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1. OVERVIEW

This grouping of projects, referred to collectively as the ‘REAG program’ was
selected for evaluation as it is comprised of projects of long duration that had never been
evaluated, are important to the IOM mission in Germany, and have served as models for
other, similar projects in Europe.  An evaluation was foreseen to have the potential to be used
in the development of similar projects in other countries.

Although the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of the operation of the program can be
demonstrated, it is difficult to show in numbers that the program is a deciding factor in return.
What is clear is the program’s humanitarian aspect, its contribution in giving migrants the
option to return in dignity, rather than through deportation. This program aspect was
mentioned again and again in interviews at all levels, and was seen as being in the interests of
both the returnees and the Government.

The most commented-upon aspect of the program — both positively and negatively —
was that of efficiency.  The efficiency of IOM’s response and the program’s operation was
uniformly lauded, as was its flexibility, while findings on the financial administration, such as
irregular program funding, a complex billing process, and ‘cash flow’ problems were more
negative.  In addition, in recent years these projects have not generated sufficient funding
from service fees to cover their costs.

Although the numerical contribution of the program to the overall solution of
migration problems in Germany is small, the program is very relevant to the goal of the
German government to encourage people to leave the country who have no legal right to stay.
It is equally relevant to IOM, particularly as regards two elements of the mission statement:
“to assist in meeting the operational challenges of migration”, and “to uphold the human
dignity and well-being of migrants”.

A number of recommendations for improvements in the program have been made, but
overall the evaluation found that the program not only meets the needs of the German
authorities and provides a viable option for migrants who are unable to remain in Germany,
but is also an efficient and cost-effective means of doing so.
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2. BACKGROUND AND STRATEGY

2a) Program Background

An evaluation of various assisted return projects for persons without the right to
remain permanently in Germany has been made.  These projects, which are distinct in nature
from more development-oriented projects for return, focus on the status of the person in
Germany rather than the contribution to be made in the country of return, and comprise the
following:

•  REAG – Reintegration and Emigration of Asylum-Seekers in Germany
•  GARP – Government Assisted Repatriation Program
•  SMAP – Special Migrant Assistance Program

 
 [Note: for consistency of terminology in this evaluation report, the three projects above, when referred to
individually, will be called ‘projects’.  When referred to collectively, the term ‘program’ will be used.]
 

 This humanitarian return program began in Germany in 1979 with REAG, which
offers transportation assistance to asylum seekers, denied asylum-seekers and refugees who
voluntarily repatriate or emigrate to a third country.  The program is intended to facilitate a
decision by persons in these categories to depart Germany voluntarily.
 

 Benefits provided under the REAG project include return transportation, a travel
allowance to cover miscellaneous expenses on the journey, and the potential for an additional
baggage allowance over and above that normally offered by the carrier used.
 

 Those persons who have applied for asylum can apply to this project at any point
during asylum proceedings, through voluntary agencies or local German government offices
located throughout the country.  All applications are lodged with IOM by the office to which
the returnee applies, rather than by the returnees themselves with whom IOM has little or no
direct contact.  Persons assisted under the project must normally be determined by the social
welfare authorities to have insufficient funds to pay for their own travel.  Returnees must also
withdraw their requests for asylum and give up any rights of appeal against denied claims.
 

 In Germany, this project has been seen to be a component of the social welfare system
as much as a migration issue and was traditionally housed in, and funded by, the Ministry
dealing with social welfare (known now as the Ministry for Family Affairs, Senior Citizens,
Women and Youth).  Indeed one of the key reasons put forward for the project is that it is
cheaper to pay for the migrant to either return or emigrate to a third country than to continue
to support them through the German social welfare system.  Following the 1994 elections,
responsibility for social welfare policy was eliminated from this Ministry’s portfolio, which
still continues to handle the REAG project.  This Federal Ministry has a certain amount of
funds allocated to the project every year which are distributed on a trimester basis. At the
point in each trimester when the federal funds are exhausted, the Bundesländer (Federal State)
governments take over the funding.
 

 Civil war refugees from former Yugoslavia and Vietnamese contract workers have
subsequently been made eligible to apply to the REAG project.  Due to the special
circumstances of civil war refugees from former Yugoslavia, certain of the restrictions that



3

normally apply to the REAG project — most notably the requirement that the returnee not
have sufficient means for his or her own return — have been dropped.
 

