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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The link between migration and development constitutes a strong opportunity for Moldova, as 17.5% of 

the country’s population live abroad.  The Government of Moldova is increasingly committed to tapping 

into the development opportunities offered by the country’s diaspora. Recognizing that “economic 

growth and poverty reduction in the Republic of Moldova are closely correlated with the remittances’ 

flow and consumption”, a National Strategy, “Diaspora-2025”, was developed in 2016. The strategy aims 

at producing a sustainable and comprehensive framework of collaboration between the state institutions 

and diaspora, based on confidence and joint initiatives, and related to facilitating diaspora’s return 

options. 

IOM Moldova’s project “Enhancing the development impact of engagement with the Moldovan diaspora 

– homeland partnerships” identified the overall goal of reinforcing the sustainability of interventions 

aimed at engaging the Moldovan diaspora in their homeland’s socio-economic development by ensuring 

conditions were in place for this engagement to become more systematic. This goal was to be achieved 

through the realization of two outcomes:  

(1) Enhancing a sustainable collaboration framework for Diaspora, Migration and 

Development at the national and diaspora level to facilitate diaspora engagement. 

(2) Enabling the Moldovan diaspora and migrant communities to consolidate their socio-

cultural and educational efforts. 

The project was funded by the IOM Development Fund (IDF) and was implemented from November 2015 

until April 2018, inclusive of a 6-months no-cost extension period. 

The overall objective of this evaluation is to provide IOM Moldova with an assessment of the performance 

of the project in terms of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and, to a limited extent, 

impact, to inform programming and implementation on Migration and Development in IOM Moldova. The 

evaluation methodology consisted of a review of projects’ documents, key informant interviews and an 

online survey.  

KEY FINDINGS 

RELEVANCE: Based on a comparison between strategic objectives laid out in the Diaspora 2025 strategy and 

project objectives, as well as stakeholders’ interviews, the evaluation found that the project was well 

aligned to government priorities with regards to diaspora engagement, but less so to concrete 

development priorities to which the diaspora could be expected to contribute. This leads to a strong co-



 

 
 

 

ownership of the Bureau for Relations with the Diaspora (BRD) while other institutional partners were not 

systematically engaged to the expected levels. The two projects’ outcomes were understood as 

standalone initiatives, preventing a common narrative from emerging, especially with regards to the 

expected role(s) of educational centers for the development of Moldova.  

EFFECTIVENESS: Project’s output targets were achieved, activities were adapted to challenges, and 

beneficiaries were overall satisfied with the process and very satisfied with IOM’s role in implementation. 

However, evidence that outputs led to expected outcomes and objective was lacking.  

The collaboration framework for Diaspora, Migration and Development (DMD) was indeed put in place 

and tested as planned and in spite of delays, but evidence of sustainable results stemming from it is limited 

due to a lack of co-ownership of the process from the State institutions working in collaboration with the 

DEGs. Limited reach and consultation of the diaspora was also identified by stakeholders as needing to be 

strengthened.  Educational centers were capacitated to provide language and culture trainings to diaspora 

children, although delays in implementation prevented these centers from taking full advantage of the 

benefits of the certified curricula and training, as these outputs were achieved at the end of the planned 

activities enabled by the small grants they had received.  

EFFICIENCY: The lengthy project take-off led to delays in implementation and ultimately the need to request 

a 6-months no-cost extension. These delays were described by most stakeholders as independent of IOM 

but not forecasted sufficiently to ensure timely and adaptive planning. The stakeholders’ engagement 

strategy was focused to the State Chancellery and the BRD, the institution in charge of DMD coordination 

in Moldova, which underwent significant changes during the first phases of the project. The links between 

expenditures and results achieved are not systematically demonstrated in project reports, as some 

activities constituting large budget shares are under-reported. 

SUSTAINABILITY AND IMPACT: The evaluation found that there were early signs of sustainability, mainly due 

to the commitments of the BRD and Ministry of Education to promote and pursue the projects’ results, 

whether through continuation of activities (Outcome 2) or, to a lesser extent, adaptation of lessons 

learned through the DEGs’ pilot initiative. In addition, some partnerships built during the project continue 

after the project’s end and linkages . 

However, political factors affect the timeliness of delivery, the transformation of results into outcomes, 

and the sustainability of results. Results leading to Outcome 2, which had a higher initial investment, 

multi-level consultation and engagement of all stakeholders, appear to show more signs of sustainability 

than the DEGs. The latter lacked sufficiently precise definition of expected results and engagement of 

partner institutions for results to take root and to sufficiently encourage the process to be replicated.  

However, stakeholders view the process itself positively, and several consider such initiatives need to be 

continued for diaspora engagement to show a “critical mass” of results sufficient to embed processes of 

diaspora, migration and development into the country’s strategies. 



 

 
 

 

 

To reach this critical mass, such projects should continue to be designed and implemented by IOM 

Moldova and government partners, taking into account lessons learned and best practices from previous 

projects. The below recommendations aim at supporting these learning efforts. 

RECOMMENDATION 1: BRD, with IOM’s support, to undertake a participatory review of long-term goals for 

diaspora, migration and development with concrete definitions of expected results and indicators of 

achievements.  

RECOMMENDATION 2: In line with governmental priorities, IOM Moldova and relevant partners to create 

synergies between migration & development and reintegration initiatives, such as joint programmes 

and/or regular coordination meetings.  

RECOMMENDATION 3: In collaboration with the BRD, IOM Moldova to put in place a communication strategy 

to increase consultation mechanisms with the diaspora and outreach beyond diaspora members already 

engaged in development initiatives. 

RECOMMENDATION 4: If the DEG framework is restarting, IOM Moldova and the BRD to better define the 

modalities of engagement of government partners and DEG members in Diaspora Excellence Groups, with 

clear roles and responsibilities, expected results and joint monitoring mechanisms for their follow-up.  

RECOMMENDATION 5: IOM Moldova to define with governmental partners milestone activities necessary to 

reach expected outcomes for future projects in the conceptualization stage. For example, by defining 

activities as conditional to one another i.e. delivery of education grants conditional to availability of 

teaching materials and training.  

RECOMMENDATION 6: IOM Moldova to undertake a risk management exercise to identify measures to be 

put in place to mitigate the impact of political instability on programming and sustainability of results. 

RECOMMENDATION 7: IOM Moldova to engage with partners on linking available budgets to expected results 

to strengthen value for money and ensure project reporting is reflective of the budget. Notably, allow for 

budget flexibility for grants’ provision based on projected activities and their estimated cost, and reinforce 

conceptualization and reporting of expected results from monitoring visits. 

RECOMMENDATION 8: Strengthen joint advocacy of IOM Moldova and the BRD to promote a whole-of-

government approach to development through mainstreaming diaspora engagement as one of the means 

to achieve development objectives rather than a standalone objective. IOM Moldova should ensure that 

its engagement strategy includes different levels of government, both high level political positions and 

technical level institutions, to ensure continuous buy-in, strengthen long-term partnerships and overcome 

challenges caused by political uncertainty. 

RECOMMENDATION 9: For the Ministry of Education to inscribe the work of educational centers abroad in a 

more comprehensive system inclusive of certifications and evaluations for both teachers and students. 
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II. LIST OF ACRONYMS 
  

BRD Bureau for Relations with the Diaspora 
DEG Diaspora Excellence Group 
SDC Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation 
IDF IOM Development Fund 
TOR Terms of Reference 
DMD Diaspora, Migration and Development 
NIJ National Institute for Justice 
NCE No-Cost Extension 
MIDIDOM Project “Consolidating Moldova’s Migration And Development Institutional Framework” 

 

III. INTRODUCTION 

The Republic of Moldova is a former Soviet Socialist Republic, independent since 1991. The country has 

one of the poorest per capita income in Europe and faces complex political issues, notably with the break-

away government of Transnistria and the divisions between pro-European political parties hoping the 

country could join the European Union, and the pro-Russian Democratic Party, who obtained the highest 

score in the parliamentary elections on February 24th, 2019. Despite political instability and concerns with 

regards to transparency, accountability and corruption, the Moldovan economy is growing at a robust 

rate1 and the country has engaged an agenda of policy reforms for development. 

The link between migration and development constitutes a strong opportunity for Moldova as 17.5% of 

the country’s population live abroad.  The Government of Moldova is increasingly committed to tapping 

into the development opportunities offered by the country’s diaspora. In 2012, the Bureau for Relations 

with the Diaspora (BRD) was established within the State Chancellery to develop and coordinate public 

policies for and with diaspora participation. Recognizing that “economic growth and poverty reduction in 

the Republic of Moldova are closely correlated with the remittances’ flow and consumption”, a National 

Strategy, “Diaspora-2025”, was developed in 2016. The strategy aims at producing a sustainable and 

comprehensive framework of collaboration between the state institutions and diaspora, based on 

confidence and joint initiatives, and related to facilitating diaspora’s return options. 

IOM Moldova’s project “Enhancing the development impact of engagement with the Moldovan diaspora 

– homeland partnerships” identified the overall goal of reinforcing the sustainability of interventions 

aiming at engaging the Moldovan diaspora in their homeland’s socio-economic development by ensuring 

 
1 https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/moldova/overview#3 



 

 
 

 

conditions were in place for this engagement to become more systematic. This goal was to be achieved 

through the realization of two outcomes:  

(1) Enhancing a sustainable collaboration framework for Diaspora, Migration and Development at 

the national and diaspora level to facilitate diaspora engagement. 

(2) Enabling the Moldovan diaspora and migrant communities to consolidate their socio-cultural 

and educational efforts.  

To achieve the first outcome, IOM Moldova piloted the creation of Diaspora Engagement Groups (DEG), 

which aim at becoming a sustainable framework for diaspora – homeland partnerships, especially through 

increased engagement of the diaspora in the production of public policy for development. The focus of 

this intervention was designed based on previous activities engaging highly qualified members of the 

diaspora, notably in the sectors of Research & Development and Education. During a seminar organized 

in 2014, young diaspora members were encouraged to provide policy advice to the Government of 

Moldova. However, the initiatives launched until 2015 were short-lived and failed to ensure a systematic 

engagement of the diaspora in the socio-economic development of the country. The project’s first 

outcome aims at addressing this gap, in line with the commitment of the Moldovan government to work 

with highly qualified diaspora experts to reach its development objectives, as well as to ensure a 

representation of the diaspora with the executive power. 

To achieve the second outcome of strengthening the identification of 2nd generation Moldovan diaspora 

with their homeland and thus create the conditions for long-term engagement of the diaspora in the 

socio-economic development of Moldova, IOM developed a sustainable language and culture curricula to 

be used by teachers in the Moldovan diaspora. Indeed, since 2013, the BRD, with support from IOM 

Moldova, organize summer camps (“DOR” for “Diaspora * Origins * Returns”) for children between 12 and 

17 years old in the diaspora to gain a deeper knowledge of Moldovan culture, traditions, language, and 

history. Despite the success of the program, IOM observed that a more systematic approach was needed 

to target more children, and that the current state of language and culture training for the 2nd generation 

of Moldovan diaspora children was incomplete and lacked standardization.   

The project was funded by the IOM Development Fund (IDF) and was implemented from November 2015 

until April 2018, inclusive of a 6-months no-cost extension period.  
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A. CONTEXT  

The evaluation of the project “Enhancing the development impact of engagement with the Moldovan 

diaspora – homeland partnerships” was commissioned by IOM Moldova and the donor, IOM Development 

Fund (IDF), in January 2019. The project, developed in Summer 2015, received 200,000 USD from the IOM 

Development Fund and was implemented from November 2015 until April 2018, inclusive of a 6-months 

no-cost extension period.  

The evaluation, managed by the Migration and Development Program Coordinator in IOM Moldova, was 

conducted by an internal evaluator (Caroline Ronsin, M&E officer for DFID and EUTF regional programs), 

under the coaching of the MENA Regional M&E officer (Theogene Nshimiyimana).  

The evaluation is ex-post and focus on both outcomes of the projects. This inception report describes the 

approach and methodology which were used to evaluate the intervention, based on the OECD/DAC 

criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability. The evaluation addresses the cross-

cutting theme of gender mainstreaming in the project. Efforts were made to identify signs of the project’s 

impact on the engagement of the Moldovan diaspora in their homeland’s socio-economic development, 

although a thorough analysis of impact is beyond the scope and timeline of the evaluation.  

B. EVALUATION PURPOSE 

The overall objective of the evaluation is to provide IOM Moldova with an assessment of the performance 

of the project in terms of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability, to inform programming 

and implementation on Migration and Development in IOM Moldova. As the Swiss Agency for 

Development and Cooperation (SDC) is launching the second phase of its program, “Consolidating 

Moldova’s Migration and Development Institutional Framework”, and in the context of political 

uncertainty, the evaluation aims at providing concrete recommendations to enhance the sustainability or 

comprehensiveness of project results. In addition, the evaluation generates evidence to inform future IDF 

funding proposals.  

With regards to dissemination, preliminary findings were presented to the project’s staff at the end of the 

fieldwork. In addition to the final evaluation report, a short evaluation brief was produced to summarize 

findings and recommendations. The evaluation brief will be translated to Romanian and shared with key 

partners by IOM Moldova.   

C. EVALUATION SCOPE 

The evaluation covered the entire period of project implementation (1 November 2015 to 30 April 2018) 

of the “Enhancing the development impact of engagement with the Moldovan diaspora – homeland 

partnerships” project. The evaluation field work took place in Chisinau, Republic of Moldova and included 



 

 
 

 

Skype or WhatsApp interviews and written surveys of diaspora beneficiaries/stakeholders in the 

destination countries (Ireland, Romania, United States, France, Canada). 

D. EVALUATION CRITERIA 

The evaluation seeks to answer a set of questions on the project’s relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and 

sustainability. The cross-cutting theme of gender mainstreaming are also be specifically considered. These 

questions are listed in the evaluation TOR (Annex A). The Evaluation Matrix (Annex B) further describes 

the indicators upon which findings are based.   

Although the impact criterium is listed in the evaluation TOR, most questions linked to it speak to the 

project’s sustainability and were treated as such in data analysis and findings. The question of long-term 

effects of the project will be treated, but to a more limited extent given the limited scope and time of the 

evaluation.  

 

V. EVALUATION FRAMEWORK AND 

METHODOLOGY 

A. DATA SOURCES AND COLLECTION 

The evaluation used a mix of qualitative methods combining document review, key informants’ 

interviews, and an online survey of diaspora beneficiaries. 

Document review 

The evaluator reviewed all the documents provided by IOM Moldova on the project (project proposal, 

reports and annexes – tier 1), as well as project documents for related IOM Migration and Development 

projects in the country (tier 2), and reference documents on Moldovan diaspora and diaspora engagement 

guidance (tier 3). The list of documents reviewed can be found in Annex C. 

Online surveys 

To ensure that inputs from all projects’ beneficiaries are collected two short online surveys (Annex E) was 

circulated among diaspora beneficiaries (educational centers management and DEG leaders / members). 

The surveys were created on Microsoft Forms, translated in Romanian and circulated by email to all 13 

DEG leaders and members (first survey), as well as the 11 educational centers supported, and 11 teachers 

trained (second survey). This sample is purposeful and aimed at reaching all the diaspora direct 

beneficiaries from the project. The online surveys were implemented prior to the field visit.  



 

 
 

 

The surveys aimed at collecting qualitative data on beneficiaries’ satisfaction with the quality of the 

project’s activities and outputs and project’s sustainability.  

Key informants’ interviews 

An initial interview was conducted during the inception period with the head of the Migration and 

Development Unit in IOM Moldova. 

The evaluator conducted a field visit in Chisinau from June 16th to June 21st, 2019 to conduct face-to-face 

nine key informant interviews with project staff and government stakeholders selected and contacted by 

IOM Moldova based on the inception report. Two additional English or French speaking diaspora 

beneficiaries (management of educational centers and leaders/members of DEGs) were contacted for 

Skype interviews. All face-to-face interviewees signed a consent form, consent was obtained orally for 

Skype interviews. 

The objective of these interviews was to collect qualitative data on project’s performance. The interviews 

were open-ended, with guiding questions (Annex E) based on indicators defined in the evaluation matrix, 

while enabling stakeholders to provide feedback on potentially unexpected or unintended effects of the 

project. 

