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Executive summary 
 
The present report is the ex-post evaluation of the project “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and 
Response in Sierra Leone” (DP.1885) (hereafter referred to as ‘the project’ or ‘the Fund project’), 
implemented by the International Organization for Migration (IOM) Mission in Sierra Leone and funded 
by the IOM Development Fund (hereafter referred to as ‘the Fund’). This ex-post evaluation was 
commissioned by the IOM Mission in Sierra Leone and carried out as an independent internal evaluation 
by an IOM Internal Evaluator based in Paris, from October 2020 to May 2021. The purpose of this ex-post 
evaluation was to assess the relevance as well as the coherence of the project, the effectiveness and 
efficiency of project management and implementation, the expected impact, how well were cross-cutting 
themes mainstreamed in the project, if the desired effects are sustainable. 
 
The project’s objective was to contribute to improving the effectiveness of disaster preparedness and 
response in disaster-prone districts in Sierra Leone through strengthened coordination mechanisms and 
by building community resilience. By the end of the implementation period, the project mostly achieved 
to reach its objective with the Office of National Security (ONS) and 10 disaster-prone communities in 3 
districts better prepared to prevent and respond to disasters. This was done through the organization of 
trainings on emergency response combined with post-simulation exercises and the development of an 
Internally Displaced Person (IDP) registration tool as well as disaster rapid assessment tool; the delivery 
of supplies, equipment and materials; the conduction of Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) assessments; the 
organization of community based DRR trainings. 
 
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, remote and mixed evaluation methodologies were prioritized and 
approved. Hence, the IOM Internal Evaluator, based in Paris and who was not able to travel to Sierra 
Leone, led the evaluation remotely and was supported by the IOM Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) 
Officer based in Sierra Leone. The evaluation was carried out primarily through a desk review of available 
data and documents, as well as through key informant interviews with 11 project stakeholders and 
through 5 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs). The data collected was analysed by the lead evaluator through 
a comparison in-between data collected as well as through a comparison of the data collected with the 
expected results described within the project documents. The evaluator strived to ensure that a mix of 
data sources was used to obtain a diversity of perspectives, to ensure data accuracy and overcome data 
limits. 
 
Overall, the evaluation of the project is satisfactory. The project was found relevant as per Sierra Leone’s 
context. Assessed as fully aligned with national policies and priorities, as well as with IOM and the Fund’s 
objective and criteria, the project was found pertinent and valid as of today, especially in a country context 
in which disasters are still recurring and with the launch of the National Disaster Management Agency 
(hereafter also referred to as ‘the Agency’).1  
 
The project was found coherent. Indeed, while the possibility to create synergies and interlinks with other 
interventions was limited due to the few interventions in the country working on disasters preparedness, 
the project was assessed as being coherent as it built on a previous IOM implemented and Japanese 
funded project experience, and as it coordinated its intervention through existing platforms while 

 
1 State House Media and Communications Unit, “Sierra Leone’s President Julius Maada Bio Launches Disaster 
Management Agency, Expresses Hope in the Use of Science to Predict Climate Change Adaptation”, 
https://statehouse.gov.sl/sierra-leones-president-julius-maada-bio-launches-disaster-management-agency-
expresses-hope-in-the-use-of-science-to-predict-climate-change-adaptation/ (page consulted on 29 January 2021). 

https://statehouse.gov.sl/sierra-leones-president-julius-maada-bio-launches-disaster-management-agency-expresses-hope-in-the-use-of-science-to-predict-climate-change-adaptation/
https://statehouse.gov.sl/sierra-leones-president-julius-maada-bio-launches-disaster-management-agency-expresses-hope-in-the-use-of-science-to-predict-climate-change-adaptation/
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ensuring alignment with and advancing on international policies. The project coordination allowed 
engagement with the World Food Programme (WFP) in order to increase the impact of some activities. 
 
The intervention was also found effective to the extent of its limited scope. While some beneficiaries 
and/or partners were not 100% satisfied with the project results and while the project faced some 
challenges, the project successfully managed to achieve its overall objective and intended results. The 
project activities implemented have been very helpful for the targeted communities to understand 
disasters’ risks but also to prepare and respond to them. 
 
The efficiency of the project was however assessed as less satisfactory by the evaluation. As good 
practices can be listed the fact that the project expenses have been managed and monitored, a good 
communication among the project team and with the main project partner, as well as a successful 
conversion of the project resources into results. However, the project implementation experienced 
delays, of which some can be attributed to the project management (such as delays in reports submission 
and revision request). In addition, at the beginning of their assignments, the Project Manager and the 
former Project Manager did not have access to the IOM internal financial management system (also 
known as Processes and Resources Integrated Systems Management – PRISM), preventing them to 
directly monitor the project expenses. Finally, no M&E system nor tools had been set-up to collect and 
communicate project data. 
 
Regarding the project impact, the focus of this evaluation question was put on the exploration of the 
observations and perceptions of stakeholders interviewed, thus identifying possible changes as well as 
directions in which results may be developing. The intervention is seen has having had a short-term impact 
on targeted localities with communities having changed the way they manage disaster issues with a better 
anticipation and preparation. As for the ONS in Sierra Leone, while ONS Officers should be able to further 
replicate their capacities built with the project implementation, they lack financial resources to do so. 
Finally, future higher-level change following achieved results seems unlikely without the implementation 
of additional similar activities in different localities and without the insurance that staff of the new Agency 
will be fully capacitated on the thematic area. 
 
As for the sustainability, the project activities have a good potential to last considering the measures that 
have been taken at the design phase and applied during the implementation phase of the project. Indeed, 
ONS was the key partner during the entire project implementation and the project engaged directly with 
the impacted persons at the community level, thus ensuring that the knowledge would stay with the 
beneficiaries. However, to be certain that the project results are lasting in the long term (as the project 
had ended only three months before the ex-post evaluation interviews began and it was then too early to 
accurately assess the continuation of the benefits in the long term), an assessment will be needed in the 
near future to assess if and how the tools provided are still being used, if volunteers still remain in the 
communities, and if sensitization is still happening. 
 
Finally, it was found that the project has mainstreamed gender. However, gender mainstreaming could 
have been further emphasized with a gender analysis, gender specific activities/components, and/or 
gender sensitive indicators. Similarly, efforts within the project reporting could have also been done to 
better explain the work done by the project team to mainstream gender during the implementation 
phase. Yet, the project achieved to target a balanced ratio of men and women, and to encourage gender 
equality. 
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Based on the evaluation findings, some recommendations have been formulated (see section 5.2) in order 
to potentially enhance the effectiveness, efficiency, impact and gender of the current existing projects or 
of the future projects implemented by IOM Mission in Sierra Leone. These recommendations are either 
general recommendations, for future interventions and/or for project management, and have been 
ranked by perceived priority. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The IOM Mission in Sierra Leone, through the Technical and Vocational Education and Training and 
Entrepreneurship Project Manager, commissioned an ex-post internal evaluation of the project intitled 
“Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in Sierra Leone”, funded by the Fund and 
implemented from January 1st, 2018, until July 31st, 2020. This evaluation was carried out as an 
independent internal evaluation by the Assistant Strategy and European Programmes for the IOM 
Regional Office in Brussels based in Paris. 
 
The ex-post evaluation aimed to assess the relevance as well as the coherence of the project, the 
effectiveness and efficiency of project management and implementation, the expected impact, how well 
were cross-cutting themes mainstreamed in the project, and if the desired effects are sustainable. 

2. Context and purpose of the evaluation 

2.1. Context 
 
Sierra Leone geography, comprised of numerous rivers, makes it prone to recurring natural disasters, 
particularly flooding, landslides and mudslides as a result of high levels of precipitation but also 
windstorms with thunderstorms and fires, occurring on a yearly basis. In addition, the country experiences 
a low economic development, a high poverty rate and faces overexploited or degraded lands and 
environmental resources. These factors coupled with the impacts of climate change have render the 
country much more vulnerable in the recent years. Especially, in September 2015, major scale disasters 
occurred with heavy floods (the country faced up to 48 hours of heavy rainfall) bursting riverbanks and 
destroying households and even communities and, more recently in August 2017, a massive landslide 
exacerbated flooding in the Western Area Rural of Sierra Leone affecting about 6,000 people of which 
1,141 have been declared dead or missing.2 Hence, the Government of Sierra Leone has made disaster 
preparedness and risk management one of its top priority and, in this regard, has requested IOM’s 
assistance in strengthening its capacity, particularly that of ONS.  
 
In this context, in 2018, IOM in Sierra Leone received funding from the Fund, under the thematic areas of 
Internally Displaced Persons and Community Stabilisation Initiatives, to support the national efforts by 
contributing to improving the effectiveness of disaster preparedness and response in disaster-prone 
districts in Sierra Leone through strengthened coordination mechanisms and by building community 
resilience. 
 
More specifically, the foreseen 18-month project aimed that the improved coordination mechanisms for 
preparedness and response to the natural disaster in the disaster-prone districts facilitate the 
protection of affected population (outcome 1) through the achievement of the following results: 
 

- The coordination capacities for disaster preparedness and response of the Office of National 
Security and other relevant stakeholders are enhanced (output 1.1) through theoretical and 

 
2 Relief web, “Sierra Leone Rapid Damage and Loss Assessment of August 14th, 2017 - Landslides and Floods in the 
Western Area”, https://reliefweb.int/report/sierra-leone/sierra-leone-rapid-damage-and-loss-assessment-august-
14th-2017-landslides-and (page consulted on 02 June 2021). 

https://reliefweb.int/report/sierra-leone/sierra-leone-rapid-damage-and-loss-assessment-august-14th-2017-landslides-and
https://reliefweb.int/report/sierra-leone/sierra-leone-rapid-damage-and-loss-assessment-august-14th-2017-landslides-and
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practical capacity building, including through relevant simulation exercises as well as through the 
provision of supplies, equipment and materials. 

 
- Community resilience and capacity of preparedness and response for disaster is enhanced 

(output 1.2). through disaster risk assessments, tailored sensitization and training events, as well 
as displacement profiling and registration) would  

 
Indeed, strengthening national stakeholders’ capacities as well as building communities’ resilience would 
contribute to improve the effectiveness of disaster preparedness and response in Sierra Leone, especially 
in targeted localities, while reducing disasters impacts. 
 

2.2. Evaluation purpose 
 
IOM in Sierra Leone commissioned an ex-post evaluation aiming to assess the relevance of the project, 
the effectiveness and efficiency of project management and implementation, the expected impact, how 
well were cross-cutting themes mainstreamed in the project, and if the desired effects are sustainable 
and/or the prospects of sustainability. Besides, the evaluation aimed to assess the internal and external 
coherence, including the synergies, between the project and other interventions. 
 
This evaluation is intended mainly for the Fund and IOM in Sierra Leone. It aims to promote transparency 
and accountability, which will, in turn, assist the Fund in its decision-making and future project funding 
desires. The evaluation also aims to identify lessons learned, good practices, and demonstrate the Fund’s 
ongoing commitment to results based management. 
 
The evaluation used the six main evaluation criteria, i.e. the relevance, coherence, effectiveness, 
efficiency, impact and sustainability, as well as the transversal question of the gender inclusion. 
 

2.3. Evaluation scope 
 
The ex-post evaluation of the project entitled “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in 
Sierra Leone” covers the project implementation period from its start date – January 1st, 2018 – until its 
end date – July 31st, 2020. The evaluation covered all objectives and activities, and emphasized the field 
interviews in the capital/district towns as well as in 9 disaster-prone communities out of 10 targeted by 
the project, i.e. the communities of Kolleh Town, Grey Bushand, Congo Town (KGC), Funkia and Portee in 
the Western Area Urban district, the communities of Lottu Kpaka, Mandu and Potoru in Pujehun district 
and the communities of Boajibu, Deima and Tongo/Semewabu3 in Kenema district. Susan’s Bay was the 
only community not visited during this ex-post evaluation. This is explained by the fact that the evaluation 
commissioner targeted only three localities per districts, and activities implemented in Susan's Bay are 
similar to other locations in Western Area Urban district. This community was however considered by the 
evaluation through the interviews conducted with interviewees based in Freetown and involved in the 
overall project implementation, as well as through the documentary review. 
 
 

 
3 While Tongo and Semewabu are two distinct communities, due to their geographical proximity they were 
targeted as one by the project activities. 
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2.4. Evaluation criteria 
 
The evaluation covers the criteria of relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and 
sustainability. In addition, the evaluation looks at the gender cross-cutting theme. A full list of the related 
evaluation questions for each of the criteria can be found in the evaluation terms of reference (Annex 1) 
and in the Evaluation matrix (Annex 2). 
 

• Relevance: Extent to which the project remains valid and pertinent. 

• Coherence: Extent to which other interventions support or undermine the intervention, and vice 
versa. 

• Effectiveness: Extent to which the project produced the desired results. 

• Efficiency: How well resources (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are used to undertake activities and 

• converted to results. 

• Impact: The long-term effects produced by a project, whether positive or negative, direct or 
indirect, intentional or unintentional. 

• Sustainability: Durability of the project’s results or the continuation of the project’s benefits once 
external support ceases. 

• Gender: Extent to which the project’s implementation is gender-responsive, and address gender 
challenges or gaps. 
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3. Evaluation framework and methodology 

3.1. Data sources and collection 
 
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, remote and mixed evaluation methodologies were prioritized and 
approved. The evaluation team was composed by a lead IOM Internal Evaluator, based in Paris and who 
was not able to travel to Sierra Leone, and the IOM M&E Officer based in Sierra Leone who was not 
involved in the project implementation. Indeed, the fact that the IOM M&E Officer in Sierra Leone was 
newly appointed (in September 2020) ensured its independence vis-à-vis the evaluated project as he did 
not take part of the project cycle. 
 
The focal points of IOM Mission in Sierra Leone – i.e. the Technical and Vocational Education and Training 
and Entrepreneurship Project Manager, the M&E Officer and the Senior Project Assistant, Disaster Risk 
Management (DRM) – provided relevant documents and information on the project context and 
achievements. 
 
The data for the evaluation was collected through a combination of desk review and in-depth interviews: 
 

- Documentary review: Project documents and other relevant documents (shared before or after 
interviews, but also found by the evaluator) were reviewed in accordance with the evaluation 
questions in order to identify whether there is any relevant information (see Annex 3 – List of 
documents reviewed and other references consulted). 

 
- Key informant interviews: Interviews, mainly with semi-structured questions (i.e. a mix between 

open and closed questions), were conducted individually with 11 project stakeholders and 
beneficiaries in accordance with the agenda developed by the commissioner and the evaluator 
(see Annex 4 – List of persons interviewed or consulted). The interviewees were selected jointly 
by the commissioner and the evaluation team based on their implication within the project 
implementation, either as implementers or beneficiaries. Some interviews were conducted 
remotely by the lead evaluator while the others were conducted in person by the IOM M&E 
Officer in Sierra Leone. The questions asked, determined in the evaluation matrix (see Annex 2), 
were adjusted as need be during the interviews, in particular to adapt to the time allotted. 

 
- FGDs: 6 FGDs, mainly with semi-structured questions, were conducted with the project 

beneficiaries, and more especially with members of the communities targeted by the project, in 
accordance with the agenda developed by the commissioner and the evaluator (see Annex 4 – 
List of persons interviewed or consulted). The discussions were conducted in person by the IOM 
M&E Officer in Sierra Leone. The questions asked, determined in the evaluation matrix (see Annex 
2), have been adjusted as need be during the discussions, in particular to adapt to the time 
allotted. 

 
- Online questionnaires: Questionnaires, with a mix of open-ended and closed-ended questions 

based on the questions determined within the evaluation matrix (see Annex 2), were shared with 
the commissioner for dissemination among relevant governmental authorities, community 
members and implementing partners that did not participate in interviews or FGDs. However, the 
online questionnaires were sent by the commissioner to only 2 governmental authorities out of 
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which only one responded. The limited answers received were taken into account by the lead 
evaluator for the analysis of the evaluation findings. 

 
- Debrief with IOM in Sierra Leone: A debriefing between the lead evaluator and IOM staff in Sierra 

Leone, comprised of the Technical and Vocational Education and Training and Entrepreneurship 
Project Manager and the M&E Officer, was remotely organized in order to present initial findings 
as well as to provide clarifications on those findings when needed. 

 
The lead evaluator as well as the IOM M&E Officer in Sierra Leone explained the purpose and scope of the 
evaluation at the start of each interview/FGDs and asked for interviewees opinions regarding 
recommendations. 
 