 The GARP project was started in 1990, as a supplement to REAG.  It is intended to
encourage return by providing additional assistance to returnees in the initial period after
arrival in the home country.  This assistance is limited to certain countries, recently increased
to 20 in number.  The assistance consists of a cash grant, payable in most cases at the airport
just prior to departure.  The funding for this project is split between the Federal Ministry of
Interior and the Bundesländer, with each paying half.  No separate application for GARP is
required, as the assistance is considered automatically at the time of the REAG application.
 

 There are two Federal Ministries involved in funding the two main components of the
return program, plus ministries in each Bundesland.  In addition, there are several
Bundesländer with decentralized administrations and multiple funding sources at various
levels of Government.

 
 To put this in an overall context of  management of migration in Germany, there is a

draft overview of the various Government entities involved in migration attached as Annex 1.
This draft has recently been submitted to the German authorities for comments, so cannot be
considered as definitive.
 

 SMAP is a project very similar to REAG which offers IOM reduced airfares to those
who do not qualify for IOM  assistance under the Government-funded program.   Assistance
is granted only on a fully prepaid basis (including the IOM service fee).  This project is quite
small in size, and consequently was not a focus of the evaluation.
 

 Statistics for persons assisted under these programs from 1994 through June 1997 are
shown below.
 
 

  1994  1995  1996  1997
     (Jan.-Jun
 REAG         17'427         11'481         14'168         30'289
 Movements     
     
 GARP               71           1'169           2'562         15'841
 Benefits*     
     
 SMAP               12               98             211             318
 Movements     
     
 * not persons additional to REAG, but rather number of persons travelling
   under REAG who received benefits under GARP.   

 
 

 Applications for asylum in Germany trended upward from 1985 through 1992, when
they peaked at 438,000, before dropping in 1996 to 116,000.  (See table attached as Annex 2)
In response to this substantial increase in applications, the German Constitution was changed
to “include the safe third country principle, under which any asylum seeker entering Germany
will be returned to the country through which he or she passed if that country can provide
protection or at least regular asylum procedures” (Münz, Weiner, essay presented at IOM



4

Geneva 17 September 1997).  This action, by limiting the number of asylum-seekers in
Germany, also limits the pool of candidates for the IOM program.
 

 2b)  Evaluation Scope and Strategy
 

 This grouping of projects was selected for evaluation for the following reasons:

•  They are of long-standing

•  They are significant in size and important to the IOM mission in Germany, one of
IOM’s prominent members

•  They have never been evaluated by IOM

•  They have served as models for other, similar projects in Europe, and have the
potential to serve as models for others

It was foreseen that an evaluation report could thus not only evaluate the various
return projects in Germany, but also could have the potential to be used in the development of
similar projects in other countries.

After the recommendation to evaluate was approved by the Director General,
discussions were held with two key players in the program, the Chief of Mission in Bonn and
the Director of the Regional Bureau.  Based on those discussions, terms of reference for the
evaluation, including a budget, were drafted, circulated to interested parties, and eventually
agreed upon  (Annex 3).

It was decided to focus on four evaluative elements which appeared to be most
directly related to the program:  efficiency, relevance, impact, and alternative strategies.

The evaluation strategy was decided upon, consisting in large part of review of
existing documentation, structured interviews with project partners, and information gathered
from IOM staff.  The design of the evaluation was influenced by the lack of either a written
agreement with the government concerned or any formal project document established
through the use of the logical framework approach to project design.  There were no formally-
defined project objective, purposes, results, activities, or indicators that would have normally
have been of use in the design of the evaluation.

In addition to visits to the two Federal Ministries most directly involved in the
program, it was considered important to broaden the scope to obtain input from program
partners in the Bundesländer.  Thus, based on a review of statistical reports of case
applications from the various Bundesländer and a discussion with the COM of the various
systems applied, a selection was made of Bundesländer to be visited.  Both the variations in
processing systems — which ranged from very centralized to decentralized, some with heavy
participation by voluntary agencies, and some strictly governmental — and the size of the
program in each Bundesland were considered.  Furthermore, an attempt was made to reflect
the variation in sizes of the Bundesländer visited and to achieve a reasonable geographic
distribution. Visits were made to seven of the sixteen Bundesländer, distributed as follows:
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GERMANY – EVALUATION COVERAGE

1996 Pop. % Distribution REAG % of Total
BUNDESLAND (Million) of Asylum Seekers Departures - 1996   REAG

Departures
(14,527)