IOM Moldova facilitated the translation of interviews by an external translator when stakeholders were 

not English-speaking.  

All interviews except one were recorded after receiving consent from interviewees. The one interview not 

recorded was conducted through WhatsApp. All interviews were transcribed by the evaluator. 

The list of interviews can be found in Annex D. 

B. DATA ANALYSIS   

The evaluator used the NViVo software to code and analyze documents, interview transcripts and survey 

responses against the evaluation criteria and questions defined in the evaluation ToR and the resulting 

evaluation matrix. Data from documents, interviews and survey responses were triangulated to support 

the conclusions under each of the evaluation criteria.  

C. SAMPLING 

The sampling strategy adopted for the survey and key informants’ interviews was purposeful, with 

stakeholders directly involved in the project.  

Possible key informants were listed in the evaluation inception report and reached by IOM Moldova 

during the inception phase. These included IOM staff, members of the project’s steering committee, DEG 



 

 
 

 

members, representatives of educational centers and consultants who developed the language and 

culture curricula, The final list of interviewees is based on allocated time for the team visit and key 

informants’ availability. All DEG members and educational centers who benefitted from the project were 

reached by email to fill in the online survey, although few responded (see below) in spite of several 

reminders. 

D. LIMITATIONS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION STRATEGIES 

Low response rate 
The online surveys only collected a limited number of responses from diaspora beneficiaries: only 3 from 

13 DEG participants, and one from the head of an educational center out of 14. Several reminders of the 

survey were sent to participants, with limited results. As a consequence, the views of diaspora 

beneficiaries expressed in this evaluation report are limited to those with whom qualitative interviews 

were conducted and who responded to the survey. 

Government staff turnover / government change 
Due to the high turnover in the Moldovan government, several of the individuals involved in the project’s 

design and implementation have since moved from their post. Following a conversation with IOM 

Moldova Migration and Development program coordinator, it was agreed that stakeholders previously 

involved in the project design and implementation will be contacted to try and obtain ranges of feedback 

from as many relevant stakeholders as possible. However, the field visit occurred immediately after a 

constitutional crisis which resulted in the resignation of the Cabinet of Pavel Filip and formation of a new 

government under Prime Minister Maia Sandu. Possibly due to turnover and political uncertainty, only 

one government stakeholder who had left his post at the BRD responded positively to the interview 

request. None of the representatives of the State Chancellery involved in the project could be interviewed, 

apart from BRD representatives.  

Interviews conducted with other stakeholder and beneficiaries underlined limited buy-in from high-level 

State institutions. The lack of willingness from the State Chancellery to engage in the evaluation process 

was thus understood as an indicator of the engagement of this specific institution in the project, as well 

as of the ongoing political crisis.  

The analysis focused essentially on data which could be triangulated through similar feedback from 

different interviewees and supporting documents. Remaining limitations or insufficient data to support 

hypotheses are discussed throughout the document.  



 

 
 

 

VI. FINDINGS 

A. RELEVANCE 

Alignment to government policies and national strategies 

The project is closely aligned with the national objectives for diaspora engagement outlined in the 

Moldova National Strategy “Diaspora-2025” and aims at contributing to at least two of its priority actions. 

The below table compares the formulation of the project’s outcomes and indicators with the most closely 

associated priority actions and indicators outlined in the Diaspora-2025 national strategy. 

IOM project Diaspora 2025 national strategy 

Outcome 1: An enhanced and sustainable 
collaboration framework for Diaspora, Migration 
and Development at the national and diaspora level 
that facilitates the democratic involvement of the 
Moldovan professionals and high expertise level 
representatives from the diaspora in the production 
of policies for development of their country of origin, 
matching their area of expertise and the 
Government’s national development agenda. 

Priority Action 1.4: Systematic and effective 
involvement of diaspora representatives and 
external partners in the development of the 
institutional and policy framework. 

Indicator: Availability of a tested collaboration 
framework model for engaging diaspora’s expertise 
and input in policy-making and programming based 
on international practices. 

Indicator 1.4: The mechanism of involvement of 
the diaspora and external partners improved 

Outcome 2: The Moldovan diaspora and migrant 
communities are enabled to consolidate their socio-
cultural and educational efforts, while also fostering 
an improved and replicable educational 
programming via supported cultural and language 
training centres with specialized curriculum and 
personnel, better services and expanded local 
outreach. 

Priority Action 3.1.: Strengthening the capacities 
of associations, communities and networks of 
excellence in the diaspora. 
 
Priority Action 2.4: Development and 
implementation of programs dedicated to the 
diaspora 

Indicator: Availability of a tested and certified 
language training curriculum and trained staff for its 
implementation, for increasing the participation of 
the diaspora in cultural and language programmes 

Indicator 3.1.4: Elaboration and distribution of 
teaching materials in the cultural and teaching 
centers of the Romanian language in the 
diaspora, including online 
 
Indicator 2.4.2. Launch of new programs aimed 
at maintaining the national, cultural and 
linguistic identity 



 

 
 

 

Several other elements of the project strongly resonate with the national strategy, and interviews with 

staff of the Bureau for Relations with the Diaspora (BRD) showed strong co-ownership of the project and 

alignment with the BRD’s strategy.  

This alignment is however less evident with regards to the country’s development strategy, especially with 

regards to the objectives of Diaspora Excellence Groups in spite of the identification of priority areas for 

the contribution of DEGs on public policy  by a Steering Committee composed of IOM, BRD and the State 

Chancellery. These priority areas remained large and several interviewees, especially BRD staff and 

members of the DEGs, expressed the lack of concordance of proposed policy recommendations with 

priorities of the concerned institutions. 

The Government of Moldova’s goal to encourage the return of its citizens abroad, highlighted in the 

“Evaluation of the Mobility Partnerships between the European Union and Cape Verde, Georgia and 

Moldova” conducted in 2018 by the Maastricht School of Governance, was regularly mentioned in 

interviews with stakeholders, although it is not specifically addressed as such in IOM documents or 

interviews with staff. Particularly, the support to educational centers and development of a Ministry of 

Education approved curricula for teaching the Romanian language and Moldovan culture to diaspora 

children was described by several interviewees as measures aiming at facilitating the return of Moldovan 

families and integration of their children in the school system. In contrast, IOM’s data suggests that return 

is not envisaged as a short or medium term strategy by diaspora families, thus IOM is focusing its own 

strategy towards diaspora engagement in Moldova’s development. The project conceptualization by IOM 

thus regards this intervention as a means to maintain the Moldovan identity among second generation 

diaspora members, cultivate a sense of belonging and enable potential long-term engagement with the 

country. No evidence is provided on the link between maintaining identity and economic engagement.   

 

Alignment to IOM national, regional and/or global strategies 

Although alignment with IOM strategies is not directly mentioned in the project’s documents, references 

to its objectives are apparent in the Strategy for the SEECA Regional Office for 2015-2020, under Thematic 

Objective 6: “Strengthening links between migration and development to maximize the benefits of 

migration and reduce its negative effects for countries, communities and migrants”. Mirroring the above 

subsection, this IOM regional objective makes clear references to the promotion of “permanent, 

temporary and virtual return of qualified nationals” as well as facilitation of economic and social (re) 

integration of migrants”, while this aspect is absent from the project’s documents. Maintaining national 

identity among diaspora members does not correspond to IOM’s global objectives, rather is linked to 

member States foreign policy. 



 

 
 

 

The DEGs are listed as a well-developed area of the MIGOF Principle 3 “Engagement with partners to 

address migration and related issues” in the 2018 Migration Governance Snapshot for the Republic of 

Moldova.  

In addition, important efforts were made to integrate best practices for diaspora engagement in the 

conceptualization of both the DEGs and the language and culture curricula through desk reviews of 

available documentation during the project inception phase, in line with IOM’s engagement for evidence-

based programming. 

Needs-based response 

The project activities are linked to the findings and recommendations made in 2015 in the Moldova 

Diaspora Mapping Series I and II. The reports describe the phenomenon of “brain waste” for Moldova, as 

well as “the narrowing of Romanian language use among long term migrants”.  

For Outcome 1 of the project, the DEGs, interviewees expressed a mismatch between the overall need for 

diaspora engagement in public policy development identified by IOM and its governmental partners (the 

BRD and the State Chancellery) and the specific needs of government institutions expected to work in 

collaboration with the DEG. Indeed, the project’s steering committee (composed of representatives of the 

State Chancellery, the BRD, Ministry of Education and IOM) identified domains of intervention for public 

policy, but the institutions to be working directly with the selected diaspora members were defined at a 

later stage, after the reception of the proposal, and without their implication in the selection process. This 

mismatch is less significant when the DEG proposal matched the institutions’ needs, as was the case with 

the National Institute for Justice. Several interviewees from the DEGs also highlighted that they had not 

been consulted on the process, and therefore it didn’t fully correspond to their own needs. They regretted 

the lack of consultation and transparency around the selection process, both in terms of the sectors where 

highly skilled diaspora members could contribute and on the number of applications and criteria used for 

selection. 

The difficulty in reaching highly skilled diaspora members was also frequently mentioned. It resulted in a 

number of applications to the DEGs call for proposal below expectations, and the concern among some 

interviewees that the process did not enable to go beyond the pool of diaspora members already 

proactively engaged in development initiatives of their homeland. Two of the DEG leaders had previously 

held public positions in Moldova, indicating a pre-existing engagement in political and development 

processes of Moldova. 

Overall, several interviewees considered that the approach of the DEGs was not sufficiently results-

oriented, due to insufficient outreach and consultative processes with the diaspora and multi-levels 

engagement with the government of Moldova. 



 

 
 

 

For Outcome 2 of the project, related to the support to Moldovan educational centers abroad, the 

assessment found that the project was based on needs expressed by the educational centers themselves 

and by the diaspora. This was evident in the project monitoring documents (monitoring visits’ reports and 

educational centers’ reports) as well as in interviews with all the different stakeholders involved in this 

aspect of the project. Although there was no specific needs assessment for the intervention, it is in line 

with recommendations from the Diaspora mapping series and stakeholders provided evidence that this 

need had been expressed on different occasions by diaspora counterparts. The selection of educational 

centers beneficiaries of grants was considered by interviewees as a good practice, as applicants were 

tasked to score and evaluate other proposals made, a participatory selection process which added a layer 

of transparency to the selection process. 

Several interviewees mentioned that a key need of educational centers in the diaspora, namely the 

availability of certification for diaspora teachers, was not addressed by the project. The main gap 

identified was that the work of educational centers abroad is based on voluntariness and not inscribed in 

a more comprehensive system inclusive of certifications and evaluations for both teachers and students. 

Alignment and complementarity with other related initiatives 

Project documents and stakeholders’ interviews highlighted the complementarity of the project’s 

intervention with other initiatives related to diaspora engagement and DMD.  

This is true of IOM initiatives implemented with other funding, such as the EU-funded “Supporting the 

implementation of the migration and development component of the EU-Moldova Mobility Partnership 

and harnessing its benefits for the residents of the Transnistria Region of the Republic of Moldova” (SIMP 

II, 2015-2017) and SDC-funded project “Consolidating Moldova’s Migration and Development Institutional 

Framework” (MIDIDOM, 2015-2017). The project built on the research outputs produced under the SIMP 

programme, and its objective is aligned with that of the programme’s Specific Objective 2 (Improving the 

Government’s and local authorities’ capacity in diaspora programming and enhancing the capacity of 

migrant associations and initiative groups (including the ones comprised of persons originating from the 

Transnistria Region) in the destination countries to become active in support of local development of the 

homeland - including the Transnistria Region.) It is also aligned with the MIDIDOM’s objective “To 

maximize the positive impact of migration on the country’s socio-economic development through 

improved national and local institutional framework and enhanced engagement of the diaspora”. 

Complementarities in terms of project implementation are less clear, notably with no apparent link 

between the Steering Committees of the different initiatives.  



 

 
 

 

Complementarity with government activities and initiatives implemented by other organizations was also 

highlighted by interviewees. The Government of Moldova DOR programme, which aims at bringing 

together diaspora children in a Summer school in Moldova, was mentioned by several interviewees, some 

of whom considered that in 2018, the children who attended educational centers supported by the project 

and learning Romanian were more active participants in these events, more aware of Moldovan culture, 

and better able to communicate in Romanian. Other frequently mentioned programmes were the UNDP 

DAR 3+1 programme, which was estimated by interviewees as another initiative aiming to engage 

diaspora in development at a more local level.  

Project design 

The project’s design in accordance with IOM project development guidelines was assessed against a series 

of indicators as described in the below table and rated according to the following scale: fully aligned, 

aligned, somewhat aligned, not aligned. 

Indicators of alignment Findings 

The project document follows 
IOM’s template 

Fully aligned  
The proposal is using the old IDF template 

Outputs, outcomes and 
objective are formulated in a 
result-language 

Somewhat aligned 
The proposal would have benefited from clearer formulation of 
outputs, outcomes and objectives in a result-language. 

Means/end relationships in 
the vertical logic are clear 

Somewhat aligned.  
Each outcome is understood as a standalone part of the programme.  
Not all outputs are at the same level, or in the control of IOM. 

Cross-cutting themes are 
mainstreamed in the project  

Somewhat aligned 
The project proposal does not describe measures taken to 
mainstream cross-cutting themes, but project reports engage more 
concretely with the themes.  

Indicators are SMART and 
disaggregated  

Somewhat aligned 

“Activities under the programme create this bridge 

between different activities. The project was a 

catalyzer: we moved from theory to practice 

implementing the whole-of government approach.” 

Interview with a government stakeholder conducted in 

Chisinau, June 2019 



 

 
 

 

The qualifiers of binary indicators lack a clear definition (i.e. 
outcome 1 measure by “Availability of a tested collaboration 
framework model for engaging diaspora’s expertise and input in 
policy-making and programming based on international practices.” 
with no definition of what would constitute a successful test.) 

Indicators constitute a good 
measure of outputs, 
outcomes and objectives 

Not aligned.  
Many indicators, at all levels of the results’ matrix, measure 
activities the project is planning on delivering rather than the 
expected change (i.e. at the objective level: “Language training 
curriculum is tested and proposed for operation by the cultural and 
language centers abroad” to measure the engagement of the 
Moldovan diaspora in Moldova’s socio-economic development) 

The project includes an M&E 
plan  

Not aligned 

The budget is clearly linked to 
activities and outputs 

Fully aligned  
 

 

While the vertical and horizontal logic partly follow IOM project development guidelines, neither outcome 

is clearly formulated in terms of “a change in institutional performance, individual or group behavior or 

attitudes, or the political, economic or social position of the beneficiaries” (i.e. what the expected change 

would look like), nor which group/institution are expected to achieve it. Therefore, measuring success is 

rendered more challenging and indicators do not accurately capture the expected change. This confusion 

is reflected at the output level, with some outputs reflecting activities (Ex: 2.1 - Innovative language and 

cultural training concept and curriculum for the children and youth in the diaspora) and others are not 

fully under the control of IOM as a consequence of the planned activities (Ex: 1.2 - Permanent and 

sustainable communication channels and collaboration mechanisms between the Moldovan Government 

and the Diaspora Excellence Groups are established). 

The logical link between Outcome 2 and the overall objective is unclear: how the consolidation of socio-

cultural and educational efforts in the diaspora is expected to contribute to their systematic engagement 

in the country’s socio-economic development is not clearly articulated. As a consequence, both outcomes 

are mentioned and discussed separately in all interviews, and there is no common understanding of the 

goal of the intervention: the intended results of outcome 2 activities are described by interviewees as 

facilitating the return of Moldovan nationals, as described above. 

With high impact on the project’s achievement, assumptions defined in the project proposal are not in 

line IOM’s guidance. There is a confusion between assumptions and risks, and no risk management 

strategy is identified in the project document.  



 

 
 

 

B. EFFECTIVENESS 

Achievements in accordance with the stated plans and beneficiary satisfaction 

As stated in the above section (Project Design), the formulation of Outcome 1 does not clearly describe 

the expected change. Based on the projects’ documents and the findings of the evaluation, the expected 

change from the intervention could be described as follows: “The Government of Moldova increasingly 

facilitates the collaboration of highly-skilled diaspora representatives in the production of public policy”.  

