation of
internal systems.

Effectiveness (EQ4): The evaluation framework (Kirkpatrick model) measures
effectiveness across four levels. Certification rates are high (91.8%), and overall participant
satisfaction is very high (mean of 4.55 out of 5), meeting the strategic target. However,
knowledge acquisition shows variability, with only about half of participants
demonstrating measurable improvement between pre- and post-tests, falling short of
the 85% strategic target. Knowledge acquisition also declined consistently with age, and
a performance gap was observed across participants from different countries of origin.
Factors influencing effectiveness include high-quality facilitation, intellectually engaging
content, and learner motivation. Delivery mode (online vs. in-person) had no statistically
significant impact on effectiveness. Gaps remain in practical application,
contextualisation, language accessibility (strong call for other languages than English and



French, including Portuguese, Spanish or adequate translation), and post-course
interaction.

Effectiveness of Management Arrangements (EQ5): The Centre's training coordination is
supported by well-defined roles, quality management systems, and collaborative
mechanisms, with participant feedback largely positive regarding organisation and
administrative support. However, practical ambiguities in roles, informal knowledge-
sharing, ad hoc cross-departmental collaboration, and procedural burdens with support
services (Finance, ICTS, FIS/PATU) persist.

Efficiency (EQ6): ITCILO's SP training portfolio demonstrates a deliberate balance
between cost-efficiency, pedagogical quality, and strategic outreach. Residential
courses, particularly in Turin, incur higher costs but generate the strongest Contribution
to Fixed Costs (CFC), helping to cross-subsidise lower-margin or tailor-made activities.
Online courses are more cost-efficient, especially at scale. Strategic measures like early
publication of courses and leveraging local expertise (e.g., Action Portugal) are perceived
to enhance efficiency. While participants and clients generally expressed high
satisfaction and perceived value for money, the evaluation identified operational
inefficiencies in participant enrolment and internal workflows, with a clear need for
greater automation and standardisation. Staff capacity is also reportedly stretched,
particularly for tailor-made requests.

Impact (EQ7): The SP trainings have driven notable change at individual, organisational,
and policy levels. A high proportion of participants (94.4%) reported applying acquired
knowledge, with 72.8% providing concrete examples (ITCILO Key Performance Indicator
(KPI) 2.C see table 1 below). Evidence shows improvements in job performance,
professional growth, and influence on organisational practices, including legislative
reforms and improved governance. The trainings also contribute to broader systemic
changes by facilitating professional networks and dialogue. However, the absence of
systematic post-training follow-up limits the Centre's ability to reinforce learning and
document longer-term results.

Sustainability (EQ8): Training results are likely to be sustained and scaled, evidenced by
long-term application and institutional uptake. Multi-phase programmes and initiatives
like Action Portugal support ongoing engagement. The training portfolio is designed to
evolve with shifting priorities (e.g., digitalisation, climate change), and innovation funding
supports future relevance. Barriers to full realisation of long-term impact include limited
contextualisation in some courses, and weak post-training support and mechanisms to
follow up on learning application.



2024 Key performance indicators on selected courses

Table 1: "Key Performance Indicators, Outcome 2" - Source: Evaluation Survey.

DIMENSION TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE
Outcome 2 Results Target 2024- Results
2024 2025 2025
Outcome Indicator 2.C: Proof of 53% 75% 73%
Performance Improvement (Source: (Source: Evaluation
Percentage of participants in training Evaluation Survey 2025)
activities who provided examples of Survey
concrete knowledge application 2024)

Case studies

The evaluation identified good practices and lessons learned through illustrative case
studies. Key insights include the value of integrating training with broader technical
assistance projects (e.g. Action Portugal), fostering innovative and participatory
methodologies, and promoting community building among participants through multi-
course learning journeys and peer exchange.

The following case studies were developed as part of this evaluation:

e Strengthening Social Security Financial Sustainability: Debt Management in Republic
of Cabo Verde (Action Portugal)

e SPGT's Flagship Initiative: The Academy on Social Security

e Influencing social protection policies and practices through impact assessments

e Facilitating Multi-Course Learning Journeys and Community Building through
Diplomas

e Collaborative Course Design with the International Social Security Association (ISSA)

These practices highlight the importance of clearly defining problems, enabling post-
training actions, documenting impact, and identifying factors that enable or hinder
sustainability and replication of positive changes.

Conclusions

The evaluation confirms the ITCILO's Social Protection training portfolio is strategically
relevant, technically robust, and highly valued by its stakeholders, contributing tangibly
to capacity development. While strong performance was observed in relevance, design
validity, and management effectiveness, opportunities for improvement include
addressing inconsistencies in knowledge acquisition, enhancing practical application and
language accessibility, and strengthening the integration of cross-cutting themes
(Gender Equality and International Labour Standards (ILS) in particular). Operational
efficiencies could be improved through automation of some processes, while formalising
long-term post-training follow-up mechanisms will further bolster quality, inclusiveness,



and long-term impact, ensuring continued relevance and contribution to global social
justice.

Recommendations

1. Strengthen Systematic Documentation for Pre-training Portfolio Planning and Needs
Assessments: Implement and consistently document formal and informal needs
assessments and portfolio planning processes to ensure optimal content tailoring and
equitable learning outcomes.

2. Incentivise Increased Integration of Gender and ILS: Further increase systematic
integration of gender and ILS across all SP training activities, aiming to meet strategic
targets and fully reflect ILO’s normative mandate.

3. Further Refine and Harmonise eCampus Instructional Design and Adapt Systems for
Hybrid Modalities: Refine eCampus design elements and proactively adapt internal
systems to fully support effective and accessible hybrid course delivery, enhancing user
experience and scalability.

4. Improve Knowledge Acquisition and Address Inclusion Concerns: Implement targeted
pedagogical revisions and differentiated instructional approaches to improve
measurable knowledge acquisition, addressing performance disparities related to for
example age and country of origin.

