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Purpose of Visit

From June 20 — 26, 2012, Lynne Schaberg, John Williamson, and Diana Cazacu conducted a site visit
to the Displaced Children and Orphans Fund (DCOF) program, Protecting Children in Moldova from
Family Separation, Violence, Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation. The multiple goals of the program
assessment included:

1) Assessing the quality of program implementation,
2) Discussing project implementation with USAID/Moldova, and
3) Considering the possibility of a project extension if circumstances allow.

This was the first DCOF assessment of the program since its inception two years prior. Attachment 1
includes the assessment Scope of Work (SOW).

Program Background

In January 2010, the U.S. Agency for International Development’s (USAID) Displaced Children and
Orphans Fund (DCOF) issued a Request for Applications (RFA) calling for project proposals in the area
of Strengthening Systems of Child Protection. The UK-based NGO EveryChild, was one of four NGOs
that received an award through this RFA process. The award granted EveryChild three years of support
for a project in Moldova running from August 1, 2010 to July 31, 2013 at a cost of $2.5 million USD.
Although the project was originally awarded to EveryChild and implemented by their Moldovan affiliate,
EveryChild/Moldova, in March 2012, EveryChild/Moldova officially registered as the local Moldovan
NGO, Partnerships for Every Child (P4EC). Program funds will continue to move from UK-based
EveryChild to P4EC.

The key objective of the project is to provide the authorities of Moldova with assistance to strengthen
the child protection system, addressing the needs of vulnerable children and their families, and closing
the gaps in their access to quality social services. By project end, the overall goal is that 100,000
vulnerable children in Moldova will have improved access to quality social protection services, including
systems to prevent and protect them from family separation, violence, abuse, neglect, and exploitation.
Concretely, this means that the project is working at national, regional, and local levels to support the
ministries, regional departments, and local authorities to establish and ensure the effective
implementation of national child welfare and protection policies, and child and family support services at
the regional and local levels.

Moldovan Country Context

Moldova is a geographically small country with a population of 3.5 million. It is the poorest country in
Europe, with 25 percent of the population living on less than $2 a day. Many families struggle to care
for their children and Moldova has a high number of its children in residential and substitute care. The
demographic environment is defined by a declining population, a declining proportion of children, and a
high rate of migration, with approximately 1 in 4 children having a parent living abroad. The global
financial crisis has made these problems worse through reduced household income, and associated
reductions in tax revenue. Although the World Bank reports that the Moldovan economy has made a full
recovery from the 2008-2009 global financial crisis due to a growth rate of 6.4 percent in 2011, in most



interviews conducted by the DCOF assessment team, lack of funds was mentioned as a fundamental
constraint to transforming the child protection system.

Assessment of Project Implementation

During the course of the assessment, the team traveled to all three of the project implementation
districts (Calarasi, Falesti, Ungheni) and spoke with partners in all major aspects of the project, e.g.,
legislation development and reform, reintegration, prevention, gatekeeping, family support services,
foster care, deinstitutionalization, inclusive education, communications, social work, and children’s
advisory boards. See Attachment 2 for the site visit itinerary and Attachment 3 for a flow chart of project
partners.

In total, the USAID assessment team has more than 45 years’ experience working in the child
protection area. In that time, the team has rarely encountered a program that has been as effectively
implemented as the current program. It is clear that the project was well designed to address some of
the key gaps in the Moldovan child protection (CP) system and that, as an organization, P4EC is well
placed to positively and sustainably influence the transformation of the CP system. Of the many
governmental and non-governmental project partners that the assessment team spoke with, all
provided extremely positive feedback on P4EC’s competence, professionalism, and commitment to
strengthening the child protection system in Moldova. Specifically, PAEC was praised for the quality of
its trainings, the depth and persuasive impact of the study tours, and its ability to lobby effectively for
system reform and still maintain positive working relationships with the Government of Moldova (GOM),
to name just a few of the accomplishments mentioned.

A mid-term review of the program was conducted in May 2012 by an independent consultant. The
conclusion of the consultant mirrors that of the USAID assessment team. Specifically, that PAEC has
done an excellent job, in a challenging environment, to change attitudes and behaviors. Additionally,
the mid-term review found that the improvement in the skills of the social workers, teachers,
administrators, officials, and other professionals in the project sites, can be tied directly to P4EC’s
capacity building. See Attachment 4 for the mid-term review.

Prior to conducting the assessment, DCOF had a positive impression of PAEC’s capacity as project
milestones are being met, quarterly reports are submitted on time and are of a high quality, and
DCOF'’s quarterly follow-up questions are answered in a substantive manner. In short, the assessment
team is very impressed with program implementation and has only a few concerns.

[The DCOF team asked that PAEC submit a written response to the areas of concern listed below, as
well as describing their intended actions on a few of the key recommendations on pages 32-33 of the
mid-term report.]

Programmatic Areas of Concern

- Risk that temporary shelters will become long-term care institutions: The assessment team visited
the Community Center Epitrop in Calarasi District, which was set up as a temporary shelter to
provide children with up to six months of residential care. However, several children from the
residential school that could not be reintegrated with their biological families or placed with a foster



family will remain in the shelter for two years; a period long enough to enable them to complete
their education. This decision was carefully reached by working through the official system and
thus we do not disagree with the outcome. But vigilance should be maintained to ensure that the
decision to keep the children for two years does not set a precedent that results in the temporary
shelter evolving into a de facto residential institution. The assessment team has similar concerns
regarding the Home of Hope in Falesti, which currently provides day and temporary placement
services to children. During the site visit, the staff of Home of Hope discussed their desire to extend
the services to include residential care.

P4EC Response: We share this concern. Both centres mentioned in the report were opened by
local authorities with the support of the Social Investment Fund (USAID/Moldova). In the past our
organisation tried to influence the policy of the SIF. In the current project PAEC made a decision to
work with these centres as they represent a community resource, although quite expensive, that
could be re-focused to work on prevention and protection. At the request of the local authorities we
provided training and support to the centres’ staff to improve the quality of the services they
provide and to integrate them into local level service provision. We continue talking with the raion
administration about reducing the use of residential facilities and to be able to change the focus of
these centres when the deinstitutionalization processes are completed.

Lack of transparency in the operations of the Ungheni Advisory Board of Children (ABC): The
ABC's primary purpose is to work with the Social Assistance & Family Protection Departments in
each project site, in the development, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation of local
policies and programs concerning children and youth. Given the high expectations and skills
required of the ABC members, their selection onto the boards involved a rigorous application
process and interview. The P4EC staff report that many more children applied for participation in
the ABCs than was possible, and that even two years into the project, children continue to petition
P4EC for admission.

The assessment team interacted with the Advisory Board of Children (ABC) in Ungheni district. In
contrast to the other 15 ABC members who were very engaged and participatory, one girl drew the
attention of the team because she was extremely withdrawn and never spoke nor made eye
contact during the one-hour meeting. After the meeting, the team learned that the girl had not gone
through the ABC application and interview process, but rather, had been included because the
adult advisor of the ABC felt that it would help the girl overcome the trauma of witnessing extreme
violence between her mother and father. One member of the assessment team in particular has
three concerns: 1) The ABC'’s were not designed as a therapeutic intervention and should not be
used as such, 2) Given the number of children who were denied participation in the ABC and that
continue to lobby for admission, this situation potentially sends the message to the community that
favouritism is a factor in determining which children participate on the ABCs. In a project that is
committed to demonstrating the importance of transparency, this lack of transparency potentially
undermines the integrity of the program, and 3) Attempting to address the girl’s psychological
problems by placing her on the ABC seems to represent a lack of judgement on the part of the
ABC adult advisor. Is this lack of judgement causing other problems within the Ungheni ABC? Are
the adult advisors in the other two districts using the ABCs for alternative purposes? As it could be



detrimental to the girl, she should not be removed from the ABC. However, the project should
endeavour to find her the professional help she needs and ensure that the ABCs are used as
intended.

P4EC Response: We agree with this concern. The decision to include the girl in the ABC was an
action made by the adult facilitator without consulting the project team. The adult facilitator is a
professional with over 20 years of experience of working with traumatized children and has a high
profile amongst local level practitioners. It seems therefore, that sometimes she feels empowered
to make unilateral decisions. It is worth noting that the girl’s inclusion in the ABC did not displace
another child and she does receive professional therapeutic services. This type of situation has
only happened in Ungheni. The project team intends to undertake an in-depth analysis as to why
this decision was made and ensure that it is not repeated.

How does the project anticipate meeting Objective #1, “By the end of July 2013, 5,000 vulnerable
children and their families in Calarasi, Falesti & Ungheni have improved access to high-quality
family support and family substitute services integrated in the wider social protection context,”
when the mid-term report states that as of May 2012, just 1,378 children have been served?

P4EC Response: In the current year the project intends to work with children from the remaining
three institutions, but also to focus on early intervention programs, that will cover a high number of
beneficiaries. Moreover, the reported number is underestimated as it only includes children directly
affected by the project interventions and not by the improved social protection system. P4EC is
currently collecting the number of beneficiaries that have benefited from the changes at the system
level.

The primary focus of the project thus far has been on deinstitutionalization and reintegration with
less attention given to prevention and family support services. The emphasis of the mid-term
review (MTR) was also on deinstitutionalization and thus less is known regarding the effectiveness
of other program elements. Given that there is just one year left in the project, what strategy will
P4EC utilize to ensure that the project will be as successful in the areas of prevention and family
support services as it has been in regard to deinstitutionalization and reintegration?

P4EC Response: The purpose of the MTR was to look into reintegration rather than other elements
of the project. The final evaluation will look into all elements of the project, including prevention.
Per the comment above, the figures presented in the quarterly reports are underestimated: these
figures include mainly reintegration and secondary or tertiary prevention, while figures representing
primary prevention were not included. At the same time, the project implemented a range of
activities to strengthen primary prevention efforts at the community level. For example, training of
community social workers to identify, plan, and provide individual support to children at risk of
being separated from families; training of community schools’ administrations and teachers to
develop and deliver inclusive education programs aiming not only to reintegrate children from
residential care but also to prevent children’s separation due to educational reasons; training of
mayors to improve CP at community level by training of gate-keeping commissions, supporting
local authorities to develop early intervention strategies and other activities that aimed at improving
primary prevention. At the moment the project team is collecting data that will indicate the
effectiveness of the prevention efforts at the community level. In the last year of the project the



team will support local authorities to develop, test and replicate a range of early intervention
models that will reach a high number of beneficiaries.

- P4EC’s long experience in strengthening the CP system in Moldova is highly relevant to many
other countries, especially other former Soviet Republics. Priority should therefore be given to
documenting and sharing this information in the region and beyond.

P4EC will document and share information within Moldova and the region whereas EvC
[EveryChild] will be sharing the information outside of the region through the Family for Every Child
Alliance. It is hoped that the project final evaluation will provide a good basis for documentation
and sharing of learning. PAEC is happy to share learning with other USAID-funded project if
needed.

- Although under severe time constraints, USAID/Moldova is very supportive of the project and thus
P4EC should make more of an effort to inform the mission of potential opportunities for
participation and showcasing the many accomplishments of the project.

P4EC will make more efforts with USAID Moldova.
Why is the deinstitutionalization reform in Moldova proceeding ahead of schedule?

One of the goals of the Government of Moldova’s (GOM) National Strategy for residential care system
reform 2007-12 was to reduce the number of institutionalized children by 50 percent. This goal was
achieved six months ahead of schedule largely due to NGO implementation of specific
deinstitutionalization projects that were funded by external donors. These projects were successful
because they incorporated strong involvement of all levels of government, and thus Moldova provides
a useful example for other Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) countries who are also
struggling with the Soviet legacy of institutionalizing children. The deinstitutionalization that has
occurred thus far in Moldova was possible in specific regions, in part, because other essential
elements of a child protection (CP) system were in place in those locations. Specifically, foster care or
small group homes existed so that social assistants and gatekeeping commissions could place
children in these alternatives rather than in institutions. Simultaneously, the efforts of community social
workers and preventative services enabled families to deal with specific crises and thus keep their
children at home, rather than petition for the children to be placed in institutions. Additional help came
through the creation in 2009 of modest financial assistance packages for 70,000 highly vulnerable
families, 80 percent of whom have children.