The project’s indicator to measure the achievement of Outcome 1 is “Availability of a tested collaboration 

framework model for engaging diaspora’s expertise and input in policy-making and programming based 

on international practices”, which was reported as being achieved.  

However, this indicator only partly enables to measure achievements, as it doesn’t define the quality of 

the collaboration stemming from the proposed framework. Two alternative indicators of success are used 

in this evaluation to complement the analysis: 

- Number of participants in the DEG process to develop public policy reporting being satisfied 

with the proposed collaboration framework 

Among the four DEG diaspora members, satisfaction levels were mitigated.  

On the one hand, key informants interviewed expressed satisfaction with being enabled to participate in 

the process and generally appreciated the possibility for collaboration it entailed. The three survey 

participants reported they were either satisfied or very satisfied with the following items: Internal DEG 

coordination, Coordination with government counterparts and DEG launch event. All three were very 

satisfied with the support received from IOM and the steering committee. All three were either already 

involved in another initiative to share knowledge and expertise with Moldova or planning on doing so in 

the future. The national institution interviewed by the evaluator, the National Institute for Justice (NIJ), 

expressed satisfaction with the activities implemented, and stated the following about having Moldovan 

experts conducting the trainings : “It's a little subjective but I think it had a positive impact. It gives a sense 

to the attendees that they have the same capacities, that they have the same intelligence and that 

everything is possible. That was quite a novelty, it was different.” 

Outcome 1 

An enhanced and sustainable collaboration framework for diaspora, migration and 

development at the national and diaspora level that facilitates the democratic involvement 

of the Moldovan professionals and high expertise level representatives from the diaspora in 

the production of policies for development of their country of origin, matching their area of 

expertise and the government’s national development agenda. 



 

 
 

 

On the other hand, the majority of the key informants interviewed expressed that the limited buy-in from 

their government counterparts in the process led to one-way collaboration, whereby the proposed 

activities were welcomed by government counterparts, but that they refrained from meaningfully 

engaging in the process, leading interviewees to question the relevance of the propositions they made. 

Two out of three respondents to the survey were either neutral or dissatisfied with the following items: 

Budget allocation for DEG activities, Quality of knowledge sharing events, Quality of proposals launch 

events.  

Two survey respondents answered “Yes” to the question “Do you think that DEGs are an effective way to 

engage the Moldovan diaspora in the country’s development”. To improve its effectiveness, they 

suggested increased consultation on the criteria for selection, increased expert consultations on the 

expected content of proposals, increased communication among DEG members, and mechanisms for 

further funding once pilot projects were completed. Finally, two out of three survey respondents 

expressed the opinion that internal Moldovan politics and lack of awareness of social and political rights 

were the key obstacles to efficient collaboration with the diaspora. 

Representatives from the institutions working in collaboration with DEGs were mainly unavailable to meet 

with the evaluator, both a sign of the fluid political situation in the country at the time of the evaluation, 

and possibly of the limited appropriation of the process by these institutions (except one). 

- Number of policy recommendations made by DEG proposals followed up on by the relevant 

government institutions 

The national institution interviewed was the National Institute for Justice (NIJ), who worked with the DEG 

working on recommendations to adjust the training curriculum for judges and prosecutors. Through 

training and increased exposure to international expertise, they proposed that the curriculum reflects the 

case law and operating mechanisms of the International Court of Justice and the International Criminal 

Court. The NIJ expressed their interest with continuing the training activities started during the project, 

highlighted the limited funds available and efforts made to find the required budget. This indicated 

willingness and pro-activeness to follow-up, although the NIJ’s ability to sustain an addition to the training 

programme with potential travel and international experts remains uncertain.   

The collaboration went very well and the feedback on the 

proposal was positive but recommendations from our proposal 

were not taken into consideration. Even for a project benefiting 

from external support, and even with positive feedback, what do 

they really take into account? 

Interview with a DEG member, June 2019 



 

 
 

 

The DEG working on public policy recommendations to improve communication between the 

Government of Moldova and the Diaspora led to the creation of the National council of Moldovan 

Diaspora in Canada, with the support of the Ambassador of Moldova in Canada. There are no signs 

however that further efforts were made from Chisinau to replicate this experience in other countries and 

create an International Council.  

Other interviewees highlighted that they were not aware of any follow-up to the other public policy 

recommendations made. Two of the three survey respondents said their proposal did not lead to follow-

up actions, and all three reported a lack of interest from their government counterparts. 

As described in the relevance section, several interviewees, both DEG members and government 

representatives, suggested that the initiative lacked a joint definition of concrete results to be achieved 

and commitments from all sides, as well as a stronger monitoring framework beyond the initial phase to 

document follow-up on the policy recommendations. 

 

The below table details the analysis of the project’s Outcome 1 effectiveness at the output level, indicator 

by indicator.  

Output level assessment of effectiveness: 

Indicator / Target Results reported Analysis of effectiveness 

Output 1.1: The Project Steering Committee and Diaspora Excellence Groups are fully operational. 

Creation of Steering 
Committee, with 
gender breakdown of 
representatives, with 
quarterly meetings 
 
Target: Yes 

Steering Committee 
created, first meeting in 
June 2016. 

Based on the review of the committee’s TORs, 
participants’ lists, and IOM staff interviews, the 
project managed to involve high-level 
representatives of the State Chancellery and the 
Ministry of Education in steering committee 
meetings, although not with regular participation. 
The steering committee met four times over the 
course of the project While the Ministry of 

I think there is a misunderstanding on how to manage these 

topics, or lack of vision on what would be next and what would 

be the results because this is a new institution. We should be 

more open on what the results could be. […] 

The whole process didn't go far enough to identify what the 

results would be. 

Interview with a government representative, June 2019 



 

 
 

 

Education ultimately approved the Romanian 
language and Culture curricula, the project faced 
delays with the approval of the DEG concept. The 
domains for DEG intervention were selected by the 
Steering Group, but expectations in terms of 
concrete results were not defined.  
References to the steering committee were limited 
in interviews. 

Availability of the 
Diaspora Excellence 
Groups framework of 
activity (by March 
2016). 
 
Target: 
Recommendations for 
a framework for 
collaboration between 
the Government and 
the professional and 
high expertise level 
representatives of the 
diaspora in place. 
 

Concept note on the 
DEG finalized and 
launched in May 2017 

The DEG concept note clearly defines the concept, 
requirements and expectations for diaspora 
candidates but does not detail the modalities of 
engagement with the Government of Moldova.  
The launch was delayed by more than a year. 
Some interviewees expressed reservations on the 
dissemination method of the call for applications, 
stating it was shared through the mailing list and 
website of the BRD, thus targeting mainly diaspora 
members who already have a level of engagement 
with initiatives in Moldova.  

The number of DEG 
leaders fully engaged in 
the collaboration and 
dialogue process, 
disaggregated by 
gender. 
 
Target: 10 

Thirteen DEG members 
were ultimately 
selected, forming 5 
DEGs. 

The expected number of DEG members was 
reached and the number of DEGs matched the 
expectations of the Steering group on the domains 
of intervention selected.  
The number of applications did not fully reach the 
expectations of stakeholders engaged in the 
process. A few interviewees, involved with 
different roles in the process, also expressed 
reservations with regards to the criteria used for 
the selection process.  
Interviews demonstrate various degrees of 
engagement in the DEGs from selected members: 
the five leaders who designed the original 
proposals had high levels of engagement and 
welcomed sharing their experience with the 
evaluator, but DEG members who were paired with 
them by IOM showed less systematic engagement 
with the project. While one interviewee found the 
pairing pertinent and useful, another explained 
that their paired colleague lost interest and stop 
responding after a while. 



 

 
 

 

Similarly, there were various degrees of 
engagement from the DEGs government 
counterpart illustrated in the interviews: full co-
ownership of the project, enthusiastic cooperation 
but limited follow-up on actions or superficial 
cooperation (presence of a staff at key meetings) 
with no follow-up. 

The number of DEGs 
which were created 
and fully operational. 
 
Target: 5 

Five DEGs were 
operational and 
delivered the expected 
activities and public 
policy proposals. 

All DEGs delivered the expected activities and 
public policy proposal by the end of the project, and 
DEG leaders expressed continued willingness to 
engage in Moldova’s development.  
However, the DEG leaders interviewed were not 
aware of any follow-up actions to their public policy 
recommendations undertaken by the relevant 
institutional partners.  
Other interviewees confirmed this and mentioned 
that the processes had stopped, or that they were 
not aware of plans to continue.  

Output 1.2: Permanent and sustainable communication channels and collaboration mechanisms 
between the Moldovan Government and the DEGs are established. 

The number of 
organized virtual 
conferences and work 
sessions. 
 
Target: At least 7 
  

19 virtual conferences 
and work sessions were 
organized. 

Interviews highlighted different levels of 
engagement from government counterparts in the 
dialogue process, as described above.  

Availability of an 
activity schedule for 
the DEGs (by 
September 2016). 
 
Target: Activity 

schedule for the DEGs 
in place. 

 

All activity schedules for 
DEGs were submitted as 
part of their funding 
requests in August and 
September 2017. 

All activities were implemented as planned.  

Number of matching 
grants to support the 
DEG’s pilot initiatives. 
 
Target: Five 
 

All grants were allocated 
as planned.  

All grants were allocated as planned, although the 
adequacy of the grant amount was not equally 
sufficient for all projects (see the below section on 
efficiency).  

Output 1.3: Recommendations, draft public policies, initiatives developed by the Moldovan 
Government and DEGs in close collaboration with the Project Steering Committee as well as the 
detailed activity and outreach strategy. 



 

 
 

 

Number of policy 
related 
documents/matters 
elaborated and/or 
reviewed by the DEGs  
 
Target: At least five 
recommendations for 
public policies. 
 

The five DEGs each 
developed a public 
policy proposal.  

Both indicators are understood in the project 
reports as reflective of the delivery of public policy 
proposals. 
Due to the limited availability of government 
partners to participate in the evaluation process, 
the coincidence of public policy proposals with the 
consultation meetings and findings cannot be 
confirmed. DEG members interviewed expressed 
different degrees of satisfaction with the 
adequacy of their proposal with consultation 
processes, reflecting differ 
rent degrees of interest and engagement from 
their institutional counterparts, as described 
above.  

Availability of a report 
outlining the findings 
from both consultation 
meetings, showing the 
Groups’ initiative 
results, activities, and 
detailed strategy of the 
DEG’s activity, policy 
and institutional 
recommendations as 
well as consolidation 
and outreach after the 
project has ended 
 
Target: Detailed reports 

of findings from 
consultation meetings 
and an action plan for 
strategy of the DEGs’ 
activity, consolidation 
and outreach was put 
in place. 

 

The five DEGs each 
developed a public 
policy proposal. 

To conclude, the assessment found that the collaboration framework for DMD was indeed put in place 

and tested as planned and in spite of delays, but evidence of sustainable results stemming from it is limited 

due to a lack of co-ownership of the process from the State institutions working in collaboration with the 

DEGs. 



 

 
 

 

As described above in the Project design section, the understanding of Outcome 2 varied between its 

description in project documents and its understanding by non-IOM stakeholders. To reconcile these 

variations based on the interviews, this evaluation identified the common denominator for expected 

change as follows: “Educational centers in the diaspora are capacitated to provide language and cultural 

services to diaspora children in line with Moldovan educational standards.” 

The project’s indicator to measure the achievement of Outcome 2 is “Availability of a tested and certified 

language training curriculum and trained staff for its implementation, for increasing the participation of 

the diaspora in cultural and language programmes”, which was reported as being achieved. The 

evaluation found that the certification of the curricula, methodological guidelines and manuals produced 

by the project was considered by stakeholders as a major success. The delays in implementation and 

obtention of this certification did not allow for the testing of the curricula during the project timeframe. 

Only one educational center responded to the evaluation survey and reported that the training and 

curricula helped them increase the quality of their teaching performance, and that the curricula was still 

being used in some lessons, stating that the curricula is “[…] a unique support that gives both the teacher 

and the student a clear view of the contents to be studied.”   

This evaluation used two additional indicators to assess the effectiveness of the project in achieving 

Outcome 2.  

- Number of beneficiaries interviewed reporting they were satisfied with the support provided 

to educational centers (grants, training and curricula). 

All stakeholders involved in Outcome 2 stated their satisfaction with the implementation of activities, and 

particularly lauded the efforts made to coordinate between the Ministry of Education and the 

Outcome 2 

The Moldovan diaspora and migrant communities are enabled to consolidate their socio-

cultural and educational efforts, while also fostering an improved and replicable educational 

programming via supported cultural and language training centers with specialized 

curriculum and personnel, better services and expanded local outreach. 

When they made this curriculum, they respected those 

standards and so it is part of all our documents, it is part of our 

framework.  

Interview at the Ministry of Education, June 2019 



 

 
 

 

organization tasked to develop the curriculum, materials and trainings, which led to a longer term 

partnership between the two.  

The flexibility of IOM and the stakeholders involved in the production of the language and culture 

curricula, were highlighted as having led to positive adaptations to both the needs of beneficiaries, 

especially the profiles of diaspora teachers and pupils, and the standards of the Ministry of Education. 

Although several educational centers stated regretting that the training and availability of material would 

have been of better use from the onset of the project, they also reported good results and satisfaction 

with the activities organized thanks to the grants provided.   

 

- Number of beneficiaries interviewed reporting the support provided by the project led to the 

implementation of long-term provision of language and culture services to diaspora children 

The evaluation found that signs of continuous provision of language and culture services by educational 

centers were positive, although no evidence of systematic continuation/expansion of the activities could 

be documented.  

The one educational center who responded to the online survey reported the continuation of activities, 

and most reports from educational centers identified strategies for resource mobilization beyond the 

project’s timeframe in spite of worries that the lack of financial resources would prevent them from 

pursuing activities. The Ministry of Education was recommending the use of the curricula. ANTEM 

(Asociaţia Naţională a Trainerilor Europeni Din Moldova, National Association of European Trainers from 

Moldova), the association who developed the curricula, stated having received requests from more than 

30 initiative groups who did not benefit from the project for the documents and being able to orient 

Parents, when completing questionnaires at the end of the school year, showed their 

satisfaction and satisfaction with the work of the teachers, noting that their children speak 

Romanian more at home and want to attend the Center. 

 

It was a bit difficult to write this report, due to the fact that by participating in the Workshop 

for teachers, organized in June, already the whole activity is viewed a little differently than at 

the beginning. 

[…] Evaluating the entire activity - probably a regret would be the lack of training at the 

beginning of the project.  

 

Educational center monitoring reports – June 2017 



 

 
 

 

requests to their online version. The BRD had reprinted a number of teaching manuals to respond to 

requests. In addition, BRD included the objective to "insur[e] the logistical support required to carry out 

the activities of the education center based overseas" in its 2019 workplan, associated with financial 

resources from the State's budget.  

The below table details the analysis of the project’s Outcome 2 effectiveness at the output level, indicator 

by indicator.  

Result / Indicator Results reported Analysis of effectiveness 

Output 2.1: Innovative language and cultural training concept and curriculum for the children and 
youth in the diaspora. 

Availability of a 
developed (by 
February 2016) and 
pilot tested innovative 
language and cultural 
training concept and 
curriculum for the 
children and youth in 
the diaspora. 
 
Target: An innovative 
language, cultural 
training concept and 
curriculum developed 
and tested. 

Availability of a 
language and cultural 
curricula and 
methodological teaching 
guidelines, as well as 
teaching manuals for A1 
and A2, shared with 
diaspora teachers in 
June 2017 and 
published online.  

The completion of the language and culture 
curricula was delayed, notably due to lengthy 
consultations with the Ministry of Education on 
the content of the materials. 
All stakeholders interviewed expressed their 
satisfaction with this process which led to the 
certification, and with the quality of the products. 
Additionally, teaching manuals were produced 
which were not initially envisaged by the project.  
However, the extent to which the curriculum was 
indeed tested is limited, as its use did not start 
during the project duration, nor was it associated 
with monitoring and evaluation of its effect on 
student learning. In addition, the “innovative” 
aspect of the training and curricula is not defined.  
 

Certification of the 
language and cultural 
training curriculum. 
 