5. Enhance Practical Application, Contextualisation, and Language Accessibility: Integrate
more real-world simulations, regionally specific case studies (especially from the Global
South), invest in high-quality translation and interpretation services, and expand course
offerings in key languages beyond English and French.

6. Further Activate Cross-Departmental Collaboration and Accelerate Process
Automation: Institutionalise early planning and creative outreach practices, and prioritise
modernisation and automation of key administrative processes like enrolment and
budgeting, to reduce redundancies and improve scalability.

7. Strengthen and Formalise Long-Term Post-Training Follow-up Mechanisms: Expand
systematic post-training support, leverage the newly launched alumni networks, and
establish thematic communities of practice to reinforce learning and ensure sustained
application of knowledge in professional and organisational contexts.
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Background of the evaluation

This report presents the findings of the external evaluation of the International Training
Centre of the International Labour Organization (ITCILO)'s training activities on the
thematic area of Social Protection for the year 2024. This evaluation forms part of the
Centre's commitment to continuous quality improvement and strategic development.

The ITCILO serves as the capacity development arm of the International Labour
Organization (ILO). Its fundamental mandate is to promote social justice through decent
work for all, a mission it supports by offering individual and institutional capacity
development services to its constituents worldwide. These services primarily target ILO
constituents, including workers' and employers' organizations, and governments, while
also extending to ILO staff, other United Nations (UN) agencies, and partners such as
governmental and non-governmental organizations, and the private sector.

The ILO defines Social Protection as "a set of policies and programs designed to reduce
and prevent poverty, vulnerability, and social exclusion throughout the life cycle". Its
objective is to ensure access to healthcare and income security for all individuals,
safeguarding against social risks such as unemployment, disability, and poverty. The ILO
Social Protection Floors Recommendation, 2012 (No. 202), reflects a global tripartite
commitment to guaranteeing at least a basic level of social security for everyone, with
the aim of progressively expanding coverage and protection levels.

The ITCILO plays a key role in implementing the 2019 ILO Centenary Declaration for the
Future of Work and assists ILO constituents in navigating future of work transitions and
fostering employment-right growth, aligning with the 2030 UN Agenda for Sustainable
Development. Its mandate for delivering capacity development services at individual,
institutional, and system levels is derived from the 2019 ILO Capacity Development
Strategy, and it functions as a network hub within the innovation ecosystem defined by
the 2023 ILO Innovation Strategy. Furthermore, the Centre is at the forefront of providing
technical support to ILO constituents under the umbrella of the Global Coalition for Social
Justice, launched by the ILO Director General in 2023.

The ITCILO's capacity development efforts in Social Protection are aimed at empowering
ILO constituents to address these pressing challenges and contribute directly to the
global agenda for social justice and decent work. The Centre's capacity development
services are "human-centred and rights-based, promoting fundamental principles and
rights at work and strengthening tripartism and social dialogue”. *

The evaluation and its underlying logic are integral to ITCILO's strategic framework. The
Centre's Strategic Plan for 2022-25 underscores the importance of a quality-focused,
data-driven approach to monitoring and evaluation, ensuring that excellence in training
and learning is fostered through continuous quality improvement measures and regular
external evaluations. Since 2014, the Centre has systematically commissioned annual
external evaluations focusing on various clusters of activities or thematic areas, covering
topics such as gender equality, International Labour Standards (ILS), Social Dialogue and
Tripartism (SDT), and more recently, online and blended training modalities. For 2025, the

HITCILO Implementation Report for 2022-23
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Centre has planned an evaluation of its 2024 training activities on the theme of Social
Protection, aligning with this ongoing commitment. Monitoring and Evaluation at the
Centre is considered a function of service quality management, drawing inspiration from
the International Organisation for Standardisation (ISO) quality management systems
approach. All services are structured along the ISO Plan-Do-Check-Act cycle, and the
Centre employs a results chain model for monitoring and evaluation, tracking progress
from Inputs to Outputs, Out-takes (Interim Outcomes), Outcomes, and ultimately, Impact.

Purpose, Scope, and Users of the Evaluation

This section defines the objectives of the evaluation, outlines the specific training
activities covered, specifies the time period under review, and identifies the main
stakeholders who will use the evaluation findings.

Purpose of the Evaluation

The purpose of this evaluation is to provide the Centre with evidence of the relevance,
coherence, validity, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability of its 2024 training
activities related to Social Protection. It also aims to look into which training modalities
are more impactful in terms of effectiveness and efficiency, and to extrapolate good
practices, lessons learned, and recommendations for the improvement or scale-up of
relevant training activities. The findings from this evaluation will directly inform future
programming decisions for the Centre's training services.

Scope of the Evaluation

The evaluation covers a sample of 20 training activities designed and delivered by the
Social Protection, Governance and Tripartism (SPGT) programme in 2024 on Social
Protection. This sample was purposefully selected by ITCILO to capture a variety of
different training approaches, venues, and methodologies. The chosen activities include
a mix of online courses, face-to-face courses, and blended courses, which took place
either in the field or at the Turin Campus. These activities were selected to ensure
diversity across regions, and most included more than fifteen enrolled participants. It is
important to note that non-training activities were explicitly outside the scope of this
assignment.

The evaluation focuses on the thematic area of Social Protection, which the ILO defines
as "a set of policies and programs designed to reduce and prevent poverty, vulnerability,
and social exclusion throughout the life cycle". Its objective is to ensure access to
healthcare and income security for all individuals, particularly in safeguarding against
social risks such as unemployment, disability, and poverty. This is aligned with the global
tripartite commitment reflected in the ILO Social Protection Floors Recommendation,
2012 (No. 202), which aims to guarantee a basic level of social security and progressively
expand coverage.