A key tipping point in improving the CP system occurred in 2007 when the social work system was
extended to the local level through the placement of social assistants (social workers) in every
community. Although salaries are low and there is a 30 percent vacancy rate, with this effort, the GOM
recognized that the needs of children and families are best addressed at the local level. Community
social assistants report that there is considerable demand for their services and that there is general
acknowledgement of the value of their work. However, turnover is high among the social assistants and
they face many challenges in executing their work.
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Many factors have contributed to reforming the child protection system in Moldova. These include the
following:

1. The European Union (EU) and other donors have been funding efforts to improve the CP
system in Moldova since 2000 and that flow of funds and pressure on the GOM to improve the
CP system is now, 12 years later, tangibly bearing fruit;

2. the GOM is reasonably committed to deinstitutionalization and the global financial crisis added
additional motivation given the eventual savings that the GOM can achieve through investing in
less expensive foster care/group homes vs. institutions;

3. P4EC is an extremely competent NGO that has worked effectively in the CP area since 1995
and thus has the expertise and clout to both lobby and demonstrate to the GOM how the CP
system can best be transformed;

4. The four other international nongovernmental organizations (INGO) that are assisting in
reforming the CP system, Terre des hommes, Lumos Foundation, Child Fund, and Keystone in
addition to UNICEF, are generally working cooperatively and have a similar vision regarding the
CP system reforms; and

5. Moldova is a geographically compact country and thus it is possible for best practices to
become known throughout the country as: a) INGO’s extend the capacity building assistance,
b) decision makers directly hear about and see the positive impact, and c) GOM employees are
able to contact or visit their counterparts in other districts to learn about the ongoing reform.

Other project activities that have contributed to programmatic progress

- From the beginning, P4AEC has adopted a comprehensive approach to capacity building by working
simultaneously with all three levels of the CP system. Overall this strategy reduced potential
resistance because members of the CP system moved forward together, after much debate and
doubt, in adopting the necessary changes in behaviour and beliefs.

- P4EC is working with the Ministry of Education, Ministry of Labour, Social Protection and Family
and Ministry of Finance to try and ensure that the funds made available due to the closing of
institutions is reallocated to support community social services for families and children. National
regulations on the reallocation of funds from residential to community care were approved by the
GoM in May 2012; these regulations are being used by the local authorities to plan service
provision for 2013.

- Considerable effort within the project has been devoted to ensuring that the guiding structure, e.g.,
action plans, laws, and regulatory frameworks are aligned with each other and with international
standards to support the best interests of the child, e.g., UN Convention on the Rights of the Child,
UN Guidelines for Alternative Care of Children.

- Several times over, project partners mentioned the importance of obtaining the support for reform
from the district councils. These councils have control over budgetary allocations and thus P4EC is
working closely with them, and the partners that can influence the councils, to ensure their
commitment and financial support over time.

- In order to reform the child protection system, it is necessary for P4EC to gain the support and
cooperation of six separate ministries. One of the ways that PAEC has improved this cooperation
was to have high-level representatives from the different ministries participate in the study tour to
the United Kingdom. In addition to learning about approaches that could be adapted for use in
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Moldova, spending this much time together allowed the ministry officials to form friendships and
discuss how to improve efficiency and cooperation among their ministries.

- The greatest resistance to deinstitutionalization typically comes from institutional staff who are
understandably concerned about losing their jobs in a country with a high unemployment rate.
Once national government commitment to closing an institution is official, PAEC undertakes
intensive work with institutional staff to overcome their resistance and educate them about potential
training and employment options in the child protection sector.

- Afinal program activity that seems to have contributed to the deinstitutionalization process is the
communications work that PAEC conducted with the Moldovan media and key decision makers.
Educating these populations about child protection issues has been critically important in helping to
shift politicians’ and citizens’ belief that institutionalization is an appropriate means of caring for
children. One government official highlighted this belief when he stated, “We used to believe that
the child was the problem, so the solution was to remove the child through institutionalization. We
now realize that the causes of vulnerability are not the fault of the child and very much require a
community solution.”

In spite of the considerable progress in transforming the CP system, there remain more than 55
institutions with about 5,500 children in Moldova that have not yet begun the deinstitutionalization
process. Additionally, PAEC estimates that only one-third of the 32 districts are currently receiving
capacity building assistance from one of the INGOs referenced above. This means that in the majority
of the country, the necessary gatekeeping mechanisms, alternative systems of care, and family support
services are not yet in place to allow for deinstitutionalization or the prevention of institutionalization.
Considerable work, therefore, remains in order to completely transform Moldova’s child protection
system.

Future Challenges

- Unstable political situation: After two and one-half years without a Moldovan president, Nicolae
Timofti was finally elected to that office in March 2012. The current democratic government should
remain in place for the next two years, but after that the future is uncertain. The country also
experiences considerable turnover at the ministry level; new minister was appointed at the Ministry
of Education (MoEd) in July. Equally essential to the success of the DCOF project is the important
role that mayors play in supporting and advocating for resources to strengthen the CP system at
the local level. Potentially, all of mayoral positions in the country could turn over in the next two
years and this will have an impact on progress toward care reform as new mayors will need to be
trained and educated regarding child protection issues. Even for those mayors that don'’t leave
office, many of them currently don’t prioritize child protection issues. Thus, as in most countries,
political instability is a fact of life and effort must be maintained to convince political leaders of the
importance of strengthening the CP system. On the positive side, the DCOF-funded program
began under a government formed by the Communist Party and the commitment to
deinstitutionalization was maintained by the current coalition government. P4EC is therefore
reasonably confident that current momentum and commitment to improve the CP system will not
be lost even with political changes at the various levels of the GOM.

- Lack of qualified workers: A significant proportion of Moldova’s population has migrated in
search of work abroad, including a high percentage of women. This fact has a negative impact on
the number of qualified candidates available to staff the child protection sector.

- Children with Disabilities: UNICEF reports that the success with deinstitutionalization has
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primarily been with non-disabled, school-age children and that there remain large institutions solely
for children with disabilities. Although progress toward achieving country-wide inclusive education
has begun—1) a strategy is in place, 2) inclusive education pilots are currently underway in
multiple districts, and 3) mainstreamed children graduated from ninth grade this year—government
officials report that more than 10,000 children with disabilities are not enrolled in any type of formal
education.

- Violence in the family: Family violence, often linked to alcohol abuse, is a considerable threat in
Moldova. UNICEF reports that although there are currently many different models of addressing
violence being used at the community level, the development and use of a unified approach would
be a significant contribution to protecting children and women. Additionally, there is a need for
positive parenting classes, especially related to non-violent means of parenting

- Challenges in closing institutions related to health issues: In the original project proposal,
EveryChild was scheduled to assist in the closing of the Institution for Children with Hearing
Impairments in Calarasi, and the Institution in Ungheni district that treats children that have, or
have been exposed to, tuberculosis. For a variety of complex reasons, reintegrating these children
with their families has proved extremely challenging. Reintegration will proceed and is expected to
be completed by the end of the project. But similar institutions exist in other districts and will be
equally difficult to close efficiently.

Final Year Key Activities

- Assist the GOM to develop a new child protection law and amend several laws to align with the
new CP law.

- Assist the GOM to revise the secondary legislation on foster care regulations and standards, as
well as approval of the family support regulations by the GOM.

- Assist local public authorities in three pilot regions to develop, pilot, and integrate the local CP
models of early interventions.

- Assist Falesti Local authorities to close down the boarding school.

- Assist the Ministry of Health (MoH) and the MoEd to strategically plan the transformation of
institutions for children with hearing impairment and children infected or affected by tuberculosis.

- Promote the models of child participation (ABCs) for national replication.

- Continue capacity building and communication activities.

- Conduct research to evaluate the impact of the project’'s communication activities.

- Conduct final project evaluation.

- Hold the project final conference.

Assessment Team Recommendation

If circumstances allow, the assessment team strongly recommends that this P4EC project be
extended.
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Attachment 1: Protecting Children in Moldova from Family Separation, Violence, Abuse,
Neglect & Exploitation: USAID Project Assessment Scope of Work

They primary goal of the DCOF assessment is to monitor project progress, achievements and
challenges, vis-a-vis the original program description and current country context. It is primarily a
technical visit and thus activities should be geared towards providing the USAID team with the technical
information necessary to understand the evolution of the project, and what, if anything, can be done to
improve the project or overcome any current obstacles. Site visits and meetings should be prioritized
towards activities that demonstrate sustainable changes occurring at the level of the child protection
system, e.g., increased capacity of relevant line ministries to strengthen the national child protection
system, increased capacity at local authority level to develop an integrated system of social services for
children and families, deinstitutionalization, etc. But as DCOF is not present in Moldova, we ask that
P4EC work with USAID/Moldova to determine the most productive agenda. Specific activities ideally
would include:

Meetings organized by P4EC:

1. Activities that will provide the team with a good understanding of the accomplishments and
challenges of the 5 primary project objectives. If time allows and substantive interaction can
take place, site visits would be conducted to Ungheni, Calarasi or Falesti.

2. Activity observation/discussions that will assist the team in better understanding the

accomplishments and challenges encountered regarding:

- National authorities’ attitudes and actions regarding implementation of the UN
guidelines on alternative care of children,

- Status of various legislative actions related to improving the child protection system,

- National Reform Coordination Council,

- Relocation of funds from residential care to community based social assistance,

- Family support and reintegration services,

- Family separation prevention activities,

- Capacity building of national line Ministries and local authorities,

- Deinstitutionalization of children both within the 3 LA’s of this project as well as the
country as a whole,

-Continued placement of children into institutions for the hearing impaired and TB,

- Family-type homes to accommodate children that have challenging circumstances,

-Advisory Boards of Children.

3. Discussion with P4EC regarding:
- Mid term evaluation of the USAID/P4EC project.

4. Meetings/discussions in which a visit from ‘USAID/Washington’ could be used to further the
project’s goals.

Meetings organized by USAID/Moldova:
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Meetings with relevant stakeholders in Chisinau, engaged in assisting vulnerable children and
the process of deinstitutionalization. This could include but not be limited to relevant technical
officers from UNICEF, Lumos Foundation, etc., as determined by USAID/Moldova.

Meetings with relevant USAID/U.S. Embassy officials as determined by USAID/Moldova.
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Attachment 2: Preliminary Program for the DCOF Visit to Moldova

Date Location Time Meetings/visits/people Description P4EC to accompany USAID
team
20-Jun PAEC office 9.30 - PAEC Project team The project team will be available to provide Stela Grigoras, Daniela
13.00 information regarding the project implementation Mamaliga
progress, achievements, obstacles, challenges, etc.
Ministry of 14.00 - | V. Buliga, Minister, V. The Child Protection Directorate is the main central Stela Grigoras, Daniela
Labour, Social 15.30 Dumbraveanu, Head of government structure responsible for national polices | Mamaliga
Protection and Child protection in child protection and child care. This Directorate was
Family Directorate directly involved in the development of the National
Action Plan for the implementation of the Guidelines
on alternative care of children, as well as is developing
the new child protection law.
Ministry of 16.00 - | M. Sleahtitchi, Minister, The Pre-university Education Directorate is tasked with | Stela Grigoras, Daniela
Education 17.30 V. Crudu, heard of Pre- coordination of the implementation of the national Mamaliga
university Education strategy of the residential care system and national
Directorate program on inclusive education.
21-Jun Calarasi district | 10.00- | V. Timofti, deputy- These politicians are responsible for the project Stela Grigoras, Daniela
11.00 president of the raion, M. | implementation at the local level. Mamaliga
Cotealea, Head of Social
Assistance and Family
Protection Directorate, E.
Gonta, deputy-head of
Directorate for Education,
|. Bobeica, Head of
Finance
11.15- | Visit to V. Alecsandri This mainstream school has integrated 7 children with | Mariana Lupascu, project site
12.30 school, meeting L. special needs from residential institutions. They have coordinator

Buruiana, the manager
for inclusive education
and teaching support
staff (7 integrated
children).

been trained to provide inclusive education.
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14.00 - | Visit to a community Centre Epitrop provides additional support in inclusive | Mariana Lupascu, project site
15.00 Centre "Epitrop", meeting | education. A number of children were placed there coordinator

the head of the Centre, I. | from the residential school, a number of children

Negru (former attend some rehabilitation social and educational

headmaster of a closed services.

institution).
15.15 - | Visit to a family of a The child was reintegrated from the Calarasi special Mariana Lupascu, project site
16.15 reintegrated child school. The visit may also involve people that coordinator

supported reintegration and school inclusion
(community social worker, teaching support staff).

16.30 - | Visit to the school for This residential school is in the process of Mariana Lupascu, project site
17.30 children with hearing transformation. All children have been assessed. The coordinator

impairment - TBC - it may | Ministry of Education should make the decision about

be closed for summer the transformation.