Target: Certified 
curriculum 

The training curriculum 
was approved on June 8, 
2017 and the official 
order from the Ministry 
of Education issued on 
August 1st, 2017. 

Although this is not an indicator per se, the 
certification of the training curriculum was 
estimated by all stakeholders to be a major 
success of the project, and there was a common 
narrative on the quality of the products and their 
ability to respond to the main challenges of their 
target audience (diaspora children with different 
proficiency levels in Romanian for the same age 
groups).  

Output 2.2: A group of well-established and professional teachers from the diaspora capable to 
replicate and implement the elaborated training curriculum. 

Number of trained 
culture and language 
teachers from the 
diaspora 
(disaggregated by sex). 
 

11 diaspora-based 
teachers were trained to 
implement the 
curriculum in June 2017.  

Interviewees expressed satisfaction with the 
training’s organization and quality, although it was 
estimated that participants had different levels of 
teaching experience as they operate on a 
voluntary basis and several did not have a 
teaching background. A longer training with a 



 

 
 

 

Target: 10 certification mechanism was considered to be a 
better option for professionalization and 
recognition of the teachers. 

Availability of a 
workshop report and 
recommendations (by 
August 2016). 
 
Target: Workshop 
report and 
recommendations 
made available to the 
project stakeholders. 
 

Workshop report was 
reported to have been 
delivered. 

The workshop report was not shared with the 
evaluator. This indicator is a means of verification, 
not an indicator per se. A better indicator of the 
output would measure the capacity of trained 
teachers to implement the curriculum. 

Output 2.3: Diaspora cultural and language training centers consolidated with an increased outreach in 
the diaspora community. 

Number of distributed 
didactic sets for the 
diaspora cultural and 
language training 
centres. 
 
Target: 10 
 

The target for 
distribution of didactic 
sets was over-reached, 
with 14 didactic sets 
delivered, 4 more than 
the planned number. 

Didactic sets were reported in interviews as having 
been selected in consultation with diaspora 
teachers and in response to their specific needs. 
No data was specifically collected allowing to 
assess their effectiveness in raising the capacity of 
educational centers and their outreach. 

Number of trainings 
provided to the 
diaspora community. 

 

Target: 10 
 

The 10 supported 
educational centers 
provided training to 
more than 200 children, 
and organized extra-
curricular cultural 
activities, mainly around 
music, literature, art and 
religious holidays with 
the children. 

The reported achievement does not correspond to 
the indicator and its target. The indicator does not 
measure increased community outreach. 
The Educational center reports described in details 
the achievements, challenges and lessons learned 
from the activities implemented. All reported 
satisfaction with the activities implemented and 
children’s enthusiasm with participation in the 
classes and extra-curricular activities.  
Several reports expressed regret that the teaching 
activities were implemented after the curricula 
and training were made available, and/or listed 
the absence of such material as a main challenge 
faced.  

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 

External factors and project adaptation 

The major external factors influencing the achievement of the project’s outputs and outcomes are related 

to the political situation in the Republic of Moldova. Most interviewees cited one or another example of 

the ways in which this situation affects results, both by causing important delays in project 

implementation, and the achievement of outcomes.  

Political instability leads to governmental staff turnover and institutional aversity to risk. The former was 

reported in project documents and project staff as having caused important delays in implementation, 

affecting notably the state Chancellery partners involved in the project’s Steering Committee. The latter 

was mentioned by several DEG members as a possible explanation for the limited follow-up of partner 

institutions in the collaboration process – with dialogue established but few actions taken.  

The Central Public administration reform undertaken by the Government of Moldova during the project 

implementation was reported to have similar effects, with uncertainty and slower decision-making 

processes. One interviewee thus gave the example of two different institutions to explain the different 

degrees of institutional buy-in: “the institutional design in Moldova is complicated and different 

institutions are in competition with each other. […] Therefore, the institutional environment was 

operating at different speeds.” 

Several interviewees, both from the government and the diaspora, cited the lack of trust from the 

diaspora in Moldovan institutions as a major factor influencing diaspora engagement in the country’s 

development. This was linked to the perception by the diaspora that initiatives supported by the 

Government would be the object of political interference, as well as the gaps in the legal framework 

ensuring political and social rights of the diaspora. 

These external factors and their potential impact on the project’s achievement are insufficiently analysed 

in the project’s conceptualization, with assumptions and risks identified but no clear mitigation strategy 

put in place. For example, one of the assumptions identified in the project proposal’s logframe “The 

Government does not dissolve or significantly restructure the institutions with a diaspora-engaging 

mandate” was realized in the first semester of project implementation, leading to important delays.  

For all activities implemented by the project, stakeholders reported that IOM’s efforts to maintain 

collaboration and dialogue were key to the continuation of activities and obtention of the expected results 

in spite of challenges.  

  



 

 
 

 

C. EFFICIENCY 

Resources adequation and use 

 

As shown in the above graph, the largest share of the budget was used for the implementation of 

Outcome 2, and particularly for the grant to educational centers, delivery of didactic material to those 

centers, and monitoring visits. Comparatively, the share of budget dedicated to the design and production 

of the curricula and training were smaller. ANTEM, the association which produced these curricula, 

manuals and training, stated during the evaluation that the contract signed with IOM only allowed them 

to cover the costs of two consultants, and the consultancy was indeed conducted with two individual 

consultants’ contracts, but that their team included more experts who provided inputs during 

implementation. The monitoring visits to educational centers abroad constituted a sizeable part of the 

budget, but their results were largely under-reported with limited references in the project reports, 

although there is significant evidence of positive unintended consequences stemming from these visits. 



 

 
 

 

Interviewees who participated in the visits mentioned their interest and usefulness multiple times. 

Reports from the Ministry of Education and the BRD on the monitoring visit in Portugal describe this visit 

as a scoping visit having allowed them to better assess the educational needs of the diaspora. The visit 

lead to immediate action from the Ministry of Education, who “issued a circular to all Educational 

Departments that recommend facilitating the process of reintegration of children from returning migrant 

families and their immediate integration into classes”. The visit also allowed discussions on future projects 

and collaboration with the Portuguese Republic in the field of education (notably recognition of diplomas, 

university mobility partnerships).  

With regards to Outcome 1, the largest share of the budget was used for the grants provided to the DEGs 

and which were mainly used to cover the travel costs of DEG members to Moldova for meetings and 

coordination with their institutional partners. The grant amount was equal for all projects, but the 

adequacy of this method of distribution can be questioned. The cost of travel indeed varies depending on 

the country of residence of the DEG members, and the grant use varied significantly, some allocating 

higher DSA amounts, others orienting the budget towards the implementation of specific activities such 

as trainings. The evaluation found that a DEG member added personal funding, while a government 

institution shared parts of the cost for activities implemented. Co-funding does not necessarily signify 

insufficient investment but should be documented for better traceability and evaluation of cost-results. 

In line with the above finding (section on Effectiveness) that results could have been defined more 

precisely, grant allocation may be better adapted if linked to expected results. 

Timeliness of delivery 

 



 

 
 

 

The above graph shows spending distribution by reporting period and outcome, demonstrating a slow 

take off of activities, with between 5 and 10% of the overall budget being spent during each of the first 

three reporting periods, and about 40% spent during the fourth reporting period. This led to the request 

for a no cost extension, with about 40% of the budget unspent by the planned end of the project, and 

almost all activities taking place during the last year of the 30-months project. Causes for delays were 

identified above.  

 Original budget NCE budget Final expenditures 
Variation between 

Original budget and NCE 
Burn rate 

Staff and office € 55,614.00 € 62,424.09 € 62,387.13 12% 100% 

Outcome 1 € 47,804.00 € 39,928.00 € 32,568.33 -16% 82% 

Outcome 2 € 96,582.00 € 97,647.57 € 103,951.61 1% 106% 

Total € 200,000.00 € 199,999.66 € 198,907.07 0% 99% 

As shown in the above table, the NCE was accompanied with budget reallocations, mainly from Outcome 1 

to staff and office costs and in large part due to a revision of the cost of DEG meetings in Chisinau.  

Burn rates at the end of the project show that the spending for Outcome 1 was lower by 18% (with a low 

burn rate for DEG sessions). Savings were mainly reallocated to the provision of didactic sets to education 

centers, leading to higher expenditures than planned for Outcome 2 by 6% compared to the NCE budget. 

The entirety of the budget was consumed by the end of the project.  

D. IMPACT 

Long-term changes 

Gaps in the project design highlighted above are particularly observable when attempting to identify long-

term changes brought about by the project. As stated in the inception report, the evaluation scope and 

timeline allow an analysis of early signs of long-term changes rather than an impact evaluation per se.  

With regards to the impact of the pilot DEGs, interviewees generally expressed doubts about the direct 

long-term consequences from the policy recommendations proposed. However, the initiative of a 

framework for diaspora engagement in the country’s development was found to be a good step towards 

I have the impression that there was no real impact of the project. 

There were immediate consequences, such as the opportunity for 

stakeholders to see what practices outside the country are, and 

transfer of good practices. However, if the project is not inscribed 

in the long term, there will be no real result. 

Interview with a DEG leader, June 2019 



 

 
 

 

increasing participation in public policy design and positive development outcomes. Several interviewees 

considered that real changes would come only if such projects were to continue. One government 

stakeholder theorized that diaspora engagement projects such as this one must reach a “critical mass of 

results” before they were sustainably inscribed in the country’s framework for development. 

With regards to the impact of the strengthening of educational centers abroad, the main long-term 

change identified during the evaluation is linked to the logic that such activities were aimed at facilitating 

the reintegration of Moldovan diaspora children returning, as discussed above in the section on project 

design. Indeed, one of the monitoring visits’ reports states that “the practice of the immediate integration 

of children into the education system was discussed in a joint meeting between BRD, IOM and the Ministry 

of Education as a result [of the visit]. The Ministry issued a circular to all Educational Departments that 

recommend facilitating the process of reintegration of children from returning migrant families and their 

immediate integration into classes.” Interviews additional showed that discussions within the government 

were ongoing on the increased support to provide to the educational centers. 

Follow-up projects 

Government stakeholders cited the DAR 1+3 programme (funded by the State of Moldova with 

contributions from UNDP), which encourages partnerships between diaspora, local authorities and 

development agencies as a continuation of the IOM project. Links were also drawn between this project, 

other IOM initiatives for diaspora engagement, and the reinforcement of State capacities to engage with 

the diaspora through the appointment of diaspora focal points in central and local public authorities. The 

current BRD, SDC-funded project “Consolidating Moldova’s Migration and Development Institutional 

Framework”, phase 2, includes actions related to supporting educational centers activities (in 14 centers), 

as well as activities related to “Diaspora Professional return” and “Innovative Diaspora Projects” 

The partnerships developed under the project, particularly between the BRD, the Ministry of Education 

and ANTEM led to new collaboration, such as the development of material for Russian-speaking 

kindergarten children. 

E. SUSTAINABILITY 

Stakeholders involvement in planning and implementation 

As described in the previous sections, the project’s design and planning of activities was defined by the 

Steering committee, composed of IOM, the BRD, State Chancellery representatives and the Ministry of 

Education. For example, the concept notes defining the language and culture curricula or the DEG were 

reviewed, modified and validated by the Steering Committee prior to publication of the calls for proposal. 

Interviews with the BRD and the Ministry of Education showed a strong level of ownership from both 

institutions. 



 

 
 

 

The content of the language and culture curricula and materials were the objects of consultation with the 

Ministry of Education and diaspora teachers, who also chose themselves the content of the didactic sets 

they needed. This consultation process was assessed very positively by interviewees. 

With regards to Outcome 1, interviewees considered the fact that consultations had occurred mainly at 

the high level of government (with the State Chancellery) and did not include the more technical levels of 

institutions expected to work with the DEGs as the main cause for the relative lack of buy-in from these 

partners.  

Benefits beyond external support and support by local institutional structures 

The project’s conceptualization of what success would look like is in large part defined by the sustainability 

of its results. Therefore, sustainability is linked to the effectiveness and impact criteria discussed above. 

During the evaluation, the BRD appeared committed to ensure the benefits of the project would go 

beyond the end of the project, and particularly with regards to the sustainability of educational centers, 

whose support was included in the 2019 Action Plan. The BRD noted that they were following up on the 

centers, and 10 of the 14 centers supported by the project were still functional at the time of the 

evaluation. Both ANTEM and the BRD noted high number of requests for the curricula and the teaching 

manuals, and the BRD stated having re-printed about 400 copies of the manuals. However, the lack of 

certification and financial retribution for diaspora teachers was identified as a major obstacle to the 

centers’ sustainability. 

The DEGs component of the project led to mitigated assessment, with the shared feedback that the 

approach should be revised to ensure the achievement of concrete results with full implication of public 

institutions in the whole process.  

Both project’s components were inscribed into the government’s Diaspora Excellence Hub, which features 

highly as an achievement in the project document, but to which stakeholders made limited references 

during the interviews. Therefore, the extent to which the Diaspora Excellence Hub is indeed a factor of 

sustainability appears limited.  

Major factors affecting sustainability 

As described in the effectiveness section, political factors were the most prominently evoked as negatively 

influencing the project’s achievements. This evaluation also concerns the political will to pursue efforts 

and investments on diaspora engagement beyond the project’s timeline. As the evaluation took place 

immediately following a political crisis and the nomination of a new government, all interviewees 

mentioned the fact that this new government may play a positive role in supporting diaspora engagement 

initiatives, as three of its ministers, including the Prime Minister, had been members of the diaspora 

themselves. However, this government was short-lived and fell in November 2019. 



 

 
 

 

Political uncertainty appears to be the major factor affecting both the trust of the diaspora in government-

led initiatives and the resources allocated to sustaining diaspora engagement projects. 

 

  



 

 
 

 

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendations are not presented in order of priority.  

A. RELEVANCE 

The project is well aligned to government priorities with regards to diaspora engagement, but less so to 

concrete development priorities to which the diaspora could be expected to contribute. This leads to a 

strong co-ownership of the BRD and Ministry of Education while other institutional partners were not 

systematically engaged to the expected levels. The two projects’ outcomes were understood as 

standalone initiatives, preventing a common and coherent narrative from emerging. This is particularly 

true of the expected role(s) of educational centers for which the link with the overall goal of the project 

is not articulated clearly and consistently in project documents and by stakeholders.  

RECOMMENDATION 1: BRD, with IOM’s support, to undertake a participatory review of long-term goals for 

diaspora, migration and development with concrete definitions of expected results and indicators of 

achievements.  

RECOMMENDATION 2: In line with governmental priorities, IOM and relevant partners to create synergies 

between migration & development and reintegration initiatives, such as joint programmes and/or regular 

coordination meetings.  

B. EFFECTIVENESS 

Project’s output targets were achieved, activities were adapted to challenges, and beneficiaries were 

overall satisfied with the process and very satisfied with IOM’s role in implementation. However, evidence 

that outputs led to expected outcomes and objective is mitigated.  

The collaboration framework for DMD was indeed put in place and tested as planned and in spite of 

delays, but evidence of sustainable results stemming from it is limited due to a lack of co-ownership of 

the process from the State institutions working in collaboration with the DEGs. Limited reach and 

consultation of the diaspora was also identified by stakeholders as needing to be strengthened.  

Educational centers were provided with language and culture curricula to teach diaspora children, 

although delays in implementation prevented these centers from taking full advantage of the benefits of 

the certified curricula and training, as these outputs were achieved at the end of the planned activities 

enabled by the small grants they had received.  

RECOMMENDATION 3: In collaboration with the BRD, IOM Moldova to put in place a communication strategy 

to increase consultation mechanisms with the diaspora and outreach beyond diaspora members already 

engaged in development initiatives. 



 

 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION 4: If the DEG framework is restarting, IOM Moldova and the BRD to better define the 

modalities of engagement of government partners and DEG members in Diaspora Excellence Groups, with 

clear roles and responsibilities, expected results and joint monitoring mechanisms for their follow-up.  

RECOMMENDATION 5: IOM to define with governmental partners milestone activities necessary to reach 

expected outcomes for future projects in the conceptualization stage. For example, by defining activities 

as conditional to one another i.e. delivery of education grants conditional to availability of teaching 

materials and training.  