The table below provides an overview of the trainings considered as part of this
evaluation:

12



Table 2: "Overview of Sampled Trainings” - Source: MAP database

MAP - Participants
CODE Course Title Category Venue Reported
" Social Health Protection - Addressing ' '
A9717242 inequities in access to health care Open Blended 36
E-learning on public finance for social .
A9717149 protection analysts Open Distance 17
Advocacy and Communication for .
A9717138 Social Protection Open Distance 29
E-learning on actuarial modeling for .
A9717150 social protection analysts Open Distance 20
E-learning on impact assessment for .
A9717152 social protection analysts Open Distance 14
Executive E-Learning on Pension Policy .
A4717155 and Management (Russian) Open Distance 14
E-Learning on Digital Transformation in .
A9717327 Social Protection Open Distance 18
Curso de la AISS sobre la Continuidad y
A2717644  Resiliencia de los Sistemas y Servicios Tailor-made Distance 36
de Seguridad Social
Curso sobre gestao da divida a , In the
A1516724 seguranca social - Action Portugal Tailor-made field 57
- . . . In the
A5516748  Training on social security Tailor-made field 20
Extension de la couverture de sécurité . In the
A2517520 sociale a l'économie informelle Tailor-made field 33
Social protection policy and elimination . In the
A4517737 ¢ child labour Tailor-made o o 46
A1518208 Finance p.ubllque_ pour les analystes de Tailor-made In the 24
la protection sociale field
Executive Course on Pension Policy and . In the
A3518219 Management Tailor-made field 51
AQO0171 Academy on Social Securit Open Turin 152
9 45 Y Y P Centre 5
AQO17126 Administrative Solutions for Extending Open Turin -
Coverage Centre
. . . Turin
AQ017127  Actuarial Work for Social Security Open Centre 27
I . . Turin
AQ017129  Contribution Collection and Compliance  Open Centre 33
AQO0171 Leadership for Social Protection Open Turin
9 39 P P Centre 34
Masterclass on Social Protection 1,205
Self-guided

13



Users of the Evaluation

The primary audience for this evaluation report comprises the ITCILO Board, the Training
Department, with a specific focus on the Social Protection, Governance and Tripartism
(SPGT) Programme, and the Centre's internal quality assurance units and internal ITCILO
units outside the Training Department, specifically Finance, Information and
Communications Technology Services (ICTS), and Facilities and Internal Services (FIS) /
Participants Admissions and Travel Unit (PATU).

Additionally, the report serves as a reference for other stakeholders actively involved in
the evaluation process, including institutional partners, trainers, and participants, by
providing clear insights into the evaluation's scope, objectives, and methodology.
Ultimately, the findings of this evaluation are intended to inform strategic decision-
making, enhance quality assurance processes, and guide future programme
development across all these audiences. It is the hope of the Evaluators that this
evaluation will contribute to advancing universal social protection worldwide.

Evaluation implementation

The evaluation adopted a mixed-methods design, combining quantitative and qualitative
techniques to generate robust, triangulated evidence on the relevance, coherence,
validity of design, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability of ITCILO's Social
Protection training portfolio. Data sources included document review, quantitative
dataset analysis, online survey, key informant interviews (Klls), focus group discussions
(FGDs), case studies, and a systematic design review of selected courses.

Implementation was guided by internationally recognised evaluation and quality
standards, including the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development -
Development Assistance Committee (OECD DAC) criteria, the United Nations Evaluation
Group (UNEG) Norms and Standards for Evaluation, and ISO 29993:2017 on learning
services outside formal education. The ITCILO quality management model, structured
around the Plan-Do-Check-Act (PDCA) cycle, provided the overarching framework for
assessing design, delivery, and continuous improvement mechanisms.

This section presents a transparent account of how the evaluation of ITCILO's Social
Protection training activities was implemented in practice. It details how the
methodological approach outlined in the Inception Report was operationalised,
highlighting any deviations, constraints, and corrective measures taken. It also outlines
quality assurance measures adopted to safeguard data integrity, and provides reflections
on the overall adherence to the agreed timeline. By documenting the implementation
process, this section reinforces the credibility, rigour, and transparency of the evaluation
findings.
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Desk Based Research

The desk research aimed to establish a comprehensive understanding of the design,
delivery, and monitoring of the sampled Social Protection training activities, as well as
their alignment with ITCILO's strategic priorities and quality assurance framework. It also
served to identify existing evidence on outcomes and inform the refinement of data
collection tools for surveys, interviews, and case studies.

The desk research was conducted between 13 June and 25 July 2025, overlapping with
initial key informant interviews. This sequencing allowed preliminary findings from
documents to inform interview questions and early analysis.

A systematic analysis was undertaken of all documentation shared by ITCILO or publicly
available. The review covered:

1. Previous Evaluation Reports and Assessments - previous evaluation reports, and
recent implementation reports relevant to ITCILO's training portfolios.

2. Strategic and Institutional Documents - ILO and ITCILO Strategic Plans (2022-2025)
and Programmes & Budgets (2024-2025), as well as quality assurance guidelines (ISO
20993:2017 standards, PDCA cycle guidance).

3. Course-Specific Materials - course outlines, agendas, training materials, participant
lists, info notes, flyers, and presentation files, accessed via the ITCILO shared drive set
up for this evaluation and the eCampus platform.

4. Post-Training Evaluation Data - activity-level satisfaction reports and follow-up
assessments.

5. Quantitative and Qualitative Data Extracts - participant demographic data, enrolment
and completion rates from management databases d (Management of Activities and
Participants (MAP)/eCampus).

The 20 training activities under review were pre-selected by ITCILO, the scope of
available documentation was tied to this sample. The full list of documents reviewed is
in Annex.

In addition learning needs assessments were unavailable and while consolidated data
systems are in place at ITCILO and the evaluation team held a dedicated data exploration
session on data with the ITCILO team, direct access to the dashboards was not possible.
Instead, the evaluation team could review screenshots of the dashboards. This limited
the scope for independent data exploration and necessitated some manual extraction
and consolidation of information from eCampus.

Quantitative data collection and analysis

The quantitative component of the evaluation aimed to capture measurable aspects of
learning outcomes, satisfaction, and participant experience across the sampled Social
Protection training activities. It provided the basis for statistical analysis of knowledge
acquisition, modality-specific performance, and predictors of effective learning,
including the three dimensions of the Community of Inquiry (COI) framework: teaching
presence, cognitive presence, and social presence.
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Quantitative datasets were compiled and cleaned between 04 and 31 July 2025, with
survey administration running from 07 to 25 July 2025. This period overlapped with Klls
and FGDs, allowing preliminary patterns in quantitative data to inform qualitative
questioning.