22-Jun Falesti district 10.00 - | V. Muduc, President of These politicians are responsible for the project Stela Grigoras, Daniela

11.00 raion, |. Binzari, deputy- implementation at the local level. Mamaliga

president of raion for

social issues
11.15 - | Specialists form Social These professionals coordinate the process of Tatiana Dnestrean, project site
12.30 Assistance and Family deinstitutionalization of children, family reintegration | coordinator

Protection Directorate and school inclusion.

and from the Directorate

of Education (E. Ciobanu,

V. Ciuperca, Nanii)
14.00 - | Meeting with the head of | Community social assistance service employs about Tatiana Dnestrean, project site
15.00 Community Social 30-40 social workers working in each community. They | coordinator

Assistance Service, G.
Minzateanu, supervisors
and community social
workers.

are responsible for identification of children at risk,
provision of social work assessments and primary
social services, referral to specialists services at raion
level and support to children in foster care or in
families in post-reintegration period.
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15.15 - | Visit to a community This Centre provides day and placement services to Tatiana Dnestrean, project site
16.15 Centre "The Home of children at risk or separated from families. They have coordinator, V. Ciuperca,
Hope", working with been supported by the project to strengthen their case | specialist
separated children or management skills and provide psychological
children at risk counseling to children victims of abuse, neglect and
exploitation.
16.30 - | Visit to a general This institution is planned to close in 2012. Children' Tatiana Dnestrean, project site
17.30 boarding school in the deinstitutionalization is under way. coordinator, Emilia Ciobanu -
process of closure, specialist from Social
meeting the headmaster Assistance and family
Arpentin - TBC - it may be Protection Directorate
closed for summer
23-Jun EvC Office 10.00 - | Project team To discuss the issues from the visits so far and results | Stela Grigoras, Daniela
16.00 of the MTR Mamaliga
25-Jun Ungheni district | 9.00- | Visit to Cornesti This institution is designed to rehabilitate children who | Virgiliu Hangan, project site
10.00 institution for children had TB or to prevent the disease in children who have | coordinator
with TB been in contact with people with TB. Children stay in
this institution up to 6 months.
10.30- | Meeting with T. Radeanu, | These politicians are responsible for the project Stela Grigoras, Daniela
11.30 deputy-president of the implementation at the local level. Mamaliga
raion for social issues,
Chiuvaga, deputy-
president of the raion for
education
11.30 - | Meeting with specialists These professionals coordinate the process of Virgiliu Hangan, project site
12.45 from Social Assistance deinstitutionalization of children, family reintegration | coordinator

and Family Protection
Directorate and from the
Directorate of Education

and school inclusion.
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13.00 - | Meeting children from The Children and Young people will be there to share Natalia Semeniuc, child
14.00 Advisory Boards of experience so far in influencing decisions at local level. | participation manager
Children They may talk about the training program they

underwent, their participation in district level decision-

making bodies, activities organized in their

communities.
14.30- | Meeting with members of | The Gate-keeping Commission is the main Virgiliu Hangan, project site
15.30 gate-keeping commission. | independent structure that advises the guardianship coordinator

authority in relation to children proposed for family

separation or for deinstitutionalization.

26-Jun PAEC office 9.30 - Summing up meeting The project team will be available for further questions | Stela Grigoras, Daniela

13.00 with the project team Mamaliga
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Attachment 3: Hierarchical Flow Chart of All Levels Involved in the Project
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Attachment 4: Project Midterm Review: Protecting Children in Moldova from Family
Separation, Violence, Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation
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Executive Summary

With population of 3.5 million Moldova is a small country comprised of 32 raions (districts) and 2 autonomous
regions. It is the poorest country in Europe with 25% of the population living on less than $2 a day and many
families struggling to care for their children. Loss of parental care in Moldova is caused by a complex array of
underlying and immediate factors, including: household poverty; violence, abuse and neglect at home; parental
migration; lack of access to good quality education, healthcare and social protection services close to home;
inappropriate policies which support family separation and institutionalization of children, as well as persistent
belief of parents, practitioners & decision-makers that the state can care for children better than families.

The Protecting Children in Moldova from Family Separation, Violence, Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation Project
(August 2010 to July 2013), implemented by EveryChild and Partnerships for EveryChild, is funded with a
$2.5million grant from USAID. The project aims to provide the authorities of Moldova with assistance to
strengthen the child protection system, address the needs of vulnerable children and their families, and close the
gaps in their access to quality social services. The goal is that 100,000 vulnerable children will have improved
access to quality social protection services, including systems to prevent and protect against family separation,
violence, abuse, neglect and exploitation. The Project operates at the national, regional and local levels.

The purpose of the mid-term review was to carry out a thorough analysis of the activities, outputs and outcomes,
as well as the effectiveness and sustainability of two of the key project key objectives: to provide 5,000
vulnerable children and their families improved access to high quality family support and family substitute
services integrated in the wider social protection context; and to increase the capacity of 1,100 specialists to
prevent family separation and provide effective protection to children without parental care. The review utilized a
participatory team approach and employed qualitative methodology for the process, data collection, analysis and
expansion of lessons and recommendations. Three areas were reviewed: child and family impact, training and
capacity building, and stakeholder and partnership impact.

Key Review Question: To what extent has the project caused changes in the lives of children supported to leave

long-term institutional care, and how these changes can be attributed to the project intervention?

Key lessons and recommendations from the review process include:

e Full participation is showing solid results across sectors — building significant buy-in at all levels,
changing mentalities, expanding alternative services, and reaching vulnerable children and their families;

e Capacity building takes a holistic approach that is improving skills, changing attitudes and behaviours,
and increasing reform momentum;

e Full transparency has built a strong relationship of trust that enables stakeholders to be fully involved and
have significant impact; changes in knowledge, attitude and practice are producing sustainable impact in
child welfare reform;

e There is a strong need to continue efforts to get services and resources to the community level and to
continue efforts to secure the allocation of budget funds for local services; and

e The project must continue to be an advocate or bridge between the regional and national levels, for
example supporting development of monitoring and evaluation systems, and advocating for legislation
and minimum standards.

The project has had significant impact on the lives of children and families, and positive outcomes can be
attributed directly to the project interventions. The approach to capacity building has empowered and equipped
community social workers in their professional practices. Professionals describe their changing attitudes,
behaviors and improving abilities and skills. There is a clear sense of what is needed in communities in terms of
quality services for families and children. Stakeholders experience participation as empowering, increasing
innovation, and momentum building. All of these factors show sustainable and significant impact.
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V Introduction

i) Country Context — The Republic of Moldova

With population of 3.5 million, comprising 32 raions (districts/regions) and 2 autonomous
regions, Moldova is a small country. It is the poorest country in Europe with 25% of the
population living on less than $2 a day and many families struggling to care for their children.
Moldova leads the region in the proportion of its children in residential care. At the start of the
project (2010) more than 10,000 children were said to be separated from their families, with just
over 6,000 in substitute care including small family-type group homes, shelters and foster care
(UNICEF, Master Plan for Deinstitutionalization). The demographic environment is defined by a
declining population, a declining proportion of children, and a high rate of migration with an
estimated 1 in 4 children having a parent living abroad. Approximately 59% of the population
lives in rural areas where poverty-related issues are exacerbated by a lack of employment
opportunities and lack of access to social protection services. Issues of high unemployment,
worker migration, human trafficking, child labour, potential for political instability,
decentralization, policy reform and others continue to add to the complexity and challenge of
child protection reform. The country continues to be highly dependent on foreign assistance for
economic growth and social protection.

While Moldova has experienced steady economic growth since 2001 (UNICEF, Assessment of
the Child Care System in Moldova, 2009), the current global financial crisis has reduced
household income, accelerated migration of the working-aged population and reduced tax
revenue. According to this report, the first quarter of 2009 saw a significant increase in
unemployment, which has remained high in the years since (7.7% compared with 5.5% in 2008)
(UNICEF). Some 40,000 fewer people were employed. Household poverty and the lack of work
for parents are found to be two of the main contributors to children being taken out of school to
find work. “The national economy is heavily dependent on the migration abroad of people of
working age who often leave behind children in the care of grandparents or other relatives, or
sometimes without care at all” (UNICEF). From school records for the start of the academic
year, which list children who have at least one parent working abroad: in 2006 estimates were
177,000, increasing to 200,000 in 2007. According to regional officials, there are significant
numbers of children with one or both parents living abroad. A census of children in vulnerable
situations is currently being undertaken.

Loss of parental care in Moldova is caused by a complex array of underlying and immediate
factors, including: household poverty; violence, abuse and neglect at home; parental migration;
lack of access to quality education, healthcare and social protection services close to home;
inappropriate policies which support family separation and institutionalization of children, as
well as the persistent belief of parents, practitioners and decision-makers that the state can care
for children better than families. Alcohol abuse and dependency are also key factors. It is
estimated that 1 in 4 children has at least one parent living or working abroad. Children with both
parents working abroad are the most vulnerable and are at greater risk of neglect, abuse and
placement in large-scale residential care. These children are at risk for ending up in state care
due to guardians, especially elderly caregivers or unrelated neighbors, being unable to cope with

1
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the extra responsibility. Even with a rigorous National Strategy for Reform of the Residential
Institution System (2007-2012), in Moldova there remains an oversupply of residential care and
an undersupply of alternative family- and community-based care. This is changing, however, due
in large part to the efforts and projects of non-governmental organizations (NGO) and the
engagement of civil society as a key voice for reform. Re-allocation of funds towards
community- based preventative services and family-based alternatives continues to be a
challenge as residential institutions close. Reform of the child protection system has been largely
decentralized to the Regional Social Assistance & Family Protection Departments (SAFPD) of
raion-level administrations, according to UNICEF (2009). At the raion level a network of
community social workers (“social assistants™) provide support to families in their communities.
Each raion has at least one specialist who deals with cases of supporting children and families
and one who is responsible for child protection issues. This level of decentralization has
happened quickly, since late 2010, and demonstrates the potential for a more family- and
community-based protection and prevention system. Data from this evaluation shows, that at this
point, a lack of services or access to services at the community level, particularly in rural areas,
is more of an ongoing challenge than the actual decentralization process itself.

Given all of the issues and challenges that the Republic of Moldova, its government and
population face, The United States Agency for International Development (USAID)-Displaced
Children and Orphans Fund (DCOF) supported project, ““Protecting Children in Moldova from
Family Separation, Violence, Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation” (hereafter referred to as “The
Project”) is developed and implemented within a context of important opportunity. National
policy is moving strongly towards large-scale deinstitutionalization of children and protection or
support of children within their families and communities. National, regional and local policy is
aligned with the principles of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child
(UNCRC) and United Nations Guidelines for the Alternative Care of Children (UNGACC) and
is clearly aimed achieving significant national impact. Reform is being taken seriously and is
being aggressively implemented despite the country’s ongoing challenges. The implementing
organization, Partnerships for Every Child (P4EC) is the in-country partner of EveryChild (EvC),
and maintains a high profile among the top child welfare NGOs in the country, with solid
relationships at the national and regional government levels. The democratic government
withstood the last round of elections and should remain firmly in place for the coming two years,
offering an opportunity for systemic structural changes within a supportive and willing political
environment. Actors at all levels of government, residential institutions, caregivers,
communities, family members and the general public show increasing support as attitudes evolve
from a mindset of “residential care as a good option for the care of children” and the “State’s
responsibility to care for the country’s children” toward the understanding, belief and practice
that a child’s place is within family, school and community. This is perhaps the most promising
and hopeful indication of significant and sustainable systems reform.

ii) Organizational Background & Project Introduction
EveryChild envisions a world where every child enjoys the right to a safe and caring family, free

from poverty, violence and exploitation. The organization’s core principles include belief that
every child: has the right to grow up in a safe and caring family; has the right to go to school; has

2
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the right to be heard; deserves the chance to play; deserves the opportunity to fulfil their
potential; and deserves the chance of a childhood. Programs and services are built on the
knowledge that the care and security of a family make all the difference in the world to a child’s
chances of having not only a childhood, but a future. The organizational mission is:

Keeping families together
Keeping children safe
Getting children back into families

Making sure children are heard
Learning, to do better
Influencing and inspiring change

The Protecting Children in Moldova from Family Separation, Violence, Abuse, Neglect &
Exploitation Project is funded with a $2.5million grant from USAID-DCOF through World
Learning. From August 2010 to July 2013, the project aims to provide the authorities of Moldova
with assistance to strengthen the child protection system, addressing the needs of
vulnerable children and their families, and closing the gaps in their access to quality social
services.

Project Goal
100,000 vulnerable children

in Moldova will have improved access to quality social protection services, including systems to prevent
and protect them from family separation, violence, abuse, neglect & exploitation

The purpose of this project is to enable the social
protection system to comprehensively address the needs
of vulnerable children and their families in Moldova for
quality social services, including systems to prevent
family separation and to protect children without
parental care (CWPC). The Project operates at the
national, regional and local levels in Moldova, and
within three target regions of Ungheni, Calarasi &
Falesti.