3.2. Data analysis 
 
The data analysis was primarily qualitative, based on data collected through document review and notes 
from interviews and FGDs. The data collected was analysed by the lead evaluator through a comparison 
in-between data collected as well as through a comparison of the data collected with the expected results 
described within the project documents. To a lesser extent, data collected was also analysed in a 
quantitative way by extracting answers from interviews and FGDs when they allowed to generate 
statistics. As with data collection, the data analysis was guided by the evaluation questions and criteria.  
 
The evaluator strived to ensure that a mix of data sources was used to obtain a diversity of perspectives, 
to ensure data accuracy and overcome data limits. 
 

3.3. Limitations and proposed mitigation strategies 
 
Some limitations were faced during the design and the implementation of this ex-post evaluation. 
 
The first limitation to this ex-post evaluation, identified during the design phase, was the access to 
stakeholders and beneficiaries in Sierra Leone. Being based outside of Sierra Leone, the lead evaluator 
was not be able to travel to the country considering the COVID-19 pandemic rendering difficult, if not 
impossible, international movements. 
 
To overcome this limitation, it was agreed between the evaluation commissioner and the IOM Internal 
Evaluator to proceed with remote and mixed evaluation methodologies. To this regard, some individual 
interviews were conducted through calls by the lead evaluator and, when not possible due to connectivity 
difficulties or language challenges, the IOM M&E Officer in Sierra Leone acted as a relay of the lead 
evaluator and conducted the foreseen interviews or FGDs. The fact that the M&E Officer had joined the 
IOM Mission in Sierra Leone in the course of the year 2020 guaranteed he was not involved in the project 
conception nor implementation and allowed to ensure his independency. 
 
The second limitation related to the assessment of the project impact. Considering the project had ended 
only three months before the ex-post evaluation interviews began and that the final report of the project 
was not yet finalized, it was too early to fully assess the impact of the project activities. 
 
In order to overcome this limitation, the focus of this evaluation question, during the development of the 
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evaluation matrix, was put on the exploration of the observations and perceptions of stakeholders 
interviewed, thus identifying possible changes as well as directions in which results may be developing. 
 
Finally, the last limitation lied with the data collected through interviews/FGDs and online 
questionnaires. Regarding the interviews, among the persons interviewed, none of them was involved in 
the development of the project proposal from the beginning of the process. The only interviewees that 
declared having been involved in the project development took part of this process, to a limited extent, 
by the middle or end of it. In addition, for the in-person interviews and FGDs that happened in Sierra 
Leone, questions listed in the online questionnaires were used instead of the questions listed in the 
evaluation matrix. By doing so, the number of asked questions was less than expected and therefore did 
not cover all evaluation questions. 
 
Regarding online questionnaires, in order to reach out to the maximum of project stakeholders 
(governmental authorities, community members and implementing partners) that would not participate 
in interviews or FGDs, online questionnaires had been developed for their intention. However, only one 
response was received through these online questionnaires. 
 
The consequence of these limitations results in a limitation of the data collected and therefore in a 
restricted assessment of some evaluation questions. They are mitigated, to the possible extent, by the 
desk review. 
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4. Findings 

4.1. Relevance: Is the intervention doing the right things? 
 

 
Relevance concerns the extent to which the project’s objectives and intended results remain valid and 
pertinent either as originally planned or as subsequently modified. This section addresses the following 
evaluation questions: 
 

• Is the project aligned with, and supportive of, relevant national priorities? 

• Is the project in line with IOM/the Fund priorities and criteria? 

• To what extent do the expected outcomes and outputs remain valid and pertinent as originally 
intended? 

• To what extent were the needs of stakeholders and beneficiaries taken into account during project 
design? 

 

 
Is the project aligned with, and supportive of, relevant national priorities? 
 
With its overall objective foreseeing to “contribute to improving the effectiveness of disaster preparedness 
and response in disaster-prone districts in Sierra Leone through strengthened coordination mechanisms 
and by building community resilience”, the Fund project is in line with the National DRM Policy which 
aims “to move from purely disaster management approach and practice focused on immediate post-
catastrophe responses in Sierra Leone to a more comprehensive disaster risk management approach that 
integrates all key aspects of: Disaster risk Prevention and Mitigation, Preparedness, Emergency Response 
and Recovery”.4 Of the Policy’s objectives that the Fund project helped to progress forward, one can cite 
the objective 2 looking at disasters preparedness, the objective 4 looking at disasters prevention and the 
objective 5 looking at disasters knowledge and understanding.5 
 
It should also be noted that the National DRM Policy aims to advance towards the country Agenda for 
Prosperity, 2013-2018, and more particularly towards the vision for 2035 to have in Sierra Leone “an 
effective environmental management system in place that protects our biodiversity and is capable of pre-
empting environmental disasters”.6 Its implementation is foreseen by the National DRM Strategy & 
Action Plan, 2014.7 
 
The Fund project also falls in the frame of action of the Sierra Leone National Disaster Preparedness and 
Response Plan.8 More specifically, the Fund project falls under the Plan’s section 4 which looks at 
disasters’ information and preparedness and mentions that “a continuous flow of accurate and timely 
information is necessary to provide full knowledge of disaster prone areas, conditions and relief services 
available”.9 

 
4 Sierra Leone National Disaster Risk Management Policy, 05 May 2014, p.2. 
5 Ibid., p.9. 
6 The Government of Sierra Leone, The Agenda For Prosperity – Road To Middle Income Status, p.xii. 
7 Sierra Leone National Disaster Risk Management (DRM) Strategy and Action Plan, op. cit. 
8 Sierra Leone National Disaster Preparedness and Response Plan, 2006, available here: 
https://www.preventionweb.net/english/policies/v.php?id=60536&cid=154 (page consulted on 02 February 2021). 
9 Ibid., p.42. 

https://www.preventionweb.net/english/policies/v.php?id=60536&cid=154


Page 15 of 68 

Data collected during the evaluation show that the project helped to advance national preparation and 
response to disasters. Data confirm that the project was designed to build capacities of Government 
Officers as well of community members (i.e. at national and district/local levels). 
 
Some interviewees declared that the project helped to understand institutional gaps, to identify hazards 
and local resources available, to clarify actors’ roles and design roadmaps. In addition, some community 
members interviewed explained that following the community based DRR training and receipt of DRR 
tools, they have been able to construct drainage and backfill flooding prone areas, hence reducing the 
severity of the floods occurring in their community. 
 
Is the project in line with IOM/the Fund priorities and criteria? 
 
The project was found to be well aligned with IOM and the Fund priorities and criteria. 
 
Regarding IOM priorities and criteria, the project is in line with the following policies: 
 

- The IOM Migration Governance Framework (MiGOF)10: Developed in order to present to States 
“a set of three principles and three objectives which, if respected and fulfilled, would ensure that 
migration is humane, orderly, and benefits migrants and society”,11 the Fund project is especially 
relevant for the MiGOF’s objective 2 which is linked to the mobility dimensions of crises and calls 
for action in order to, among others, prevent and prepare for crisis. 

 
- The IOM Framework for Addressing Internal Displacement12: Setting “the foundation and 

direction for all aspects of IOM’s work on internal displacement”,13 the Fund project falls within 
its operational objective 1 which notably foresees that IOM “collaborates with national and local 
authorities on preparedness and prevention”.14 

 
- The IOM Strategic Work Plan on Disaster Risk Reduction & Resilience 2017 – 202015: Outlining 

IOM’s strategic approach to DRR and resilience, the Work Plan “presents a set of concrete actions 
that IOM will undertake over the course of 2017-2020 to assist Member States’ efforts to reduce 
risk and strengthen resilience”.16 The Fund project contributed to the strategic outcome 1 related 
to prevention with the disaster risk assessments conducted in the project targeted districts, and 
to the strategic outcome 2 related to preparedness with the capacitying trainings delivered to 
both national authorities and communities. 

 

 
10 IOM Migration Governance Framework, 2016, available here: https://publications.iom.int/books/migration-
governance-framework (page consulted on 01 February 2021). 
11 Ibid., p.5. 
12 The IOM Framework for Addressing Internal Displacement, 2017, available here: 
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/press_release/file/170829_IDP_Framework_LowRes.pdf (page consulted 
on 26 January 2021). 
13 Ibid., p.5. 
14 Ibid., p.14. 
15 Taking Sendai Forward, IOM Strategic Work Plan on Disaster Risk Reduction & Resilience 2017 – 2020, 2013, 
available here: https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/our_work/DOE/humanitarian_emergencies/Disaster-Risk-
Reduction-Strategic-Action-Plan.pdf (page consulted on 01 February 2021). 
16 Ibid., p.5. 

https://publications.iom.int/books/migration-governance-framework
https://publications.iom.int/books/migration-governance-framework
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/press_release/file/170829_IDP_Framework_LowRes.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/our_work/DOE/humanitarian_emergencies/Disaster-Risk-Reduction-Strategic-Action-Plan.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/our_work/DOE/humanitarian_emergencies/Disaster-Risk-Reduction-Strategic-Action-Plan.pdf
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- The IOM Migration Crisis Operational Framework (MCOF)17: Developed at the request of IOM 
Member States, the MCOF tool aims “to improve and systematize the way in which the 
Organization supports its Member States and partners to better prepare for and respond to 
migration crises”.18 The Fund project provided operational assistance to Sierra Leone actors within 
the framework of the MCOF’s sector 8 related to DRR and Resilience Building especially by 
delivering awareness and capacitying trainings and providing DRR tools. 

 
As for the Fund priorities and criteria, with its overall objective aiming to strengthen coordination 
mechanisms and building community resilience, the project responded to the donor’s key criterion of 
implementing a capacity-building project which is stated on the Fund’s webpage19.  
 
It should be however noted that data showed a slight deviation of the project from the Fund criteria 
brought by the project revision, which is the purchase of non-food items. While the Fund do not usually 
fund such activity, the donor exceptionally approved this project revision. 
 
To what extent do the expected outcomes and outputs remain valid and pertinent as originally 
intended? 
 
The expected outcome and outputs of the project as originally intended were: 
 
Outcome 1: The improved 
coordination mechanisms for 
preparedness and response 
to natural disaster in the 
disaster-prone districts 
facilitate the protection of 
affected population. 

Output 1.1: The coordination 
capacities for disaster 
preparedness and response 
of the Office of National 
Security (ONS) and other 
relevant stakeholders are 
enhanced. 

Output 1.2: Community 
resilience and capacity of 
preparedness and response 
for disaster is enhanced.

 
The evaluation found that this originally conceptualized outcome and its related outputs remain valid and 
increasingly pertinent at the end of the project implementation, especially in a context in which disasters 
are still recurring but also with the launch of the first National Disaster Management Agency of the 
country.20 The new Agency, established in June 2020, is in accordance with the Sierra Leone National DRM 
Strategy and Action Plan which states that “transforming the Disaster Management Department (DMD) 
of the ONS into a statutory agency, in order to ensure effective coordination and management of disasters 
is clearly stated as one strategic priority for the Security Sector in the Sierra Leone Agenda for Prosperity 
(2013 -2018)”.21 
 
Therefore, not only the project outcome and outputs remain valid but in addition the project 
achievements will be relevant for the newly established Agency as its staff will need to be capacitated in 

 
17 IOM Migration Crisis Operational Framework, 2012, available here: 
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/documents/mc2355_-_iom_migration_crisis_operational_framework.pdf 
(page consulted on 01 February 2021). 
18 Ibid., p.1. 
19 IOM Development Fund, Eligibility Criteria, https://developmentfund.iom.int/eligibility-criteria (page consulted 
on 01 February 2021). 
20 State House Media and Communications Unit, op. cit. 
21 Sierra Leone National Disaster Risk Management (DRM) Strategy and Action Plan, 05 May 2014, p.8. 

https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/documents/mc2355_-_iom_migration_crisis_operational_framework.pdf
https://developmentfund.iom.int/eligibility-criteria


Page 17 of 68 

the thematic area.22 Hence, DMD staff of the ONS trained as trainers on emergency response in the 
framework of the Fund project could organize capacity building trainings for the benefit to future Agency 
staff. This was stressed by the Chief Minister of Sierra Leone who declared that “the Office of National 
Security (ONS) has an existing Directorate for Disaster Management, so the new National Disaster 
Management Agency will hit the ground running because ONS will provide the institutional home for core 
expertise to help the operationalisation of the Agency”.23 
 
Likewise, data analysis show that there is a need of further replicating community based DRR trainings 
delivered jointly by ONS Officers and IOM staff under the Fund project in the districts not covered by the 
said project. 
 
To what extent were the needs of stakeholders and beneficiaries taken into account during project 
design? 
 
Collected data do not allow to fully assess the extent to which the needs of stakeholders and beneficiaries 
were taken into account during the project design, notably because among the persons interviewed, none 
was involved in the development of the project proposal from the beginning of the process. The only 
interviewees that declared having been involved in the project development took part of this process by 
the middle or end of it (see section 3.3. on limitations and proposed mitigation strategies). 
 
Limited data collected tend to show that meetings happened between IOM and ONS during the 
development phase of the project, but knowledge of what was discussed or presented during those 
meetings is not available. In addition, the documentary review demonstrates that the Government of 
Sierra Leone had “requested IOM’s assistance in strengthening its capacity, particularly that of the 
[ONS]”24 as well as the capacities at the district level in order to prepare and respond to future disasters.25 
 

4.2. Coherence: How well does the intervention fit? 
 

 
Coherence concerns the extent to which other interventions (particularly policies) support or 
undermine the intervention, and vice versa. This section addresses the following evaluation questions: 
 

• Internal coherence: To what extent the project synergizes and interlinks between other interventions 
being implemented by IOM regarding the project´s thematic area; and to what extent the project’s 
interventions correspond to SDG’s target 10.7, the Global Compact for Migration, and other relevant 
human rights treaties? 

• External coherence: To what extent the project synergizes and interlinks between interventions of the 
Government and donor communities regarding the thematic area? 

 

 

 
22 According to an interviewee, while the DMD of ONS was comprised of less than 10 staff, the new Agency will 
have over 100 staff. 
23 State House Media and Communications Unit, op. cit. 
24 Project proposal “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in Sierra Leone”, p.1. 
25 Letter from the Office of National Security to IOM in Sierra Leone, IOM Development Fund for Strengthening 
Disaster Preparedness and Response in Sierra Leone, 28 September 2017. 
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Internal coherence: To what extent the project synergizes and interlinks between other interventions 
being implemented by IOM regarding the project´s thematic area; and to what extent the project’s 
interventions correspond to SDG’s target 10.7, the Global Compact for Migration, and other relevant 
human rights treaties? 
 
Regarding synergies and interlinks with other IOM’s interventions, data indicates that only one other 
IOM implemented project with the same thematic area was active at the beginning of the Fund project 
implementation. This project was funded by the Government Japan, titled “Strengthening Disaster 
Preparedness, Response and Community Resilience in Sierra Leone” (hereafter referred to as ‘the Japanese 
project’) and started on March 1st, 2017. While the Fund project started on January 1st, 2018, the Japanese 
project extended end date was on August 31st, 2018, creating an overlap of their implementation period 
of 8 months. 
 
Considering the Japanese project was at the end of its implementation period and that the Fund project 
experienced delay in its implementation due to Sierra Leone general elections that took place in March 
2018, implementation of joint activities was not possible. However, data analysis demonstrate that the 
Fund project built on the Japanese project’s findings and experiences, as well as on previous IOM Mission 
experience in emergency response. This is the case for example for the selection of the Western Area 
Urban district and Pujehun district as beneficiary districts.26 
 
As for the project correspondence with relevant international policies, it appears that the Fund project 
was consistent with the Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) target 10.7 as well as with the Global 
Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration (also known as Global Compact for Migration – GCM) 
and the Sendai Framework for DRR 2015-2030. 
 