The quantitative strand of this evaluation relied on three independent sources of
quantitative data: eCampus assessment records, anonymous post-course satisfaction
questionnaires and the online survey conducted as part of this evaluation.

eCampus platform data

The first source was eCampus knowledge assessment records, which includes pre- and
post-Knowledge Acquisition Test (KAT) scores, demographic details, and certificate logs.
These data were compiled from learner knowledge assessment exports, completion
logs, and downloaded manually from eCampus by the Evaluators. Course-level
metadata, provided by the ITCILO staff, was also incorporated. This dataset includes
comprehensive course descriptors such as MAP codes, titles, start and end dates,
delivery modalities, venues, participant categories, enrolment and completion figures,
financial information, collaborating institutions, and credential types. Processing steps
involved standardising variables, correcting malformed entries, and deduplicating
records. Participants were matched using unique IDs, with minor adjustments to names
and email addresses to maximise linkage. Course-level metadata, such as MAP codes,
course dates, enrolment figures, and contextual markers, were then joined to the dataset.
. A learning_gain variable was then calculated as the difference between post- and pre-
test scores.

In total, the compiled dataset contained 2,275 participant records, corresponding to 2,066
unique individuals across all courses. When excluding the Master Class, the dataset
comprised 692 participant records from 658 unique individuals.

Anonymised Satisfaction data

The second source comprised anonymous post-course satisfaction questionnaires,
which provided participant ratings on satisfaction, effectiveness, and relevance, as well
as thematic and expert items. Data from 20 course-specific comma separated value
(CSV) files (covering 19 unique courses, with course AQ717242 having separate files for its
English and French versions) were standardised by removing trailing summary rows,
mapping multilingual question texts to a common dictionary, and restructuring responses
into three harmonised tables: core satisfaction metrics, expert ratings, and thematic
items. Binary and Likert-scale responses were converted to numeric values, and all
tables were validated for coverage. Because these questionnaires were anonymous, they
could not be linked to individual knowledge acquisition or the evaluation survey; instead,
they were analysed independently and triangulated with other sources using course
codes or hashed identifiers (IDs). In total, the dataset comprised 463 participant responses
across the 20 files (19 courses).
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Online evaluation survey

The third source was the online survey conducted specifically for this evaluation. The
evaluation survey was administered to 1888 women and men from the participant
population (including 1205 learners enrolled in the free self-guided Masterclass on social
protection). The recipients were the participants enrolled in the 20 courses under
evaluation and the list was extracted from the Centre's Management of Activities and
Participants (MAP) database and the Centre's virtual campus (eCampus). The survey (that
was available in 7 different languages, run on SurveyMonkey and disseminated via the
Centre's Customer Relation Management (CRM) tool) was designed to gather in-depth
information on participants' impressions and experiences, covering aspects such as
satisfaction, perceived quality, knowledge acquisition, and the extent to which the
training has been applied in practice. Questions also explored elements of the COI
framework to assess social presence, cognitive presence, and teaching presence,
particularly relevant for online and blended learning formats. The questionnaire will be
pre-written and pre-coded.

Participants received email invitations with two reminders and an extension notice.
Response rates were lower than anticipated, likely influenced by the July-August holiday
period. The online survey received responses from 172 participants (see also Limitations
and mitigation measures).

Statistical analyses

Factor analysis was applied to validate the dimensional structure of the COI framework,
addressing the research objective of testing whether it captures the multidimensional
nature of online learning. Only respondents with sufficient item completion were
included, and reliability checks confirmed that items grouped as expected.

Regression modelling on the online evaluation survey dataset followed a hierarchical
ordinary least squares approach, reflecting the aim of identifying institutional and
operational factors that influence outcomes. Variables were entered in blocks, starting
with demographic and organisational factors, then adding learning support and
motivation, and finally the COIl dimensions, to see the incremental effect of each set.
Assumptions of normality, homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity were tested, robust
standard errors were applied where needed, and model stability was assessed through
cross-validation.

Equity analysis, in line with the focus on patterns of knowledge acquisition across
demographic groups, examined differences by gender, age, sector, and region using
appropriate parametric or non-parametric tests, with effect sizes reported to indicate
practical significance. Correlation analysis explored relationships between key variables.
For satisfaction data, respondent anonymity was preserved by using course-level
aggregates, which were then triangulated with other sources to link findings on
satisfaction to course features and outcomes.
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Qualitative Data Collection and analysis

The qualitative component of the evaluation sought to capture rich, contextual insights
on the design, delivery, and outcomes of ITCILO's Social Protection training portfolio. It
explored validity of design, perceived quality, operational efficiency, and sustainability,
as well as examples of application, success factors, and areas for improvement.

Systematic review of eCampus platform

A systematic review of key design elements on the eCampus platform was carried out.
Design elements were identified at the outset but expanded during the review process.
An assessment matrix was used to systematically review and compare the presence and
consistent use of the identified design elements. Each course was reviewed directly on
the ITCILO eCampus. Observations were recorded for each element, and a summary of
findings was synthesized for each design element assessed. The summaries reflect
qualitative judgments based on the presence, clarity, and consistency of each feature
across the sample. This approach allowed for identifying both strengths and areas for
improvement in the overall course design landscape.

Key Informant Interviews

Key Informant Interviews with ITCILO Staff, institutional partners and clients aimed to
collect in-depth, qualitative insights on the design, delivery, and perceived results of
ITCILO's Social Protection training portfolio. They provided perspectives from internal
stakeholders and external partners on strategic alignment, training quality, operational
efficiency, and factors influencing outcomes and sustainability.

Interviews were conducted between 13 June and 24 July 2025, overlapping with the desk
research and survey administration to allow early findings from one method to inform
questioning in another.