RECOMMENDATION 6: IOM Moldova to undertake a risk management exercise to identify measures to be 

put in place to mitigate the impact of political instability on programming and sustainability of results. 

A. EFFICIENCY 

The lengthy project take-off led to delays in implementation and ultimately the need to request a 6-

months no-cost extension. Several of these delays were independent of IOM but not forecasted 

sufficiently to ensure timely and adaptive planning.  

The initial budget was revised through the No-Cost Extension, and savings from outcome 1 activities 

reallocated to the provision of didactic sets to more educational centers, although feedback on the results 

of the delivery of these didactic sets was not fully reported on. The assessment of efficiency also showed 

that the monitoring visits, in spite of constituting a large share of the budget and being positively assessed 

by stakeholders, also went under-reported. The relatively limited budget allocated to the language and 

culture curricula led to the production of multiple resources beyond project expected outputs and their 

publication online, allowing to respond to request until the time of the evaluation.  

RECOMMENDATION 7: IOM to engage with partners on linking available budgets to expected results to 

strengthen value for money and ensure project reporting is reflective of the budget. Notably, allow for 

budget flexibility for grants’ provision based on projected activities and their estimated cost, and reinforce 

conceptualization and reporting of expected results from monitoring visits. 

B. SUSTAINABILITY AND IMPACT 

The evaluation found signs of sustainability, mainly due to the commitments of the BRD and Ministry of 

Education to promote and pursue the projects’ results, whether through continuation of activities 

(Outcome 2) or, to a lesser extent, adaptation of lessons learned through the DEGs’ pilot initiative. In 

addition, some partnerships built during the project continue after the project’s end. 

However, political factors affected the timely delivery of results, the transformation of results into 

outcomes, and the sustainability of results. Results leading to Outcome 2, which had a higher initial 

investment, multi-level consultation and engagement of all stakeholders, appear to show more signs of 

sustainability than the DEGs. The latter lacked sufficiently precise definition of expected results and 



 

 
 

 

engagement of partner institutions for results to take root and to sufficiently encourage the process to be 

duplicated. However, stakeholders view the process itself positively, and several consider such initiatives 

need to be continued for diaspora engagement to show a “critical mass” of results sufficient to embed 

processes of diaspora, migration and development into the country’s strategies. 

RECOMMENDATION 8: Strengthen joint advocacy of IOM and the BRD to promote a whole-of-government 

approach to development through mainstreaming diaspora engagement as one of the means to achieve 

development objectives rather than a standalone objective. IOM should ensure that its engagement 

strategy includes different levels of government, both high level political positions and technical level 

institutions, to ensure continuous buy-in, strengthen long-term partnerships and overcome challenges 

caused by political uncertainty. 

RECOMMENDATION 9: For the Ministry of Education to inscribe the work of educational centers abroad in a 

more comprehensive system inclusive of certifications and evaluations for both teachers and students. 

 

  



 

 
 

 

VIII. ANNEXES 

A. EVALUATION TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Final internal ex-post evaluation of the project 

 “Enhancing the development impact of engagement with the Moldovan diaspora – homeland 

partnerships” 

 

Commissioned by: IOM Moldova Country Office 

 

 

1. Evaluation context 

 

The International Organization for Migration (IOM), part of the UN system as a related organization, is 

the leading inter-governmental organization in the field of migration and works closely with 

governmental, intergovernmental and non-governmental partners. With 172 member states, a further 8 

states holding observer status and offices in over 100 countries, IOM is dedicated to promoting humane 

and orderly migration for the benefit of all. It does so by providing services and advice to governments 

and migrants. In recent years, the portfolio of programming implemented by the Mission in Moldova has 

included mainly the following four areas: 

 

• Migration & Development, incl. diaspora engagement 

• Prevention and Protection (Counter-Trafficking) 

• Migration Management 

• Facilitated Migration.  

 

As part of its migration and development portfolio, IOM Moldova implements a variety of projects 

designed to support diaspora engagement, based around the recognition of diaspora as a major 

potential resource for the homeland and community development, subject to its pro-active and positive 



 

 
 

 

engagement. The IOM Mission to Moldova’s Migration and Development Programme together with its 

partners strives to develop a better understanding of the links between migration and development, 

supporting evidence-based policy making. Activities in this area include strengthening the capacity of 

the government and other stakeholders to effectively engage the Moldovan migrant populations in 

development processes in their country of origin. These activities aim at fostering economic and 

community development, in areas where there is a high level of emigration, enhancing the development 

impact of remittances and facilitating the return and reintegration of qualified nationals. The Moldovan 

diaspora represents a quarter of the country’s population and around a third of its labour force, and can 

contribute to the fostering of cross-border business ties, help attract foreign investments, support 

charity causes, build local infrastructure, promote exports, engage in nostalgic tourism or refer tourists 

to Moldova. The emerging second-generation of diaspora can also be motivated to contribute to the 

country’s development and progress, subject to a strong link and identification with the homeland. The 

linguistic and cultural identity of the second-generation diaspora, particularly children, is quickly eroding 

and requires decisive actions from the Government. 

 

In the past ten years, the Government of Moldova implemented a number of migration related reforms. 

The policy focus has broadened from a perspective of migration management to the development 

opportunities of migration, being consistent with the emergent consensus on migration and 

development amongst international institutions such as the World Bank, IOM and other United Nations 

agencies, and the European Commission.   

 

IOM has a longstanding collaboration with the Bureau for Relations with the Diaspora (BRD) of the 

Republic of Moldova, initiated through research and policy advice that led to its establishment as the 

governmental agency with a diaspora mandate in 2012. The Global Joint Programme on “Mainstreaming 

Migration into National Development Strategies” (MOMID) further supported the development of the 

capacities of the BRD and the integration of the migration and development agendas. The programme 

established a sustainable mechanism for intra-governmental coordination at central level - a network of 

diaspora engagement focal points in 35 public entities, working in coordination with the BRD - that will 

enable the long-term engagement of relevant stakeholders in migration and development priorities. 

Furthermore, the system was extended to include the local public administration; leading the policy 

coherence and coordination process is the Inter-ministerial Committee on Diaspora, Migration and 

Development (DMD). 

 



 

 
 

 

IOM promoted the initiation of a dialogue between highly qualified diaspora and the Moldovan policy-

makers, through the establishment of a community of Diaspora Excellence (DE) across various topics of 

national interest, mobilising specialised expertise, know-how, and policy advise to the benefit of the 

public sector of Moldova, underpinning the reform process. In the past, some experience has been 

gathered in engaging high level professionals and representatives from diaspora in events and initiatives 

in Moldova, such as the Diaspora Congress series, the Diaspora Business Forum, and Public Policy 

Seminars.  

 

IOM has implemented various projects to respond to this context in Moldova. The focus of this 

evaluation is the project “Enhancing the development impact of engagement with the Moldovan 

diaspora – homeland partnerships” funded by the IOM Development Fund (IDF).  Implemented during 

November 2015 until April 2018, the project had as an objective to help create enabling conditions for 

Moldovan diaspora’s systematic engagement in their homeland’s socio-economic development through 

sharing technical expertise and knowledge they acquired abroad and cultivating native (Romanian) 

language skills among the second generation of migrants.  

  

This was worked on through two components:  

 

a) Consolidating a framework for diaspora-homeland partnerships where diaspora representatives 

engage with providing consultative and advisory inputs to Moldova’s socio-economic development 

initiatives (Outcome 1). This included work to enhance the Diaspora, Migration and Development (DMD) 

collaboration framework to facilitate the involvement of Moldovan professionals and highly qualified 

members of the diaspora in Moldova’s development, volunteering their expertise and knowledge to 

strengthen the Government’s national development undertakings. The project worked to enhance the 

capacity of the national institutions to identify and implement in practice effective diaspora engagement 

initiatives, through establishing and maintaining Diaspora Excellence Groups – informal virtual unions of 

likeminded proactive diaspora representatives, who volunteered their time and knowledge to enter into 

a durable diaspora-homeland partnership with the Government on thematic policy development areas. 

 

b) Supporting innovative initiatives aimed at fostering a sense of national identity and cultural links 

between second-generation Moldovans and the homeland. Under the Outcome 2, the Moldovan 

diaspora and migrant communities were enabled to consolidate their socio-cultural and educational 

efforts, while also fostering an improved and replicable educational programming via supporting cultural 



 

 
 

 

and language training centres with specialized curriculum and personnel, better services and expanded 

local outreach. The project provided the DMD stakeholders in Moldova with tools and methodology for 

fostering Moldovan diasporas’ socio-cultural links with the homeland, by cultivating their language skills 

and, therefore, targeting the emerging second-generation of Moldovans born abroad. The project 

strengthened the capacities of the personnel of diaspora cultural and language training centres, 

established in some countries on a voluntary and previously poorly equipped basis, in providing 

improved services, certified language training and expanding their local outreach. The project supported 

the creation of training curricula and complementary didactic sets for the personnel of the 

abovementioned centres, certified by the Ministry of Education and based on international best 

practices of adult learning. 

 

2. Evaluation purpose  

 

The overall objective is to assess the relevance of project design, effectiveness and performance of the 

project, efficiency of project management and implementation, sustainability, as well as attention to 

cross-cutting issues (gender and human rights). Impact will be considered to a more limited extent.   

 

The evaluation will be used primarily by IOM and the project donor, the IOM Development Fund (IDF), 

to assess performance, effectiveness and sustainability and to inform future decision-making on the use 

of the Fund. The evaluation was designed to be conducted 9-12 months after the end of the project to 

allow time for the outcomes of the project to materialize, and lessons learnt within the project to be 

analyzed for eventual incorporation into policy and program making of the concerned institutions.  

 

The evaluation is being conducted for practical use by the: a) project management team to improve the 

implementation of the activities under the IOM Moldova Mission’s Migration and Development 

portfolio; b) IDF, to get familiar with good practices, evaluate the project stakeholder satisfaction with 

the project activities and results and accordingly assess value for money for the results it has funded; 

and c) IOM staff supporting similar projects by sharing lessons learned and good practices. In addition to 

the above primary users, the evaluation report and translated two-page brief will also be shared with 

relevant government and diaspora stakeholders. 

 

3. Evaluation scope 



 

 
 

 

 

The evaluation will cover the entire period of project implementation (1 November 2015 to 30 April 

2018) of the “Enhancing the development impact of engagement with the Moldovan diaspora – 

homeland partnerships” project up to the time of the evaluation. The evaluation will take place mainly 

in Chisinau, Republic of Moldova and will also potentially include telephone/skype interviews and/or 

written surveys of diaspora beneficiaries/stakeholders in the destination countries (France, Ireland, 

Portugal, Italy, US, Kazakhstan, and Canada) depending on the logistics and feasibility. 

 

4. Evaluation criteria 

  

The evaluation will use the five main OECD-DAC criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact 

and sustainability as well as cross-cutting issues of gender and human rights. Also, in terms of gender, all 

findings will be disaggregated by sex (as relevant and to the extent possible) and analysed and reported 

on accordingly.  

 

5. Evaluation questions 

 

Relevance 

• Do the intended results align with and support government policies and national strategies?  

• Has the project responded to the needs of the target beneficiaries, both the needs of 

government beneficiaries and diaspora participants/beneficiaries? 

• Is the project aligned with and supportive of IOM national, regional and/or global strategies and 

the Migration Governance Framework? 

• Are there any identifiable ways that the approach should be revised in future, or is it evident 

that additional or complementary activities or projects will need to be implemented? 

• Is the project document well designed according to IOM project development guidelines and 

logical framework approach, including results, indicators, budget and M&E planning? 



 

 
 

 

• How does this project align with and complement other related initiatives, whether 

implemented by IOM, the government, or other national and international actors? What is the added 

value, if any, of this project compared to those other efforts? 

 

Effectiveness 

• Have the project outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans, or 

are they on track to being achieved? If no, why not? In particular: 

- To what extent has the report and the SOP guidelines been used in local policy development 

and/or in improvement of local legislations?  

- To what extent has the project and its outputs enhanced the work and functioning of the state 

authorities and the diaspora stakeholders? 

• Were the activities sufficiently well implemented to reach intended results? Would other 

activities have been more effective in reaching the results?  

• To what extent has the project and its outputs met stakeholder expectations, both government 

and diaspora participants? 

• To what extent has the project adapted to changing external conditions in order to ensure 

project outcomes are achieved?  

• What were the major external factors influencing the achievement of the project’s expected 

outputs and outcomes, including both contextual factors and other related interventions? 

 

Efficiency 

• To what extent were resources (time, funds, expertise) adequate to implement the activities 

and achieve the outputs? 

• Were the project activities undertaken as scheduled and were outputs delivered on time? If not, 

what was the reason for possible delays?  

• How well were the resources (funds, expertise, and time) converted into results? 

• What measures have been taken to ensure that resources are efficiently used?  

 



 

 
 

 

Impact 

• To what extent can long-term changes be observed (whether intended or unintended, positive 

or negative), particularly in relation to building capacities of relevant State and non-state actors? In 

particular: 

- To what extent and how have the cultural and language training materials been taken up and 

used by diaspora groups to teach the second generation? 

• Has the project served to design or inform discussion of follow-up projects (actual or planned)?  

 

Sustainability 

• Are the benefits generated likely to continue once external support ceased?  

• To what extent were the project and its results supported by local institutions and embedded in 

institutional structures that are surviving beyond the life of the project? 

• To what extent have target groups and possibly other relevant stakeholders been involved in 

project planning and implementation? In particular: 

- To what extent and how were the diaspora groups involved in (a) conceiving of what type of 

material would be useful to teach second generation and (b) content of the material? 

• What are the major factors affecting sustainability, including any identified challenges faced by 

the implementing organization, partner organizations, diaspora stakeholders? 

 

Gender 

• To what extent were gender mainstreaming issues taken into account in design and 

implementation? 

• Were any barriers to equal gender participation identified in design or implementation, and was 

anything done to address these barriers? 

 

Human rights 

• Was the planning and design process for the project participatory and non-discriminatory? 



 

 
 

 

• To what extent has the project helped to ensure respect of relevant human rights of migrants? 

IOM is interested in all conclusions that can be reached by the evaluation team on the above questions, 

but the conclusions (including lessons learned) and recommendations should give particular focus if 

possible to assessing the extent to which the pilot model of diaspora excellence groups proved to be 

effective and viable, and to whether improvements can be observed regarding the mutual engagement 

of Government and Diaspora, their policies and programming. This should include, to the extent 

possible, the identification of related interventions and other external factors that may have contributed 

to the building of capacities and resources. Recommendations should focus on how to deal with 

identified challenges in the future if they have not been overcome during the project. 

 

6. Evaluation methodology  

 

The methodology will involve a combination of desk review and in-depth interviews to gather and 

triangulate data from beneficiary and partner perceptions with project data (secondary quantitative 

data). Specifically, the following methodology is proposed, to be revised as needed during the inception 

phase: 

 

• Review of project documents (proposal, reports, work plans, monitoring data, budget, financial 

report, annexes etc.); relevant IOM strategies and guidance; relevant national strategies and action 

plans (home-based, desk study); 

• Key in-depth informant interviews with IOM staff, state authorities, diaspora stakeholders and 

donor focal point IDF (field work within Moldova; and phone/skype interviews with diaspora 

stakeholders, home-based); 

• Collect and analyse key findings, make informed and analysis-based conclusions including 

lessons learned, and develop recommendations (home-based); 

• Produce final evaluation deliverables in English language (home-based). 

 

The monitoring data to be provided to the Evaluator will include: information on baselines and progress 

against indicators in the results matrix, feedback from state counterparts and diaspora stakeholders 



 

 
 

 

involved in project implementation on the extent to which the project met expectations and enhanced 

their work. 

 

The Evaluator will execute the evaluation with the support and oversight of the Project Manager, who 

will serve as the Evaluation Manager to support and oversee the evaluation process. The Evaluation 

Manager will coordinate with a focal person in the IOM Moldova to support the Evaluator to provide 

country specific information, relevant documents, and information on follow up actions that illustrate 

achievements of the project. IOM Moldova will also support the logistical and administrative 

arrangements, including helping to organize meetings and arranging interpreters, as needed. 