BAYERN 11.9 14.0 2524 17.4
BERLIN 4.5 2.2 444 3.1
BRANDENBURG 2.5 3.5 197 1.4
HAMBURG 1.7 2.6 464 3.2
HESSEN 6.0 7.4 1111 7.6
NORDRHEIN-WESTFALEN 17.8 22.4 3515 24.2
RHEINLAND-PFALZ 3.9 4.7 950 6.5

*Those who seek asylum are distributed among the Bundesländer according to this formula, agreed upon by the Federal Govt. and the Bundesländer

Mainz

Bonn

Bielefeld BERLIN

München

BAYERN

NORDRHEIN-WESTFALEN

BRANDENBURG

HESSEN

RHEINLAND-PFALZ

HAMBURG

Potsdam

Wiesbaden

Frankfurt

Düsseldorf

Cities visited



6

While an attempt was made to visit two offices in each Bundesland — one at the
policy level and one which handled the actual processing — this was not always possible,
either because the distinction was not made in that Bundesland (as in Berlin), or logistics
prevented the visit (as with Brandenburg, due to flooding).

The information gathered in the structured interviews that took place with program
partners during a field visit to Germany in August 1997 was based on the questionnaire in
Annex 4.  Responses were noted at the time of the interview, verbatim to the extent possible,
and subsequently coded for applicability to the four aspects of the program being examined.
The following findings are based on those coded comments (a list of which is attached as
Annex 5), plus review of documentation on the program, government statistics, and
information from IOM staff.

Consideration was given to conducting a survey of returnees using the program, but,
given the focus of the evaluation on the four elements of efficiency, relevance, impact, and
alternative strategies, it was decided that a survey would not contribute sufficiently to the
evaluation to be worth the investment.  An additional consideration is that such a survey
would only have been able to contact those who had already decided to apply for the program,
limiting its utility.

One beneficial side effect of the evaluation, recognized by program management in
advance, resulted from the need for program staff to accompany the evaluator in order to
translate.  While this originally occasioned some concern that program partners would not be
open in their comments, the evaluator was assured that this would not be the case, both
because the program staff would not be personally well-known by those partners and because
of the previous experience of IOM in general with the willingness of these partners to speak
their minds.  This proved to be true during the course of the interviews.  Consequently, the
satisfaction that all interlocutors expressed at having had the possibility to meet with IOM
staff to discuss the program was not offset by concerns about undue reticence in discussing
problems.

3. Program Operation

3a) Efficiency

From the structured interviews done, the most commented-upon aspect of the program
— both positively and negatively — was that of efficiency.  In general, the efficiency of
IOM’s response and the operation was uniformly lauded, as was its flexibility, while
comments on the financial administration were more problematic.

“Applications handled and approved immediately and on time.”
Official, local processing office

One of the aspects of the program that provides the possibility to examine its
efficiency is that for the REAG project there are two tracks: one known as ‘REAG-Bosnia’,
for those returning to Bosnia-Herzegovina, and the other as ‘Rest-REAG’, covering all other
countries.  The Bosnian project differs from the ongoing REAG project in that it has been
handled by separate IOM staff since October 1996, thus permitting some comparisons
between the two.
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The project for Bosnia was altered from the standard REAG project in some
significant respects (eligibility and benefits prime among them) because it was recognized
that there were some problems specific to this group.  The major concern was the condition of
the country to which they were returning.  Unlike most beneficiaries of Rest-REAG, those
returning to Bosnia were going to a country which had sustained significant damage to its
economy and infrastructure due to the civil war there.  Thus to require someone returning to
be destitute before assistance was given could have made their decision to return that much
more difficult.  That requirement was waived, and various additional aid has been offered,
from the Federal, Bundesland, and even local levels.

Additionally, and in recognition of the large numbers of Bosnians whom it was hoped
would return, the application and approval process was simplified.  Fewer documents are
required for Bosnian returnees.

The IOM office in Bonn originally forecast movements of approximately 60,000
returns to Bosnia and 11,000 to all other countries in 1997.  This preponderance in numbers,
coupled with the newness and urgency of REAG-Bosnia, made it somewhat difficult in the
course of the evaluation to get respondents to focus on Rest-REAG.  REAG-Bosnia was
definitely uppermost in everyone’s mind.

Processing time for movements

That the IOM office in October 1996 set up a separate section to handle returns to
Bosnia permits a comparison between the two projects in terms of person-hours spent to
process a case.  Annex 6 shows figures for staff hours and costs charged to each of the two
projects.