With its overall objective aiming to capacitate national and local actors in order to improve disasters 
preparedness and response, which will in end help to reduce disasters induced internal displacements, 
the Fund project aligned and aimed to progress towards SDG target 10.7, which foresees to “facilitate 
orderly, safe, regular and responsible migration and mobility of people, including through the 
implementation of planned and well-managed migration policies”.27 More specifically the Fund project 
aimed to advance SDG indicator 10.7.2 which is based on the IOM MiGOF28 and is comprised of a policy 
domain relating to mobility dimensions of crises.29 
 
Besides, by contributing to disasters preparedness and response in Sierra Leone, with the goal to prevent 
and reduce the occurrence and impact of disasters on local targeted population, the Fund project was in 
line with the GCM,30 and more specifically with its objective 2 which foresees to “minimize the adverse 

 
26 Interim Report to the IOM Development Fund “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in Sierra 
Leone”, 11 August 2018, p.4. 
27 United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Sustainable Development, 
https://sdgs.un.org/goals/goal10 (page consulted on 25 January 2021). 
28 IOM Migration Governance Framework, op. cit. 
29 United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, SDG Indicator 10.7.2, available here: 
https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/publications/pdf/sdg/SDG_10.7.2_2019_Data%20Booklet.
pdf (page consulted on 25 January 2021). 
30 United Nations, Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 19 December 2018, Global Compact for Safe, 
Orderly and Regular Migration, available here: 
https://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/73/195 (page consulted on 25 January 2021). 

https://sdgs.un.org/goals/goal10
https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/publications/pdf/sdg/SDG_10.7.2_2019_Data%20Booklet.pdf
https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/publications/pdf/sdg/SDG_10.7.2_2019_Data%20Booklet.pdf
https://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/73/195
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drivers and structural factors that compel people to leave their country of origin”.31 This objective 2 aims 
to create, among others, conducive environmental conditions for people by investing in programmes that 
induce States’ actions. 
 
Finally, by conducting disaster risk assessments as well as building capacities and increasing knowledge of 
national authorities and local communities, the Fund project contributed to the priority 1 “Understanding 
disaster risk” of the Sendai Framework.32 
 
External coherence: To what extent the project synergizes and interlinks between interventions of the 
Government and donor communities regarding the thematic area? 
 
As per data collected, it appears that partners’ interventions in Sierra Leone in the disaster preparedness 
area are rare. Most of partners’ interventions related to disasters focus on disaster response. Therefore, 
the possibility for the Fund project to synergize and interlink with other interventions was limited. 
 
Nevertheless, the Fund project was still able to engage with WFP allowing to increase the results of the 
Fund planned activities. In this sense, the Training of Trainers (ToT) on emergency response organized for 
Pujehun and Kenema districts in June 2019 was conducted in collaboration with WFP who took part in the 
moderation of some training sessions, bringing its expertise to the participants. WFP’s involvement in the 
training also allowed to increase the number of participants as the said organization supported 
participants from Bo, Moyamba, Bonthe and Kailahun districts to attend the training, hence increasing 
the impact of this activity. In addition, while the the Fund project developed an IDP registration and 
profiling tool together with a rapid assessment tool, WFP supported with the digitalization of those tools. 
Indeed, WFP had resources to supply each district with a tablet in which the tools have been installed. 
Therefore, not only the IDP registration tool was developed as foreseen by the Fund project, but it was 
also installed for direct use by Sierra Leone authorities. 
 
Moreover, the intervention has been coordinated with various stakeholders involved in disasters 
preparedness and/or response in Sierra Leone through coordination meeting platforms, i.e.: 
 
- ONS meetings: Through these meetings, ONS aims to coordinate with its partners involved in disasters 

related area and avoid duplications. These meetings are not regular, they are called by ONS when they 
expect a disaster to occur or when one occurred. Through this platform IOM exchanged with other 
partners such as, but not limited to, WFP, Save the Children, the Red Cross, the United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP). 

 
- Interagency Working Group for preparedness response: Chaired by WFP, these meetings are 

organized on a bi-weekly basis. IOM took part in these meetings. 
 
It should be noted that individual interviews organized were limited to one partner. Hence, the evaluation 
was not in a position to fully assess if other partners in Sierra Leone were implemented similar projects 
between 2018 and mid-2020, and so if additional synergies and interlinks could have been created. 
 

 
31 Ibid., p.9. 
32 United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction, Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030, 
2015, https://www.undrr.org/publication/sendai-framework-disaster-risk-reduction-2015-2030 (page consulted 
on 02 February 2021). 

https://www.undrr.org/publication/sendai-framework-disaster-risk-reduction-2015-2030
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4.3. Effectiveness: Is the intervention achieving its objectives? 
 

 
Effectiveness concerns the extent to which the project achieves its objectives/intended results, taking 
into account their relative importance. This section addresses the following evaluation questions: 
 

• Have the project’s outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans and 
results matrix? 

• Are the target beneficiaries being reached as expected? 

• Are there any factors that prevent(ed) beneficiaries and project partners from accessing the 
results/services/products? 

• What major internal and external factors have influenced (positively or negatively) the achievement 
of the project’s objectives and how have they been managed? 

• To what extent has the project adapted or is able to adapt to changing external conditions in order to 
ensure project outcomes? 

• What is the quality of the results/services/products provided? 

• Are the target beneficiaries satisfied with the services provided? 

• Was the collaboration and coordination with partners (including project implementing partners) and 
stakeholders effective, and to what extent have the target beneficiaries been involved in the 
processes of collaboration and coordination with these partners? 

 

 
Have the project’s outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans and results 
matrix? Are the target beneficiaries being reached as expected? 
 
The overall objective of the project has been found mostly achieved while data to assess the achievement 
of the project’s outcome is missing. As for the project’s outputs, they were assessed as achieved or mostly 
achieved. It should be noted that results considered by the present evaluation as “mostly achieved” are 
considered as such because some project data are missing to fully assess their achievement. 
 
Evidence is based on data collected during the evaluation (project and activities reports and interviews) 
and, from these data, the below Table has been compiled to review progress per project results based on 
indicators as defined in the project proposal: 
 
Table 1: Project achievements 

Objective, outcomes and output Achievement Evidence 

Objective: 
The project will contribute to 
improving the effectiveness of 
disaster preparedness and response in 
disaster-prone districts in Sierra Leone 
through strengthened coordination 
mechanisms and by building 
community resilience 

Mostly 
achieved 

10 communities prone to disasters in 3 districts 
benefitted from the project activities and are now 
better prepared to prevent and respond to disasters. 
Collected data demonstrate that the project helped to 
advance national preparation and response to disasters 
by building capacities of Government Officers as well of 
community members (i.e. at national and district/local 
levels) and that following the community based DRR 
trainings and receipts of DRR tools, communities have 
been able to do some work such as constructing 
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drainage and backfilling flooding prone areas, hence 
reducing the severity of disasters in their community. 
 
While the project proposal foresaw 3 disaster prone 
districts prepared to prevent and respond to natural 
disaster after the project completion and another 3 
districts beyond the project completion, the evaluation 
did not collect any information on the additional 3 
districts to be prepared beyond the project completion. 
 
In addition, the % of community members in the 3 
districts confirming that they are better equipped in the 
event of disaster is not available. 

Outcome 1: 
The improved coordination 
mechanisms for preparedness and 
response to natural disaster in the 
disaster-prone districts facilitate the 
protection of affected population 

N/A The % of ONS Officials and district level personnel 
prepared for any anticipated disaster is not available. 
 
While the project activities, and more particularly the 
ToTs on emergency response, helped to improve 
coordination between concerned actors, limited data 
was collected regarding the number of disaster-prone 
districts with a structured coordination mechanism 
established at the end of the project’s implementation. 
Indeed, only the draft version of the final report states 
that “three disaster prone districts were identified, and 
coordination mechanisms were set up”.33 As per 
evaluation findings, it seems that existing coordination 
mechanisms were explained to beneficiaries but no 
new coordination mechanisms were set-up. 

Output 1.1: 
The coordination capacities for 
disaster preparedness and response of 
the Office of National Security (ONS) 
and other relevant stakeholders are 
enhanced 

Mostly 
achieved 

3 targeted districts trained on emergency response, 
during which post simulation exercises were included, 
with a total of 85 participants. 
 
The % of participant in post simulation training showing 
progress from pre-test to post-test mark was not 
shared in the frame of the evaluation. 
 
Finally, the 10 communities targeted by the project 
received tools for disaster mitigation activities and the 
DMD of ONS received stationery support for emergency 
response coordination. 

Activity 1.1.1: 
Conduct 3 ToT on emergency 
response based on natural disaster 
emergency scenarios in 3 districts 
prone to disaster 

Achieved Two 5-day trainings have been conducted for the three 
targeted districts, the first one for the Western Urban 
Area on 13-17 May 2019 (facilitated by IOM) and the 
second one, merging Pujehun and Kenema districts, on 
10-14 June 2019 (facilitated jointly by IOM and WFP). 
 
The trainings saw the participation of a total of 85 
persons (31 females, 54 males) coming from ONS (61 
participants) and other institutions supporting the 

 
33 Final Report to the IOM Development Fund “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in Sierra Leone”, 
p.22 (downloaded on 12 January 2021). 
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disaster response in Sierra Leone including the Red 
Cross and WFP. 
 
While the first day of the training was a pre-training 
day, the ToT itself took place on the second day. 
 
The activities 1.1.2 (post-simulation exercises) and 1.2.3 
(development of an IDP registration tool) were 
combined with these emergency response trainings 
and respectively took place on the third and fourth-fifth 
day. 

Activity 1.1.2: 
Conduct post simulation ToT on 
natural disaster emergency scenarios 
in the 3 districts prone to disasters 

Achieved This activity was integrated into the ToT on emergency 
response (activity 1.1.1). On the third day of the 
trainings, simulations were organized in order to assess 
if participants’ understanding and response to 
emergencies improved. Results from pre and post-test 
were not shared in the frame of this evaluation. 

Activity 1.1.3: 
Provide the needed supplies, 
equipment and materials detected 
from the simulation as an obstacle to 
the achievement of the simulation 
outcomes like personal protective 
equipment, communication material, 
emergency shelters 

Achieved As per data collected during the evaluation, supplies, 
equipment and materials have been handed over to the 
DMD of ONS in August 2019 and to targeted 
communities in July 2020. Supported documents list 
the type and number of items distributed overall but 
not per community nor to the DMD. 

Output 1.2: 
Community resilience and capacity of 
preparedness and response for 
disaster is enhanced 

Achieved 10 communities in the 3 targeted districts were trained 
on DRR, which included a sensitization on natural 
disasters, following the disaster risk assessments 
conducted in 18 communities of the 3 targeted districts. 
 
A total of 251 volunteers were trained (111 females, 
140 males). 

Activity 1.2.1: 
Carry out Disaster Risk Reduction 
assessment in 3 districts prone to 
disaster 

Achieved Disaster risk assessments were conducted in 18 
communities of the Western Urban Area, Pujehun and 
Kenema districts between 10 October and 02 
November 2018 by IOM, ONS and district Councils of 
Pujehun and Kenema for their respective districts. 
 
Based on the assessments’ outcomes, 10 communities 
were jointly selected by ONS and IOM to benefit from 
the project activities. One of the criteria considered in 
the selection process was whether other organizations 
had interventions in the community doing similar 
activity. 
 
It should be noted that the assessment questionnaire 
contained women related questions and were 
administrated by 3 women out of 4 ONS Officers. 

Activity 1.2.2: 
Deliver Community Resilience to 
Natural Disasters and Hazards ToT to 

Achieved Ahead of the community based DRR trainings, 1-day 
gathering was organized on 09 November 2018 in order 
to report on the disaster risks assessments, select the 



Page 23 of 68 

10 vulnerable pilot communities from 
the assessment 

10 beneficiary communities34, review and agree on the 
training modules and finalize the workplan. This 
gathering was organized for 17 ONS staff (7 females, 10 
males).  
 
Then, 3-day community based DRR trainings were 
conducted in the 10 selected communities between 27 
November 2018 and 10 March 2019. A total of 251 
volunteers, selected by local authorities, were trained 
(111 females, 140 males) representing approximately 
25 volunteers per community. 
 
The trainings were delivered jointly by ONS (allowing 
them to train as trainers and take ownership of the 
training) and IOM staff, with District Disaster 
Management Committees (DDMCs) and district 
Councils of Pujehun and Kenema involved in their 
respective district’s communities. 
 
It should be noted that a specific session on gender was 
included in all the trainings. 
 
At the end of the trainings, volunteers had developed 
community risk maps and actions plans (comprised of a 
list of activities such as sensitization, cleaning, 
stakeholders meeting, and a list of the needed material 
to carry out the activities). 

Activity 1.2.3: 
Develop and simulate standardized 
and confidential IDP registration and 
profiling processes for 
implementation during an emergency 
response with a focus on all affected 
camp occupants 

Achieved 1-day event was organized on 10 August 2018 in 
Freetown in order to review the response towards the 
2017 mudslide and flooding emergency to bring out 
gaps, best practices and lessons learnt which would 
inform the development of the IDP registration tool. 
 
During this day, presentations were delivered by ONS, 
IOM, Red Cross, Ministry of Water Resources, Ministry 
of Social Welfare, Gender and Children’s Affairs, 
National Commission for Social Action, and the event 
gathered 25 participants (14 females, 11 males). 
 
Regarding the development of the IDP registration tool 
itself, the activity was integrating into the ToTs on 
emergency response (activity 1.1.1). 
 
While initially the development of only one IDP 
registration tool was foreseen by the project, 
participants found this insufficient and considered that 
data collection and management is also fundamental. 
They agreed to developed in addition a disaster rapid 
assessment tool which would aim to inform 

 
34 Funkia, KGC, Portee, Susan’s Bay, Lottu Kpaka, Mandhu, Potoru, Boajibu, Deima, Tongo and Semewabu.  
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stakeholders about the kind and level of response in a 
timely manner. 
 
Hence, these two tools were developed in the last two 
days of the first ToT on emergency response. They were 
digitized by WFP on tablets aimed for ONS and tested, 
adjusted and adopted during the second ToT. 

 
In the project proposal, the targeted beneficiaries were ONS Officers and 10 communities in 3 disaster-
prone districts. The above Table 1 show that, at the project end, initial targeted beneficiaries were 
reached. 
 
Indeed, ONS Officers benefited from ToTs on emergency response, training material (i.e. community 
based DRR training modules) and an IDP registration tool together with a disaster rapid assessment tool. 
More broadly, ONS was involved in all the project activities hence, even when ONS was co-organizing 
activities alongside IOM, they were always benefiting indirectly from those activities. For example, the 
disaster risk assessments were co-organized by ONS and IOM but the opportunity to visit communities 
was a benefit for ONS Officers based in Freetown as the evaluation found that the Office relies on partners’ 
funding to act. 
 
As for the communities, 251 volunteers benefited from the community based DRR trainings, including 
DRR sensitization, and DRR tools were distributed to 10 communities. 
 
An overview of localities reached by project activities is available in Annex 5. 
 
Are there any factors that prevent(ed) beneficiaries and project partners from accessing the 
results/services/products? 
 
As per the project proposal, beneficiaries were ONS Officers and 10 communities in 3 disaster-prone 
districts, and project partners were ONS, District Councils, Sierra Leone Red Cross and Sierra Leone Police. 
 
Based on data collected during the evaluation, only one factor was found as having prevented project 
beneficiaries from accessing the results/services/products of the project which is the fact that “in some 
communities [...] the selection process was not fairly done, as the authorities responsible for the selection 
process, selected close family members and friends which brought about discord and resentment from 
other sections of the communities that felt they were marginalized and left out”.35 
 
It should also be noted that for the community members who benefited from DRR trainings, a challenge 
that was anticipated and later observed was the participation of women to these trainings. Indeed, data 
collected indicate that in certain communities of the Pujehun and Kenema districts, “selected participants 
for the trainings are often overwhelmingly dominated by males”.36 To over this challenge IOM and ONS 
staff involved in the organization of the trainings had raised attention of local authorities selecting the 
participants on this issue and had asked that women are also selected out of the trainees. At the end, this 
challenge did not represent a strict obstacle to women access to the trainings as out of the 251 recorded 
participants, 111 were females, i.e. 44%. 

 
35 Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction Training in Potoru and Deima, Activity Report, 27 February 2019, p.6. 
36 Ibid., p.6; Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction Training in Pujehun and Kenema, Activity Report, 22 March 
2019, p.8. 
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What major internal and external factors have influenced (positively or negatively) the achievement of 
the project’s objectives and how have they been managed? To what extent has the project adapted or 
is able to adapt to changing external conditions in order to ensure project outcomes? 
 
Internal and/or external, positive and/or negative factors have been identified during the evaluation as 
having influenced the achievement of the project’s objectives. The below Table presents these factors 
and describes how they have influenced the achievement of the project’s objectives: 
 
Table 2: Factors identified as having influenced the project's achievements 

Factors 
identified 

Internal External 

Positive 

IOM in Sierra Leone has been engaged is disaster 
response in the country since 2015. While at the 
beginning the Mission had no specific project in this 
thematic area, this changed with the Japanese 
funded project implemented in 2017-2018. Hence, 
while the relationship between IOM and ONS 
started before the Japanese project, it was further 
strengthened with its implementation, laying a 
strong positive basis for the Fund project's 
implementation. 
 