The beneficiaries include 4,500 children in vulnerable
families and 500 children in residential institutions in
the project sites, as well as 374 residential caregivers,
110 national-level policy makers and 750 local-level
decision-makers and professionals. National-level
advocacy events aim to impact 100,000 children living
in vulnerable families, including the 10,000 children (at
the beginning of the project) in residential care across
the country.

3
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The project works at the national level by supporting ministries that strengthen the ability of
national child welfare systems to prevent family separation and provide appropriate care and
protection for CWPC. It builds the capacity of regional departments to provide support to local
authorities (LA) to ensure the effective implementation of national child welfare and protection
policies at the regional and community levels. The project facilitates a common vision for child
welfare and more specifically residential care reform and promotes understanding and
cooperation across levels of government. The project supports the development, at the local
level, of an integrated system of social services for children and families by providing practical
support and improving the capacity for service development and implementation (including
monitoring and evaluation — M&E). Beneficiary participation in policy development and M&E is
fostered through development of commissions, committees, multi-disciplinary groups and
Advisory Boards of Children (ABC).

The project intends that by July 2013:
» National authorities are committed and actively support the implementation UNGACC in
Moldova.

» 5,000 vulnerable children and their families in Calarasi, Falesti & Ungheni have improved
access to high quality family support and family substitute services integrated in the wider
social protection context.

o 1,100 specialists in Calarasi, Falesti and Ungheni have an increased capacity to prevent
family separation and provide effective protection to CWPC.

» Local Authorities in target regions prioritize meaningful child participation as a means to
consult, monitor and evaluate their local child welfare policies.

« Professional and public attitudes have shifted towards preventing separation by supporting
vulnerable families and children and toward the use of family-based care as opposed to
residential care for CWPC.

VI Mid-Term Review Evaluation Methodology

i) Purpose & Key Questions

The project is halfway through implementation. The purpose of the mid-term review (MTR) was
a thorough analysis of the undertaken activities, achieved outputs and outcomes, as well as of the
effectiveness and sustainability of two of the key project key objectives:

» 5,000 vulnerable children and their families have improved access to high quality family
support and family substitute services integrated in the wider social protection context

» 1,100 specialists have an increased capacity to prevent family separation and provide
effective protection to children who are without parental care.
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Central Evaluation Question

To what extent has the project caused changes in the lives of children supported to leave long-
term institutional care, and how can these changes be attributed to the project intervention?

A number of sub-questions were also explored as part of the MTR work:

1. What has been the progress so far in terms of outcomes and outputs of children benefiting
from the Family Support Services (FSS) and Reintegration program in 3 regions?

2. How sustainable are the outcomes being achieved? What are the potential threats to
sustainability?

3. What was the impact of the capacity building program delivered to the local authority staff in

terms of the quality of the services provided to children and families?

What has worked well, what hasn’t?

What challenges and obstacles were identified in the implementation process?

Which activities, strategies, and processes are leading to the desired outcomes and outputs?

What was the stakeholders’ involvement in the development and delivery of the family

support services, how representative are they, and what have been the benefits of their

involvement?

8. What new learning has been identified as a result of this project and what are the
recommendations for changes to improve the project delivery?

No ok

ii) Technical Approach

The MTR used a participatory team approach for the development of the purpose, questions and
tools, as well as for the data collection, analysis and expansion of lessons and recommendations.
Stakeholders from national and local government were involved throughout the process: at the
beginning providing input to the scope of work and work plan; during data collection; and
through to development of the final report and incorporation of lessons learned. An external
consultant provided leadership to the internal project team (see Annex B for complete listing of
professionals involved). The approach was qualitative and participatory, aimed at including the
project team members and stakeholders in all aspects of the review in order to maximize learning
from results and to build the internal capacity to undertake results-based and qualitative
approaches to the project cycle. Strategies for evaluation were results-based keeping a keen focus
on the project logic model (flow of inputs, activities, outputs and outcomes), the resulting impact
of outcomes, and testing for attribution and assumptions, but also approached the MTR from a
learning perspective. Interviews and focus groups were seen as opportunities for mutual learning,
and the involvement of the project team as an opportunity to share reflections on project
successes and challenges, as well as new ideas for the second half of implementation.

The reliability of the evaluation methodology and collected data can be attributed mainly to the
use of fairly comprehensive qualitative tools that looked at the range of project interventions
holistically and within a considerably limited timeframe. Limitations and challenges to review
stemmed from the wide-ranging and in-depth nature of the project, which includes a continuous
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process of deinstitutionalization, prevention, general child welfare systems reform and capacity
building services. Monitoring and evaluation is not limited by available data, rather the
organization, project, and country as a whole are collecting impressive amounts of both
qualitative and quantitative information, including long-term research on reintegration, statistical
/ census data on families and children, cost and efficiency data, complete case files and other
information. The amount of data will contribute well to a solid final evaluation and will, no
doubt, tell the story of child welfare systems reform in Moldova. The MTR was limited by a
short timeframe, quick turnaround, and understandable time constraints on the availability of
team members. More information was available, received and gathered on certain project aspects
than on others. Given these limitations and constraints the scope and depth of the review is
noteworthy.

iii) Tools for Data Collection

In order to capture a full picture of the project’s impact to date, explore questions of attribution,
sustainability and replication and ensure a variable range of data, a number of different tools
were used. The MTR process itself, from design to formulation of recommendations, was seen as
a participatory “tool” for collection of information and means of learning. The tools were
primarily qualitative, although the use of written questionnaires also allowed for quantification
of certain data, adding additional validity to the rich and deep perspectives data collected through
such tools as focus groups and interviews. Meetings, interviews, focus groups and discussions
were all held in Romanian, the official language in Moldova. Framework documents, review
summaries, questionnaires, focus group guides, etc. were all translated into Romanian. The tools
were designed to:

» Allow for flexibility given the complex human and relational nature of the project

» Provide for in-depth examination of the dynamic realities of a child welfare reform effort

« Allow for value and quality questions to be explored

» Provide for the exploration of perceptions and changes in perspective

» Result in a holistic, deep and realistic “snap shot” of the project’s work to date

The following methods and tools were used in the MTR process:

1. MTR team meetings for team development, review planning, execution of the MTR, and
participatory elaboration of findings and recommendations

2. Stakeholder input meetings for planning and review of findings

3. Document review of both internal and external documents related to the project and to child
welfare in Moldova. Documents included: project planning documents (proposal,
implementation plans, etc.); project, regional and national child welfare reports;
organizational and Government of Moldova (GOM) strategies, annual reports and work
plans; etc. Existing quantitative data on the state of Moldova’s children and families was
examined. (see Annex D for a complete listing of the documents reviewed)

4. Project framework documents review (logical framework, existing data sources and M&E
plan) (see Annex F for project framework documents)

5. Questionnaires were developed to assess the impact of capacity building activities including
training and practical support. Two groups of beneficiaries were targeted with questionnaires:
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social workers (both regional and community-level) and teachers/professors/special needs
assistants. (see Annex F for sample questionnaires)
6. Case Review of files, documentation and existing case data, and case work practices
including cases considered to be “successful” and “less successful” examples.
7. Site Visits to each of the three target regions. Each site visit included:
» Focus groups with family members, children and specialists (see Annex F for focus
group guides)
e Semi-structured interviews with key regional partners
» Observational visits to key institutions (community-based social services, schools,
residential institutions, regional offices for social assistance)
8. Interviews
* Informal interviews with project staff and MTR team members
» Semi-formal interviews with representatives of national government

The mid-term review focused on three core project component areas for the purpose of
organization of questions, tools and data collection, and analysis (see Annex E for a summary
page on the key questions and collection tools for each component area). This report explores the
same core areas for presentation purposes:

Child and Family Impact Training
and Capacity Building Stakeholder
and Partnership Impact

VIl Data & Analysis
i) MTR Data & Key Findings

Child and Family Impact

In terms of child and family impact the review explored the central question: What has been the
progress so far in terms of outcomes and outputs for children that are benefiting from the
Family Support and Reintegration program in the three regions? The review aimed to
assess: the outcomes and impact to date of project activities on beneficiary children and families;
the link between project activities and outcomes; the sustainability of direct service components
and any threats to sustainability; what is working well; and where are the gaps and areas for
improvement in targeted project activities; etc. The tools used for data collection and review
included: document review, staff and key stakeholder informal and semi-structured interviews,
case studies, and focus groups with family members and children. Focus groups with children
included a life-mapping exercise that asked children to think about and represent through words
or pictures their early life, current life and future life.

In terms of outcome, the project sets out to ensure that 5,000 vulnerable children and their

families in target regions have improved access to high quality family support and family
substitute services integrated in the wider social protection context.
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The review explored a number of questions:

How many children and families have been served by the project to date?

How many children have been deinstitutionalized — reintegrated, guardianship in
extended family, foster care, children reintegrated in public schools

How many children have been prevented from separation - vulnerable children from at-
risk families

How are factors/obstacles (poverty, unemployment, economics, etc.) impacting the
families served? What are the obstacles impacting families’ ability to care for children?
What services/components are working well in direct service of children? What is not
working?

What activities toward improving service quality have been implemented to date?

Have there been improvements to decision that incorporate best interest of the child and
prioritize family-based services?

What is the plan for roll out of additional services in the 2" half of the project?

How are M&E practices informing implementation?

How are stakeholders being involved? What are the benefits of their involvement?

How are children’s perspectives being heard and incorporated?

What has been learned about integrating a system at the local level? Have service
delivery plans been developed at the local level? Are they implemented? Are there multi-
disciplinary commissions? Are they functional?

How have children’s behaviours changed? How have parents’ behaviours changed?

What are the factors in “less than successful cases”?

Document Review & Interviews

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with national and regional officials exploring
questions related to child and family impact, particularly quality of service. Informal interviews,
discussion of successful and challenging cases, and team discussions were carried out with EvC
staff members. In addition, site visits and observation of programs and services helped in
providing data regarding child and family services in the target regions.

National Interviews

» Cornel Tarus, Deputy Head of the Child Protection Department in the Ministry of
Labor, Social Protection & Family

« Valentin Crudu, Head Pre-university Education Department, Ministry of Education,
Chair of the National Reform Council

» Staff: Stela Grigoras, Project Director, Director PAEC; Daniela Mamaliga, Project
Team Leader; Natalia Semeniuc, Child Participation Manager; Ala Scalschi, Public
Finance Manager

Reqgional Interviews

» Tudor Radeanu, Head of Social Assistance and Family Protection Department Ungeni
» lraida Binzari, Deputy President of Raion for Social Issues Falesti

» Elena Gonta, Deputy Head of Education Calarasi
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« Staff: Virgiul Hanganu, Pilot Site Manager Ungheni; Tatiana Dnestrean, Pilot Site
Manager Falesti; Mariana Lupascu, Pilot Sites Team Leader, Pilot Site Manager
Calarasi

According to the Ministry of Education (MoE), “The goal (from the National Strategy) was to
reduce the number of institutionalized children by 50% by 2012 and we have reached 54%”
(interview with the representative of the MoE). Under the National Strategy for Reform of the
Residential Institution System (2007-2012) and according to the MoE, twelve residential schools
(“scoala residentiala™) and five schools for children with special needs (“scoala auxiliara™) have
been closed since 2007. In Moldova, the system of residential schooling has historically acted as
the protection system for children between the ages of six and eighteen years, both those with
special educational needs and those from vulnerable families. Although they are targeted toward
children requiring special education many of the residential institutions were overwhelmingly
populated by otherwise “healthy” and “able” children, who were separated from their families
and institutionalized for factors related to family vulnerability (poverty, unemployment, family
dysfunction, abuse or neglect, etc.) and for whom other community- or family-based services
were not available. Officials in Falesti Region reported that 43% of the children in the two
residential schools closed over the last year had no documented special educational needs.
According to the GOM, the number of children in institutional care is down nationwide with an
increasing number of both public and private services for both deinstitutionalization services
(models of alternative family-based care including reintegration, guardianship in extended
family, foster care, small family-type group homes, temporary shelters and community centres)
and family support / prevention services. According to both government officials and project
staff, the number of new admissions to residential schools in the three target regions has been
zero (100% prevention of institutionalization) since 2008. Overall the project has found that
approximately 85-90% of children in residential schools have families, and can be reintegrated
with support services, particularly material support, and targeted community school integration
planning and support. In the past year, as a direct effort of the project:

o 72 schools from the three target sites are piloting the inclusive education model for
children with special education needs.