The efficiency of the combined projects, as measured in the number of person-hours
necessary to process a returnee, has increased dramatically as the level of movements has
gone up.  The ten-fold increase in movements over the period examined has resulted in the
average number of hours required to process a returnee being lowered from more than three to
less than one.

Undoubtedly some of this is due to the increased use of computerization in case
processing, which was given a major boost during 1995 when a rudimentary REAG computer
program was developed in-house by an IOM staff member. Various refinements to this
system, implemented at the beginning of 1997, have helped further.

There is a significant difference in the average number of hours required to process
individuals under REAG-Bosnia and Rest-REAG.  In the most recent months examined there
is a threefold difference in this measure of efficiency.  Although the bulk of this difference
can be ascribed to the increased numbers being processed and increased familiarity with the
program, some part is likely to be accounted for by the simplified processing permitted under
REAG-Bosnia, e.g., simplified documentation, no means test for most Bundesländer, etc.,
which have reduced the number of steps required to process each case.

An additional factor that contributes to the reduced amount of time spent on each case
returning to Bosnia is that IOM arranges the actual transportation for very few of the cases,
compared to the Rest-REAG caseload.  IOM figures for REAG-Bosnia show that in 1997,
85.5% of the caseload have traveled by surface, through arrangements made locally, either by
the returnee or by the applying agency.  In contrast, in Rest-REAG, 90% of the travel was by
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air, with all arrangements being made by IOM staff.  This certainly also contributes to the
larger amount of time spent on each Rest-REAG case.

There was also a difference in the number of cases that were not carried through to
completion, which also affects the person-hours per case.  Figures are only available for this
year, but the rate of closed cases — those that did not result in departure — was in the first
half of the year  approximately 20 % for Rest-REAG and 10 % for REAG-Bosnia.

Finally, there is anecdotal evidence that the average case size for the Bosnian project
is significantly higher than Rest-REAG which impacts as well on the measure of efficiency.
No project statistics were available to support the anecdotal reports, however.

In consequence, although the simplified process for REAG-Bosnia should normally be
more efficient, this cannot be satisfactorily be confirmed though currently available data.  The
data do show, overall, a significant decrease in the number of person-hours required to
process a case to completion.

Computerization

Although the IOM office already makes significant use of computers, one of the most
obvious and crucial areas for improving the internal efficiency of the program is to strengthen
the use of computerization, not only within the IOM office, but also between the IOM office
and other offices in the country.  This is an area that has been recognized by program
management as requiring improvement, and steps are underway to make progress.  An
analysis of the process was done by a computer consultant in the spring of 1997, which lays
out very clearly the gains that can be expected to accrue through more intensive use of
computers.  The cover page and summary of this analysis, which is generally accepted by
IOM staff as an accurate picture of the process, are attached as Annex 7.  While it is beyond
the scope of the evaluation to endorse any specific remedy suggested by the consultant, the
analysis of the problem was consistent with information received during the evaluation.

One concern with the analysis is that it is limited in scope to the IOM office.
Discussions with staff of the larger processing offices in the field strongly suggest that there
are significant possibilities for electronic exchange of data  with those offices which are
already highly automated.  This would save on data entry time and reduce data entry errors,
both goals sought by the process analysis.  While the current focus on further automation of
the IOM internal processes is entirely understandable, any solution designed should take into
account the need for electronic exchange of data with other partners as well.

A further concern with the system being proposed for development in IOM is that it
would only be fully available in August of 1998.  However, there is a gradual roll-out planned
in that certain elements of the system would be brought on-line earlier, with August being the
time by which the full package would be available.

Financial support to program from IOM

Over the years these projects have not generated sufficient funding from service fees
to cover their costs, as is shown in the table below.  However, the IOM office in Bonn makes
the argument that, as the same Ministry that pays for the Federal share of the REAG project
also makes an unearmarked contribution to IOM every year, this could be considered as
offsetting these deficits. At its recent peak, in 1995, the operating deficit equaled just over



9

90% of the German Government unearmarked contribution.  This approach has generated
some discussion between the IOM mission in Bonn and IOM Headquarters, the latter
upholding the view that unearmarked contributions are not in any way meant to cover a
specific program.  It should be noted here that the Bonn mission is predicting that there will
be a substantial surplus in the program this year, due to the large number of returns to Bosnia,
part of which is planned to be dedicated to further computerization of the program.