As a probable result of this reinforced relationship, 
the Fund project was fully implemented by IOM and 
ONS jointly. Furthermore, as the IOM project team 
for the project’s implementation was small, ONS 
appointed two of their staff (the DMD Assistant 
Director for Preparedness and her Deputy) as the 
project focal points. Having these two focal points 
has been a significant advantage for the project 
implementation as they supported with activity 
design and planning. It is very likely that their 
involvement allowed to avoid additional delays in 
the implementation of activities. 

No external factor was identified by the 
evaluation has having influenced positively the 
project’s achievements. 

Negative 

A project revision was introduced to the donor 
early September 2019, on the request of the 
Government of Sierra Leone, in order to revise the 
activity 1.1.3 so supplies, equipment and materials 
foreseen would not only be directed to the DMD of 
ONS for emergency response but would also 
benefit to communities for disaster preparedness 
and mitigation. 
 
While the provision of these supplies, equipment 
and materials was the last project activity 
remaining to implement, the process for the 
project revision took more than 10 months to be 
finalized, creating a considerable extension of the 

While the project started in January 2018, 
general elections in Sierra Leone took place in 
March the same year, i.e. 3 months after the 
start of the project, with civil unrest observed 
during the following months. ONS, with its 
security mandate, was responsible to maintain 
the security during this period and was 
therefore less, if not at all, available to discuss 
the project’s implementation with IOM. This 
situation had been described as an assumption 
in the project proposal which states that “ONS 
and others stakeholder should be available 
and committed in the participation of the 

simulation and post simulation training”.37 

 
37 Project proposal “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in Sierra Leone”, op. cit., p.7. 
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project implementation period. The evaluation did 
not fully manage to clarify the reason why the 
project revision process lasted so long. 

 
ONS involvement in the general elections’ 
organization resulted in delays for the 
project’s implementation, further exacerbated 
by the fact that during this period travels had 
been prohibited in the country, obliging the 
project team to suspend the planned 
activities. Thus, after the first 6 months no 
project activities had been yet implemented as 
showed in the first project report. 
 
In order to mitigate this challenge, the project 
team monitored the situation and planned 
resuming of activities once the context would 
allow by revising the project workplan (which 
was shared to the donor with the first interim 
report). Despite the suspension of activities 
and delays experienced at the beginning of the 
project, at the end the project achieved 
foreseen objective and outcomes as expected. 

 
What is the quality of the results/services/products provided? Are the target beneficiaries satisfied with 
the services provided? 
 
Data collected through individual interviews, FGDs and online questionnaire lead to the below findings: 
 
Table 3: Evaluation responders’ satisfaction with the intervention 

Questions Responders Results 

Do the results achieved respond to your 
expectations of the project? / Did the project 
respond to your community needs in terms of 
disaster preparedness and response? 

11 responders from ONS based in 
Freetown, CDMC, local authorities 
and representatives  

Yes: 45% 
Partially: 55% 

How satisfied are you with the results of the 
project? 

4 responders from IOM, project 
partner, donor 

Satisfied: 100% 

Are you satisfied with the project services (i.e. 
trainings, post-simulation exercise, DRR tools, 
assessments, sensitization and IDP registration 
and profiling process)? 

11 responders from ONS based in 
Freetown, CDMCs, local authorities 
and representatives 

Satisfied: 100% 

Do you think you are more empowered today 
than before the project to prepare and 
respond to disasters? 

10 responders from CDMCs, local 
authorities and representatives 

Yes: 90% 
Partially: 10% 

 
Based on these results, it can be affirmed that the results and services provided by the project were of 
quality and that the majority of the beneficiaries are satisfied with the services provided. Overall, 
responders declared that the trainings delivered as well as the tools provided have been very helpful for 
their communities for understanding disasters’ risks but also to prepare and respond to them. According 
to the responders, the project activities contributed to reduce disaster incidents. Some declared that “the 
project empowered [them] more than any other disaster project” and that their “situation is better 
compared to before”. 
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In one of the communities, responders explained that following these project activities, members of the 
CDMC “are now recognized and respected for the voluntary community service”. In other communities, 
responders explained that following the trainings and provision of DRR tools, disaster preparation work 
had been done such as demarcation work in order to identify disaster prone areas, drainages construction 
and backfilling of flood prone areas, or even inter community visits to sensitize people about disaster 
preparedness. Some responders also reported having shared the knowledge gained, and even sometimes 
the tools, with their neighbouring communities/CDMCs that have not been targeted by the project.  
 
Among the limitations reported by the responders that were not fully satisfied with the project results 
and services, we can note the fact that the tools distributed either did not comprised enough items 
compared to the number of CDMC members and/or were missing some type of items needed such as fire 
tools, reflector jackets, paint, raincoats or even communication means. Responders from one community 
also explained that they had expected a constant engagement from IOM including post training visits to 
monitor the community’s activities and provide support in the identification and the management of 
potential disaster areas. While responders from another community had expected that the project would 
also provide support for victims of disasters (e.g. support of the livelihood needs of victims). Many 
responders expressed that stipends would have helped the motivation of the community volunteers.  
 
Finally, some responders have formulated the desire to have the project activities being extended to other 
communities in Sierra Leone as only few communities were targeted by the present project. One 
responder recommended to organize simulation exercise twice a year as it proved efficient to understand 
where the gaps are in disaster response and quickly address them. Finally, another responder mentioned 
that a review/refresher of trainings modules would be needed. 
 
Was the collaboration and coordination with partners (including project implementing partners) and 
stakeholders effective, and to what extent have the target beneficiaries been involved in the processes 
of collaboration and coordination with these partners? 
 
As briefly mentioned under the relevance section of this report (see section 4.2), the collaboration and 
coordination with partners and beneficiaries at Freetown level has been effective. 
 
Indeed, the project has been closely implemented with ONS, both partner and beneficiary of the project. 
The coordination and collaboration with ONS materialized through: 
 

• Regular exchanges between IOM and ONS, especially with the two ONS focal points for the Fund 
project. One interviewee explained that the IOM project team visited ONS once to twice per week; 

• Participation of IOM to meetings organized by ONS with their partners involved in disasters 
related area; 

• Joint implementation of project activities such as the disaster risk assessments and the 
community based DRR trainings; 

• Participation of ONS to ToT on emergency response. 
 
As for other stakeholders, while it appeared that partners’ interventions in Sierra Leone in the disaster 
preparedness area are rare, the project was still able to coordinate and collaborate with other partners 
through: 
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• Participation of IOM to the above mentioned meetings organized by ONS with their partners 
involved in disasters related area which allowed IOM to exchange with other partners such as, 
but not limited to, WFP, Save the Children, the Red Cross, UNDP; 

• Participation of IOM into the Interagency Working Group for preparedness response, chaired by 
WFP and organized on a bi-weekly basis. 

 
These exchanges allowed to discover that IOM and WFP were implementing similar activities in the 
country and resulted in a joint and complementary implementation of one of the ToT on emergency 
response (WFP, alongside IOM, facilitated the ToT organized for Pujehun and Kenema districts on 10-14 
June 2019) and of the IDP registration tool together with the disaster rapid assessment tool (while the 
Fund project finalized the development of those tools, WFP digitized them on tablets distributed to 
districts). 
 
Finally, regarding coordination and collaboration with partners and beneficiaries at district and 
community levels, evaluation findings on this question are limited. The evaluation question asked at 
district and community levels, i.e. to know whether there were good coordination mechanisms for them 
to openly contribute to the project implementation, was misunderstood. The majority of the responders 
answered by explaining the good coordination that exists at district or community level between the 
different actors involved in disasters preparedness and response but did not discuss the coordination with 
the project team. In one community, the responder explained that IOM involved him/her in the processes 
leading to the implementation of the project while, in another community, the responder declared that 
he/she has been involved in the IOM project implemented in the community. 
 
As per data analysis, it seems that the coordination and collaboration between the project team and 
partners/beneficiaries at district and community levels was limited to the planification and 
implementation of project activities. When an activity was foreseen in a community, IOM and ONS would 
contact counterparts at the respective district and community in order to inform them and organize 
further the activity (such as the selection of community members that will participate in trainings). One 
interviewee explained that coordination between IOM and some district or local councils in Kenema and 
Pujehun districts is challenging because of the distance and the fact that IOM has no representation in 
those district, which are at a significant distance from IOM Office in Freetown. 
 

4.4. Efficiency: How well are resources being used? 
 

 
Efficiency analyses how well resources in general (funds, expertise, time, etc.), or inputs, are used to 
undertake activities, and are converted into outputs. This section addresses the following evaluation 
questions: 
 

• Were the project work plan and resource schedule available and were they used by the project 
management and other relevant parties? 

• Were the project activities undertaken and were the outputs delivered on time? If not, what was the 
reason for possible delays? 

• Were project resources monitored regularly and managed in a transparent and accountable manner 
to guarantee efficient implementation of activities? Did the project require a no-cost or costed 
extension?  If so, why? 
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• How well were the resources (funds, expertise and time) being converted into results? 

• How efficient was the overall management of the project? To what degree were inputs 
provided/available on time to/from all parties involved to implement activities? 

• When and how were monitoring and evaluation activities carried out? Were the M&E resources 
(human and financial) sufficient and appropriate? What are M&E lessons learned and good practices? 

 

 
Were the project work plan and resource schedule available and were they used by the project 
management and other relevant parties? 
 
Data analysis show that a project workplan had been developed together with the project proposal, and 
therefore was available, however no specific resource schedule had been developed. Therefore, planning 
of the activities and management of the project were based on the initial project documents, i.e. the 
project proposal with the logical framework and workplan, and the budget. While the project team was 
in possession of these documents, the evaluation did not clarify if they had also been shared with ONS as 
the project main partner. 
 
The evaluation found out that the Project Manager and the former Project Manager did not have access 
to IOM’s internal financial management system (PRISM) at the beginning of their assignment, preventing 
them to directly monitor the expenses and making them dependent of the Resource Management Officer. 
 
Were the project activities undertaken and were the outputs delivered on time? If not, what was the 
reason for possible delays? 
 
The evaluation found that the project output 1.1 was implemented with delays while the project output 
1.2 can be considered as implemented on time. The Table 4, hereafter, reflects the project timeline and 
shows the foreseen timeframe for implementation of project activities (as per the latest workplan 
comprised in the project revision approved on 15 July 2020) versus the real completion timeframe of 
those activities. 
 
This summary Table shows that activities 1.1.1 to 1.2.1 were implemented with 1 to 5 months delay. 
Except for the activity 1.1.3, the delays in activities have been justified by the general elections that took 
place in March 2018 and following which the country experienced civil unrest during the following 
months. The main partner of the project, i.e. ONS, was fully dedicated to maintain the security during this 
period and was therefore less, if not at all, available to discuss the project’s implementation with IOM. 
 
As for the activity 1.1.3, while the material was handed over to the DMD on ONS on August 2019, the 
furniture to DRR tools to communities was delayed. Delay is explained by the Government request to 
revise the supplies, equipment and materials foreseen for distribution to the DMD of ONS for emergency 
response. To satisfy this request, a project revision was introduced to the donor. Here it should be noted 
that the project revision was requested to the donor 3 months after the initial end date of the project, 
which was justified during the evaluation by the limited experience of IOM staff in the Sierra Leone 
Mission and thus the limited knowledge on rules and procedures. The project revision was approved only 
by mid-July 2020, probably due to the negotiations with the Fund because they do not normally fund such 
activity (provision of non-food items), and activity 1.1.3 was finalized by July 2020. 
 
Regarding activities 1.2.2 and 1.2.3, it can be considered that they were implemented on time. 
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Table 4: Project timeline 
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Activity 1.1.1: 
ToT on emergency 
response 

Revised 
workplan 

                                                              

Completed                                                               

Activity 1.1.2: 
Post simulation 
ToT on natural 
disaster 
emergency 
scenarios 

Revised 
workplan 

                                                              

Completed                                                               

Activity 1.1.3: 
Distribution of 
supplies, 
equipment and 
materials 

Revised 
workplan 

                                                              

Completed                                                               
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Timeframe: 
2018 2019 2020 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul 

Activity 1.2.1: 
Disaster 
assessments 

Revised 
workplan 

                                                              

Completed                                                               

Activity 1.2.2: 
Community based 
DRR trainings 

Revised 
workplan 

                                                              

Completed                                                               

Activity 1.2.3: 
IDP registration 
tool (and rapid 
assessment tool) 

Revised 
workplan 

                                                              

Completed                                                               
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Were project resources monitored regularly and managed in a transparent and accountable manner to 
guarantee efficient implementation of activities? Did the project require a no-cost or costed extension? 
If so, why? 
 
The findings demonstrate a management and monitoring of project expenses, especially of project funds. 
As explained under a previous question, the Project Manager and the former Project Manager did not 
have access to the IOM internal financial management system (PRISM) at the beginning of their 
assignment preventing them to directly monitor the project expenses and making them dependent of the 
Resource Management Officer. However, beyond this challenge, the evaluation found that the Project 
Manager ensured the expenses would remain within the limit of the project budget by reviewing activity 
plans and budgets, as well as by closely working with the Resource Management Officer in order to ensure 
that costs were charged and correctly entered in PRISM. The numerous budget lines requested by the 
donor also helped to manage the budget expenses.  
 
While the evaluation did not found at what frequency these controls were done, they were done at least 
with the two project interim reports respectively submitted to the donor 8 months and 15 months after 
the project start. Financial reports as well as revised workplan were submitted with those reports. 
Additionally, 21 months after the project start a project revision was requested to the donor, including a 
budget revision and a revised workplan in order to reflect the project needs at this time. A project 
extension of 13 months was granted with this revision in order to revise the activity 1.1.3 related to the 
provision of supplies, equipment and materials at the request of the Government. 
 
No incidents of corruption or misuse of funding were reported during the evaluation. 
 
How well were the resources (funds, expertise and time) being converted into results? 
 
As seen under section 4.3. above about the project’s effectiveness, the project was considered by the 
evaluation as mostly achieved.38 In addition, the draft version of the final financial39 report indicates that 
96% of the budget has been exhausted (while costs for the ex-post evaluation are not yet reflected in this 
final financial report). More precisely, 96% of the Staff and Office costs have been spent, 97% of the output 
1.1 costs and 100% of the output 1.2 costs. As such, it can be considered that the project resources were 
successfully converted into results. 
 
It is important to note that the resources were adapted to the project’s needs with the project revision 
approved on 15 July 2020. The below Table aims to highlight the main changes of this budget revision: 
 
Table 5: Main changes in the project resources done with the project revision 

 Project revision 

Funds 
As mentioned few times across this report, the aim of the project revision was to revise the activity 
1.1.3 related to the provision of supplies, equipment and materials at the request of the Government. 
 

 
38 It should be noted that some results have been assessed as “mostly achieved” because some project data are 
missing to the evaluation so that it can fully assess the achievement towards those results. 
39 Final Financial Report to the IOM Development Fund “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in 
Sierra Leone” (downloaded on 15 February 2021). 
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This change induced a budget reallocation reflected by an increase in the budget dedicated to the 
purchase of those supplies, equipment and materials. While initially the budget aimed to purchase 
those for a total of USD 7,250, the budget was increased to USD 25,791 with the project revision. 
 
Overall, the budget dedicated to the output 1.2 was decreased by USD 25,635 and reallocated to the 
budget dedicated to the output 1.1. 

Expertise 

With the project revision the budget dedicated to Staff costs remained pretty much the same (it was 
overall decreased by USD 754) however the following positions were deleted: Programme Manager, 
Project Officer Monitoring & Liaison, Project Assistant, Logistical & Procurement Assistant. This 
notably allowed to cover the expenses for other initially budgeted positions (no other staff position 
was added). 

Time 
The project revision was made of a no-cost extension, extending the project timeline by 13 months, 
in order to implement the activity 1.1.3. 

 
How efficient was the overall management of the project? To what degree were inputs 
provided/available on time to/from all parties involved to implement activities? 
 
Evaluation findings reveal that, overall, the project was relatively well managed. Indeed, interviews 
highlighted that there was a good communication among the project team with frequent exchanges on 
both the planning of the activities as well as on the review of the activities’ implementation in order to 
assess accomplishments and what could be improved. 
 
The project team also communicated well with the main project partner, ONS, which significantly 
contributed to the efficient management of the project. As mentioned previously, ONS had dedicated two 
Officers to be the project focal points, which eased the project implementation. An IOM staff even 
declared that “my second Office was at the ONS”. This ease and regular communication allowed ONS to 
provide inputs in the project activities, and so all the activities were discussed, planned and implemented 
with the Office. This possibility to input by the project partner is particularly reflected by the project 
revision which was based on ONS request to revise the activity 1.1.3. 
 