The Evaluator will be responsible for preparing for and carrying out data collection and analysis and 

producing the evaluation deliverables outlined below. The Evaluator should provide periodic feedback 

as needed to the Evaluation Manager on progress and any challenges faced. The Evaluation Manager 

will be responsible for managing the process including feedback and comments to the inception report 

and draft evaluation report and helping to address any issues or challenges flagged by the evaluator. 

The Evaluator will create an Inception Report that will provide more details on the methodologies to be 

used, to include an evaluation matrix, initial drafts of interview guides, and agenda for interviews and 

field visit (to be coordinated with IOM Moldova). The evaluation data should be disaggregated to the 

extent possible by gender.  

 

Finally, the evaluator must follow the IOM Data Protection Principles, UNEG norms and standards for 

evaluation, and relevant ethical guidelines.  

 

7. Evaluation team 

 

This evaluation will be carried out by an IOM Internal Evaluator selected from a roster of qualified and 

trained internal evaluators maintained by the Evaluation Unit of IOM’s Office of the Inspector General. 

The Regional M&E Officer from IOM’s Regional Office in Vienna will facilitate the selection of the 

internal evaluator and ensure that necessary support and coaching is provided. 

 

8. Evaluation deliverables 



 

 
 

 

 

The deliverables expected from the Evaluator include the following: 

 

 An inception report will be prepared by the Evaluator and shared with IOM Moldova. The report 

should include an evaluation matrix and a draft interview guide, along with any other needed data 

collection tools. The Evaluation Matrix will demonstrate the Evaluators’ understanding of the ToR and 

outline data collection and analysis plans, to be completed and reviewed with the Project Manager prior 

to the field visit. 

 

 Following the field visit, the Evaluator will prepare a short presentation of the initial findings and 

tentative conclusions and recommendations. This will be used to debrief the Evaluation Manager and 

other relevant parties, to identify and address any misinterpretations or gaps.  

 

 Building on the debrief and initial feedback received, the Evaluator will produce a draft report 

that will be shared with the Evaluation Manager for review. The Evaluation Manager will solicit and 

consolidate feedback (including from the Chief of Mission for IOM Moldova, RTS at RO Vienna, and IDF) 

and present it to the Evaluator. Feedback should focus on technical aspects and not on the conclusions 

or findings, unless those are based on inaccurate or incomplete information, in which case corrected or 

supplemental information should be provided.  

 

 Once feedback is provided by the Evaluation Manager, the Evaluator will prepare the final 

report. The report will follow the same presentation logic and include, at a minimum, the information 

described in the IOM Project Handbook template for evaluation reports: executive summary, list of 

acronyms, introduction, evaluation context and purpose, evaluation framework and methodology, 

findings, conclusions and recommendations. Annexes should include the TOR, inception report, list of 

documents reviewed, list of persons interviewed or consulted and data collection instruments. The 

minimum report content requirement is as follows: 

 Cover page, list of acronyms 

 Table of contents 

 Executive summary 



 

 
 

 

 Methodology 

 Findings 

 Conclusions 

 Recommendations in order of priority 

 Annexes (itinerary, people met, question guides, etc.) 

 

 The Evaluator will also prepare a two-page Evaluation Brief to facilitate sharing of the key 

findings, conclusions and recommendations. The Evaluation Brief will include: identification of audience 

of the learning brief; project information (project title, countries covered, project type and code, project 

duration, project period, donor(s), and budget); evaluation background (evaluation purpose, evaluation 

team, evaluation timeframe, type of evaluation, methodology); and evaluation results: key findings 

and/or conclusions, including best practices and lessons learned, and key recommendations. 

 

All deliverables are to be written in English and meet good language standards. The final report should 

meet the standards laid out in the UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports.  

 

9. Evaluation work plan 

 

Based on the TOR, the Evaluator will carry out a review of documents provided by the Evaluation 

Manager and draft the Inception Report for review by the Evaluation Manager. The Evaluation Manager 

will arrange an initial management meeting (short phone/skype call) to ensure a common 

understanding of the evaluation process, to confirm final logistics, and review and give inputs into data 

collection plans as outlined in the Inception Report.  

 

Field visit logistics will be the responsibility of the Evaluation Manager, including arranging meetings, 

transportation, and external interpretation services for meetings and field visits. An informal debrief 

should be included at the end of the field visit, with summary debrief presentation provided. The 

presentation on the initial findings following conclusion of the data collection and preliminary analysis 

will allow for any obvious oversights, misinterpretations, or information gaps to be identified and 



 

 
 

 

addressed before the evaluator begins drafting the full report. A draft report will then be proposed 

within two months of the field visit, and then finalized based on comments from the Evaluation 

Manager along with brief.  

 

Once approved by the Evaluation Manager, the report and brief will be shared with the IDF donor (by 

Evaluation Manager), with IOM’s Office of the Inspector General (by the Regional M&E Officer for RO 

Vienna), and with other LHD specialists as needed (by the LHD Regional Thematic Specialist for RO 

Vienna).  

 

The evaluation visit is planned to take place in end-January-beginning February 2019. A precise timeline 

will be established with the selected Evaluator, and will consist of the following stages (dates are 

tentative and can be adjusted): 

 

 

 

1. Planning and Desk Research Phase 

In the desk research Phase, the relevant project documents should be reviewed: The Project proposal, 

budget, the relevant guidelines, the progress/semestrial (6-months) and final reports with the annexes.  

Deliverable: The evaluators will prepare a detailed evaluation matrix with an indicative list of people to 

be interviewed, and the methodological tools to be used.  

 

2. Field Phase 

The evaluators will carry out the assessment (4 working days in Moldova). The data will be collected 

according to the following methods and the Evaluation sheet will serve to compile the data: 

 Briefing meetings with project management staff at the beginning and the end of the Field 

Phase; 

 In-depth interview with the key project partners and relevant stakeholders in the government 

and diaspora (face to face and via telephone/skype) 



 

 
 

 

 Focus group discussion with partners, IOM staff supporting similar projects.  

Deliverable: Following the field visit, the Evaluator will prepare a short presentation of the initial findings 

and tentative conclusions and recommendations, delivering it over a de-briefing meeting at the end of 

the field phase.  

  

3. Synthesis Phase. This phase is devoted to the development and submission of the evaluation 

report and two-page brief.  

Deliverable: The Evaluator will submit a Draft Evaluation Report (within two months after the visit). 

Based on comments to the draft report, the Evaluator will submit the final report along with the two-

page brief (within three months after the visit). 

 

The estimated workload and responsibilities’ allocation read as follows: 

 

Activity Responsible Timeline 

Compile and share relevant documentation Evaluation manager 4 days 

Review documents and prepare a detailed inception report, including the evaluation matrix and the data 

collection tools Evaluator 4 days 

Planning and facilitation of the field visit (meetings, focus groups, phone calls), logistical arrangements 

and agenda Evaluation manager 4 days 

Field visit, including travel time (meetings, focus groups, phone calls) Evaluator 4 days 

Draft presentation and de-brief Evaluation Manager on the initial findings and tentative conclusions 

 Evaluator 1 day  

Draft report Evaluator 5 days 

Review and comment on the draft report Evaluation manager 2 days 

Final report and two-page evaluation brief  Evaluator 2 days 

Translation of the brief and sharing it with stakeholders Evaluation manager 1 day 

  



 

 
 

 

10. Evaluation budget 

A total budget of USD 2,400 has been allocated for the ex-post evaluation of the Project. The budget 

covers expenses for IOM staff’s travel and Daily Subsistence Allowance in Moldova, interpretation and 

local transportation.   

  



 

 
 

 

B. EVALUATION MATRIX



 

 
 

 

Criterion Key Evaluation questions Indicators Sources of data Data collection tools 

R
e

le
va

n
ce

 

Do the intended results align with and 
support government policies and national 
strategies?  

• # of project indicators corresponding 
to or related to Strategy 2025 
indicators, IOM national and regional 
indicators, Migration and 
Development projects in IOM 
Moldova, especially SIMP and 
MIDIDOM  

 
 
 

 
 

Strategy 2025 document 
Strategy 2025 review 
reports 
Project reports 

Document review 

Is the project aligned with and supportive of 

IOM national, regional and/or global 

strategies and the Migration Governance 

Framework? 

Project reports 
National strategy 
Regional strategy 

Document review 
Interview with LHD RTS in 
RO Vienna 

Has the project responded to the needs of 

the target beneficiaries, both the needs of 

government beneficiaries and diaspora 

participants/beneficiaries? 

• # of beneficiaries reporting the 
project responded to their needs 
 

 

Project reports 
Interview transcripts 
Survey results 

Document review 
Interviews with key 
beneficiaries (BRD, 
diaspora associations who 
benefitted from the 
project), online survey of 
diaspora beneficiaries 

Are there any identifiable ways that the 
approach should be revised in future, or is it 
evident that additional or complementary 
activities or projects will need to be 
implemented? 

• Gaps identified, and improvements 
suggested by beneficiaries 

 

Interview transcripts 
Survey results 

Interviews with project 
staff, interviews with key 
beneficiaries, online 
survey of diaspora 
beneficiaries 

Is the project document well designed 
according to IOM project development 
guidelines and logical framework approach, 
including results, indicators, budget and 
M&E planning? 

• The project document corresponds to 
IOM PD guidelines (Y/N) – Composite 
indicator of the following: 

- The project document follows IOM’s template 
(Y/N) 

- Outputs, outcomes and objective are 
formulated in a result-language (Y/N) 

- Means/end relationships in the vertical logic 
are clear (Y/N) 

- Cross-cutting themes are mainstreamed in the 
project (Y/N) 

Project proposal Document review 



 

 
 

 

- Indicators are SMART and disaggregated (Y/N) 
- Indicators constitute a good measure of 

outputs, outcomes and objectives (Y/N) 
- The project includes an M&E plan (Y/N) 
The budget is clearly linked to activities and outputs 
(Y/N) 

How does this project align with and 
complement other related initiatives, 
whether implemented by IOM, the 
government, or other national and 
international actors? What is the added 
value, if any, of this project compared to 
those other efforts? 

• Key stakeholders report the project 
complements other diaspora 
engagement initiatives in Moldova  

• # of mentions of key project outputs / 
outcomes identified as needs in 
strategic documents and project 
reports on diaspora engagement in 
Moldova, notably:  

- Diaspora engagement in public policy, use of 
the diaspora expertise for development / 
Diaspora Excellence groups 

- Fostering the link of second generation 
Moldovans in the diaspora with Moldovan 
culture and language / Support to language and 
cultural centres abroad 

Project proposal 
SIMP and MIDIDOM 
reports 
Interviews transcripts 

Document review 
Interviews with IOM staff 
Interviews with 
government stakeholders 
Interviews with key 
donors (EU and SDC)? 

Ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s 

Have the project outputs and outcomes 

been achieved in accordance with the stated 

plans, or are they on track to being 

achieved? If no, why not? 

 

• Educational centres report they still 
use the curricula and material 
provided by the project the support 
received from the project has led to 
better quality education 

• DEGs report still being involved in 
projects related to the development 
of Moldova 

• % of beneficiaries interviewed 
reporting they were satisfied or very 
satisfied with the activities 
implemented 

• Expected and unexpected outcomes 
reported by key stakeholders 

 

Project reports Document review 



 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

To what extent has the report and 
the SOP guidelines been used in 
local policy development and/or in 
improvement of local legislations?  

• # of policy recommendations made by 
DEG proposals followed up on by the 
government 

 

Interviews transcripts Interviews with key 
government 
stakeholders. 
Interviews with members 
of the DEGs. 
Online survey of diaspora 
beneficiaries 

To what extent has the project and 
its outputs enhanced the work and 
functioning of the state authorities 
and the diaspora stakeholders? 

• # of educational centres reporting 
they still use the curricula and 
material provided by the project 

• # of government stakeholders 
reporting their work was positively 
impacted by the project (new 
initiatives, strengthened networks, 
etc.) 

Interviews transcripts 
Survey results 

Interviews with 
management of 
beneficiary educational 
centres 
Interviews with DEGs 
leaders 
Online survey of diaspora 
beneficiaries 

Were the activities sufficiently well 

implemented to reach intended results? 

Would other activities have been more 

effective in reaching the results?  

• % of beneficiaries interviewed 
reporting they were satisfied or very 
satisfied with the activities 
implemented 

• Alternative activities proposed 

Monitoring data 
Interview transcripts 
Survey results  

Interviews with 
beneficiaries 
Online survey of diaspora 
beneficiaries 
Interview with LHD RTS 

To what extent has the project and its 

outputs met stakeholder expectations, both 

government and diaspora participants? 

Monitoring data 
Interview transcripts 
Survey results  

Interviews with 
beneficiaries 
Online survey of diaspora 
beneficiaries 
 

Were the project beneficiaries 

satisfied with the proposed 

Monitoring data 
Interview transcripts 
Survey results 

Interviews with 
beneficiaries 



 

 
 

 

activities? What were their 

suggestions for improvement? 

Online survey of diaspora 
beneficiaries 
 

To what extent has the project adapted to 

changing external conditions in order to 

ensure project outcomes are achieved?  

• Socio-economic factors affected the 
project’s outputs and outcomes (Y/N) 

• Political factors affected the project’s 
outputs and outcomes (Y/N) 

• Assumptions identified in the project 
documents held true (Y/N) 

• Changes made to activities / outputs / 
indicators following changing external 
conditions  

Project reports 
Interview transcripts 

Document review 
Interviews with IOM 
project staff 

What were the major external factors 

influencing the achievement of the project’s 

expected outputs and outcomes, including 

both contextual factors and other related 

interventions? 

Project reports 
Interview transcripts 

Document review 
Interviews with IOM 
project staff 

Ef
fi

ci
en

cy
 

To what extent were resources (time, funds, 

expertise) adequate to implement the 

activities and achieve the outputs? 

• # of instances of recoding / budget 
changes to enable the 
implementation of activities 

• % variation of expenditures against 
forecast 

• # of staff reporting the time and 
human resources allocated to the 
project were sufficient to implement 
activities 

• Crucial (i.e. activities on which other 
activities depend) activities delayed 
over a month and mitigating actions 
taken 

 
 
 
 

Project budget and 
expenditures reports 
Interview transcripts 

Document review 
Interviews with IOM 
project staff 

Were the project activities undertaken as 

scheduled and were outputs delivered on 

time? If not, what was the reason for 

possible delays?  

Project reports 
Project workplan 

Document review 
Interviews with IOM 
project staff 

How well were the resources (funds, 

expertise, and time) converted into results? 

  

What measures have been taken to ensure 

that resources are efficiently used?  

Project reports 
Project procurement 
documents 

Document review 
 

Im
p

ac
t To what extent can long-term changes be 

observed (whether intended or unintended, 

positive or negative), particularly in relation 

• # of related Strategy 2025 indicators 
reaching their targets 

Strategy 2025 document 
Strategy 2025 review 
reports 
Interview transcripts 

Document review 
Interviews with 
beneficiaries 



 

 
 

 

to building capacities of relevant State and 

non-state actors?  

• Signs of long-term change, intended 
and unintended consequences 
reported by interviewees. 
 

To what extent and how have the 

cultural and language training 

materials been taken up and used 

by diaspora groups to teach the 

second generation? 

• # of downloads of online material 

• Requests / download of online 
material for educational centres 
which did not directly benefit from 
the project 

• # of educational centres reporting 
they still use the curricula and 
material provided by the project 

 

Website analytics 
Interview transcripts 
Survey results 

Website analytics 
Interviews with 
management of 
beneficiary educational 
centres 
Online survey of diaspora 
beneficiaries 
 
 

Has the project served to design or inform 

discussion of follow-up projects (actual or 

planned)?  

• # of policy recommendations made by 
DEG proposals followed up on by the 
government 

• % of members of DEGs reporting still 
being involved in projects related to 
the development of Moldova 

Interviews transcripts Interviews with DEGs 
leaders / members 
Interviews with 
government stakeholders 

Su
st

ai
n

ab
ili

ty
 

Are the benefits generated likely to continue 

once external support ceased? 

• # of project results included in the 
BDR and/or Diaspora Engagement 
Hub workplan 

• Public funding allocated to DEG 

• # of stakeholders reporting their 
inputs were sufficiently taken into 
account in the project planning and 
implementation  

• Factors of sustainability and 
challenges identified by stakeholders 

 
 

BDR strategy documents 
Project documents 
Interview transcripts 

Document review 
Interviews with BDR and 
government stakeholders 

To what extent were the project and its 

results supported by local institutions and 

embedded in institutional structures that 

are surviving beyond the life of the project? 