Miscellaneous Income
Transferred to projects

1994 1995 1996 1997
(6 months)

Total

301-455 (REAG-Federal) 162,000 776,000 486,000 - 1,424,000
301-266 (REAG-Bundesländer)      - 15,059 - - 15,059
316-265 (GARP- MOI)      - 5,622 55,841 29,779 91,242
316-266 (GARP-Bundesländer)      - (67,378) 37,000 - (30,378)
537-266 (Starthilfe)      - - - (67,637) (67,637)
Total 162,000 729,303 578,841 (37,858) 1,432,286

1994 1995 1996 1997 Total
Unearmarked Contributions

from Germany
772,878 806,195 834,365 352,941 2,766,379

Program financing

In the process of interviewing officials connected with the program, it became clear
that some of the biggest problems faced were related to the modalities of its financing.  The
comments received, and later verified, concerned three main areas:  irregular program
funding, complex billing process, ‘cash flow’ problems.

1) Irregular program funding – comments here relate to the way in which some of the
projects are funded.  The basic REAG project is funded on a trimester basis by the
Federal Government.  When Federal funds allocated to a Bundesland for that four-
month period have run out, then movements either stop, or must be funded by some
other, local source.  As local governments naturally wish to conserve their funds, they
must make a judgement between waiting for the next tranche of Federal funding —
continuing to pay social welfare costs in the meantime — or paying for the cost of
return under REAG.  This has led to cycles of movements, with April, August, and
December normally showing both the lowest movements under the federally-funded
project and conversely the highest number of movements under the locally-funded
project (details for movements 1994-1996 are attached as Annex 8.)
 
 Another aspect of this particular problem has been the separate funding of returns to
Bosnia where funding has been equally shared between the Federal and Bundesland
levels.  In certain cases a lump sum has been appropriated by a Bundesland, and, when
that has been used up, additional money has to be found.  That has not always
occurred without a gap in time where  movements have not been able to take place, or
in the case of GARP, when the additional payments foreseen to assist with the initial
adjustment have not been granted by a particular Bundesland.  This creates not only
problems with disruptions in movements, but also, if the funding problems are with
GARP, the discrepancy that some individuals will have received money, and others, in
similar situations, will not.  This has been reported to lead to problems for the
applying agencies in explaining why this discrepancy has occurred.
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 Additionally, this has meant that the IOM office has had to set up a rather
cumbersome paper system to keep track of funds being committed, so that only funds
which are actually available are spent, and for IOM to be able to give the funding
agencies some advance notice that funds are about to run out.  Thus these uncertain
funding arrangements have had a negative effect on the efficiency of the program.
 
 Overall, stops and starts in the funding can also create problems of trust in the
program on the part of both potential returnees and applying offices, by raising
expectations that go unfulfilled because of funding difficulties.
 

2) Billing process – the existence of myriad funding sources certainly has an effect on
program efficiency.  In some cases, funding has to be confirmed on an individual
basis, as is the case of the Rest-REAG program.  Invoices must then be sent to each
source of funding, and, when that billing is on an individual case basis, the workload
increases.  Attached as Annex 9 is a table provided by IOM Bonn showing (partially)
the various arrangements for billing the Bundesländer.  While the six Bundesländer
which require individual case billing only account for 22.3% of the expected caseload,
there is no doubt that billing on an individual case basis and to different funding
sources is less efficient for IOM than sending one monthly bill per Bundesland.
During the interviews, several interlocutors expressed their satisfaction with the unit
billing process which has made their work easier as well.
 

3) ‘cash flow’ – the way that the projects are funded requires that some entity advance
money until the required service is actually provided, invoices sent, and money
received.   This advancing entity can be the Federal government, the Bundesland
government, IOM, when the Bundesland does not advance money, or, in some cases, a
voluntary agency, which may make cash payments to the returnee and seek
reimbursement from IOM.

One can argue that, as these are programs that are being carried out on behalf of the
German governments, it would be natural for the governments to advance funds for
the program.  This does happen with the REAG project at the Federal level, but less
consistently with others.  For instance, in 1997 IOM has, on a month-to-month basis,
shown in some months a significant drain on other resources to cover monies spent on
the program, but which have yet to be either billed or received. The calculations for
eight months of this year are shown in the table attached as Annex 10.