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 13 key informants, including ITCILO
staff from the SPGT department (5), staff from relevant support services (3), higher-level
management (2) and institutional clients and partners (3). Due to language and timing
constraints, one interview could not be conducted but answers were submitted in writing.

Interview guides were tailored to stakeholder groups (see Annex), with questions linked
to the evaluation matrix. Sessions were conducted via google meet videoconferencing,
with informed consent obtained for recording and transcription. Due to language and
timing constraints, one interview could not be held in person and was replaced by written
responses to the same question set.

Focus Group Discussions with former participants

Focus Group Discussions with former participants aimed to explore both tangible and
intangible changes resulting from participation in ITCILO's Social Protection training
activities. They provided a platform for participants to share concrete examples of
application, identify success factors, and highlight good practices that could inform
future course design and delivery.
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Two FGDs sessions were organised with former participants from the sampled training
activities. A multi-layered purposive sampling strategy was applied to ensure balanced
representation in terms of gender, geographical region, organisational type, and training
modality. The process was as follows:

From an initial pool of 109 survey respondents, a candidate list of 51 English-speaking
individuals willing to participate was created. A final ranked list of 30 potential participants
was then curated using a hierarchical approach. Priority was given first to stakeholder-
nominated candidates, followed by participants who provided critical feedback on the
training (e.g., lower satisfaction ratings or insufficient engagement). The list was then
balanced to ensure gender parity, diversity of courses attended, and broad
representation across geographical regions, age groups, and organization types.
Following this selection, all 30 individuals on the prioritized roster were invited to register
for the focus group discussion time slots proposed by the evaluation team.

The FGDs were planned on 24 and 25 July 2025, after the initial survey responses were
received. This sequencing allowed the survey results to inform participant selection and
the discussion guide (See Annex).

Despite 14 participants registering for the FGDs, only 4 attended the first session and none
attended the second. The low turnout was likely influenced by the timing in late July,
which coincided with the summer holiday period and reduced availability across regions.
Furthermore, the FGDs were limited to English-speaking participants, potentially
excluding valuable perspectives from other language groups. The resulting small group
size restricted the diversity of viewpoints and limited the ability to identify patterns across
different participant profiles.

Qualitative Analysis Approach

Transcripts and notes from Klls and FGDs underwent thematic content analysis using the
evaluation matrix (questions and sub-questions) as the primary coding framework.
Additional sub-codes were developed inductively during review to capture emerging
themes.

Software environment and use of Al

Qualitative analysis: Al-supported tools were used for data preparation and extraction.
Gemini was employed to transcribe interviews, while NotebookLM was used to query
transcripts and secondary documents, as well as to support the literature review by
extracting and organising relevant segments. All interpretation and coding were
conducted manually by the evaluators to safeguard the validity and reliability of findings.
Identified excerpts were systematically cross-checked against contemporaneous notes
and, where available, audio recordings, ensuring that all conclusions were grounded in
verified, traceable sources.

Quantitative analysis: All transformations and analyses ran in Python 311 within
JupyterLab. Data wrangling used pandas (2.x) and numpy (1.x); descriptive and
distribution tests drew on scipy (1.x); reliability, Bartlett, KMO and Cronbach statistics
came from pingouin (0.5); factor extraction and regression relied on statsmodels (0.15) for
OLS, logistic and proportional-odds estimation; cross-validation and model diagnostics
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employed scikit-learn (1.4); plots and diagnostic figures were rendered with matplotlib
(3.9) and seaborn (0.13). Package versions are logged automatically at notebook runtime
to guarantee full reproducibility.

Use of ChatGPT: The evaluation team used ChatGPT (OpenAl, GPT-4 and GPT-4.5
versions) as a drafting and editing assistant to refine and summarise text, improve clarity,
and ensure consistency of tone across the report. ChatGPT was not used for generating
findings or interpreting evidence; its role was limited to linguistic and presentational
enhancement of evaluator-produced content.

Limitations and mitigation measures

The evaluation encountered several constraints that affected data collection processes
and, to a lesser extent, the quality and completeness of the evidence base. These
challenges were addressed through adaptive strategies, some of which led to minor
deviations from the original methodological plan outlined in the Inception Report. All
adjustments were communicated to and approved by the ITCILO evaluation focal points.

Pre-selection of sample: As noted in the desk research section, the evaluation reviewed
a sample of 20 out of 55 trainings conducted by the ITCILO in 2024. This sample was pre-
selected by the ITCILO prior to the evaluation process to ensure coverage of different
topics, modalities, and regions. The evaluators were not involved in the selection and
relied on the ITCILO to apply a rigorous and representative sampling approach.

Gaps in documentation: As noted under desk research, some course-specific documents
(e.g., learning needs assessments) were unavailable, and certain datasets were
incomplete or in non-analytical formats. Where possible, missing data were manually
reconstructed from available sources. This included using eCampus records and
dashboard summary screenshots provided by ITCILO, cross-referencing multiple
sources, completing missing entries, and harmonising records, which were then cross-
checked for accuracy to improve overall consistency.

Stakeholder availability: As described in the qualitative data collection section,
scheduling challenges during the period of the evaluation (July 2025) meant that one
planned interview was replaced with written responses. While this reduced opportunities
for probing follow-up, it ensured the inclusion of all key perspectives. Flexible
scheduling, use of remote interviews, and maintaining multiple contact channels helped
secure broad participation despite time constraints.

Limits to data linkage: As noted in the quantitative data section, the anonymity of post-
course satisfaction questionnaires and voluntary follow-up participation prevented
linking individual records across datasets. This restricted the ability to track participant
trajectories from training to follow-up and introduced a risk of non-response bias. To
mitigate this, triangulation was conducted at the course level using multiple independent
datasets, and findings were qualified accordingly.
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Attrition in learning assessments: Across 13 courses (excluding the Masterclass) with both
pre- and post-KAT fields, only 65% of learners completed both assessments, introducing
potential attrition bias in estimates of knowledge acquisition. To avoid over-interpretation,
we emphasised directional trends rather than precise effect sizes and cross-validated
the quantitative signals with qualitative evidence. Moreover, the distribution of
knowledge acquisition warrants caution: while negative gains are theoretically possible,
they are expected to be relatively uncommon; in our data, 66 cases (21.8%) showed
negative gains and 84 (27.7%) showed no change. Taken together, these limitations mean
that all findings related to learning gains should be interpreted carefully and alongside
corroborating evidence from other sources.