Some challenges were however identified by the evaluation. The first challenge relies with compliance of 
contractual requirements. Indeed, project reports have been submitted to the donor with delays, such as 
the project revision request which was introduced after the initial end of the project. 
 
The second challenge is about the communication between the project team and the donor. Indeed, the 
lack of regular updates, outside of the project reporting, was highlighted by collected data. Taking the 
project revision as an example, under an ideal management, the donor should have been informed in 
advance of the official request that a project extension was needed. A regular, direct and good 
communication was in place during the development phase of the project and seems to have been lost 
with the project’s implementation. 
 
The third challenge identified was the structure of the project team and especially the fact that only one 
staff was fully dedicated to the project. This staff had to juggle from executing logistical tasks to providing 
trainings and undertaking travels, and the project team faced difficulties when this staff was absent. The 
project team was small, needed support from the IOM Resource Management Unit, and this situation 
caused some delays in the project planning and implementation. However, this finding should be nuanced 
by the fact that with the project revision, 4 initially budgeted staff positions were deleted from the project 
(Programme Manager, Project Officer Monitoring & Liaison, Project Assistant, Logistical & Procurement 
Assistant), even if none of these positions were budgeted at full time. 
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When and how were monitoring and evaluation activities carried out? Were the M&E resources (human 
and financial) sufficient and appropriate? What are M&E lessons learned and good practices? 
 
Through the ex-post evaluation, it was found out that for this project no M&E system nor tools had been 
set-up in order to collect and communicate project data. While one budget line was dedicated to an 
evaluation, as per the draft version of the final financial report this budget was not used during the project 
implementation and probably kept to cover the ex-post evaluation. As for M&E staff, the Project Officer 
Monitoring & Liaison foreseen in the initial project budget was removed with the project revision, leaving 
the project team with no dedicated M&E Officer. 
 
The evaluation found that the Project Manager undertook a monitoring mission once only in order to see 
how the project team, together with ONS, was implementing the activities. Otherwise no M&E activities 
were carried out during the project implementation. 
 
The absence of monitoring during the project implementation results notably in the impossibility to report 
against some project indicators i.e. the “% of community members in 3 districts confirming that they are 
better equipped in the event of a natural disaster”, the “% of ONS officials and district level personnel in 
the disaster-prone districts prepared for any anticipated disaster” and the “% of participant in post 
simulation training showing progress from pre-test to post-test mark” as data was not collected. 
 

4.5. Impact: What difference does the intervention make? 
 

 
Impact concerns how activities of the project contributed to a change in a situation, intended or 
unintended, directly or indirectly, positive or negative, and what the project was expected to bring. This 
section addresses the following evaluation questions: 
 

• Which positive/negative and intended/unintended effects/changes are visible (short and long-term 
changes)? 

• Can the impact be attributed to the project’s activities? Are there any contribution from external 
factors? 

• Do current results demonstrate potential for future higher-level change? 
 

 
Which positive/negative and intended/unintended effects/changes are visible (short and long-term 
changes)? Can the impact be attributed to the project’s activities? Are there any contribution from 
external factors? 
 
Interviews conducted during the ex-post evaluation tend to show that the project induced a positive 
change in the localities reached. 
 
Interviewees questioned on the impact declared that the communities’ level of awareness about disasters 
and preparedness has increased following the project implementation, and that the way communities 
manage disaster issues has changed. More concretely, now community actors do not wait for incidents to 
occur but anticipate by organizing coordination meetings and engaging with partners. They also anticipate 
by undertaking preparation work such as demarcation work in order to identify disaster prone areas, 
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drainages construction and backfilling of flood prone areas, or even inter community visits to sensitize 
people about disaster preparedness. Interviewees explained that the project interventions allowed to 
reduce the disasters impact and prevent the loss of lives and properties, and that during the past year no 
significant disaster happened which could be perceived as a good indication that the project has had a 
positive impact. 
 
These declarations are further corroborated by some communities’ members questioned during the 
evaluation who explained that the project activities contributed to reduce disaster incidents and that their 
“situation is better compared to before”. 
 
At the ONS level, testimonies on the impact were limited. An interviewee explained a change observed, 
which is the timely collection of data and share of assessments by ONS in time of crisis. Another 
interviewee declared that following capacity building received through the project implementation, ONS 
is now able to engage with other DDMCs, as well as they should be able to capacitate the staff of the new 
Agency providing they find financial resources to do so. 
 
It should be noted that these observed changes are short-term ones. As explained in the section 3.3. of 
this report about the evaluation limitations, the project had ended only three months before the ex-post 
evaluation interviews began and the final report of the project was not yet finalized at the time of this 
report therefore, it was too early to fully assess the impact of the project activities, especially the long-
term changes. 
 
Do current results demonstrate potential for future higher-level change? 
 
Based on data collected during the evaluation, the potential of the results achieved by the project for 
future higher-level change is unlikely. 
 
Some interviewees perceived that the current results achieved by the project may lead to future changes. 
Indeed, one interviewee declared that there will be a change of attitude now that the knowledge has 
increased for those communities impacted by the project. Another interviewee explained that 
beneficiaries learned how to do their operational plan and they understood how to mitigate disaster risks. 
Finally, a third interviewee declared that ONS should be able to cascade the trainings in other 
communities. However, this assumptions should be nuanced by the fact that ONS does not have financial 
resources and therefore relies on partners, and that if no other trainings or refresher are organized, the 
project results will not last with time. 
 
It can then be expected that current results will have/will continue to have an impact at a small scale, 
mainly in the targeted localities and eventually in neighbour ones. However, a higher-level change could 
be hoped only with the implementation of additional similar activities in different localities, as well as 
with the staff to the new Agency fully capacitated. 
 

4.6. Sustainability: Will the benefits last? 
 

 
Sustainability concerns the durability of the project’s results, or the continuation of the project’s 
benefits once external support ceases. This section addresses the following evaluation questions: 
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• Did the project take specific measures to guarantee sustainability? 

• Have the benefits generated by the project continued once external support ceased? 

• Do the target groups have any plans to continue making use of the services/products produced in the 
project framework? 

• Was the project supported by national/local institutions and well-integrated into national/local social 
and cultural structures? 

• How far was the project embedded in institutional structures and thus sustained beyond the life of 
the project? 

• Have adequate levels of suitable governmental/local/national qualified human resources been 
available to continue to deliver the project’ stream of benefits? 

• Did the project’s partners have financial capacity, and continued to maintain the benefits of the 
project in the long run? 

 

 
Did the project take specific measures to guarantee sustainability? 
 
Evaluation findings demonstrate that the project took measures to ensure sustainability of its results. 
 
At the national level, the main measure was to have ONS as key partner in the project implementation. 
As mentioned previously, the project was implemented in close cooperation and collaboration with ONS 
focal points based in Freetown. Such cooperation and collaboration allowed ownership by ONS of the 
project’s activities and objectives, as well as it ensured transfer of knowledge and skills to ONS Officers, 
hence fostering the sustainability of the project once completed. 
 
At the community level, measures took comprised the implementation of activities at the local level 
directly (instead of at the district level, notably as previously done under the Japanese funded project), 
the designation of volunteers and the handover of DRR tools to act. As mentioned by an interviewee 
during the evaluation, “the best way to implement is when you are able to engage with people that are 
concerned, at national and local levels” as by “targeting directly the people impacted, then the knowledge 
stay with them within the communities”. Another interviewee explained that by working directly with 
communities, the community members’ participation “increased community ownership and sustainability 
of the intervention”. Furthermore, the fact that community volunteers were designated through the 
project activities engendered responsibility and contributed to ownership, while the fact that material, 
supplies and equipment were handed over to those communities, in order to prepare for and mitigate 
disaster incidents, guaranteed possibility to act, including after the project implementation. 
 
Have the benefits generated by the project continued once external support ceased? Do the target 
groups have any plans to continue making use of the services/products produced in the project 
framework? 
 
While the evaluation could not accurately assess the degree to which the benefits of the project continued 
since the cessation of external support, because the project had ended only three months before the ex-
post evaluation interviews began and it was then too early to accurately assess the continuation of the 
benefits in the long term, findings demonstrate that the project benefits seems to continue after the end 
of the project. 
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The evaluation found that the community volunteers continue to sensitize and make plans to better 
respond to disasters. They inform ONS on disasters and hazards occurring at the local level through the 
DDMCs, and then ONS at the national level reach out to partners if a need for intervention is identified. 
On this vein, an interviewee explained that during the past year, no significant disaster happened, which 
could be perceived as a good indication that the project results are lasting. The evaluation found that, at 
district and community levels, the project benefits continue. More specifically, community members are 
still proactively engaged in disasters management by continuing sensitization activities, using their IOM 
training knowledge for example to facilitate victim registration, and/or establishing plans to label and 
erect road safety signs, to clear silts from clogged drainages that pose risk of flooding, etc. 
 
However, as previously mentioned, there will be a need to assess, after a certain period of time, if and 
how the tools provided are still being used, if volunteers still remain in the communities, and if 
sensitization is still happening. 
 
On the basis of the previously implemented DRR project, funded by the Government of Japan, it can be 
assumed that the project benefits are continuing and will continue. Indeed, some benefits under this 
project are lasting such as a school outreach engagement which the Government is trying to integrate in 
the school curriculum so students know how to mitigate disaster incidents. 
 
Was the project supported by national/local institutions and well-integrated into national/local social 
and cultural structures? How far was the project embedded in institutional structures and thus 
sustained beyond the life of the project? Have adequate levels of suitable governmental/local/national 
qualified human resources been available to continue to deliver the project’ stream of benefits? 
 
While the data collected for these questions is limited, overall, data shows that the project enjoyed a high 
degree of support from ONS who has been involved and committed throughout the project 
implementation. During the project implementation, ONS designated two Officers based in Freetown as 
focal points of the project. These two Officers took part of the planning and implementation for all the 
project activities, especially they conducted the disaster risk assessments and delivered the community 
based DRR trainings alongside IOM project team. However, the Office was not able to dedicate financial 
resources for which ONS relies on partners. 
 
At district levels, one interviewee also certified project support by the District Councils but no additional 
data was collected on this. 
 
While ONS does not have financial resources to sustain by itself the project beyond its end, skills and 
knowledge transferred during the project will remain with ONS Officers. On the basis of the Japanese 
project experience, there is a good hope that ONS Officers will still use and promote the project benefits, 
especially now that DMD is moving out of ONS to the new Agency. 
 
Did the project’s partners have financial capacity, and continued to maintain the benefits of the project 
in the long run? 
 
Although there is no continuation strictly speaking of the Fund project, several partners are still involved 
alongside ONS in disaster management related work in the country such as, but not limited to, WFP, VSO, 
Sierra Leone Red Cross, UNDP, World Bank. 
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4.7. Gender 
 

 
Gender concerns the extent to which the project’s implementation is gender-responsive, and address 
gender challenges or gaps. This section addresses the following evaluation questions: 
 

• To what extent has the project followed MA/59: Guidelines on Implementing the IOM Program Policy 
on Migrants and Gender Issues and MA/62: Guide on Gender Indicators for Project Development? 

• To what extent was a gender sensitive approach used in the design and implementation of the 
project? 

• How gender dimensions have been integrated into design, planning, implementation and monitoring 
of the intervention and the results achieved? 

• What were the gender equality objectives achieved (or likely to be achieved)? 

• To what extent was gender reported on? 
 

 
To what extent has the project followed MA/59: Guidelines on Implementing the IOM Program Policy 
on Migrants and Gender Issues and MA/62: Guide on Gender Indicators for Project Development? 
 
Evaluation data revealed that the IOM project team is not familiar with the two IOM Manuals (MA/59 and 
MA/62) related to gender, which are strongly recommend but not mandatory. 
 
However, evaluation analysis demonstrate that the Fund project used, to a certain extent, an approach 
that is recommended in those two IOM Manuals. The elements applied by the project that can be found 
in the IOM Manuals are the following ones: 
 

- Highlight and promote efforts to understand the importance of gender in disasters context. This 
element was applied in the Fund project through the disaster risk assessments which included 
specific questions to find out the involvement of women in DRR activities and how women are 
affected by disaster incidents, as well as through the community based DRR training modules 
which comprised a specific session on gender and disasters aiming to explain how disaster impacts 
and risks are experienced differently by women and men, and so that women participation in 
DRM is imperative. The objective of this training session was to enable participants to 
differentiate between the concepts of sex and gender, to discuss the importance of integrating 
gender perspective into DRM, as well as to link existing gender and power relations to the socio-
economic and political context of their community and society. 

 
- Track and report on sex disaggregated data in project reports. The project reports tracked 

gender data and indicate that overall 31 women participated to the ToTs on emergency response 
out of 85 participants; 7 women participated to the gathering day for ONS Officers ahead of the 
community based DRR trainings out of 17 participants; and 111 women participated to the 
community based DRR trainings out of 251 participants. 

 
- Seek a balanced ratio by gender for beneficiary targets. This element is mentioned in the project 

proposal in which some indicators disaggregated by age and sex were included, and in which the 
intention to recommend women as training beneficiaries is stated. 
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- Identify and mainstream the issue of gender into its activities and results. Refer to the below 
Table 6: Analysis of gender dimensions mainstreaming within the project cycle. 

 
To what extent was a gender sensitive approach used in the design and implementation of the project? 
How gender dimensions have been integrated into design, planning, implementation and monitoring 
of the intervention and the results achieved? What were the gender equality objectives achieved (or 
likely to be achieved)? 

 
The evaluation found that gender dimensions have to some extent been mainstreamed within the project 
cycle as shown in the below Table: 
 
Table 6: Analysis of gender dimensions mainstreaming within the project cycle 

Project phases Gender dimensions mainstreamed Possible improvements 

Design 

- Intention to recommend women as training 
beneficiaries. 

- Consideration in the disaster risk assessments 
of the differential impact of the crisis on 
women, men, boys and girls, including 
providing in depth analysis of barriers faced by 
each. 

- Intention to take into consideration the 
unique needs of women, children, the 
disabled and the elderly in the community-
based trainings based on the assessments’ 
findings. 

- Inclusions of some indicators disaggregated 
by age and sex. 

- No gender analysis was included in the 
project proposal which would have been 
useful to explore the differences and 
complementariness between men and 
women so that the project could have 
meet their different needs. 

Planning 

- The disaster risk assessments’ questionnaires 
effectively contained questions specifically 
designed to find out the involvement of 
women in DRR activities and how women are 
affected by disaster incidents. 

- The community based DRR trainings effectively 
comprised a specific session on gender and 
disasters which aimed to explain how disaster 
impacts and risks are experienced differently 
by women and men, and so that women 
participation in DRM is imperative. 

- The project team asked for a balanced gender 
ratio among participants of the activities. 

- The project integrated some gender 
sensitivity elements in its planning, 
hence recognizing the differences and 
inequalities between women and men, 
however the project could have done 
more by incorporating specific activities 
targeting gender, components targeting 
women only, or developing gender 
sensitive indicators which would have 
helped to show how far and in what ways 
the project has achieved gender results 
and advanced towards gender equality. 

Implementation 
and monitoring 

- The disaster risk assessments have been 
disseminated by three female ONS Officers 
out of four ONS Officers. 

- During the project implementation, sex 
disaggregated data was collected and 
reported on. 

- When drafting the terms of reference of the 
ex-post evaluation, the evaluation 
commissioner integrated gender questions. 

- The project did not establish a 
monitoring system nor conducted 
monitoring visits which could have been 
useful to track how far and in what ways 
the project achieved gender results and 
advanced towards gender equality. 

- The project reports could have included 
an analysis on gender as well as a section 
on achieved changes related to gender 
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or on the obstacles and challenges in 
achieving gender changes. 

Results 

- A gender dimension was integrated into the 
IDP registration tool developed by the project. 
This tool looks at data that will be collected in 
the field when a disaster occurs, and women-
oriented questions have been incorporated 
within the tool. In addition, the methodology 
foresees that these questions are 
administered by women and that the FGDs 
are for women only so they will feel 
comfortable to express the challenges they 
are facing. 

- The project successfully achieved a balanced 
gender ratio among participants of the 
activities as 31 women participated to the 
ToTs on emergency response out of 85 
participants (representing 36%); 7 women 
participated to the gathering day for ONS 
Officers ahead of the community based DRR 
trainings out of 17 participants (representing 
41%); and 111 women participated to the 
community based DRR trainings out of 251 
participants (representing 44%). 