BDR strategy documents 
Project documents 
Interview transcripts 

Document review 
Interviews with BDR 
 

Has the Diaspora Engagement Hub 

planned for continued activities / 

allocating funding to the DEG? 

BDR strategy documents 
Interview transcripts 

Document review 
Interviews with BDR and 
government stakeholders 
 

To what extent have target groups and 
possibly other relevant stakeholders been 

Project proposal Meeting 
minutes (steering 

Document review 



 

 
 

 

involved in project planning and 
implementation? 

• Key stakeholders involved in the 
project planning and implementation 

• # of stakeholders reporting their 
inputs were sufficiently taken into 
account in the project planning and 
implementation 

committee and other 
consultations) 
Monitoring data 
Interview transcripts 
Survey results 

Interviews with members 
of the steering 
committee. 
Interviews with other 
government and diaspora 
stakeholders 

To what extent and how were the 
diaspora groups involved in (a) 
conceiving of what type of material 
would be useful to teach second 
generation and (b) content of the 
material? 

Project reports 
Meeting minutes 
Interview transcripts 
Survey results 

Document review 
Interviews with members 
of the steering 
committee. 
Interviews with other 
government and diaspora 
stakeholders 
Online survey of diaspora 
beneficiaries 

What are the major factors affecting 

sustainability, including any identified 

challenges faced by the implementing 

organization, partner organizations, 

diaspora stakeholders? 

• Factors identified as affecting 
sustainability by project staff and 
stakeholders 

- Political (ex. Elections / change of government 
priorities) 

- Institutional (ex. Government staff turnover) 

- Socio-economic (ex. Crisis affecting trust of 
diaspora investors) 
Other 

Interview transcripts Interviews with project 
staff 
Interviews with 
government and diaspora 
stakeholders 

G
en

d
er

 &
 H

u
m

an
 r

ig
h

ts
 To what extent were gender mainstreaming 

issues taken into account in design and 

implementation? 

• Gender equality and Human Rights 
mainstreaming in the project 
proposal) 

- Data disaggregation according to relevant 
criteria (gender, age 

- Gender and Human rights analysis included in 
the proposal 

- Specific measures to advance the GE & HR 
agenda 

• Inclusion of diaspora groups, 
especially the most vulnerable, in the 

Project proposal 
Project reports 

Document review 

Were any barriers to equal gender 

participation identified in design or 

implementation, and was anything done to 

address these barriers? 

Project proposal 
Project reports 
Interview transcripts 

Document review 
Interviews with project 
staff 
Interviews with 
government and diaspora 
stakeholders 



 

 
 

 

Was the planning and design process for the 

project participatory and non-

discriminatory? 

design and implementation of the 
project 

• Diaspora beneficiaries report on 
project’s influence on their 
perception of socio-political rights in 
Moldova 

• Government stakeholders report on 
project’s influence on their 
perception of diaspora inclusion in 
Moldovan development plan 

Diaspora mapping 
Project proposal 
 

Document review 

To what extent has the project helped to 

ensure respect of relevant human rights of 

migrants? 

Project proposal 
Project reports 
Interview transcripts 

Document review 
Interviews with project 
staff 
Interviews with 
government and diaspora 
stakeholders 

 

  



 

 
 

 

C. LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 

Date Title Author Lang. 

Tier 1 – Project documents  shared to be reviewed 

11/2015 Project proposal (narrative & budget) IOM Eng. 

 • Narrative   

 • Budget   

4/2016 1st Project report IOM  

 • Narrative IOM Eng. 

 • Financial IOM Eng. 

 • Annex 1: Regulation of the Steering Committee for the 
Project 

IOM Eng & 
Rom. 

 • Annex 2: Agenda of first steering committee meeting IOM Eng. 

 • Annex 3: Diaspora Excellence Groups - desk review IOM Eng. 

 • Annex 4 : Diaspora Excellence Groups – Concept note IOM Eng. 

 • Annex 5a: TOR Development of an innovative cultural 
concept and curriculum for children and youth in the 
diaspora 

IOM 
Eng. 

 • Annex 5b: TOR Development of an innovative language 
concept and curriculum for children and youth in the 
diaspora 

IOM 
Eng. 

 • Annex 6: IDF stickers IOM N/A 

 • Annex 7: Workplan IOM Eng. 

 • Annex 8: Draft memorandum of cooperation between the 
Office for Diaspora relations and IOM 

IOM 
Rom. 

3/2016 • Annex 9a: Diaspora 2025 approval + document BDR Eng. 

 • Annex 9b: Diaspora 2025 Action plan BDR Eng. 

10/2016 2nd Project report IOM  

 • Narrative IOM  

 • Financial IOM  

 • Annex 1: Steering Committee Invitation letters IOM Rom. 

 • Annex 2: Agenda Steering Committee IOM Eng. 

 • Annex 3: Minutes Steering Committee IOM Rom. 

 • Annex 4: Steering Committee photos IOM  

 
• Annex 5: Diaspora excellence groups concept note 

IOM Eng & 
Rom. 

 • Annex 6: Evaluation form curricula experts IOM Rom. 

 • Annex 7: Contracts and TORS curricula experts IOM Eng. 

 • Annex 8: Minutes of the selection panel IOM Rom. 

 • Annex 9: Evaluation form educational centers IOM  

 • Annex 10: Concept note education centers IOM Rom. 

 • Annex 11: Application form education centers  IOM Rom. 

 • Annex 12: Excellence groups public note IOM Rom. 



 

 
 

 

 • Annex 13: Concept of training curriculum  IOM  

 • Annex 14: Applications educational centers IOM  

 • Annex 15: Diaspora Excellence Groups application form IOM  

4/2017 3rd Project report   

 • Annex 1: Steering Committee Invitation letter IOM Rom. 

 • Annex 2: Steering Committee Agenda  IOM Rom. 

 • Annex 3: Minutes from the Meeting with Prime Minister’s 
Counsellors on Diaspora Excellence Groups  

IOM Rom. 

 • Annex 4: List of the general and specific topics of Diaspora 
Excellence Groups  

BRD, IOM Rom. 

 • Annex 5: Diaspora Excellence Groups Concept Note IOM Rom. 

 • Annex 6: Diaspora Excellence Groups Public Note  Rom. 

 • Annex 7: Diaspora Excellence Groups Infographics  Rom. 

 • Annex 8: Diaspora Excellence Groups Application  Rom. 

 • Annex 9: Diaspora Educational Centres Database  Eng. 

 • Annex 10: Romanian Language and Cultural Curriculum for 
Children in Diaspora 

 Rom. 

 • Annex 11: Press release of the Meeting with Ministry of 
Education on 01.03.2017 

 
Rom., 
Eng. 

 • Annex 12: Diaspora Educational Centres Training of Teachers 
Programme 

 Rom. 

 • Annex 13: Diaspora Educational Centres Narrative and 
Financial Reports 

 
Eng & 
Por. 

 • Annex 14. Romanian language and Cultural Curriculum for 
Children in Diaspora Reference Letter  

  

 • Annex 15: Diaspora Educational Centres Recommended 
Didactic Materials for Children 

  

 • Annex 16: Diaspora Educational Centres Recommended 
Didactic Materials for Teachers  

  

 • Annex 17: Field Visit to Portugal 11-14.03.2017 Agenda  Rom. 

 • Annex 18. Field Visit to Portugal 11-14.03.2017 Letters  Rom. 

 • Annex 19:  Field Visit to Portugal 11-14.03.2017 Reports   

 o Ministry of Education report  Rom. 

 o BRD report  Rom. 

 o Embassy meeting info note.  Rom. 

 • Annex 20: IDF Newsletter Autumn 2016 Issue  Eng. 

 • Annex 21: Moldova in Progress Article on IDF Diaspora 
Educational Activities  

 Rom. 

 • Annex 22: Work plan for 2017   

 4th Project report   

 • Annex 1: Diaspora Excellence Groups applications     

 • Annex 2: Diaspora Excellence Groups requests for 
funding/application forms for the grant  

  



 

 
 

 

 o Diaspora communication  Rom. 

 o Economic Research  Eng. 

 o Environment  Eng. 

 o Justice  Eng. 

 o Biomedical research  Eng. 

 • Annex 3: Romanian Language and Cultural Curriculum for 
Children in Diaspora 

  

 • Annex 4: Ministry of Education Decision of the Romanian 
Language and Cultural Curriculum for Children in Diaspora 

  

 • Annex 5: Methodological teaching guidelines for the 
language and cultural training 

  

 • Annex 6: Training workshop for selected group of teachers 
form the diaspora 21-15 June 2017 

  

 • Annex 7: Educational Centres' financial and narrative reports   

 o Portugal, Barreiro   

 o Belgium, Bruxelles   

 o Portugal, Cascais   

 o Kazakhstan, Karanganda   

 o Canada, Ontario   

 o Italy, Padova 1   

 o Italy, Padova 2   

 o France, Paris   

 o Ireland, Dublin   

 o Portugal, Faro   

 • Annex 8: Suggested educational materials for educational 
centres 

  

 • Annex 9: Educational centres didactic needs assessed (lists)    

 • Annex 10: Steering Committee Agenda 30.11.2017 ROM   

 • Annex 11: Steering Committee Invitation Letters   

 • Annex 12: Selection process of the DEG leaders  Rom. 

 Final project report   

 • Annex 1. Final Steering Committees Agenda, invitation letters 
and minutes;  

  

 • Annex 2. Diaspora Excellence Groups requests for 
funding/application forms for the grant;  

  

 o Diaspora  Rom. 

 o Economy  Eng. 

 o Environment  Eng. 

 o Justice  Eng. 

 o Public Health  Eng. 

 • Annex 3. Diaspora Excellence Groups public policy proposals;     

 o Diaspora  Rom. 

 o Economy  Rom. 



 

 
 

 

 o Environment  Rom. 

 o Justice  Rom. 

 o Public Health  Rom. 

 • Annex 4. Agenda, participant’s list of the Second consultative 
meeting;  

  

 • Annex 5. Romanian Language and Cultural Curriculum for 
Children in Diaspora; also online  

  

 • Annex 6. Methodological teaching guidelines for the 
language and cultural training;  

  

 • Annex 7. Romanian language and culture manual for diaspora 
children A1 & A2;  

  

 • Annex 8. Romanian language cultural and linguistic training 
materials, recommended list and workshop report;  

  

 o Recommended list 1   

 o Recommended list 2   

 o Workshop report  Eng. 

 • Annex 9. Ministry of Education Decision of the Romanian 
Language and Cultural Curriculum for Children in Diaspora; 

  

 • Annex 10. Educational Centres' financial and narrative 
reports; 

  

 o Portugal, Barreiro   

 o Belgium, Bruxelles   

 o Portugal, Cascais   

 o Kazakhstan, Karanganda   

 o Canada, Ontario   

 o Italy, Padova 1   

 o Italy, Padova 2   

 o France, Paris   

 o Ireland, Dublin   

 o Portugal, Faro   

 • Annex 11. Handovers of the individual didactic sets for the 
Educational Centres;  

 Rom. 

 • Annex 12. Agenda, participants’ list of the official launch of 
didactic materials for children in the diaspora;  

  

 o Beneficiary testimonial  Rom. 

 o Launch of products (press release)  Eng. 

 o Agenda Launch  Rom. 

 o Invitation  Rom. 

 o Media monitoring  Rom. 

 o Participants’ list  N/A 

 • Annex 13. Visibility materials.   

 • Annex 14. Diaspora teachers training; on-line 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZrUYIjv1jcY 

  



 

 
 

 

 • Annex 14 bis. Handover to BRD   

 • Annex 15. Handover to BRD   

2/2019 IDF Evaluation form and table  Eng. 

Tier 2 – Project related documents 

6/2018 SIMP final report  Eng. 

7/2017 MIDIDOM final report  Eng. 

4/2018 Press release - Highly skilled Moldovan diaspora representatives 
presents public policy proposals to the Moldovan Government 

 
Eng. 

2/2018 Press release - Members of the Diaspora Excellence Group in The 
Hague Justice Area will train for judges in Moldova 

 
Eng. 

4/2018 Press release - Moldovan children in the diaspora will learn Romanian 
by a Government approved programme 

 
Eng. 

Tier 3 – Context documents 

2014 
Republic of Moldova: Diaspora and Diaspora Policy – Slovak Journal 
of Political Science 

Valeriu 
Mosneaga 

Eng. 

2013 Diaspora Mapping Series I – Moldovans in the Russian Federation IOM Eng. 

2013 
Diaspora Mapping Series II – Mapping of the Moldovan Diaspora in 
Italy, Portugal, France and the UK 

IOM 
Eng. 

2017 
Diaspora Mapping Series III - Mapping of the Moldovan Diaspora in 
Germany, UK, Israel, Italy, Portugal and Russia 

IOM 
Eng. 

2017 Diaspora Mapping Series IV – Mapping migration from Transnistria IOM Eng. 

2010 Diasporas as partners in conflict resolution and peacebuilding 

African 
Diaspora 
Policy 
center 

Eng. 

2012 
Developing a Road Map for Engaging Diasporas in Development - 
Handbook 

IOM/MPI 
Eng. 

2017 
Diasporas in Modern World: Regional Context and Potential for 
Sustainable Development of the Country of Origin 

IOM 
Eng. 

2017 Extended Migration Profile of the Republic of Moldova 2010-2015 

IOM/Bureau 
for 
Migration 
and Asylum 

Eng. 

2018 Migration Governance Snapshot – The Republic of Moldova IOM Eng. 

2015 
Permanent emigration from Moldova – Estimate and Implications for 
diaspora policy 

German 
Economic 
team 

Eng. 

2015 Promoting Diaspora Engagement – What have we learnt? ICMPD Eng. 

2019 People of the World, Stop Looking at Moldova! 
Foreign 
Policy 

Eng. 

 

D. LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED 



 

 
 

 

Name Institution Function 
Vitalie Varzari IOM Senior Project assistant – Migration and 

development 
Iulia Tvigun IOM Former IOM Communications and Project assistant 
Ms. Zoia Tulbure  BRD Executive chief of the BRD 

Valeriu Sajin BRD Senior consultant of Diaspora Relations Bureau 

Nadejda Zubco BRD Senior consultant of Diaspora Relations Bureau 

Natalia Griu Ministry of Education Senior consultant of the General Education 
Department of the Ministry of Education, Culture 
and Research 

Ghenadie Slobodeniuc BRD Former deputy chief of the BRD 

Lucia Cucu  
 

ANTEM IOM consultant and director of National Association 
of European Trainers of Moldova (ANTEM) 

Sabina Corniciuc ANTEM State University of Moldova 

Diana Scobioala National Institute of 
Justice 

Director of the National Institute of Justice 
 

Ecaterina Popa National Institute of 
Justice 

Head of Training and Research Directorate 
 

Olga Musleta National Institute of 
Justice 

Head of International Affairs 

Dorin Dusciac Commissariat a 
l'Energie Atomique et 
aux energies 
alternatives 

Leader of the Knowledge Based Economy DEG. 

Marcel Tibirnac University of Bucharest Leader of the Environment DEG 

Ala Mindinacu Communaute Moldave 
du Quebec 

Leader of the Communications DEG 

Ian Toma George Washington 
University 

Leader of the Medicine DEG 

 

E. DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS 

Key informant Interview guide 

Each interview guide was adapted to the interlocutor and his/her role in the project and the indicators 

defined in the evaluation matrix. The following questions are indicative of the themes discussed during 

the interviews. Each interview began with a presentation of the evaluator and the translator, as well as 

their relationship to IOM Moldova. Interviewees will be ensured that all data collected will remain solely 

with the evaluator and the translator, and will be anonymized in the report, unless the evaluator receives 

the express authorization of the interviewee. The evaluation purpose and the objectives of the interview 

will also be described.  