Self-reported and cross-sectional data: As with most training evaluations, outcome
variables were self-reported and collected at a single point in time, meaning causality
cannot be inferred. This limitation was addressed by combining statistical analysis with
qualitative enquiry to corroborate reported changes.

Low participation in FGDs: Covered in the qualitative findings section, the July-August
holiday period and English-only format resulted in low turnout and limited diversity of
viewpoints. To mitigate this, other data sources were used, in particular the post training
satisfaction questionnaire and Kil, and illustrative participant quotations were drawn from
multiple sources.

Online evaluation Survey response rates: While overall rates were adequate, participation
was lower than expected for some courses - probably due to the relatively short time
period dedicated to the evaluation survey. Mitigation included extending the survey
window, issuing additional reminders, and adjusting Kll sampling to ensure diverse
stakeholder representation across modalities and regions.

Box 1. "'Survey Completion Patterns and Implications for Analysis” - Source: Evaluation.

Analysis of the completion patterns for the evaluation online survey conducted in july 2025 shows that
early sections of the questionnaire covering administrative identifiers and straightforward items were
almost fully completed.

In contrast, later sections focusing on application of learning, barriers, and selected Community of Inquiry
dimensions had markedly higher hon-response. The missingness pattern was largely monotone,
meaning that once a participant stopped answering, all subsequent items were left blank. This suggests
partial survey engagement rather than targeted question skipping.

In terms of completion levels, the majority of respondents (63.4%, n=109) provided an “Excellent” set of
answers, covering 90-100% of the questionnaire. However, a sizable proportion submitted very little data:
27.3% (n=47) completed less than 20% (“Bad"), 7.6% (n=13) completed 20-49% (‘Low"), and 1.7% (n=3)
completed 70-89% (“Good"). Notably, 32 respondents answered only the first question on focus group
participation.

As a result, analyses drawing on later sections, particularly those on application-in-practice and specific
COl dimensions, are based on a smaller effective sample than those for demographic and basic
satisfaction items. For transparency, item-level Ns are reported, and findings from later sections are
interpreted with appropriate caution to avoid overgeneralising from the subset of highly complete
responses.
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Methodological design constraints: This evaluation faced methodological limitations that
affect the strength and generalisability of its findings. The absence of both random
sampling and random assignment means the results cannot be confidently extrapolated
to the full population of ITCILO course participants, nor can causal relationships between
variables be inferred. Survey respondents were self-selected from MAP/eCampus
enrolments, increasing the risk of selection and nonresponse biases, common in online
surveys, if those with particularly positive or negative experiences were more likely to
reply. Moreover, the lack of experimental or quasi-experimental controls means
observed associations (e.g. between satisfaction and outcomes) should be interpreted as
descriptive rather than causal. Finally, ceiling effects in satisfaction ratings compressed
score variation, reducing the ability to detect group differences or correlations even when
they may exist. While non-parametric tests were applied to mitigate non-normality, these
do not address information loss caused by the measurement instrument. Future
evaluations could enhance validity through stratified random sampling, post-survey
weighting, and, where causal inference is sought, experimental or robust quasi-
experimental designs.

Timing constraints: The eight-week schedule was shorter than typical for an external
evaluation and overlapped with a holiday period for many stakeholders. Adjustments
included extending interim deadlines for data collection, running some activities in
parallel (e.g. survey and interviews), and prioritising quality over speed in final analysis.

Despite these challenges, the combination of adaptive scheduling, manual data
reconstruction, triangulation across independent sources, and validation against the
evaluation matrix ensured that the findings remain credible, balanced, and actionable.

Data Quality Assurance

Assurance statement: All findings presented in this report are grounded in systematically
collected and verifiable evidence, analysed using reproducible methods. The evaluation
process has been documented to ensure transparency and replicability, and conclusions
are directly supported by the data.

Rigour in data analysis and reporting was ensured through a structured quality assurance
process, aligned with UNEG Norms and Standards, OECD DAC criteria, and ISO 29993
principles for learning service evaluation.

All quantitative analyses were conducted using reproducible Python workflows, with
scripts archived alongside automated logs of package versions to guarantee replicability.
Data harmonisation protocols ensured consistency of variable names, formats, and
coding across datasets. Derived variables, including composites and standardised
measures, were fully documented in a codebook detailing definitions, construction steps,
and inclusion thresholds. Missing or incomplete values were excluded from the relevant
analyses. Outlier checks, data cleaning, and validation procedures were systematically
applied to maintain accuracy and integrity. Statistical validation of constructs, such as the
Community of Inquiry dimensions, was carried out using factor analysis and internal
consistency testing to confirm reliability before inclusion in modelling.
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For qualitative data, thematic coding followed the agreed evaluation matrix, with
additional sub-codes developed inductively to capture emergent themes. Coding
accuracy was maintained through cross-checking excerpts against generated
transcripts, recordings and notes taken by the evaluators. Initial findings and
interpretations were shared with interviewees to confirm accuracy and triangulate across
sources. This ensured that all findings were grounded in traceable, verifiable evidence.

Triangulation of findings occurred systematically at both thematic and course levels,
integrating quantitative and qualitative strands to strengthen validity. Preliminary
analyses were sense-checked internally to confirm logical coherence and to identify any
discrepancies before synthesis. Draft findings were reviewed against the evaluation
questions and evidence base to ensure full coverage and to avoid over-interpretation.

Finally, the reporting process incorporated multiple layers of quality control. The UNEG
Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports was used as a benchmark to review structure,
clarity, and evidence support. All data visualisations were cross-verified against
underlying datasets, and statistical outputs were checked for accuracy of labelling,
rounding, and interpretation. These steps ensured that the final report presented a
transparent, balanced, and methodologically sound account of the evidence.