- Interviewees at district and community levels 
all reported that the project guaranteed equal 
access to men and women to project services. 
As a concrete example, some interviewees 
explained that a specific role for women was 
created within the CDMC, which is the 
leadership role of Chairlady. Members of a 
CDMC in a FGD explained that currently their 
CDMC was made up of more women than 
men. 

- N/A 

 
To what extent was gender reported on? 
 
At the time of the evaluation, two project interim reports were shared and only the draft version of the 
final report was available. The project reports demonstrate to a minimum extent that gender was 
integrated into the project activities (disaster risk assessments, community based DRR trainings and IDP 
registration tool) and provide disaggregated data by sex. However, the project reports do not fully explain 
how gender has been mainstreamed during the implementation phase. Indeed, the efforts done by the 
project team to mainstream gender (such as the advocacy done, the difficulties faced and the mitigation 
measures took) are not reflected in the reports. In addition, the project reports do not include a gender 
analysis based on disaster risk assessments’ findings nor a section on achieved changes related to gender 
or on the obstacles and challenges in achieving gender changes. 
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5. Conclusions and recommendations 

5.1. Conclusions 
 
The following points present the key conclusions that can be drawn from the detailed findings presented 
in the previous section 4: 
 
Relevance: Is the intervention doing the right things? 
 
Based on the evaluation data presented above, the project was found overall relevant as per Sierra Leone 
context. While collected data do not allow to assess the extent to which IOM met with the stakeholders 
and beneficiaries in order to discuss their needs during the development of the project proposal, the 
project is aligned with national policies and priorities, as well as with IOM and the Fund strategies and 
criteria. The intended project remains pertinent and valid as of today, especially in a context in which 
disasters are recurring and with the launch of the National Disaster Management Agency. As the IOM 
Development Fund is funding pilot innovative projects, the current project was implemented in only few 
communities and therefore it would be pertinent to expand it in other prone to disaster communities. 
 
Coherence: How well does the intervention fit? 
 
Based on the evaluation evidence previously presented, it appears that the coherence of the Fund project, 
both with internal and external interventions, is satisfactory. While the possibility to create synergies and 
interlinks with other interventions was limited due to the few interventions working on disasters 
preparedness, IOM built on the Japanese project experience, coordinated its intervention through existing 
platforms and engaged with WFP to increase the impact of some activities, while ensuring alignment with 
and advancing on international policies. 
 
Effectiveness: Is the intervention achieving its objectives? 
 
Overall, as per data collected and beforehand presented, the intervention was found effective to the 
extent of its limited scope. While some beneficiaries and/or partners were not 100% satisfied with the 
project results and while the project faced some challenges (delays at the beginning of the project 
implementation, beneficiaries participation in certain communities, etc.), the project successfully 
managed to achieve its overall objective and intended results. The challenges listed in this section did not 
prevent the achievement of the project’s objective which aimed to contribute to improving the 
effectiveness of disaster preparedness and response in disaster-prone districts in Sierra Leone through 
strengthened coordination mechanisms and by building community resilience. While collected data does 
not say if coordination mechanisms per se were set up through the project, the project activities 
implemented have been very helpful for the targeted communities to understand disasters’ risks but also 
to prepare and respond to them. According to the responders, the project activities contributed to reduce 
disaster incidents. The project has empowered targeted beneficiaries, allowing to improve their living 
situation. Some responders have even formulated the desire to have the project activities being extended 
to other communities in Sierra Leone. 
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Efficiency: How well are resources being used? 
 
Based on evaluation findings, the intervention was found to be moderately efficient. Indeed, while the 
project’s expenses have been managed and monitored with no incidents of corruption or misuse of 
funding, an overall efficient communication set-up, and project resources successfully converted into 
results, the project however faced some limitations. The project implementation experienced delays, of 
which some that cannot be attributed to the project management (as the general elections) and some 
that can be attributed to the project management (such as delays in reports submission and the project 
revision which was requested 3 months after the end). In addition, at the beginning of their assignments, 
the Project Manager and the former Project Manager did not have access to the IOM internal financial 
management system, preventing them to directly monitor the project expenses and rendering them 
dependent of the Resource Management Officer. Finally, no M&E system nor tools had been set up in 
order to collect and communicate project data, preventing the project team to report on some project 
indicators within the final report. 
 
Impact: What difference does the intervention make? 
 
Based on evaluation findings, the intervention is seen has having had a short-term impact on targeted 
localities with communities having changed the way they manage disaster issues with a better anticipation 
and preparation. As for ONS, while they should be able to further replicate their capacities built with the 
project implementation, they lack financial resources to do so. Future higher-level change following 
achieved results seems unlikely. Indeed, it can be expected that current results will have/will continue to 
have an impact at a small scale, mainly in the targeted localities and eventually in neighbour ones, but a 
higher-level change seems implausible without the implementation of additional similar activities in 
different localities and without the insurance that staff of the new Agency will be fully capacitated on the 
thematic area. 
 
Sustainability: Will the benefits last? 
 
While the evaluation started only three months after the project had ended (it was hence too early to 
accurately assess the continuation of the benefits in the long term), collected and previously presented 
data demonstrate that the project activities have a good potential to last. Indeed, at the project design 
phase, measures have been taken to ensure sustainability of the project results, mainly by engaging ONS 
as key partner in the entire project implementation but also by engaging directly with the impacted 
persons at the community level. By doing so, the project ensured that the knowledge stay with the 
beneficiaries and therefore within the targeted communities. However, to be certain that the project 
results are still lasting in the long term, another assessment would be needed in the near future. Besides, 
throughout the implementation, the project enjoyed a high degree of support from ONS especially 
through the designation of two Officers based in Freetown as project focal points who took part in the 
planning and implementation of all the activities. While ONS does not have financial resources to sustain 
by itself the project beyond its end, skills and knowledge transferred during the project remain with ONS 
Officers and, although there is no continuation strictly speaking of the Fund project, several partners are 
still involved alongside the Office in disaster management related work in the country. On the basis of the 
previously implemented DRR project, funded by the Government of Japan, for which some results are 
lasting, it can be assumed that the Fund project benefits will continue. 
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Gender 
 
Evaluation findings presented in the section 4 lead to the conclusion that while the project team was not 
familiar with the IOM guidelines related to gender, the project applied a gender approach that is, to a 
certain extent, aligned with those guidelines. In line with IOM guidelines, the project highlighted and 
promoted the importance of gender in disasters context, it tracked and reported on sex disaggregated 
data, it seeked a balanced ratio by gender for beneficiary targets and it mainstreamed gender throughout 
the project cycle. However, the project could have gone further in its gender approach by including a 
gender analysis in the project proposal, by incorporating specific gender activities/components in its 
planning. The project could also have developed gender sensitive indicators which would have helped to 
show how far and in what ways the project has achieved gender results and advanced towards gender 
equality. Some efforts within the project reporting could have also been done to better explain the work 
done by the project team to mainstream gender during the implementation phase. Yet, the project 
achieved to target a balanced ratio of men and women, and to encourage gender equality. 
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5.2. Recommendations 
 
The following recommendations, identified during the analysis process of evaluation findings, might enhance the effectiveness, efficiency, impact 
and gender of the current existing projects or of the future projects implemented by IOM Mission in Sierra Leone. 
 
Table 7: List of recommendations 

Recommendation 
categories 

Recommendations 
Recommendation 

types 
Recommendation 

rate 

Effectiveness During the evaluation interviews, many responders expressed that stipends would have 
helped the motivation of the community volunteers. It is recommended to explicitly mention 
to beneficiary communities when stipends are not foreseen under activities’ 
implementation and explain the reason why. It could for example be explained to 
beneficiaries that the activity implemented, for which IOM is asking their participation, is not 
a service that the community renders to IOM but instead that the activity is implemented for 
their benefit, to improve their living conditions. 

General 
recommendation 

Low 

Efficiency It could be a good practice to include an inception phase (from 1 to 3 months depending of 
the length of the project) at the beginning of future interventions. Such phase allows for the 
IOM Mission to recruit and equip the project team (in case staff has to be recruited), it allows 
to let stakeholders and beneficiaries know that a project has begun, it gives time to familiarize 
with the project (especially in the case where staff is recruited) and the donor agreement 
(favouring the respect of contractual requirements during the project implementation such as 
reporting deadlines or conditions to request a project revision), and to set-up a detailed 
planning schedule. 

For future 
interventions; 
On project 
management 

Low 

Efficiency Regarding the project activities monitoring, the evaluation found out that no M&E system has 
been established in order to collect and communicate project data. Monitoring being a critical 
tool for management, it is therefore highly recommended that for future interventions a 
monitoring system is established. A monitoring system helps the Project Manager and his/her 
team to track the implementation of activities, to ensure compliance between activities and 
project requirements, but also to identify at the earliest potential threats towards project 
implementation. 
 
A monitoring system takes the form of a data collection system and should be already thought 
at the developing phase of the project by assessing what data collection methods will be 
needed based on the indicators and targets identified in the logical framework of the project 

For future 
interventions; 
On project 
management 

High 



Page 45 of 68 

proposal (i.e. meetings, interviews, direct observation, surveys, etc.) and by ensuring that the 
budget provides a sufficient amount to allow the implementation of these tools. In order to 
guide the design of the project, the IOM Project Handbook includes a Table summarizing 
Common Data Collection Methods.40 Then, during the implementation phase of the project, 
the monitoring system established should be followed by the project team. This will allow the 
project team to know where they stand with the project implementation, to identify at the 
earliest possible challenges and take mitigation measures accordingly, and collect data for the 
project reporting in due time. 
 
Some M&E resources are also available on the IOM I-Learn platform such as the online training 
intitled “Module 1: Introduction to M&E (Pilot 1)”. 

Efficiency Regarding the project resources monitoring, the evaluation found out that the Project 
Managers (a change of Project Manager occurred during the project implementation) did not 
have access to the IOM internal financial management system (PRISM) at the beginning of 
their assignment. It is therefore highly recommended that access to PRISM is granted to the 
Project Manager from the start of the project implementation. As mentioned in the IOM 
Project Handbook41, “Project Managers must have access to the PRISM reports functions to 
enable them to monitor the project budget and expenditure”. Such access is the basis for 
Project Managers to ensure an efficient management of the project as they can then “choose 
to use the reports as they are generated by PRISM, or they may choose to develop their own 
financial monitoring tool to organize the financial information extracted from PRISM”.42 PRISM 
access is granted through the Project Request Activation Form, hence the Project Manager 
name should be directly informed in this Form. In case the Project Manager is not yet in place 
when the Form is being draft, or in case of change of Project Manager during the project 
implementation, access for the new Project Manager should be requested to PRISM Central 
Support Team (pcst@iom.int) as soon as the Project Manager take on his/her functions. 

On project 
management 

High 

Efficiency The evaluation found that the project revision request was submitted to the donor 3 months 
after the end of the project and that the final report was not submitted on time (the final 
report was still under work at the time of this report writing). It is then highly recommended 
that the Project Manager is familiar with the contractual requirements stated in the donor 
agreement and notify the donor as soon as possible when delay is foreseen. 

On project 
management 

High 

Efficiency One of the challenges identified was the fact that the project team was small. However, with 
the project revision, four initially budgeted staff position were deleted from the project and 

General 
recommendation 

Medium 

 
40 IOM Project Handbook second edition, 2017, p.299. 
41 Ibid., p.267. 
42 Ibid., p.267. 

mailto:pcst@iom.int
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related costs were reallocated to other existing positions. It is therefore recommended that, 
when developing the project budget, staff costs are budgeted together with the Resource 
Management Officer in order to anticipate and reflect as much as possible the real costs of 
the foreseen positions. The same goes for Office costs. 

Efficiency It is recommended that the Project Manager and/or the project team regularly 
communicates with the donor (via in persons meetings if the context allows, emails and/or 
phone calls). Such habitude will support the buy in from the donor and will increase the 
chances of a (quicker) positive response in case the project needs to be revised during its 
implementation. An update every 1 to 3 months would be of added value. 

On project 
management 

Medium 

Impact It is recommended that IOM in Sierra Leone continues its work on disaster preparedness and 
response, and especially the disaster risk assessments, the community based DRR trainings 
and the provision of DRR tools, and eventually the ToTs on emergency response if there is a 
need for the staff of the new Agency. Results achieved by the project in the targeted 
communities have been highly appreciated at both the national and local levels, and the 
majority of interviewees highlighted the need to expend the scope of the project outreach. 
Hence, replicate such activities would allow to expend the impact to other disaster-prone 
localities and increase the chances for a future higher-level change. 

For future 
interventions 

High 

Gender The evaluation found out that the project team was not familiar with the IOM Manuals (MA/59 
and MA/62) related to gender. It is thus recommended that the IOM staff, as well as interns 
and consultants working on IOM projects’ implementation, familiarize with those IOM 
Manuals in order to better develop, in future interventions, gender sensitive projects by 
integrating gender sensitive indicators, thereby demonstrating the knowledge and application 
of the Organization policy on gender. They are also meant to inform all IOM staff, interns and 
consultants, of the importance of gender mainstreaming in its projects. 
 
For reminder, the IOM Project Handbook states that “all IOM projects should mainstream 
gender throughout the project process”.43 Guidance can be sought within the Handbook where 
guiding questions for incorporating gender mainstreaming into the conceptualization phase of 
the IOM project cycle have been developed.44 In addition, the Gender Coordination Unit of 
IOM supports project development by providing strategic guidance and technical advice to 
ensure that ongoing and new programmes and services successfully mainstream a gender 
perspective, in line with IOM’s Gender Equality Policy. The Unit can be contacted at 
gcu@iom.int. Finally, the online training intitled “IOM Gender Marker E-Course training” is 
available on the IOM I-Learn platform. 

General 
recommendation 

Medium 

 
43 Ibid., p.46. 
44 Ibid., p.96. 

mailto:gcu@iom.int
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6. Annexes 
 

6.1. Annex 1 – Evaluation terms of reference 
 

Evaluation of the IOM project: “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and 

Response in Sierra Leone” 
 

Evaluation Context  
The International Organization for Migration (IOM) is committed to the principle that humane and orderly 

migration benefits migrants and society. As the leading international organization for migration, IOM acts 

with its partners in the international community to: assist in meeting the growing operational challenges of 

migration management; advance understanding of migration issues; encourage social and economic 

development through migration, and; uphold the human dignity and well-being of migrants.  

 

Since 2001 the IOM Development Fund (IDF) has provided a unique global resource aimed at supporting 

developing Member States and Member States with economy in transition, in the efforts to strengthen their 

migration management capacity. Priority projects are identified by Member States in coordination with 

IOM Offices worldwide and include activities that cover the following thematic areas: Immigration and 

Border Management; Migration and Health; Migration, Environment and Climate Change; Labour 

Migration; Counter-trafficking; Migration and Development; Policy and Legal Frameworks.  

 

In 2018, IOM Sierra Leone received funding from IDF to support the national government’s efforts in 

enhancing disaster preparedness and response in line with the objectives of the National Disaster Risk 

Management (DRM) Policy and National DRM Strategy and Actions. This project, which falls under the 

IDF thematic area of Environment and Climate Change, was designed specifically targeting the following 

components:   

o Strengthen capacities of Office of National Security and District Council officials to prepare and 

respond to natural disasters through theoretical and practical capacity building, including through 

relevant simulation exercises as well as through the provision of supplies, equipment and materials;  

o Build the resilience and capacities of vulnerable communities to better prepare for natural disasters, 

through disaster risk reduction (DRR) assessments and tailored DRR sensitization and training 

events as well as displacement profiling and registration.  

 

The conduct of a project evaluation 6 to 12 months following the end of project implementation was one 

of those commitments made during the project design. Therefore, the Project Team in Sierra Leone 

supported by IOM West and Central Africa Regional Office commissioned an internal evaluation to 

ascertain the project achievements in line with IDF mandatory requirements.  

 

Evaluation Purpose  
The overall objective of conducting the proposed evaluation is to assess the relevance of the project, the 

effectiveness and efficiency of project management and implementation, the expected impact, how well 

were cross-cutting themes mainstreamed in the project, and if the desired effects are sustainable, and/or the 

prospects of sustainability. This evaluation aims to promote transparency and accountability which will, in 

turn, assist the IDF in its decision-making and future project funding desires. The evaluation aims to also 
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identify lessons learned, good practices, and demonstrate the Fund’s on-going commitment to results based 

management.  