« 2 out of 3 residential schools in Falesti Region have closed — 90% of the children have
been reintegrated into their families (birth or extended). The remaining residential school
is targeted for closure in the next six months and has already reduced to less than 50
students in care.

« Ungeni Region no longer has any children in residential care. The project helped to close
two residential schools — an auxiliary school and a general boarding school. The region is
home to one special healthcare institution for children with tuberculosis (Tb) or who have
been in contact with the disease. An assessment of the institution has been presented to
the national Ministry of Health (MoH) and P4EC stands ready to help develop a plan for
transformation of this institution. Transformation is complicated by the fact that the
institution is national, not regional, meaning that it houses children from all over the
country, and comes under the direction of the national MoH.

» 1 residential school (auxiliary school) in Calarasi has been closed in the last year.

» Calarasi Region is also home to a special healthcare institution for children with hearing
impairments. Assessment of the school is complete and a plan is being developed for
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transformation of this institution. Closure is complicated by the fact that the institution is
national, not regional, meaning that it houses children from all over the country. It comes
under the direction of the national Ministry of Education (MoE).

Related to the target measureable outcome (5,000 children), to date the project has served a total
of 1,378 children through deinstitutionalization and prevention work.

The project has impacted 358 children from 5 institutions in the three target sites to date
through deinstitutionalization. 167 of those children in 130 families were supported with
monetary and family support in the post-reintegration period. Four of the five target institutions
have been closed in the last year as a direct result of the project’s support and activities; EvC
being seen an instrumental part in closing of the institutions. In addition, 112 children in the
institution for children with hearing impairments and 126 children from the health facility for Th
have been assessed and care plans have been established. Note: deinstitutionalization and
reintegration were the focus of the mid-term review.

Deinstitutionalization Outcomes

84 children have graduated from residential care and been reintegrated in their birth or extended
families with life skills support

136 children have been reintegrated into their birth families

31 children have entered guardianship (custodial care) with extended family

19 children were deinstitutionalized into professional foster care families

5 children went into small family-type group homes within their communities

33 children into community-based family-type placement centers

50 children remain in the Falesti Gymnasium (which is in process of transformation) with
deinstitutionalization plans in place

Approximately 1,020 children have been prevented from institutionalization through primary
and secondary prevention services. 200 +/- children have been directly prevented from family
separation through family support programs and monetary support. These were cases “most at-
risk”, for which institutionalization was most likely to occur without intervention. Gate-keeping
commissions report approximately 70 children per year, per site that are prevented from
institutionalization; placement could include alternative family-based care. Regional
Departments of Education report that through the application of new knowledge acquired
through training and capacity building, 110 children (total in all regions) were prevented from
family separation due to educational factors. The project trained family support social workers
from community centres (7 in Falesti, 4 in Ungeni and 2 in Calarasi), improving the services to
520 children.

Focus Groups

With a purpose of better understanding the impact of the project’s activities on direct
beneficiaries, namely children and families benefiting from deinstitutionalization strategies,
focus groups were organized at each of the project sites. The project has focused on
deinstitutionalization and reintegration (family, community, school) in the first year. Focus group
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participants represented reintegrated children and their families and did not include any cases of
vulnerable families where institutionalization was prevented. The MTR team spoke with three
focus groups of children and three focus groups of family members (one of each in each site).
Groups were a purposive sample of 6-8 children and 6-8 family members from each site.
Distribution considerations included gender, age, household size, length of institutionalization
and time at home, number of children, caregiver relationship, and types of services received.

Twenty-one children participated, 14 boys and 7 girls ranging in age from 11-18 with an average
age of 14 years. Focus group questions and discussion explored: school attendance and
academic/learning success; feeling of support from family and case workers, self esteem,
confidence and self-worth; health, development and safety, community connections,
relationships and friendships; and participation in project activities. The themes emerging from
focus groups with children are expanded later in this section.

Name Sex Age Head of Household
CcP male 13 Guardianship — grand parents
10 male 15 Foster Placement
CG female 13 Both parents
TL female 11 Both parents
AB male 12 Both parents
MB male 12 Both parents
1P male 13 Both parents
GD male 14 Both parents
IS male 13 Mother
AG female 16 Mother
LP female 13 Guardianship — grand parents
VH female 13 Mother
AB female 17 Mother
A male 16 Mother
| male 13 Guardianship — cousin
A male 16 Guardianship — sister
M male 18 Guardianship — sister
C female 14 Guardianship — grand parents
Vv male 14 Mother
N male 15 Guardianship — grand parents
M male 13 Mother

Table 1: Focus Groups with Children

Fifteen family members participated: all female and caring for between 1-4 children, the average
being 2.2 children per household. Most families had both reintegrated children and children who
had never been institutionalized. Nine (60%) family members were birth mothers of the
reintegrated children, another 5 (33%) were extended family (grandmothers, sisters or cousins of
reintegrated children), and the rest were nonrelated, either foster carers or legal guardians. Focus
group questions and discussion looked at:
» Parental Protective Factors
Feeling of support
Knowledge of and access to resources/services & connection to community
Skills & confidence in parenting
Understanding of child development
» Knowledge of child development & health
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» Increased confidence in parenting
» Improved connection to resources & community
» Increased parental support

Name Number of children in care Relationship to reintegrated child/ren
Ecaterina 3 Mother
Vera 1 Grandmother
Valentina 1 Mother
Mariana 2 Sister
Viorica 3 Cousin
Valentina 2 Sister
Alexandra 2 Mother
Tatiana 3 Mother
Anastasia 3 Mother
lulia 2 Mother
lliana 2 Foster Parent
Didiana 2 Mother
Victoria 4 Mother
Mariana 2 Mother
Lidia 1 Guardian

Table 2: Focus Groups with Family Members
Child & Family Impact Data Themes

« Through the focus groups with children and life mapping exercise, it became clear that
children have hope and dreams for their future lives. Many envision future professions
and families with children of their own.

They expressed positive feelings around
their deinstitutionalization and return to
family care.

o The situation has improved for families
and children. Families overwhelmingly
expressed joy at having their children
home and generally seemed to feel
supported in caring for their families.
Many described not having a choice
when their children were placed in
residential care. This description ranged
from “no one asked me” or “they told
me it was the best option for my child”
to “the community school forced me to place my child” and “I knew it was not best for
my child but I did not have any say in the matter”.

Fig 2. Life Map

» Reunification is empowering families and families feel supported to take on their
responsibilities related to child rearing and maintaining family stability. Their
empowerment is reflected in comments regarding being active participants in decisions
around care and schooling of their children, and pride in child accomplishments and
success in parenting.
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o Family members realize the benefits of the reintegration and are happy to have their
children home despite communicating clearly ongoing challenges, particularly economic,
for their families. No parent expressed regret or concern in regard to having their child at
home, however everyone expressed the need for ongoing support services, most
importantly financial or material support. Only a few caregivers discussed attending
support groups, which are active in only one of the three target sites. Family members
described regular visits of social workers and saw these visits as helpful. Family members
were able to generate a list of “helpful services or resources” in their community — these
included social workers, *“commissions” (assumed to be local child protection
commissions), day centres, schools, mayors offices and their own neighbours.

o Children understand the role of family (described through words and pictures) and they
do not want to relive the experience of being separated. A number of children are still
missing parents, who have migrated out of Moldova for work and economic opportunity.
These children may live with extended family or close family friends. Children feel left
behind and express hope for eventual reuniting of their families.

o Children are attending community schools. They express feelings of both missing their
friends and the routines of the residential schools and seek ways to stay connected. They
communicate positive feelings around their new freedom of choice and new community
and school friendships. School results are positive. Children are less isolated according to
both family members and teachers. Despite of initial fears around both school and
community social inclusion, which were expressed in earlier focus groups (taken from
EvC research data), children reported feeling supported by classmates, and having made
friends both in school and within their communities.

» Families have an increased capacity to satisfy their own needs, know where to turn to for
help, have an awareness of community and regional resources, and are able to name
people (mainly Mayor’s offices, gate keeping commissions or community social workers)
who can provide them with support. They also mention EvC specifically as support that
enabled them to reunite with their children, a significant factor in attributing impacts to
project activities and strategies.

o At the same time both family members and children describe economic difficulties as the
biggest challenge facing their family. This theme also emerged from interviews with
officials, focus groups with specialists and site visits. Economic challenges are deeply
affecting many families in Moldova.

o The effort of the project team, local professionals, schools and families has been
tremendous. The staff team states, “Every ounce of energy has gone into the effort to get
children back into families.” This focus includes developing supports for families,
working side-by-side with community social workers, countless hours of training
workshops and events, school integration planning and work with teachers, and public
education and awareness. The same level of effort has not been put into prevention and
family support services for vulnerable families. The focus of year one of the project was
deinstitutionalization, as was the focus of this mid-term review.
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» Regarding prevention, the project strategies focused on training community social
workers to apply case management methodology in supporting vulnerable children and
families, and on community schools to better support vulnerable children in educational
settings, not excluding them due to educational limitations, vulnerabilities, or family
conditions (poverty, unemployment, dysfunction, etc.). In addition, the project increased
the capacity of gate-keeping commissions to carefully analyse all cases proposed for
family separation. As a result there have been no new admissions to residential care in
any of the target sites.

« A tremendous amount of data exists related to deinstitutionalization and reintegration
(family, school, community) including: case records, case stories, national and regional
statistical data, in-depth child and family assessments, school records, data from EvC’s
reintegration study, etc. Deinstitutionalization strategies and activities were the focus of
this mid-term review. Data for prevention and family support work with vulnerable
families is less clear and has not been analyzed with the same rigor.

» Social workers and project staff are fearful of family dependence on state services,
particularly social welfare support, and still need to develop systems for families gaining
independence.

» Inclusive education is still new in the country. A remarkable amount of progress has been
made in the target regions over the last year. The system is very new and requires careful
development and adaptation as the pilot moves along. The current focus is on inclusion of
children from the residential schools who have special needs. School teachers express the
need for ongoing support as community children with special needs move into the public
system.

» Social workers, project staff and regional officials all expressed the ongoing need for
additional services at the community level including services for children with special
needs (particularly mobile, home-based services) and additional family support services
(support groups, parenting education, home based services).

o The biggest resistance to deinstitutionalization still comes from within the institutions
that remain open. Institution staff expresses concern over future employment, as well as
being concerned about the level of care children will receive at home. There is an
ongoing perception within the institutions that they provide better care for children than
vulnerable families can. Stories in the regions were shared about the barriers and
challenges being put up by institutions and their employees. The project has provided
training and support services to every institution within the target sites.
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We started to see that the children (in institutions) did not even know the basic things like how to light the
cook stove, how to wash clothes, or even how often to change their clothes. I asked myself, what will
happen when they leave the institution for home after years of living away? We send them to their families
at that point totally unprepared to live. Only in family do they really learn how to live
Deputy Regional President for Social Issues, Falesti

Before (referring to the old system) children with special educational needs were sent to the special
schools. They recuperated but then they got stuck in the system. We thought we can’t send them back into
their family situations (referring to poor living conditions) where they might loose what they recuperated.

And so they stayed, for years some of them. The project helped to make the conditions at home possible
for them to move back to their families. This was huge.
Deputy Director for Education, Calarasi

I remember distinctly when I finally changed my thinking. | was very resistant. | attended a national
conference about one year ago and there a young girl spoke about leaving residential care and returning to
her family. She said to us that even though the soup at the school was full of meat — rich nutritionally —
good for her — it would never have the smell of home — it would never smell as rich as her mother’s
simple meatless broth. | cried. | realized that no matter the conditions we provide a residential school is

never a family. Never home
Deputy Director for Education, Calarasi

It has felt very important in the first place to prevent the institutionalization of additional children. In our
view any institution, however small even for just a few children, is still an institution. In a family a child
has the opportunity to develop his individual personality. This is never possible in residential care.
Children need the connection with parents, with family
Director of Social Assistance and Family Protection / Head of Regional Council, Ungeni

Training and Capacity Building

The training and capacity building review explored the central question: What has been the
impact of the capacity building program delivered to the local authorities and school staff
in terms of the quality of the services provided to children and families? The purpose of
looking at this aspect of the project was to assess the outcomes and impact to date of capacity
building activities on social work / professional practices and school / community integration of
beneficiary children and families; to identify what is working well, gaps and areas for
improvement in training and capacity building activities; etc. The tools used for data collection
and review included: document review, questionnaires, and focus groups with specialists.

The project aimed to increase the capacity of 1,100 specialists to prevent family separation and
provide effective protection to children without parental care.

Sub questions related to training and capacity building included:

» How many social workers have been trained? How many school teachers have been
trained? How many other professionals have been trained? How many residential
caregivers have been trained?