Timeline

The evaluation was carried out over an eight-week period between mid-June and mid-
August 2025, slightly longer than the work plan agreed in the Inception Report, and
shorter than standard external evaluation practice. The compressed timeframe was
compounded by the July-August holiday period, which probably reduced stakeholder
availability and contributed to lower-than-expected participation rates in the online
evaluation survey and focus group discussions. These constraints, alongside limited
access to some ITCILO datasets, shaped the scope and depth of evidence collection.
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Table 3: "“Timeline of the evaluation (Planned vs Actual)” - Source: Evaluation.

Phase/Task Description Planned Actual Date(s)
Date

Inception Phase

Kick-off meeting Initial meeting with ITCILO to align expectations and | — 13 June 2025
discuss the evaluation plan

Short inception Describes the conceptual framework for undertaking | June Delivered 4 July

report the evaluation, including the evaluation questions 2025

Data collection

Desk research Review of training activities within the Centre’'s | June 13 June - 25
service portfolio; convene interviews with staff and | 2025 July
collect relevant data

Key informant Conduct interviews with selected informants June 13 June — 24

interviews 2025 July

Online evaluation Administer online evaluation survey to participants | June Opened 7 July -

survey 2025 Closed 25 July

Focus group Conduct group discussions with selected : June 24-25 July

discussions participants 2025

Data Analysis

Quantitative and Analysis of evaluation survey results, interview | — Until 31 July

qualitative analysis : transcripts, and FGD notes

Reporting

Draft evaluation Prepare and submit draft report for review July 2025 | Delivered 31 July

report

ITCILO comments Feedback on draft evaluation report from ITCILO - 11 August

on draft

Final evaluation Prepare and submit final report July 2025 : Delivered 15

report August 2025
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Evaluation Findings

This section presents the main findings of the evaluation, structured according to the
eight evaluation questions (EQ) derived from the OECD DAC criteria and ITCILO's
strategic evaluation framework. It synthesises the evidence collected through desk
review, participant surveys, key informant interviews, focus group discussions, and five
illustrative case studies. Each sub-section corresponds to one evaluation criterion:
relevance, coherence, validity of training design, effectiveness, efficiency, impact,
sustainability, and the effectiveness of management arrangements, and is informed by
both quantitative and qualitative data. Where appropriate, the analysis also integrates
dimensions from the Community of Inquiry (COI) framework to assess the quality of the
learning experience, particularly for online and blended training modalities.

The findings aim to provide a nuanced and evidence-based understanding of how
ITCILO's Social Protection training portfolio performed in 2024, how it contributed to
individual and institutional capacity development, and how well it aligns with the Centre's
broader strategic objectives. Each sub-section highlights strengths, identifies gaps, and
surfaces insights to guide future decision-making on training design, delivery, and follow-
up support.

Relevance

EQ1: To what extent are the objectives and design of the ITCILO's Social Protection trainings
aligned with the needs of participants, institutional clients, and the strategic priorities of the
ITCILO and ILO?

e 11 To what extent are the objectives and design of the ITCILO's Social Protection
trainings aligned with the strategic priorities of the ITCILO and ILO?

e 12 To what extent are the objectives and design of the ITCILO's Social Protection
trainings aligned with the needs of institutional clients?

e 13 To what extent are the objectives and design of the ITCILO's Social Protection
trainings aligned with the needs of participants?

Alignment with ITCILO and ILO Strategic Priorities

The evaluation finds that the design and objectives of the ITCILO's Social Protection
training activities are well aligned with the strategic priorities of both the ITCILO and the
ILO. This alignment is most clearly reflected in the thematic focus of the portfolio, which
directly supports the ILO's 2022-2025 Strategic Plan and its Programme and Budget for
2024-2025.

Evidence of strategic alignment

The desk review demonstrates strong alignment between ITCILO SP trainings and with
the SP priorities of the ILO. By mandate the Centre is the training arm of the ILO. The
Centre's areas of expertise, including social protection, are directly shaped by the ILO's
2022-2025 Strategic Plan and its thematic priorities are outlined in the Programme and
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Budget. Previous thematic evaluations, while not exclusively on social protection, affirm
this pattern of alignment across the Centre's portfolio. 2

Box 2: "Alignment of ITCILO's Social Protection Training with ILO Strategic Priorities” - Source: Evaluation

- Guided by ILO Strategic Documents

The ITCILO's 2022-2025 Strategic Plan is directly "inspired by the higher-level ILO Strategic Plan 2022-25"
and "guided by the provisions of the 2019 Centenary Declaration for the Future of Work and the 2021 Call
to Action”.

The Centre's Programme and Budget for 2024-25 is "firmly anchored in the strategy framework of the
Centre's 2022-2025 Strategic Plan" and builds on the ILO's 2024-25 Programme and Budget.

The Centre's areas of expertise are "shaped by the ILO's 2022-25 strategic plan and the thematic priorities
specified in the ILO's 2022-23 P&B," which are in turn guided by the 2019 ILO Centenary Declaration, the
2020 UN system-wide COVID recovery plans, and the ILO Director-General's call for a global coalition to
promote social justice through decent work.

- Direct Alignment with ILO's Social Protection Mandate

The ILO Centenary Declaration explicitly calls for "universal access to comprehensive and sustainable
social protection”.

The ILO Programme and Budget 2024-25 identifies "Universal social protection” as Policy Outcome 7. This
outcome aims to develop "sustainable, human-centred and rights-based social protection strategies and
policies, guided by international labour standards... and social dialogue’. The ITCILO contributes to this
by focusing on capacity development services in areas such as "social protection”.

The ILO P&B for 2024-25 allocates resources specifically to strengthen technical services, including
"social protection,” and to implement the Global Accelerator on Jobs and Social Protection for Just
Transitions.