 

Evaluation Scope 
This evaluation will focus on the project entitled “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in 

Sierra Leone” with key reference to the project intervention period of March 2018 to August 2019 The 

evaluation exercise will target the disaster-prone districts of Western Area Rural and Urban, Pujehun and 

Kenema (the actual project implementation district and a selection of communities among those where the 

implementation took place.  

The evaluation exercise will involve engagement with key primary and secondary stakeholders who are 

direct recipients of project benefits and who directly contributed to the project designed, implementation 

and management.  

 

Evaluation Criteria  
The following criteria will serve as the basis for the conduct of this evaluation exercise:  

1. Assess the relevance of the project’s intended results 

2. Assess the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of project implementation 

3. Assess the effectiveness of the project in reaching its stated objectives 

4. Assess prospects for sustainability. 

5. Assess the appropriateness of the project design and management arrangements for achieving its stated 

objectives  

6. Identify lessons learned and best practices 

7. Assess existing proposed follow up programs and make recommendations for improvements  

 

Evaluation Questions   
Questions to be addressed by evaluation:  

Relevance 

1. To what extent were the needs of stakeholders and beneficiaries taken into account during project 

design? 

2. To what extent do the expected outcomes and outputs remain valid and pertinent as originally intended? 

3. Is the project aligned with, and supportive of, relevant national priorities?  

4. Is the project in line with IOM/IDF priorities and criteria?   
 

Coherence: how well does the intervention fit? 

1. Internal coherence: To what extent the project synergizes and interlinks between other interventions 

being implemented by IOM regarding the project´s thematic area; and to what extent the project’s 

interventions correspond to SDG’s target 10.7, the Global Compact for Migration, and other relevant 

human rights treaties?     

2. External coherence: To what extent the project synergizes and interlinks between interventions of the 

Government and donor communities regarding the thematic area? 

 

Effectiveness 

1. Have the project’s outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans and results 

matrix?  

2. What is the quality of the results/services/products provided?   
3. Are the target beneficiaries being reached as expected?  

4. Are the target beneficiaries satisfied with the services provided?  
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5. Was the collaboration and coordination with partners (including project implementing partners) and 

stakeholders effective, and to what extent have the target beneficiaries been involved in the processes 
of collaboration and coordination with these partners? 

6. What major internal and external factors have influenced (positively or negatively) the achievement of 

the project’ s objectives and how have they been managed? 

7. Are there any factors that prevent(ed) beneficiaries and project partners from accessing the 

results/services/products? 

8. To what extent has the project adapted or is able to adapt to changing external conditions in order to 

ensure project outcomes? 

 

Efficiency and Cost Effectiveness  

1. Were the project activities undertaken and were the outputs delivered on time?  If not, what was the 

reason for possible delays?  

2. Were the project work plan and resource schedule available and were they used by the project 

management and other relevant parties?   
3. How well were the resources (funds, expertise and time) being converted into results?  

4. How efficient was the overall management of the project? To what degree were inputs 

provided/available on time to/from all parties involved to implement activities?    

5. Were project resources monitored regularly and managed in a transparent and accountable manner to 

guarantee efficient implementation of activities? Did the project require a no-cost or costed extension?  

If so, why?   

6. When and how were monitoring and evaluation activities carried out? Were the M&E resources (human 

and financial) sufficient and appropriate? What are M&E lessons learned and good practices? 
 

Impact 

1. Which positive/negative and intended/unintended effects/changes are visible (short and long-term 

changes)?  

2. Can the impact be attributed to the project’s activities? Are there any contribution from external factors?  

3. Do current results demonstrate potential for future higher-level change? 

 

Sustainability  

1. Did the project take specific measures to guarantee sustainability?  

2. Have the benefits generated by the project continued once external support ceased?  

3. Do the target groups have any plans to continue making use of the services/products produced in the 

project framework?  
4. Was the project supported by national/local institutions and well-integrated into national/local social 

and cultural structures?  

5. Did the project’s partners have financial capacity, and continued to maintain the benefits of the project 

in the long run?  

6. How far was the project embedded in institutional structures and thus sustained beyond the life of the 

project?  

7. Have adequate levels of suitable governmental/local/national qualified human resources been available 

to continue to deliver the project’ stream of benefits? 

 

Gender  

1. To what extent has the project followed MA/59: Guidelines on Implementing the IOM Program Policy 

on Migrants and Gender Issues and MA/62: Guide on Gender Indicators for Project Development? 

2. To what extent was a gender sensitive approach used in the design and implementation of the project? 

3. How gender dimensions have been integrated into design, planning, implementation and monitoring of 

the intervention and the results achieved?  



Page 50 of 68 

4. To what extent was gender reported on?  
5. What were the gender equality objectives achieved (or likely to be achieved) and mainstreaming 

principles adhered to by the project?  
 

Evaluation methodology 
The methodology will involve a combination of desk review and in-depth interviews qualitative information 

on the extent to which the project delivered on its set outcomes and results. Specifically, the following 

methodology is proposed, to be revised as needed during the inception phase: 

 

o Review of project documents (proposal, reports, work plans, monitoring data, budget, financial 

report, annexes etc.); relevant IOM strategies and guidance; relevant national strategies and action 

plans (home-based, desk study); 

o Key in-depth informant interviews with IOM staff, specific Unit´s staff based at IOM headquarters 

in Geneva, relevant state authorities, and donor focal point (including phone/skype interviews); 

o Collect and analyse key findings, make informed and analysis-based conclusions including lessons 

learned, and develop recommendations (home-based); 

o Produce final evaluation deliverables in English language (home-based). 

 

A proposed evaluation methodology is outlined below. The evaluation is to be conducted using a 

combination of the following methods:   

 

Document review 

One of the main data gathering procedures this internal evaluation exercise will employ is the review of 

existing project documents. Among the documents that this process will review are:   

o Project design documents; 

o Project budget; 

o Interim financial and narrative reports; 

o Any monitoring reports and data available; 

o Relevant background papers; 

o Documents related to project outputs, such as stakeholder assessment, implementation plan, 

research reports, etc.  

 

Interviews 

IOM Sierra Leone Monitoring and Evaluation Officer will facilitate all evaluation interviews. The 

evaluation process will convene IOM Sierra Leone staff, national implementing partners, government 

counterparts, any consultants hired to work on the projects and main beneficiaries to a discussion using 

predefined questions relative to the evaluation criteria.  

 

Focus group discussions and/or surveys  

Beneficiaries of the project will be engaged in focus group discussions. Respondents from the three project 

implementation districts will be involved in these discussions. The IOM Sierra Leone Monitoring and 

Evaluation Officer will facilitate these discussions across the project districts.  

 
Key Informant Interviews 

Field level key informants will serve as respondents relative to the project intervention specific to their 

location. This level of key informants will include community level stakeholders who participated in the 

formation of project structures and general project implementation.   

 

This evaluation will be carried out by an IOM Internal Evaluator selected from a roster of qualified and 

trained internal evaluators maintained by the Evaluation Unit of IOM’s Office of the Inspector General. 
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The Regional M&E Officer from IOM’s Regional Office in Dakar will facilitate the selection of the internal 

evaluator and ensure that necessary support and coaching is provided. 

 

Roles and responsibilities  
The key roles and responsibilities of participants involved in the evaluation are outlined below.  

The IOM project manager or focal point is the evaluation manager and hence, he or she will support to:    

o Coordinate meetings with key stakeholders including the project implementing partners, and 

other project’s partner and facilitating the focus groups of the beneficiaries of the project; 

o Provide final approval on the evaluation Matrix and evaluation methodology;  

o Coordinate feedback from the IDF and other relevant stakeholders and providing consolidated 

feedback and comments in a timely manner to the evaluator(s); 

o Ensure that the final evaluation and conclusions are appropriate for their intended use. 

 

The evaluator is responsible for: 

o Overall management of the evaluation; 

o Ensuring the key deliverables are met;  

o Compliance with the IOM Data Protection Principles (Annex 2) when it processes personal data 

in the performance of these evaluations;  

o Develop final evaluation questions for FGDs and KIIs.  

 

Deliverables 
To be discussed with Internal Evaluator taking into account it is a remote evaluation.  

Before / during the Field mission: 

1. An inception report / evaluation matrix before the field mission (see template) 

2. A presentation outlining the initial findings (last days of field mission) 

After the Field mission (for external evaluations to be delivered one month after field mission, for internal 

evaluations to be delivered up to 2, max 3, months later): 

3. A Final Evaluation report (see IOM template) 

4. An Evaluation Brief (see IOM template) 

A Management Follow up Response (see IOM template)  

 
Time Frame and Work Plan for the Evaluation:  
The evaluation process will cover the approximate duration of 3 Months, from the 23rd October 2020 to 

23rd January 2021. The total effort to complete the full assignment is expected to be within the period of 

90 days.  

Phase Responsible Person Task/Activity Days 
Proposed Time 

Frame 

1 
Evaluator, Evaluation 

Manager 

Submission of all project documents by Evaluation 
Manager 

1 23rd October 2020 

Desk review, development of inception report, 
refinement of data-collection instruments, and 
sharing of desk review and inception report.  

13 
12th October to 23rd 

October 2020 

IOM in Sierra Leone to share a tentative schedule 
with the evaluator in order to communicate field 
visits 

2 
22nd October to 23rd 

October 2020   
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Phase Responsible Person Task/Activity Days 
Proposed Time 

Frame 

Evaluator, Evaluation 

Manager and Regional 

M&E Officer 

Review and approval of inception report, including 

the evaluation matrix 
5 

26th October to 30th 

October 2020 

2 Evaluator 

Field mission and data-collection activities in 
Western Area Urban, Western Area Rural, Kenema 
and Pujehun districts 

15 
2nd November to 16th 

November 2020 

Initial management meeting and a final meeting to 
discuss any provisional findings 

2 
2nd and 23rd 

November 2020 

3 
Evaluator, Evaluation 

Manager 

Prepare draft evaluation report, summary evaluation 
and management follow-up response 

15 
23rd November to 7th 

December 2020  
Review of the draft report 

4 
Sierra Leone Country 

Office 

The Country Office to share the final version of the 
Evaluation Report and Evaluation Brief with the 
donor 

1 
Between the 14th to 

23rd January 2021  

 

Budget Lines  
A total budget of USD 2,040 will be required to cater for the provision of:   

o Snacks (biscuit and drinks) for FGD Participants  

o IOM staff and government ministry staff DSA  

o Vehicle rental  

o Fuel for vehicle  
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1 Relevance: Is the intervention doing the right things? 

1.1 To what extent were the needs of 
stakeholders and beneficiaries 
taken into account during project 
design? 

How were the stakeholders and 
beneficiaries needs taken into account 
during the project development phase? 
 
Were consultations with the 
stakeholders and beneficiaries 
organized during the project 
development phase? 

Extent to which the 
stakeholders and 
beneficiaries needs were 
listened to and studied to 
build the project proposal 
 
Number of meetings 
organized with stakeholders 
and beneficiaries to better 
understand their needs 
 
Level of satisfaction among 
project stakeholders and 
beneficiaries, and 
identification of alternatives 
to improve the 
consideration of their needs 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X 

 X     

Did you meet with IOM during the 
development of the project proposal to 
discuss the/your needs the project 
should address? 
 
Was this the right approach or do you 
have recommendations on how to 
improve the consideration of your 
needs during the project development 
phase? 

  X X  X 

1.2 To what extent do the expected 
outcomes and outputs remain 
valid and pertinent as originally 
intended? 

To what needs and priorities the 
project proposal was tailored to? 
 
Have these needs and priorities 
changed during the course of the 
project implementation? If so, did the 
project adapted to this change? 
 
If not, why do you think the project was 
unable to adapt to the change? 

Extent to which the 
expected project results 
continue to respond to 
beneficiaries’, country and 
partner needs and priorities, 
and continue to do so if 
circumstances changed 

Interviews   X     

1.3 Is the project aligned with, and 
supportive of, relevant national 
priorities?  

Did and how did the project helped to 
advance national preparation and 
response to disasters? 

Extent to which the project 
responds supports national 
policies and priorities 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X X    

 
i45The authorities here are understood as project facilitator and partner, as opposed to project beneficiaries. 
ii46 Beneficiaries include authorities when they also are beneficiaries of the project services. 
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1.4 Is the project in line with IOM/IDF 
priorities and criteria? 

What are the IOM/IDF priorities that 
the project addressed? 

Extent to which the project 
proposal is relevant to 
IOM/IDF mandates 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X   X  

2 Coherence: How well does the intervention fit? 

2.1 Internal coherence: To what 
extent the project synergizes and 
interlinks between other 
interventions being implemented 
by IOM regarding the project´s 
thematic area; and to what extent 
the project’s interventions 
correspond to SDG’s target 10.7, 
the Global Compact for Migration, 
and other relevant human rights 
treaties? 

Was and how was the project 
coordinated with other IOM projects 
conducted within the same thematic 
area? 
 
If yes, what were the outcomes of 
these synergies and links? 

Extent to which the project 
supported or undermined 
other internal interventions, 
and vice versa 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X     

2.2 External coherence: To what 
extent the project synergizes and 
interlinks between interventions 
of the Government and donor 
communities regarding the 
thematic area? 

Did and how did the project create 
synergies and links with non-IOM 
interventions conducted under the 
same thematic area? 
 
If yes, what were the outcomes of 
these synergies and links? 

Extent to which the project 
supported or undermined 
other external interventions, 
and vice versa 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X     

3 Effectiveness: Is the intervention achieving its objectives? 

3.1 Have the project’s outputs and 
outcomes been achieved in 
accordance with the stated plans 
and results matrix? 

What are the project results? 
 
Is there expected results that were not 
achieved at the end of the project? If 
so, why? 

Extent to which the results 
at the end of the project 
correspond to the initial 
designed (expected) results 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X     

3.2 What is the quality of the 
results/services/products 
provided? 

Do the results achieved respond to your 
expectations of the project? (Ask the 
interviewee to elaborate) 

Level of satisfaction among 
project stakeholders and 
beneficiaries with the 
project results/services 

Interviews 

   X    

How satisfied are you with the results 
of the project? (Ask the interviewee to 
elaborate) 

  X  X X  
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Are you satisfied with the project 
services (i.e. trainings, post-simulation 
exercise, material provided, 
assessments, sensitization and IDP 
registration and profiling process)? (Ask 
the interviewee to elaborate) 
 
Do you think you are more empowered 
today than before the project to 
prepare and respond to disasters? (Ask 
the interviewee to elaborate) 

      X 

3.3 Are the target beneficiaries being 
reached as expected? 

Who are the final beneficiaries? 
 
If final beneficiaries are different that 
the initial targeted ones, could you 
explain the reason of this change? 

Extent to which the final 
beneficiaries of the project 
correspond to the initial 
targeted (expected) 
beneficiaries 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X     

3.4 Are the target beneficiaries 
satisfied with the services 
provided? 

See question. 3.2 for satisfaction. 
 
Do you have recommendations to share 
in order to improve services/provision 
of services?  

Level of satisfaction among 
project beneficiaries with 
the project services 
 
Identification of 
recommendations to 
improve the beneficiaries’ 
satisfaction 

Interviews       X 

3.5 Was the collaboration and 
coordination with partners 
(including project implementing 
partners) and stakeholders 
effective, and to what extent have 
the target beneficiaries been 
involved in the processes of 
collaboration and coordination 
with these partners? 

How was the coordination with the 
project partners and stakeholders 
organized during the project 
implementation? 
 
Were beneficiaries involved in this 
collaboration and coordination with the 
project partners and stakeholders?  
 
What were the outcomes of this 
collaboration and coordination? 

Extent to which IOM 
collaborated and 
coordinated the project 
implementation with 
relevant stakeholders and 
beneficiaries 
 
Identification of positive 
outcomes of the project 
collaboration and 
coordination 
 
Level of satisfaction among 
project stakeholders and 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X     

Did and how did IOM collaborate and 
coordinate with you? 
 

X   X X   
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Was this the right approach or do you 
have recommendations on how to 
improve collaboration and 
coordination?   

beneficiaries, and 
identification of alternatives 
to improve the collaboration 
and coordination 

Were you involved in the collaboration 
and coordination between IOM and the 
project stakeholders? 
 
Are you satisfied with the approach or 
do you have recommendations on how 
to improve collaboration and 
coordination?  

X      X 

3.6 What major internal and external 
factors have influenced (positively 
or negatively) the achievement of 
the project’s objectives and how 
have they been managed? 

Is disaster preparedness and response 
in Sierra Leone improved or limited due 
to factors external of the project? 
 
If yes, what are these factors that 
influenced the project results? 
 