« What are the training topics?
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« How are training aspects of the program implemented? Local? National? How many
days? Approach? Technique? TOT?

» Is there any experiential exchange between the regions?

o What is the impact of training on quality of services? How is this correlation being
monitored and measured?

» What has worked with the training program to date? What has not?

« What are some of the challenges to provision of capacity building activities?

» How are professionals involved in the development of family support services? How has
the project benefitted from their involvement?

Training and Capacity Outcomes

1,103 people have been trained to date at the local level

112 community social assistants & social assistants from community centers — 17 days of training
24 local decision makers and child protection specialists — 20 days of training

7 local decision makers attended a study tour in Great Britain

300 school directors and deputy directors — 1 day of training

302 support teachers and inclusion managers — 13 days of training

146 residential institution personnel from 5 institutions — 5 days of training

120 health specialists and police — 2 days of training

99 mayors — 2 days of training

25 national level policy makers were trained in effective communication of polices
6 national policy makers attended a study tour in Great Britain

Questionnaires

Two questionnaires were distributed to random samples of social assistants/social workers
(regional and community) and teachers / professors from schools targeted for inclusive education
pilot programs within the three target regions (see Annex F for sample questionnaires).

The aim of the social work questionnaire was to assess the outcomes and impact to date of
training and capacity building activities with LA and community social assistants in their work
with residential institutions, children being deinstitutionalized, local social welfare mechanisms,
communities and families. The MTR team aimed to get a 25% sample of the 112 social workers
trained to date. Distribution was by gender, age, employment role, employer, and education
level. It assessed the following factors:

» Types of services provided

» Understanding of institutional versus family-based care

» Demonstrated knowledge of family-based alternatives

» Knowledge of UNCRC and UNGACC

» Increased confidence in complex case assessment

» Increased confidence in care plan development

» Improved supervision and professional support

e Increased knowledge of community resources/services and improved access to

resources for families
» Increased knowledge of case management and skills in provision there of
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» Stakeholder (social worker) participation: project and multidisciplinary team
» Change in quality of service
» Confidence in referral system

The team received a better-than-expected response of 54 returned questionnaires (48%), of
which 52 were female; 72% were regional social workers and 28% were community social
workers; 56 % have university level degrees; and 49.9 was the average age (22 the youngest and
59 the oldest). When asked “What service/s are you responsible for? (check all that apply)” the
responses were:

93% prevention / family support o 57% other adult services

59% foster care » 81% financial support

81% reintegration » 59% school integration services
54% support groups ¢ 96% case management

72% referral to other services

Seven questions were retrospective, asking the respondent to think about their perception or
perspective on the question/topic before involvement in the project and again today. The aim was
to determine whether social workers conceive any changes in their understanding, knowledge,
attitudes, skills or behaviors as a result of their involvement in the project. The following chart
shows the rate of change reported for each of the following statements:

1.

2.
3.

I understand the affects of institutional care on children’s health and development — 81% report a
better understanding

I know about the UNCRC & the UNGACC — 70% report increased knowledge

I have confidence in my ability to complete case assessments & develop care plans — 87% feel
more confident

When | have questions or concerns about my work | have someone to talk to — 50% report more
access to people to talk to

I have access to resources to help families meet their needs — 83% feel better connected to
resources for families

I understand case management & my role in case management work — 76% report better
understanding of case management

I have knowledge about more than one family-based alternative to institutional care — 77% show
increased knowledge of alternative services
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% Change Before & Now
o 87 83
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Chart 1: SW Capacity Rate of Change

Questions 8-16 of the social work questionnaire asked respondents to rate a number of
statements from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Topics ranged from perspectives on
project involvement and impact, to the social worker’s role and perceived skills. Responses were
overwhelmingly positive regarding the impact of the project on social work practice and the
increase in capacity as a result of project activities:

%of respondents agree to strongly agree

| benefit from appropriate supervision and support for my activiites |

It is easy for me to refer beneficiaries to the community resources and services ]

| have connections & access to local resources and services |

This project helped me to improve my knowledge of local resources and services ]

The local team respects my opinions |

| participate in a multidisciplinary team

| am an active participant in this program

This program helped me to improve my professional skills |

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

100

Chart 2: SW Capacity Questions 8-15
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Social Work Narrative Questions & Responses

What is the most important aspect of family-based care in your community?

Guardianship-kinship, family-type homes and adoption

The most important aspect of family-type care in our community is guardianship of children left without
parental care

We don’t have alternative family care services in the community

The practical aspect (information, support, help)

I became more convinced that the beneficiary that he is the key person in solving the problems he faces
How have the services you provide to clients changed since you received training through this project?
I became more convinced that | could achieve my goals in the work with beneficiaries

I am more self-confident in my work

Changed considerably for good, | provide social assistance services at the highest level

Discussions with the beneficiaries improved. Practical application of the knowledge gained

The work of the multidisciplinary team improved

The services | provide are broader, more efficient, based on the legislation

The services provided to beneficiaries became more efficient and of better quality

In your opinion, what is the most important aspect of a family care plan?

The multidisciplinary team’s work, as well as their ability and willingness to get involved in solving the
problems faced by families

We should always be close to the family, be a support and give advice

Active participation of beneficiaries in the development of individual care plan

Every one should know their duties and responsibilities, as well as the objectives of the plan

In your opinion, what should be the local government’s top priority for child protection this year?
More psychological and evidence monitoring of children in difficulty and re-evaluation of problems
Collaboration with LA, together we must solve social problems

Creation of employment for parents, so that they have the opportunity to return from abroad
Development of alternative social services

Development of social, health care services in the communities

What suggestions do you have for improvement of this project? What activities for capacity building
would you like to see in the future?

Practical activities, with examples

The project is very useful, and | am satisfied and grateful for the information
We need to be trained periodically and regularly

Adequate salaries for social assistants and according to the workload
Experience exchanges with other countries

The aim of the school teacher questionnaire was to assess the outcomes and impact to date of
training activities with teachers and teaching assistants in schools where children have been
integrated. The MTR team aimed to get a 25% sample of the 302 teachers, support teachers and
inclusion managers trained to date. Distribution was by gender, age, employment role, employer,
education level, teaching grade, number of students and number of integrated students. It
assessed the following factors:

« Understanding of institutional versus family-based care & deinstitutionalization /
integration process

» Knowledge of the impact of institutionalization on child development & education

» Knowledge of school integration methodology
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» Knowledge of UNCRC, UNGACC & Moldova’s reform process

» Confidence in teaching children who are integrated in school systems

» Knowledge of community resources / services & improved access to resources for
families

» Knowledge of teaching methodology for children with special needs

» Stakeholder participation (teacher)

o Change in quality of service

Seventy-one (24%) teachers, assistants and inclusion managers responded to the questionnaire.
Given that this request was made to them in the middle of the end of the year exam session, this
response rate was considered adequate. 100% were female, 73% had university or higher degrees
and there was a fairly even mix of teachers and inclusion managers. Close to 100% were
teaching grade five or higher, not surprising given the target age of the child beneficiaries. Due
to time constraints a random sample of 21% of the responses were taken for analysis.

This target group was also presented with retrospective questions looking at changes in
understanding, knowledge and behavior since before the project compared to today. These
statements included:
» | understand the impact of institutionalization on the health and development of children
60% strongly agree - 73 % report an increase in understanding
» | am knowledgeable about the UNCRC & UN guides on alternative care
80% strongly agree - 60% report an increase in their knowledge level
» | am confident in my ability to teach children
73% strongly agree - 53% reportedly feel more confident in their ability
« | am confident in my ability to teach children reintegrated from residential institutions
67% strongly agree - 80% report an increase in confidence in ability
» | have access to resources to help me in my work
80% strongly agree - 87% report an increase in access to resources
« | understand the Moldova strategy for reform of the residential care system
67% strongly agree - 93% report increased understanding on the strategy
» | have knowledge about community resources and services for families and children
67% strongly agree - 93% reportedly have more knowledge of resources

Questions 8-16 of the teacher questionnaire asked respondents to rate a number of statements
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Topics ranged from perspectives on project
involvement and impact, to the teacher’s work with families and confidence in working with
children with special needs or those reintegrated from residential schools. Responses were
positive regarding the impact of the project on educational practice and the increase in capacity
in inclusive education as a result of project activities:
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% of respondents that agree/strongly agree

| benefit from supportin my professional work : : : : : : : 80
lunderstand the range of special needs that children can have in education ] | | | | | | | 80
| feel comfortable working with children fromresidential institutions ] | | | | | | | 80
| have more access to community resources/services ] | | | | | | | 173
Project helped improve knowledge of philosophy/methods of integrated education ] l l l l l l l 187
Project helped to improve communication skills with families/parents ] | | | | | | | | | E 7
linteract/communicate regularly with the families of my students ] | | | | | | | | 187
I have opportunities to actively participate in project ] | | | | | | | | | 93
Project helped improve professional skills ] ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! I93
T T T T T T T T T

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percent

Chart 3: Teacher Capacity Questions 8-16

Teacher / Inclusion Managers Narrative Questions & Responses
What is the most important aspect of school integration in your school and/or classroom?
Trust and acceptance of all children in the classroom regardless of who they are
The child needs to be integrated, be more social and to feel good
To know and understand the individual learning needs of each child
For these children to integrate into the classroom with other children and to gain knowledge
How has your teaching changed since you received training through this project?
I understand the methods for including these children in my class and have a better understanding of their
capabilities and necessary adaptations for them. | understand better how they need to be prepared for life.
I offer more attention to the children with special needs
I became more understanding, tolerant, and open to working with children with special needs
In your opinion, what is the teacher’s role in working with parents of students?
Parents need to come alongside of teachers in encouraging the children and supporting them, accepting
them for who they are
Many teachers are very knowledgeable in how to work with parents, but parents don’t understand what
the children require for their special needs
The role of the professor is very big — to inform and to show parent’s the way
The school is like a guide, the one to show them the way, and even a good friend
In your opinion, what should be the local government’s top priority for child protection this year?
To create the conditions necessary for the children and to improve their material conditions
To offer appropriate compensation to the special needs support teachers
The social workers need to help families financially and with material resources
Allocation of financial resources to create the conditions for optimal growth and development and
education
What suggestions do you have for improvement of this project? What additional training opportunities
would you like to have?
To offer quality consultation services based on evidence and practice. Exchanges in other countries
Working with children is difficult, and teachers must be supported with what they need to do this work

Focus Groups
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The focus group with specialists assessed the impact to date of local capacity building activities,
partnership/collaboration and stakeholder involvement in project process and activities,
assessment of the following:
« Knowledge of impact of institutionalization on children, family-based services,
alternative care, national strategies, children’s rights, etc.
» Coordination of local resources & referral systems
» Redirection of local resources for child and family welfare
» Changes in decision making toward best interest of children
« Involvement of stakeholders in local strategies, activities and direct project
interventions
» Effectiveness of capacity building and training activities of the project
» Recommendations for improvement and identification of project gaps
» Perceptions of quality of services for children & families

Focus group participants (18 total) included child and family protection specialists from
Regional Social Assistance and Family Protection Departments (SAFPD), social work
supervisors, and inclusion specialists from Raion Departments of Education. The MTR team held
three focus groups, one in each site. Groups were a purposive sample of 5-7 stakeholders.
Distribution considerations included gender, age, department and professional role. All but one
of the participants was female. 87% work for the SAFPD, the others for the regional department
of education. The themes emerging from the focus groups are described later in this section and
are also reflected in themes outlined under “child and family impact” and “stakeholder and
partnership impact” sections of this report.

Name Authority / Office Job Title
Violeta SAFPD Children’s Rights Specialist
Eugenia SAFPD Social Work Supervisor
Svetlana SAFPD Social Work Supervisor
Liliana DEYS School Inclusion Specialist
lana SAFPD Social Work Supervisor
Ala SAFPD Social Work Supervisor
Natalia SAFPD Social Work Supervisor
Gabriela SAFPD Department Head — Community Social Work
Elena SAFPD Family Services Specialist
Maria SAFPD Social Work Supervisor Assistant
Lilia SAFPD Psychologist
Lidia DEYS School Inclusion Specialist
Vasile SAFPD Children’s Rights Specialist
Eugenia DEYS School Inclusion Specialist
Larisa SAFPD Family Services Specialist
Marina SAFPD Social Worker- Family Support & Reintegration Services
Svetlana SAFPD Social Worker- Family Support & Reintegration Services
Angela SAFPD Social Worker — Foster Care Services

SAFPD = Regional Social Assistance & Family Protection Department
DEYS = Department of Education, Youth and Sport

Training and Capacity Building Data Themes
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Social Workers:

Have an improved understanding of the effects of institutionalization on children’s
health, development and ability to learn and cope in life.