 

 
 

 

1. Could you describe your role and function in the institution where you worked during your 
involvement in the project? Could you describe your role and activities in the project? 
2. Could you describe your understanding of the IOM Project “Enhancing the Development Impact 
of Engagement with The Moldovan Diaspora – Homeland Partnerships”? The question will be adapted to 
the profile of the interviewee and his/her role in the project. For example: “What do you think was the 
activity in which you participated intended to lead to? Why do you think this might be important?  
3. Do you think this project accurately responds to the needs of the government of Moldova to 
enhance the conditions for diaspora engagement in the country? Why? 
4. In the landscape of diaspora engagement initiatives in the country, do you think this project was 
relevant? Why? 
5. Were you involved in the design and implementation of the project’s activities? If so, how were 
you involved? 
6. Were you satisfied with the project’s activities? Do you have any suggestion to improve them in 
the future? 
7. What would you identify as the main achievements of this project?  
8. What would you identify as the main challenges faced by the project? Do you think these 
challenges were properly mitigated? 
9. Did the project’s activities have unexpected or negative consequences? 
10. Do you think the projects’ results remain until today (detail depending on response to Q1)? 
What do you think would be needed to ensure these results continue in the future? 
11. To your knowledge, what are the main rights which members of the diaspora hold in Moldova? 
Do you believe the project addressed the fulfillment of these rights? 
12. What activities would you suggest would be useful to enable the long-term engagement of the 
diaspora in Moldova’s development? 
13. You mentioned (suggestions / comments made during the interview), could you elaborate? 
Thank you! 

Online Feedback surveys 

English Romanian 

Online feedback surveys 
Dear Madam, dear Sir, 
IOM is conducting a short survey as part of the evaluation 
of the project “Enhancing the Development Impact Of 
Engagement With The Moldovan Diaspora – Homeland 
Partnerships”, implemented between 2015 and 2018. The 
project aimed to ensure conditions were in place for the 
systematic engagement of the Moldovan diaspora in their 
homeland’s socio-economic development. One of the 
core interventions of the project was (1. the creation of 
Diaspora excellence groups to facilitate diaspora 
engagement / 2. The provision of trainings and 
educational material for educational centers in the 
diaspora). 
As one of the (1. members of the DEGs / 2. members of an 
educational center), IOM would be very grateful if you 
could take 10-15 minutes of your time to provide your 

Sondaje de feedback online 
Stimată doamnă, Stimate domn, 
OIM realizează un scurt sondaj în cadrul evaluării 
proiectului „Consolidarea capacităților de dezvoltare a 
Moldovei prin crearea parteneriatelor dintre diasporă și 
țara de origine”, implementat între anii 2015 și 2018. 
Proiectul a avut ca scop asigurarea condițiilor pentru 
implicarea sistematică a diasporei moldovenești în 
dezvoltarea socio-economică a patriei. Una dintre 
intervențiile principale ale proiectului a fost (1. crearea 
Grupurilor de Excelență ale Diasporei pentru a facilita 
implicarea diasporei / 2. oferirea instruirilor și 
materialelor didactice pentru centrele educaționale din 
diasporă). 
Fiind unul dintre (1. membrii GED / 2. membrii unui centru 
educațional), OIM ar fi foarte recunoscătoare dacă ați 
putea acorda 10-15 minute din timpul dvs. pentru a oferi 



 

 
 

 

feedback about this intervention. Your comments will 
help improving future initiatives from IOM and its 
partners. Your participation is entirely voluntary but will 
be precious to evaluate the project.  
All data will be consulted solely by the Evaluator and a 
translator external to IOM and discarded after the 
validation of the final report. Comments will be 
anonymized in the evaluation report. Participants to the 
survey will receive a brief of the evaluation findings. 
Do not hesitate to contact the Evaluator if you have any 
questions or queries (Caroline Ronsin, M&E officer for 
programs – cronsin@iom.int). 

un feedback cu privire la această intervenție. Comentariile 
dvs. vor contribui la îmbunătățirea viitoarelor inițiative ale 
OIM și ale partenerilor săi. Participarea dvs. este 
voluntară, dar va fi prețioasă pentru evaluarea proiectului. 
Toate datele vor fi examinate doar de către Evaluator și de 
un traducător din afara OIM, și vor fi distruse după 
validarea raportului final. Comentariile în raportul de 
evaluare vor fi anonime. Participanții la sondaj vor primi o 
scurtă prezentare a rezultatelor evaluării. 
Nu ezitați să contactați Evaluatorul dacă aveți întrebări 
sau solicitări (Caroline Ronsin, ofițer M&E pentru 
programe – cronsin@iom.int). 

Diaspora excellence groups Grupurile de Excelență ale Diasporei 
1. Name 1. Nume 

2. Gender 

o Male 

o Female 

o Prefer not to say 

o Other 

2. Sex 

o Masculin 

o Feminin 

o Prefer să nu spun 

o Altul 

3. City & country of residence 3. Orașul și țara de reședință 

4. Length of residence outside Moldova 4. Durata de ședere în afara Republicii Moldova 

5. Do you plan on returning to live in Moldova in the 

future? 

o Yes, within 1 to 5 years 

o Yes, but with no specific timeline 

o Not decided 

o No 

5. Intenționați să reveniți cu traiul în Republica 

Moldova în viitor? 

o Da, în 1-5 ani 

o Da, dar fără un termen concret 

o Nu am decis 

o Nu 

6. DEG membership 

o Medicine  

o Knowledge-based economy  

o Justice 

o Diaspora engagement frameworks  

o Environment 

6. Participarea în GED 

o Medicină  

o Economia bazată pe cunoaștere 

o Justiție 

o Schemele de implicare a diasporei  

o Mediu 

7. How did you hear about the call for applications to 

the DEGs? 

7. Cum ați aflat despre invitația de depunere a 

candidaturilor la GED? 

8. Was the selection procedure clear? 

o Yes 

o No 

8. A fost procedura de selecție clară? 

o Da 

o Nu 

8.1. If no, what was unclear? 8.1. Dacă nu, ce nu a fost clar? 

9. Could you briefly describe why you decided to apply 

to the initiative? 

9. Puteți descrie pe scurt motivul pentru care ați decis 

să depuneți cerere pentru participare la inițiativă? 

10. Had you ever participated in projects or activities 

engaging members of the diaspora in Moldova 

before? 

o Yes 

o No 

10. Ați participat vreodată înainte la proiecte sau 

activități cu implicarea membrilor diasporei în 

Republica Moldova? 

o Da 

o Nu 

mailto:cronsin@iom.int
mailto:cronsin@iom.int


 

 
 

 

10.1. If yes, could you briefly describe the type of 

project you participated in? 

10.1. Dacă da, puteți descrie pe scurt tipul de proiect la 

care ați participat? 

11. To what extent were you satisfied with the following 

aspects of the DEG 

11.1. Internal DEG coordination 

11.2. Coordination with government 

counterparts 

11.3. DEG launch event 

11.4. Support from IOM and the steering 

committee 

11.5. Budget allocation for DEG activities 

11.6. Quality of knowledge sharing events  

11.7. Quality of proposals launch events 

 

o Very satisfied  

o Satisfied  

o Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied  

o Dissatisfied  

o Very dissatisfied 

11. În ce măsură ați fost mulțumit/mulțumită de 

următoarele aspecte ale GED 

11.1. Coordonarea internă a GED 

11.2. Coordonarea cu omologii din partea 

guvernului 

11.3. Evenimentul de lansare a GED 

11.4. Sprijin din partea OIM și a comitetului 

director 

11.5. Alocarea bugetului pentru activitățile GED 

11.6. Calitatea evenimentelor de schimb de 

cunoștințe  

11.7. Calitatea evenimentelor de lansare a 

propunerilor 

 

o Foarte mulțumit/ă  

o Mulțumit/ă  

o Nici mulțumit/ă, nici nemulțumit/ă  

o Nemulțumit/ă  

o Foarte nemulțumit/ă 

12. Did the proposal made by your DEG lead to follow-

up actions from the government? 

o Yes 

o No 

12.1. If yes, describe the follow-up actions taken 
12.2. If no, why not? 

12. Propunerea făcută de GED din care faceți parte a 

condus la acțiuni din partea guvernului? 

o Da 

o Nu 

12.1. Dacă da, descrieți acțiunile întreprinse 
12.2. Dacă nu, de ce nu? 

13. Have you been in contact with other DEG members 

since the proposals were submitted? 

o Yes 

o No 

13.1. If no, why not? 

13. Ați fost în contact cu alți membri ai GED după ce au 

fost depuse propunerile? 

o Da 

o Nu 

13.1. Dacă nu, de ce nu? 

14. Is your DEG working on following-up the proposal 

launch or working on another proposal? 

o Follow-up on proposal (detail) 

o Another proposal (detail) 

o Other (detail) 

o Neither 

14.1 Please give some details on the current work of your 
DEG 

14. GED la care participați lucrează asupra acțiunilor ca 

urmare a lansării propunerii sau asupra unei alte 

propuneri? 

o Acțiuni ca urmare a propunerii (detalii) 

o O altă propunere (detalii) 

o Altele (detalii) 

o Nici una, nici alta 

14.1 Vă rugăm să oferiți detalii cu privire la activitatea 
curentă a GED din care faceți parte. 

15. Are you currently involved in another initiative to 

share knowledge and expertise with Moldova? 

o Yes 

o No 

15. Sunteți în prezent implicat/ă într-o altă inițiativă 

pentru a vă împărtăși cunoștințele și competențele 

cu Republica Moldova? 

o Da 

o Nu 



 

 
 

 

16.1. If yes, could you briefly describe the initiative 
you are involved in? 
16.2. If no, do you plan on doing so in the future? 

16.1. Dacă da, puteți descrie pe scurt inițiativa în care 
sunteți implicat/ă? 
16.2. Dacă nu, intenționați să faceți acest lucru în viitor? 

16. Do you think the DEG are an effective way to engage 

the Moldovan diaspora in the country’s 

development? 

o Yes 

o No 

16. Credeți că GED sunt o modalitate eficientă de 

implicare a diasporei moldovenești în dezvoltarea 

țării? 

o Da 

o Nu 

17. How do you think the DEG could be made more 

effective? 
17. Cum credeți că GED ar putea fi făcute mai eficiente? 

18. What do you think are the main challenges to 

engage the Moldovan diaspora in the production of 

country’s development? 

18. Care credeți că sunt principalele dificultăți pentru 

implicarea diasporei moldovenești în procesul de 

dezvoltare a țării? 

19. Do you have any other comment or suggestion for 

IOM to support the government of Moldova in 

diaspora engagement? 

19. Aveți alte comentarii sau sugestii pentru OIM cu 

privire la oferirea sprijinului guvernului Republicii 

Moldova pentru implicarea diasporei? 

 

Educational centers management and teachers Conducerea și instructorii centrelor educaționale 
1. Name 1. Nume 

2. Gender 

o Male 

o Female 

o Prefer not to say 

o Other 

2. Sex 

o Masculin 

o Feminin 

o Prefer să nu spun 

o Altul 

3. City & country of residence 3. Orașul și țara de reședință 

4. Role in the educational center 4. Rolul în centrul educațional 

5. Did you participate in the design and review of the 

language and culture curriculum for educational 

centers in the diaspora? 

o Yes 

o No 

 

5.1. If yes, could you give some details on your 

involvement? 

5. Ați participat la elaborarea și revizuirea 

curriculumului de limbă și cultură pentru centrele 

educaționale din diasporă? 

o Da 

o Nu 

 

5.1. Dacă da, puteți oferi detalii privind implicarea 

dvs.? 

6. Did you benefit from a training on the language and 

culture curriculum? 

o Yes 

o No 

6. Ați beneficiat de instruire în baza curriculumului de 

limbă și cultură? 

o Da 

o Nu 

7. If yes, to what extent were you satisfied with the 

following aspects of the training? 

7.1. Overall quality of the training 

7.2. Facilitators’ knowledge of subject 

7.3. Content 

7. Dacă da, în ce măsură sunteți mulțumit/ă de 

următoarele aspecte ale instruirii? 

7.1. Calitatea generală a instruirii 

7.2. Cunoașterea subiectului de către facilitatori 

7.3. Conținut 



 

 
 

 

7.4. Interactive activities 

7.5. Facilitators’ facilitation skills 

7.6. Venue 

 

o Very satisfied  

o Satisfied  

o Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied  

o Dissatisfied  

o Very dissatisfied 

7.4. Activități interactive 

7.5. Abilitățile de facilitare ale facilitatorilor 

7.6. Loc de desfășurare 

 

o Foarte mulțumit/ă  

o Mulțumit/ă  

o Nici mulțumit/ă, nici nemulțumit/ă  

o Nemulțumit/ă  

o Foarte nemulțumit/ă 

8. The training helped increase the quality of my 

teaching performance  

o Strongly agree 

o Agree 

o Neither agree nor disagree 

o Disagree 

o Strongly disagree 

8.1. Can you provide some details on how the training 
impacted your teaching performance? 

8. Instruirea a ajutat la sporirea calității performanțelor 

mele didactice 

o Foarte de acord 

o De acord 

o Nici „de acord”, nici „nu sunt de acord” 

o Nu sunt de acord 

o Nu sunt de acord puternic 

8.1. Puteți oferi careva detalii privind modul în care 

instruirea a influențat performanța dvs. didactică? 

9. Do you use the curricula and teaching materials in 

your classes? 

o Yes, all classes 

o Yes, some classes 

o No 

 

9.1 If no, why not? 

9. Folosiți curriculumurile și materialele didactice la 

lecțiile dvs.? 

o Da, la toate lecțiile 

o Da, la unele lecții 

o Nu 

 

9.1 Dacă nu, de ce nu? 

10. Could you rate the following aspects of the teaching 

material provided to your educational center: 

10.1. Curricula is adapted to students’ levels 
and needs 
10.2. Curricula is comprehensive 
10.3. Teaching materials are clear and 
educational 
10.4. Teaching materials are adapted to 
teachers’ needs 
 
o Strongly agree  

o Agree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Disagree  

o Strongly disagree 

10. Vă rugăm să evaluați următoarele aspecte ale 

materialelor didactice oferite centrului dvs. 

educațional: 

10.1. Curriculumul este adaptat la nivelurile și 
nevoile studenților 
10.2. Curriculumul este cuprinzător 
10.3. Materialele didactice sunt clare și educative 
10.4. Materialele didactice sunt adaptate la 
nevoile profesorilor 
 
o Foarte de acord 

o De acord 

o Nici „de acord”, nici „nu sunt de acord” 

o Nu sunt de acord 

o Nu sunt de acord puternic 

11. Do you think the curricula and teaching material 

provided has increased the quality of teaching in the 

center? 

11. Credeți că curriculumurile și materialele didactice 

oferite au sporit calitatea predării la centru? 

o Da 



 

 
 

 

o Yes 

o No 

11.1. If yes, could you give some details? 
11.2. If no, why not? 

o Nu 

11.1. Dacă da, puteți oferi detalii? 
11.2. Dacă nu, de ce nu? 

12. Do you have any other comments on the curricula? 12. Aveți alte comentarii cu privire la curriculumuri? 

13. Do you have any other comments on the teaching 

materials? 

13. Aveți alte comentarii cu privire la materialele 

didactice? 

14. Do you think the curricula has an impact on 

students’ understanding of Moldovan culture and 

language?  

o Yes 

o No 

14.1.  Please elaborate your answer 

14. Credeți că curriculumurile au un impact asupra 

înțelegerii de către studenți a culturii și limbii 

moldovenești?  

o Da 

o Nu 

14.1.  Vă rugăm să explicați în detalii 

15. Did the project lead to increased satisfaction or 

interest of students attending classes at the center? 

o Yes 

o No 

15. Proiectul a condus la o mai mare mulțumire sau 

interes din partea studenților care frecventează lecții 

la centru? 

o Da 

o Nu 

16. What do you think are the main challenges to 

consolidate the socio-cultural links of the Moldovan 

diaspora with their homeland? 

16. Care credeți că sunt principalele provocări pentru 

consolidarea legăturilor socio-culturale ale diasporei 

moldovenești cu patria? 

17. Do you have any other comment or suggestion for 

IOM to support the government of Moldova in 

diaspora engagement? 

17. Aveți alte comentarii sau sugestii pentru OIM 

referitor la sprijinul oferit guvernului moldovenesc în 

implicarea diasporei? 

 

 

 