The ILO P&B 2026-27 continues to emphasize "universal social protection” as Policy outcome 7 and
reaffirms the importance of the Global Accelerator on Jobs and Social Protection for Just Transitions.

- Role in Capacity Development and Implementation

The ITCILO is specifically referenced in the ILO's 2024-25 Programme and Budget as an ILO partner in
"strengthening constituents’ capacities at the global level and in acting as a learning innovation hub".

The Centre strengthens constituents' capacity for 'formulation, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of social protection policies and strategies, and for the governance and administration of
national social security systems".

The ITCILO's "Social Protection Governance and Tripartism Programme" engages in learning partnerships
aimed at strengthening the capacities of ILO constituents and labour relations practitioners in social
protection and related areas.

The ITCILO is involved in promoting ratification and implementation of international social security
standards, such as the Social Security (Minimum Standards) Convention, 1952 (No. 102), and the Social
Protection Floors Recommendation, 2012 (No. 202).

Key informant interviews, including with the Director of Training, confirm that active
efforts are made to align the Centre's biennium planning processes with those of the ILO.
This alignment is not only strategic but also operationalised at the portfolio level. Within

2 For example, the 2019 evaluation of Migration Activities found content largely consistent with ILO
concerns of decent work, social justice, sustainable development, and social protection. The 2017
evaluation of ILS training activities noted that ILS were recognized as a cross-cutting aim in Turin
programmes. The 2023 external evaluation explicitly concluded that the Centre's training offer is closely
aligned with the ITCILO's and ILO's strategic documents.
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the SPGT programme, trainings are explicitly anchored in the ILO’s normative and policy
frameworks. International Labour Standards are intended to be used as a reference point
for course content, and learning objectives reflect the ILO's two-year strategic planning
cycles and thematic priorities.3

The Centre's approach to shaping the training offer is led by Charles Crevier, in close
coordination with SPGT team members, colleagues from the ILO's Social Protection
Department (SOCPRO), and other strategic partners, such as the International Social
Security Association (ISSA). Portfolio development blends analytical foresight with
ongoing engagement: while no formal mechanism exists for documenting course
selection or portfolio planning, informal exchanges with ILO country offices, field-based
colleagues, and institutional clients play a central role in surfacing emerging needs and
priority themes# Participant feedback is also considered, especially for recurring courses,
and is used to iteratively refine content and delivery methods.

Coordination with SOCPRO ensures technical coherence and policy relevance,
particularly in areas of ongoing policy evolution or political sensitivity [see also section on
Coherencel. For instance, the “E-learning on Pension Policy and Management” (Russian
edition) was explicitly designed to address pressing policy challenges in line with ILO
frameworks, such as demographic changes, gender pay gaps, privatization, and
mandatory individual accounts.s

However, the evaluation did not find documented evidence of a formal or systematic
process for the rationale behind portfolio design decisions.

Alighment with the Needs of Institutional Clients

The evaluation finds that the objectives and design of the ITCILO's Social Protection
training portfolio demonstrate a high degree of alignment with the needs and priorities
of institutional clients. This alignment is evident in the Centre's strategic partnerships,
planning processes, and course development practices.

The Centre maintains collaborative relationships with a diverse range of institutional
stakeholders, including UN agencies (such as the United Nations Children’'s Fund
(UNICEF), World Health Organization (WHO), United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP), UN Women, International Organization for Migration (IOM), and the World Bank),
international financial institutions, regional bodies, academic institutions, and civil society
organisations. Collaboration with national institutions and social partners is a defining
feature of many tailor-made activities. For example, the Action Portugal project involved
National Committees in jointly defining priorities, and strengthened partnerships with
Portuguese agencies such as the Planning and Strategy Office of the Ministry of Labour
and Social Solidarity (GEP/MTSSS) and the Institute of Employment and Vocational
Training (IEFP) to embed social protection into national employment and training
strategies.
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The Centre's quality management system, which is inspired by the ISO standards and
follows the Plan-Do-Check-Act cycle, provides a procedural framework for aligning
training with client needs. At the planning stage, the Centre is expected to conduct a
needs analysis in consultation with institutional clients, with results documented and
agreed upon prior to course delivery.® However, the evaluation found that while this
process is clearly described in internal quality frameworks, systematic documentation of
these steps is not consistently available for the sampled activities.

Key informant interviews confirm that institutional clients are regularly engaged in
shaping the training content. For open courses, academies, and tailor-made
programmes, interviewed sponsors and technical partners confirmed being involved in
the design phase. The SPGT programme maintains close collaboration with key entities
such as SOCPRO and ISSA, as well as with national actors via ILO country offices. These
partnerships help ensure that training content is both technically sound and adapted to
institutional realities.

SOCPRO and ISSA are not only clients but also strategic partners in the development and
delivery of training. SOCPRO contributes validation and thematic guidance, helping
ensure coherence with broader ILO policy directions, while ISSA co-defines course
contentin line with its three-year strategy and the needs of its membership. Both partners
expressed a high level of satisfaction with the relevance of the current training offer.

The relevance of SPGT's offer is also evident in the Action Portugal project, where training
is one element of a broader approach to institutional capacity development. This includes
regulatory reform, peer-to-peer exchanges, and sustained engagement through national
committees comprising tripartite stakeholders and development actors. Annual planning
cycles ensure that training remains responsive to national priorities and institutional
change processes.

While the evaluation notes the absence of systematic documentation to capture how
institutional needs are assessed and translated into course design, the triangulated
evidence from interviews and previous evaluations confirms that SP trainings are
perceived as highly relevant and responsive to institutional demand.

Alignment with Participants Needs

The evaluation finds that while ITCILO has embedded quality management mechanisms
for identifying and integrating participant needs into its SP training design, these
mechanisms are not systematically applied across all courses. In practice, structured
learning needs assessments are rarely conducted, particularly for open courses,
resulting in uneven alignment with participant profiles. Nonetheless, various tools and
feedback mechanisms are used to adapt course content incrementally and responsively.

According to ITCILO's internal quality management documentation and ISO-aligned
standards, the training design process is expected to include structured consultations
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