Have an improved understanding of the UNCRC and UNGACC, as well as their meaning
for social work with families, children and communities.

Describe an improved understanding of their roles and responsibilities related to child
protection, and in particular for deinstitutionalization case, reintegration and family
support programming. They associate this improvement with the training and practical
support received from the EvC project.

All of these factors, particularly increases in knowledge, understanding and professional
confidence, and improved access to services for families indicate that the quality of
services at the regional and community level is improving. This is reflected also in the
feedback to quality of service inquiry sought directly from children and families. In their
focus groups they are able to indentify the help and support they have received, and
report the work of social workers, commissions, mayor’s offices, community centres, etc.

L1

as “helpful”, “supportive”, timely, and appropriate to their family situation.

Based on the questionnaires, the social worker’s ability to assess and develop case plans
seems to be low based on their own perceptions. This may be an area for future training
and support.

There seem to be mixed perceptions about social worker access to local resources for
meeting family needs. From data, it is not clear whether they feel they have access or not.
It may be that family needs during economic challenges are difficult to meet, or that there
is a lack of services at the community level (a point also reflected by families).

The majority of social workers report participation on a multidisciplinary level, whether
in social work team meetings, commissions, or beneficiary decision making teams. This
indicates that multi-disciplinary practices are in place, functional at the regional and local
levels, and given a level of importance as a quality aspect of service.

Supervision may not be adequate to meet the needs of regional and community social
workers.

Teachers / Professors:

Have been involved in the training and capacity building of the project have an increased
understanding of the effects of institutionalization on children’s health, development and
learning.

Have increased awareness of the UNCRC, UNGACC and the National Strategy for
Deinstitutionalization.

Have a good understanding of their roles and responsibilities, particularly as related to
reintegration of formerly institutionalized children in the school system, development of
individual learning plans, and inclusive education.
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Have knowledge of philosophies and methodology of inclusive education. They also
expressed a level of discomfort and doubt at the beginning of the integration process.
Having practical examples and being an active part of the project implementation helped
with these doubts and fears. “We had to see how it worked. We had to see the amazing
impact on the children and the good results before we believe in the process for our
school, our students” said one teacher.

Feel the interaction with families needs to be improved. Both teachers and family
members feel that there is a lack of connection between school and family, family and
school.

Describe access to community resources and services as limited (as do family members,
social workers and other stakeholders). It is unclear if this relates to an issue with access
to existing range of services, or more likely a lack of the services themselves, particularly
at the community level.

Child / Family Protection Specialists (regional level):

Have understanding of and commitment to the local service plans that have been
outlined. Within a context of limited resources those service plans are being
implemented. They include operational multi-disciplinary decision making teams, child
protection commissions, child participation groups, and a range of direct services.

Have a better understanding of their role and responsibilities related both to direct work
with children and families, as well as linking to and working with community social
workers and resources at the local level.

Feel that the combination of practical, consistent and ongoing support from project staff
with theoretical training, workshops, exchanges and presentations is an extremely
effective method of increasing the capacity of workers.

Believe that services at the community level can be improved and increased — a number
of specific services were mentioned: home-based services for children with special needs;
home-based services; more range of family support services such as counselling,
parenting education, etc.; juvenile delinquency prevention and others.

Agree that the project is implemented in a very complex context. Many of the ongoing
challenges identified by professions are also those extremely difficult to resolve
including, migration, unemployment, alcoholism and other family dysfunctions.

Have high caseloads with low pay — burnout is not uncommon (as with social workers
and teachers). There are issues with human resources. University level social workers do
not often want to relocate to rural areas where their services may be most needed. Many
of the well trained social workers are leaving for urban areas or even moving out of the
country.

Expressed concern over families becoming dependent on state assistance and asked for
ongoing training and support on helping families gain independence, good case planning,
and closure of cases.

Are proud that a system of services exists at the regional level. This development of
alternative services has developed quickly in Moldova and is an important aspect of the
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system reform process. Regions are very proud of the models of services that have been
developed in their areas. These services, at the same time, still require regulation through
standards and supportive legislation at the national level, good systems for monitoring
quality of services, and M&E systems. M&E systems need to inform planning and
service delivery.

They (community social workers) are no longer just putting out fires based on what they think the
possibilities for putting out fires might be. They are knowing what the fires are, where they are, and what

they need to put them out.
Deputy Regional President for Social Issues, Falesti

The reason for the level of support for these ideas (referring to deinstitutionalization and family
reintegration) at our regional level is due considerably to the training that has been provided to all levels
of people who work with and for children and families.

Director of “Speranta” Community Center, Falesti

The training for inclusive education has been very important. The best part about teacher training and the
biggest impact is that they each came back and were excited to pass on the information to the other

teachers. This is the way they are learning to do things differently.
Deputy Director for Education, Calarasi

The NGO projects have illuminated our work mainly through the training programs that we get to take
part in. The fact that decision makers are also trained makes it so that we have a receptive and innovative
regional commission. We can experiment openly with new services and ideas. This is a major reflection

on the sustainability of project activities.
Social Work Department Head, Falesti

At the beginning we did not know what to do for our beneficiaries. Now there is a system — we help
mothers from the moment they are pregnant up to the child turning 18. We offer a range of services. For
example we had an orphaned child. His mother had died of cancer. We found a foster placement. Later
we helped him with school fees. Now he graduated from law school. He comes to see us often. We have

seen how he’s grown and we are so proud of his accomplishments.
Social Work Supervisor, Ungeni

Stakeholder and Partnership Impact Review

The review of impact on stakeholders and partnerships explored two key questions
» How sustainable are the outcomes being achieved? What are the potential threats to
sustainability?
» What was the stakeholders’ involvement in the development and delivery of the
family support services, how representative are they, and what have been the
benefits of their involvement?

The purpose was to assess: the involvement of stakeholders in the development of family support
programming; the progress towards objectives related to national and local level child welfare
reform and the sustainability of direct service components and any threats to sustainability, as
well as to identify what is working well and where there are gaps and areas for improvement in
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targeted project activities related to partners and key stakeholders. The tools used for data
collection and review included: document review, informal interviews with project staff and
semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders (national and regional officials). Information
gathered from other MTR aspects, for example focus groups with specialists, also addressed
questions of sustainability, stakeholder involvement and partnerships. The emerging themes are
reflected later in this section.

The project’s intended outcome was for national authorities to be committed and actively support
the implementation of the UN guidelines on alternative care of children in Moldova and local
authorities prioritize meaningful child participation as a means to consult, monitor and evaluate
their local child welfare policies. Measureable outcomes outlined in the project were: 110
national level policy makers, 112 social workers, 750 local level decision-makers and
professionals are involved in various project activities, of which to date:

» 24 local decision makers from child protection departments benefitted from training

» 13 local and national decision makers participated in a study tour in Great Britain

» 300 school directors and administrators had one day of training; 302 support teachers

and inclusion managers were also trained

» 99 mayors benefitted from training

» 25 national level policy makers were trained

« Full partnership with several national ministries

» Participation on the national commission for deinstitutionalization

The sub questions considered in the MTR included:

« Who are the key stakeholders? What is their role in the project? What are their
levels/types of involvement? What are the benefits of their involvement? Are their draw
backs or challenges to stakeholder involvement?

» Has the project development/implementation been a “participatory” process? How?

» How are factors/obstacles impacting the implementation of project interventions at the
national, local community and family levels: poverty, unemployment, economics, etc.?

» What services/components are working well in terms of systems reform? What about
direct services? Referral systems? What is not working?

» What activities toward service quality improvement have been implemented to date?
Have there been improvements to decision-making incorporating best interest of the child
& priority for family-based services?

« What is the plan for roll out of additional services in the 2™ half of the project?

» How are assessments of policy informing implementation?

» How are children’s perspectives being heard and incorporated?

« What has been learned about integrating a system at the local level? Have service
delivery plans been developed at the local level? Are they implemented? Are there multi-
disciplinary commissions? Are they functional?

« What is the stakeholders’ perception of some of the key activities: National Government
Working Group, Deinstitutionalization Working Group, Gate-keeping Commissions,
ABC’s?

« What is the framework for M&E at the national level? Are there systems of participatory
monitoring for reform of Moldova’s child welfare policies?
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« How has decision making about best interest of the child & priority for family-based
services changed? Can this be attributed to the project?

e« To what extent are resources being redirected towards communities, families and
children?

Stakeholder Interviews

A selection of internal and external stakeholders were interviewed in both informal (staff) and
semi-structured formats (officials). Distribution was by internal or external relationship to the
project and organization, roles, representing organization, and where possible age and gender. A
total of five external interviews were conducted:

» Cornel Tarus, Deputy Head of the Child Protection Department in the Ministry of Labor,
Social Protection & Family

e Valentin Crudu, Head Pre-university Education Department, Ministry of Education,
Chair of the National Reform Council

» Tudor Radeanu, Head of Social Assistance and Family Protection Department Ungeni

» lraida Binzari, Deputy President of Raion for Social Issues Falesti

» Elena Gonta, Deputy Head of Education Calarasi

Informal interviews and discussions, in addition to team meetings including participatory
exercises, were held with the following EvC staff members:

» Stela Grigoras, Project Director, Director PAEC

» Daniela Mamaliga, Project Team Leader

» Natalia Semeniuc, Child Participation Manager

» Ala Scalschi, Public Finance Manager

» Virgiul Hanganu, Pilot Site Manager Ungheni

» Tatiana Dnestrean, Pilot Site Manager Falesti

* Mariana Lupascu, Pilot Sites Team Leader, Pilot Site Manager Calarasi

» Financial Accountant responsible for USAID reporting for PAEC

The Deputy Director for Education describes the nature of the partnership aspect of the project
and even the work toward sustainable change/impact in a manner that seems to capture the
essence of many of the stories and comments shared during the MTR process. She described the
change in relationship and resulting change in philosophical view point in this way:

“We began our relationship with the project last year in a state of conflict and contradiction. We
were hugely resistant to deinstitutionalization. There were ideas that this was something that EvC
was coming to do to us.”

“Through round table discussions, countless debates and meetings, information and their
practical presence, the relationship moved to one of consultation. Really it was amazing to see
the change. There was a lot of useful, consistent, constant training and practical support. This
really mattered to us. They stood beside us and have been a part of our process.”

“Now, only a year later, we are a full partnership for the children in our region. We have full
understanding and feel fully part of the project. It’s our project, for our children, our specialists,
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our families and our communities. The relationship is felt to be of equal people at the table
together. We felt heard and like what we said and say matters. Now we are all people who work
together for the purpose of deinstitutionalization, even if there is sometimes lack of
understanding or even still resistance. We know what is important and what we need to do.”

n keholder Involvement, Partnershi inabili

Legislation is only as good as the resources available for services
Representative of the MLSPF

There are at least 100 NGOs in Moldova and the government is very pleased about the collaboration with

this sector, in fact our very success depends upon it
Representative of the MLSPF

NGO’s and international donors have been absolutely key for us. Without them the Republic of Moldova
would not have the forward movement that we have had in terms of reform. Their help has been critical

from elaboration of legislation to training to helping to inform the public
Representative of MoE and Director of National Joint Council on Deinstitutionalization

It is not a question of is the mentality around institutionalizing children changing? Rather it is the fact that
it has clearly changed. There is no going back now — and that is sustainability
Deputy Regional President for Social Issues, Falesti

The stigma in community is still a challenge, but the resistance from the institutions themselves was and
is really, really, really huge. When we started this whole thing (deinstitutionalization) I reach a point
where | was ready to throw up my arms and give up. It was just then that EveryChild came in. They have

been a huge support to our efforts.
Deputy Regional President for Social Issues, Falesti

In our care now the child is at the center and we, all of our departments and services, surround the child.
This is a new thinking and an important change. The model works very well for indentifying the needs.

We do a very good job of this now. But then what? Services are really lack at the community level
Deputy Director for Education, Calarasi

We used to hear from parents that they did not want their child sitting next to a vulnerable child, a child
from a difficult family situation, not on the same school bench. But when we integrated these children
then they saw. They heard from their children. They saw that even their children can learn from these
children. The integrated children have taught their classmates compassion and generosity. The parents

saw that these children are children just like theirs
Deputy Director for Education, Calarasi

Stakeholder and Partnership Impact Data Themes

o The project reflects a wide range of stakeholder input on planning — there are reform
plans in place at the ministry level and regional levels. At the regional level service
delivery plans are written and there is broad awareness of those plans. There appears to
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be local ownership of service planning, as well as commitments to ensuring plans are
implemented.