Did and how did the project team react 
regarding these factors? 

Extent to which the project 
results were impacted by 
external factors 
 
Extent to which these 
external factors have had a 
positive or negative impact  
 
Responsiveness of the 
project team to external 
factors 

Interviews   X     

3.7 Are there any factors that 
prevent(ed) beneficiaries and 
project partners from accessing 
the results/services/products? 

Were all targeted beneficiaries and 
partners able to benefit from the 
services as initially planned? 
 
If no, why? What mitigation measures 
were taken, if any? 

Extent to which beneficiaries 
benefited from the project 
services as initially planned 
 
Responsiveness of the 
project team to obstacles 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X 

 X     

Were you able to benefit from the 
project services as expected? 
 
If no, why? Did and how did the project 
team react? 

  X   X 

3.8 To what extent has the project 
adapted or is able to adapt to 
changing external conditions in 
order to ensure project outcomes? 

Did some of the assumptions identified 
in the project proposal happened? If so, 
which ones? 
 

Extent to which expected or 
unexpected, positive or 
negative, assumptions 
happened 
 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X     
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Did other unexpected assumptions 
happen? If so, which ones? 
 
How did the project team manage the 
implementation in view of the 
occurrence of these assumptions? 

Responsiveness of the 
project team to external 
changes 

4 Efficiency: How well are resources being used? 

4.1 Were the project activities 
undertaken and were the outputs 
delivered on time? If not, what 
was the reason for possible 
delays? 

Was the project implemented as per 
the initial workplan? If not, why? 

Extent to which the initial 
workplan was respected and 
if not, clarity on the 
reason(s) 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X     

4.2 Were the project work plan and 
resource schedule available and 
were they used by the project 
management and other relevant 
parties? 

Was a project resource schedule 
developed? 
 
Were the project workplan and 
resource schedule, if any, shared with 
the project team? How did the project 
team use these documents? 
 
Was this the right approach or do you 
have recommendations on how to 
improve the use of these documents?   
 
Were the project workplan and 
resource schedule, if any, shared with 
other relevant parties? If yes, whom 
and did they use them? 

Extent to which a project 
workplan and resource 
schedule were developed 
 
Extent to which the project 
team used the workplan and 
resource schedule to guide 
the project implementation 
 
Level of satisfaction among 
the project team, and 
identification of alternatives 
to improve the use of a 
workplan and resource 
schedule 
 
Extent to which the project 
workplan and resource 
schedule were shared with 
and used by relevant parties 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X     

4.3 How well were the resources 
(funds, expertise and time) being 
converted into results? 

Were the project objectives reached 
out with the budget, staff and time 
initially dedicated to the project? If not, 
why? 
 

Extent to which the initial 
resources were realistic to 
reach out the project 
objectives 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X     
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Did the project require a cost or non-
cost extension? If so, why? 
 
Did the project require a budget 
reallocation? If so, why? 
 
Is there project objectives that were 
not reach because of lack in resources? 
(If yes, ask the interviewee to 
elaborate) 

4.4 How efficient was the overall 
management of the project? To 
what degree were inputs 
provided/available on time 
to/from all parties involved to 
implement activities? 

Do you think the project team structure 
and way of working contributed to the 
efficient management of the project? 
(Ask the interviewee to elaborate) Perceived strengths and 

weaknesses in the project 
team structure and way of 
working 

Interviews 

  X X X X  

Do you think the project team and 
other involved partners were informed 
on time of activities implementation, 
allowing them to provide inputs and so 
ensuring an overall efficient 
implementation of the project? 

  X X X   

4.5 Were project resources monitored 
regularly and managed in a 
transparent and accountable 
manner to guarantee efficient 
implementation of activities? Did 
the project require a no-cost or 
costed extension?  If so, why? 

How were project resources monitored 
to be transparent and accountable? 
 
Have there been any incidents of 
corruption or misuse of funding and if 
so, how were these dealt with?   
 
For the no-cost extension, see question 
4.3 

Extent to which the project 
team ensured a transparent 
and accountable 
management of the project 
resources 

Interviews   X     

4.6 When and how were monitoring 
and evaluation activities carried 
out? Were the M&E resources 
(human and financial) sufficient 
and appropriate? What are M&E 
lessons learned and good 
practices? 

When have M&E activities be carried 
out? 
 
Is there an M&E system and tools in 
place for collecting and processing data, 
as well as communicating results? 
 
 
Was there an M&E officer or team and 
an M&E budget dedicated to the 

Frequency of the conduct of 
M&E activities 
 
Whether an M&E system 
and tools exist for collecting 
and processing data, and 
communicating results 
 
Extent to which M&E 
resources existed and were 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X     
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project? If not, how M&E was ensured? 
If so, were resources used as planned? 
 
What have been the strengths and 
weaknesses in this way of conducting 
M&E? 

realistic for the project 
needs 
 
Perceived strengths and 
weaknesses of the M&E 
system and tools in place 

5 Impact: What difference does the intervention make? 

5.1 Which positive/negative and 
intended/unintended 
effects/changes are visible (short 
and long-term changes)? 

What change do you observe after the 
project implementation in disaster 
preparation and response in Sierra 
Leone? 
 
Was this change already expected at 
the beginning of the project? 
 
Do you observe other positive or 
negative unexpected changes after the 
project implementation? (Ask the 
interviewee to elaborate) 

Extent to which the achieved 
impact is the one that was 
expected at the beginning of 
the project  
 
Perceived positive or 
negative unexpected 
impact(s) at the end of the 
project 

Interviews   X X X  X 

5.2 Can the impact be attributed to 
the project’s activities? Are there 
any contribution from external 
factors? 

Do you think the change observed 
today regarding disaster preparedness 
and response is due to the project 
activities? If so, why? 
 
If not, to what can be attributed this 
observed change? 

Whether the change 
observed today is linked to 
project implementation 
alone or not 

Interviews   X X    

5.3 Do current results demonstrate 
potential for future higher-level 
change? 

Do you think the results achieved by 
the project regarding disaster 
preparedness and response will lead to 
others changes in this domain? (Ask the 
interviewee to elaborate) 

Perceived possibility for the 
current results to have a 
domino effect 

Interviews   X X    

6 Sustainability: Will the benefits last? 

6.1 Did the project take specific 
measures to guarantee 
sustainability? 

How sustainability was integrated 
within the design of the project? 
 

Extent to which project was 
designed and implemented 
in a sustainable way 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X     
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How did you ensure that results 
achieved will last? 

6.2 Have the benefits generated by 
the project continued once 
external support ceased? 

What measures have been taken to 
maintain the project benefits beyond 
its implementation? 
 
Was this the right approach or do you 
have recommendations on how to 
improve sustainability of project 
benefits?   

Extent to which project 
benefits last 
 
Level of satisfaction among 
project stakeholders and 
beneficiaries, and 
identification of alternatives 
to improve the sustainability 
of the project benefits 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X X   X 

6.3 Do the target groups have any 
plans to continue making use of 
the services/products produced in 
the project framework? 

Are you still using, or will you continue 
to use the project services? 
 
If so, how? If not, why? 

Extent to which project 
services will continue to be 
used 

Interviews X   X   X 

6.4 Was the project supported by 
national/local institutions and 
well-integrated into national/local 
social and cultural structures? 

Did you observe support and ownership 
of the project by the national/local 
institutions? 
 
If not, what would be the reason? If so, 
how did it materialize? 

Perceived project support 
and integration by 
national/local institutions 
 
Extent to which 
national/local institutions 
supported and integrated 
the project within social and 
cultural structures 

Interviews 

  X     

At what institutional levels/by which 
institutions the project was supported? 
 
Were and how were institutions 
integrating the project within social and 
cultural structures? 

   X    

6.5 Did the project’s partners have 
financial capacity, and continued 
to maintain the benefits of the 
project in the long run? 

Did and how did you seek partners’ 
support to maintain the project’s 
benefits? 

Extent to which project’s 
partners have been solicited 
to maintain project’s 
benefits 

Interviews   X X    

Are you maintaining or will you 
maintain the projects’ benefits? (Ask 
the interviewee to elaborate) 

Extent to which project’s 
partners can and/or are 
willing to maintain the 
project’s benefits  

Interviews     X   

6.6 How far was the project 
embedded in institutional 
structures and thus sustained 
beyond the life of the project? 

Are and how are institutional structures 
taking ownership of the project? 

Extent to which institutions 
have taken ownership of the 
project 

Interviews   X X    



Page 61 of 68 

Evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators 
Data collection 

tools 

Data sources 

Project 
documents 

Visits 

Interviews 

IO
M

 

A
u

th
o

ri
ti

e
si4

5  

P
ar

tn
e

rs
 

D
o

n
o

r 

B
e

n
e

fi
ci

ar
ie

sii

46
 

6.7 Have adequate levels of suitable 
governmental/local/national 
qualified human resources been 
available to continue to deliver the 
project’ stream of benefits? 

Have institutions dedicated staff and 
resources to continue to work on the 
benefits of the project? (Ask the 
interviewee to elaborate) 

Extent to which institutions 
can and are willing to 
maintain the project 
benefits 

Interviews   X X    

7 Gender 

7.1 To what extent has the project 
followed MA/59: Guidelines on 
Implementing the IOM Program 
Policy on Migrants and Gender 
Issues and MA/62: Guide on 
Gender Indicators for Project 
Development? 

Did you and how did you use the IOM 
manuals MA/59 and MA/62 for the 
project implementation? If not, why? 
 
Was this the right approach or do you 
have recommendations on how to 
improve use of these manuals?   

Extent to which the project 
team was aware/familiar 
with the manuals and used 
them 
 
Extent to which the project 
implementation complies 
with the manuals 
 
Level of satisfaction among 
project team, and 
identification of alternatives 
to improve the use of IOM 
manuals on gender 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 
 
Interviews 
analysis 

X  X     

7.2 To what extent was a gender 
sensitive approach used in the 
design and implementation of the 
project? 

Has and how has gender been 
considered during the project 
development and implementation? 

Extent to which the project 
team and project 
stakeholders considered 
gender in the project design 
and implementation 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X X X   

7.3 How gender dimensions have 
been integrated into design, 
planning, implementation and 
monitoring of the intervention and 
the results achieved? 

How did you ensure that the project 
would be consistent with the gender 
approach?   
 
Was this the right approach or do you 
have recommendations on how to 
improve the integration of gender 
within the project life? 

Extent to which the gender 
approach has been 
concretized in the project 
life 
 
Level of satisfaction among 
project team and project 
stakeholders, and 
identification of alternatives 
to improve the integration 
of gender within the project 
life 

Documentary 
review 
 
Interviews 

X  X X X   
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7.4 To what extent was gender 
reported on? 

At what level (context, activities, 
results, etc.) project documents 
integrate/report on gender? 
 
Did the project generated gendered 
data? 

Extent to which gender is 
reflected in project 
documents 

Documentary 
review 

X       

7.5 What were the gender equality 
objectives achieved (or likely to be 
achieved)? 

Did and how did the project ensure 
equal access to and utilization of 
services? 
 
How the project achievements benefit 
to gender equality? 

Extent to which the project 
contributed to gender 
equality 

Interviews   X X X   
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6.3. Annex 3 – List of documents reviewed and references consulted 
 
Project documents reviewed 

 

- Project proposal “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in Sierra Leone” (and its 
annexes). 

- Letter from the Office of National Security to IOM in Sierra Leone, IOM Development Fund for 
Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in Sierra Leone, 28 September 2017. 

- Interim Report to the IOM Development Fund “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in 
Sierra Leone”, 11 August 2018 (and its annexes). 

- Interim Report to the IOM Development Fund “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in 
Sierra Leone”, 11 March 2019 (and its annexes). 

- Final Report to the IOM Development Fund “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and Response in 
Sierra Leone” (downloaded on 12 January 2021) (and its annexes). 

- Final Financial Report to the IOM Development Fund “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness and 
Response in Sierra Leone” (downloaded on 15 February 2021). 

- Community Based Disaster Risk Assessment Report, Western Area. 

- Community Based Disaster Risk Assessment Report, Pujehun and Kenema. 

- Supplementary Report on the CBDRM Assessment, the Final Selection Process. 

- Training on Emergency Preparedness, Response and Simulations, Activity Report, 20 May 2019. 

- Training on Emergency Preparedness, Response and Simulations, Activity Report, 25 June 2019. 

- PPT – TableTop SIMEX presentations. 

- Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction Tools Distribution in Western Area, Pujehun and Kenema, 
Activity Report, 28 July 2020. 

- Supplies handed over (First supply and Second Supply). 

- Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction Training in the Western Area, Activity Report, 21 January 
2019. 

- Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction Training in Lottu Kpaka and Mandu, Activity Report, 11 
February 2019. 

- Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction Training in Potoru and Deima, Activity Report, 27 February 
2019. 

- Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction Training in Tongo/Semewabu and Boajibu, Activity Report, 
15 March 2019. 

- Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction Training in Pujehun and Kenema, Activity Report, 22 March 
2019. 

- IDP Registration tool. 

- Rapid assessment tool. 

- Letter from the Office of National Security to IOM in Sierra Leone, Request to adjust activity 1.1.3 of 
IOM’s IDF DRR supported project, 23 May 2019. 
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Other references 

 

- Project Proposal “Strengthening Disaster Preparedness, Response and Community Resilience in Sierra 
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6.4. Annex 4 – List of persons interviewed or consulted 
 

Structure Duty Station 
Consultation 
methodology 

Position 

IOM 

Nigeria KII Former Project Manager 

Sierra Leone / Freetown City KII Project Manager 

Sierra Leone / Freetown City KII 
Senior Project Assistant, Disaster 
Risk Management 

Brazil KII 
Former Officer in IOM Regional 
Office in Dakar 

Authorities 

Sierra Leone / Freetown City KII 
Assistant Director for Preparedness, 
DMD 

Sierra Leone / Kenema Town  
Online 
questionnaire 

District Security Coordinator  

Sierra Leone / Pujehun Town  
Online 
questionnaire 

District Security Coordinator  

Sierra Leone / Freetown/ KCG KII Local DRM Focal Point  

Sierra Leone / Boajibu  KII Ward Councilor 

Sierra Leone / Deima KII Town Chief 

Sierra Leone / Lottu Kpaka  KII Town Chief 

Community 
Disaster 

Management 
Committee 

(CDMC) 

Sierra Leone / Portee FGD Selected CDMC members 

Sierra Leone / Funkia FGD Selected CDMC members 

Sierra Leone / Deima FGD Selected CDMC members 

Sierra Leone / Tongo/Senewabu  FGD Selected CDMC members 

Sierra Leone / Potoru FGD Selected CDMC members 

Sierra Leone / Mandu FGD Selected CDMC members 

Donor Geneva KII 
IOM Development Fund Programme 
Assistant 

Partners Sierra Leone / Freetown City KII WFP Officer 
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6.5. Overview of the localities reached by project activities 
 

District name 
Province/Area 

name 
Locality name (if 

relevant) 
Activities 

Western Area 
Urban district 

Western Area 

 
ToT on emergency response 
1-day event on the IDP registration tool 

Freetown Stationery support for DMD of ONS 

Funkia 
Disaster risk assessment 
Community based DRR training 
DRR tools 

KGC 
Disaster risk assessment 
Community based DRR training 
DRR tools 

Moyiba Disaster risk assessment 

Old Wharf Disaster risk assessment 

Portee 
Disaster risk assessment 
Community based DRR training 
DRR tools 

Susan’s Bay 
Disaster risk assessment 
Community based DRR training 
DRR tools 

Pujehun district Southern Province 

 ToT on emergency response* 

Kundowa Disaster risk assessment 

Lottu Kpaka 
Disaster risk assessment 
Community based DRR training 
DRR tools 

Mandhu 
Disaster risk assessment 
Community based DRR training 
DRR tools 

Potoru 
Disaster risk assessment 
Community based DRR training 
DRR tools 

Sobehgema Disaster risk assessment 

Tusor Disaster risk assessment 

Kenema district Eastern Province 

Boajibu 
Disaster risk assessment 
Community based DRR training 
DRR tools 

Deima 
Disaster risk assessment 
Community based DRR training 
DRR tools 

Kenema Town ToT on emergency response* 

Mano Ngajula Disaster risk assessment 

Tongo, Semewabu 
Disaster risk assessment 
Community based DRR training 
DRR tools 

Saahan Disaster risk assessment 

 
* The ToT emergency response training for Pujehun and Kenema districts were combined and included participants 
from Bo, Moyamba, Bonthe and Kailahun districts with the support of WFP. 



 

 
 