» Different models have been developed at the regional level for closure of institutions.
They are in following with UNCRC, UNGACC and the National Strategy. Regions are
proud of the models developed.

» Models have also been developed, to varying degrees, for social services, family support
services (including material and psychosocial support and linkage to government social
welfare) and integrated / inclusive education. Community centres in all target sites are
fully operational and have significant impact on prevention services.

 NGOs and partnerships with civil society have been vital to the development of the
models, as has foreign assistance. These partnerships and support mechanisms remain
important to the continued reform process.

» Partners express the importance of the practical capacity building aspects, described as
the combination of training, experiential exchanges, workshops, discussions, meetings
and professional support at all levels — having “someone to call on when we have
questions about what to do”. This has included EvC’s role in supporting legislative policy
development and advocacy for policy change at the national level.

» There have been significant changes in attitudes and mentalities. This has been supported
through the holistic capacity building approach and the combination of practical and
theoretical support, as well as through EvC acting as an important advocate at the
national level. Regions and local authorities feel that their “voices” are represented at the
national level.

» Models have been developed in partnership, with support from NGOs. The officials and
specialists strongly believe in these models and see them as their own. They show great
pride in the work their region is accomplishing. This sense of ownership is vital.

» Other regions that have not benefitted from the project are reportedly not as far along and
show a lack of understanding for the reform process and deinstitutionalization.

» Replication in other domains (for instance integration in preschool education) is starting
to be developed, and is a reflection of the level of impact of this project.

» Both national and regional officials realize that the re-allocation of funds needs to be
directed to children and families, and that this allocation of budget funds must be top
priority for the coming year. This is a huge challenge expressed by all stakeholders. The
planning of reallocation needs to be strategic and careful.

« National and regional stakeholders describe the need for a legislation base, legal
methodology, and minimum standards that guide practice at the regional / local level
from the national level (education & family support were two areas particularly
mentioned).

o There is an expressed need for assistance with monitoring and evaluation of models and
practices.
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» The “story” of deinstitutionalization in the three target regions is being captured through
rich and deep data collection. Continuing to document this story will aid the replication
of models in other regions.

» The project and reform in general is still challenged by older schools of thought and a
lack of public awareness. Stakeholders were excited about the changes over the past year
but also expressed the need for ongoing public education and awareness around child
welfare issues.

» There is currently tremendous momentum for reform of child welfare in Moldova. EvC
seeks ways to continue that momentum. Potential for political change, huge economic
challenges and ongoing reliance on the institutional system are all potential risks that
need to be kept in check.

ii) Lessons Learned

The MTR process resulted in a number of key lessons:

1.

The project impact on children and families is significant and lasting. Children are finding a
sense of joy, nurturing, well being and love in their family placements, whether reintegrated
with birth or extended family, or in the care of non-related adults. In spite of ongoing
challenges, families show a strong commitment to their role in children’s well being.
Supported by families and their pride and encouragement, children are dreaming of futures full
of successes in education, community engagement, employment and relationships/family.
These are significant attitudinal and behavioural changes.

Full participation is having solid results across sectors. It is building significant buy-in at all
levels, changing mentalities, allowing for the expansion of alternative services, encouraging
creativity and innovation in development of new services, and reaching vulnerable children and
their families. Participation reaches down to all levels and includes children and youth (through
ABC groups and opportunities for beneficiary input / feedback), family members (through
opportunities for support groups, input/feedback, and family group decision making models),
and professionals (social workers and teachers through multi-disciplinary teams, regional
project teams, etc.).

Capacity building takes a holistic approach including training, technical assistance,
empowerment work, and practical support, that is improving skills, changing attitudes and
behaviours, and increasing reform momentum.

Full transparency within the project and organization has built strong relationships of trust that
enable stakeholders to be fully involved, have significant impact and feel ownership in the
project activities.

Changes in knowledge, attitude and practice are producing sustainable impact in child welfare
reform as evidenced by the reflections of children, family members, social workers and
teachers. The impact includes a sense of improved quality of services expressed by the
stakeholders.

There is a strong need to continue efforts to get services and resources to the community level.
Stakeholders express the need for services for children with special needs, comprehensive
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family support services aimed at preventing family breakdown, home-based services, etc.
Currently many services are concentrated at the regional level. Planning in the second half of
the project needs to be reflective of gaps identified and incorporate methods for helping
partners to plan, design and implement new services to fill those gaps.

Continued effort is strongly needed to secure the allocation of budget funds for local services.
As the system moves away from institutional care the funds need to be reallocated, essentially
“following the child”. There are ongoing challenges with the framework for ensuring that this
happens. The regional and local levels have concerns that they have the resources to provide
the necessary services.

The project must continue to be an advocate or bridge between the regional and national levels.
Regional partners feel that EvC gives an important voice to their efforts and work at the local
level. They want to see this role of the organization continue.

Both national and regional levels require assistance in the development of monitoring and
evaluation systems.

Methodology and models for deinstitutionalization need to be adapted for more challenging
institutions that come under the Ministry of Health.

The project must continue its involvement as an advocate for legislation and minimum
standards. Both national and regional stakeholders express the need for guiding legislation to
take the best practice models to the next level of sustainability and replication. They see the
project as having a significant role in this aspect.

The project has been successful in its ability to be flexible and shows a commitment to
adapting and learning as it is implemented. While much of the project builds on EvC’s solid
experience in Moldova, the commitment to learning allows for shifts as the context, priorities
and strategies change. EvC is seen as a key child welfare partner in the country.

Public awareness and child participation, although two aspects not specifically addressed in the
MTR are being impacted positively. Clearly there has been a significant increase in public
awareness of child welfare issues; and indications from the field are that child participation
strategies (ABC) are very effective.

The project has had an intense focus on deinstitutionalization and reintegration in the first half
of implementation. This aspect was also the focus of the mid-term review. Less attention has
been paid to prevention and family support service aspects of the project. It will be important
to place equal focus on prevention for the second half of the project.

Data shows that the outcomes and impacts related to child and family beneficiaries and
capacity building aspects of the project can be attributed directly to the work of the project,
particularly related to deinstitutionalization, reintegration, school inclusion programming and
building of social work capacity.

The project team shows a strong ability for thoughtful and strategic project planning — plans for
the second half of the project are already in place including a work plan, and communication,
training and child participation plans. Planning is incorporating input and feedback from
stakeholders; joint planning often being the goal.
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These lessons and the following recommendations should be fully shared and circulated with
transparency amongst stakeholders including the EvC project team (London/Moldova), P4EC
project and staff team (Moldova), national ministry partners and the National Council for
Deinstitutionalization, regional and local officials, project site teams (including officials, social
workers and school partners), site child protection commissions, and other local stakeholders).
With language adaptation lessons and recommendations can be shared with child and youth
participants through the ABC groups in each site. Ample opportunity should be given to
stakeholders to pose questions and input regarding the lessons learned. Participatory exercises
through stakeholder meetings and discussions should allow stakeholders input into integration of
the recommendations and future planning.

VIl Conclusions & Recommendations

The Protecting Children in Moldova from Family Separation, Violence, Abuse, Neglect &
Exploitation Project has been an ambitious undertaking within a limited timeframe and
challenging environment. EveryChild and partners have stepped up to the challenge, serving
Moldova’s children and families with strength and will. The project has met such challenges as
political uncertainty, counterproductive mentalities and attitudes, less than optimal economic
circumstances, and at times overwhelming circumstances facing families and communities, with
a professional team, sense of innovation, flexibility and commitment to learning. The mid-term
review looked at activities, achieved outputs and outcomes, as well as effectiveness and
sustainability. To date:

o 1,378 vulnerable children (358 deinstitutionalized and 1,020 prevention) and their
families have improved access to high quality family support and family substitute
services integrated in the wider social protection context

» 4 outof 5 institutions have been closed

o 1,103 specialists have an increased capacity to prevent family separation and provide
effective protection to children without parental care

As described in the themes emerging from review data, the project has caused beneficial and
sustainable changes in the lives of children supported to leave institutional care. Data supports
the attribution of positive outcomes and impact directly to the project interventions. Of particular
note is the comprehensive approach to capacity building, which has in turn empowered and
equipped community social workers in their professional practices. Project team members know
each and every one of the 350+ children who have left institutions. They have been instrumental
in their case planning and are seen as supports to the families. Social workers, teachers,
administrators, officials and other professionals ascribe their changing attitudes, behaviors and
improving abilities and skills directly to their involvement in project implementation and
training. Furthermore, they have a clear sense of what is needed in their communities and in spite
of resource challenges they show commitment to quality services for families and children.
Stakeholders have a clear sense of involvement and participation at a level that has empowered
them, increased their creativity and innovation, and shifted mentalities, and that now carries
forward the momentum for reform. All of these factors represent the project’s sustainable
impact. They cannot be taken away. In the words of one of the regional officials, “there’s no
going back now”.
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Recommendations include:

1. Continue to advocate at the national level, educating stakeholders, sharing the story of
deinstitutionalization and prevention models, and giving voice to those working at the community

level.
[ ]

Focus on advocacy and educating the MoH for closure of the special health care institutions.
Develop and present a plan for deinstitutionalization of children and institution transformation from
the special health institution and residential school for hearing impaired. Work with the MoH and
MOoE to effectively see planning move forward.

Prepare models developed under this project for replication in other regions.

Advocate for regulation around reallocation of funds from institutions, including regional and local
voices in the discussions.

2. As the responsibilities for child protection transfer from the MoE to the MoSPF at the national
level and the new strategy (2013-2020) is developed maintain momentum, facilitate collaboration
and partnership, and advocate for legislative measures in all work of the project.

Continue to participate on the national council for deinstitutionalization.

Share stories of best practice models and ensure that regional / community experiences are heard.
Encourage a participatory process in development of the new child and family welfare strategy.
Advocate the development of supportive legislation and minimum standards.

Ensure that the UN documents are reflected in the new strategy.

3. For the second half of the project, combine focus on continued deinstitutionalization and

reintegration work with renewed focus on prevention and family supports for vulnerable
families.

Look at data needs for understanding prevention outcomes / impacts (consider the upcoming census
of vulnerable children and families being undertaken by the GOM) and incorporate data into project
planning.

Review existing services and gaps in services with regional and community level partners.

Help to develop plans for new services and review models of family support based on models of
protective factors.

Link planning to the budget allocation, early intervention, special needs beneficiaries, family
support services, prevention programming.

4. Continue to involve children and engage them in the monitoring of the quality of services in

their communities.

Develop and implement child participation plans for each target region.

5. Continue with promotion activities, public education and awareness campaigns

Involve stakeholders in the development of these campaigns to ensure they reflect regional and
local realities, issues and cultural nuances.

6. Make sure that internal data and measurement tools are in place to attribute prevention

interventions, child participation and communication strategies to the project.

7. Continue to allow for learning, adapting and flexibility.

Review existing data (MTR lessons/recommendations, research lessons, national / regional data)
and adapt implementation plans, timelines, frameworks, etc. to reflect incorporation of learning.
Continue to share information/data/results with all project team members, regional teams, partners
and other stakeholders, and establish methods for stakeholder feedback and input.
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e Qutline plans for incorporating the MTR data, lessons and recommendations into the second year work
plan.

e Use the data from EvC reintegration research to adapt project interventions.

e Use the data from GOM census of vulnerable children to help regional/community stakeholders
develop comprehensive family support program plans.

8. Continue investments in community social workers, other professionals and community-level
social services
e Incorporate recommendations for future training and ongoing capacity needs into second year work plan
— include supervision training, training on FSS regulations/standards, etc. Adapt the training plan if
necessary.
e Provide support for M&E.

e Continue to provide practical training (supervision, inclusive education, training based on case
studies, training for mayor’s, legislation and standards).

9. Provide regions with M&E support for existing services
e Help to develop regional M&E plans.
e Assist with collection of qualitative data to supplement quantitative data currently collected.
e Ensure measurement of quality of services.
e Provide training on how to collect data, how to talk to beneficiaries, etc.

10. Make certain that regional and local authorities are empowered to have their voices heard at the
national-level, include them in local communication/media work, make sure they have the
information they need for presentations, meeting, etc.

11. Incorporate lessons from the MTR into second half planning, including a review of plans
(work plans, training plans, M&E plans, site activity plans, etc.) that have already been developed:

12. Share lessons and recommendations with partners (all internal project team members,
national ministry partners, regional departments of child protection, social work supervisors, child
advisory boards, gate keeping commissions and others as appropriate) and actively involve them
in planning for future implementation.

it through to the end. Children are our future. Families secure the future of children.”

Deputy Director for Education, Calarasi
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