Similarly, IOM has recognized that, for local voluntary agencies who actually apply to
the program on behalf of returnees, and who advance funds for cash payments, this
can be an even bigger problem.  So the Bonn office has advanced funds to certain of
those agencies to permit them to continue to assist in the program.  This has
unfortunately contributed to IOM’s cash-flow problems.

Information on program

At a number of interviews the interlocutors raised the issue of program information.
The campaign that was done for returns to Bosnia was extensive with 120,000 questionnaires
containing project information distributed in 1996 and a further 140,000 in 1997, in
conjunction with registration for elections in Bosnia.  The project itself, because of its size
and the attention focussed on it, has had a spillover effect in extending knowledge of IOM
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and REAG in general.  Nonetheless, there was enough concern expressed about lack of
information on it and the timeliness of that information, to warrant further attention being
paid to this issue.  One concern in particular is that the project for Bosnia, in the current phase
of large numbers of movements, is of limited duration, possibly through the end of 1998.
Program management is concerned with using this time to prepare for a leaner future, and
project information is a part of that.

“Market REAG more aggressively.”
Interviewee

1)  Public information - Comments on one facet of an information campaign, that is
the effect on the German public, were somewhat ambiguous.  There was some feeling that the
public may not support this use of public funds.  On the other hand, there were remarks that,
if both the humanitarian nature of the program and its cost-effectiveness were stressed, then
there would not be strong objection to it.  Given this finding, and the lack of evidence that
decisions on the program are heavily influenced by public opinion, there seems to be no
strong motivation for an information campaign aimed at the public.

2)  Information to program partners – It is most important to keep program partners
informed.  While there were no significant complaints about the information, several
interlocutors expressed the desire for more face-to-face meetings with IOM staff for exchange
of information.  It was noted that the suggestions for meetings came from those who were in
processing offices, in day-to-day contact with returnees.  The national meetings arranged for
officials in the various Federal and State Ministries of Interior, in which IOM participates,
were mentioned as useful.   It was noted during the interviews, that those officials of
Bundesland MOIs had knowledge not only of the program and its context in Germany, but
also of similar programs in other countries  A very specific additional suggestion was made
for additional outreach to the less hierarchically structured parts of the NGO community,
where, it was suggested, the program is less well known than among government offices.

Centralization of administration

The ways in which the Bundesländer process cases vary greatly, from highly
centralized systems with one or two offices handling all applications, to others where the
application is sent from the local mayor’s office directly to IOM.  It is the decision of the
Bundesland as to what kind of system to set up.  IOM Bonn calculated at one point that there
were up to 10,000 offices throughout the country who could potentially submit applications.

In those Bundesländer that have a centralized system of processing cases under the
program, there are very strong opinions that this is by the far the best way to handle the
caseload.  Indeed, it does make sense that it is easier to deal with a limited number of offices,
each of which, by virtue of handling a larger caseload, would be more experienced in the
processing itself and more knowledgeable about the caseload.  This centralization is certainly
to the benefit of IOM, and is seen by IOM to be so, as it gives IOM fewer and more
knowledgeable counterparts with whom to deal.  It could also be argued that it is to the
benefit of the returnees, who are able to take advantage of offices with greater program
knowledge.  However, unless potential returnees are required to travel to these central offices,
centralization can mean an extra layer, an extra step in the process,  between the applying
office and IOM.  This means that the benefits accrued through centralization would have to be
offset against the costs of establishing and running that system.  While the benefits to IOM
are clear, even though no statistical information which supporting this is available, the costs
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accrue to the Bundesland which would set up the centralized offices.  It would thus have to
fall to the Bundesland to make the cost-benefit analysis for their own particular situation.

A further stated benefit for the Bundesländer, who would be the ones to decide on
such a centralized system, is that the program can be monitored more closely with problems
detected sooner.

Modest suggestions for increased efficiency

One Bundesland asked if there were not a way to improve the efficiency of the billing
process, which for certain benefits consists of the local entity billing IOM for the full costs of
aid dispersed, receiving that reimbursement, then subsequently receiving an invoice from
IOM for the local government share of the cost, and having to pay that.  The official asked if
it were not possible for IOM to offset the cost in the first place, in order to reduce paperwork.
This is not only possible, but is being done in other places.  IOM should encourage other local
administrations to take advantage of this option, which benefits both them and IOM.

When the applying offices submit requests for reimbursement of tickets purchased on
behalf of the returnees, there is a requirement for an original receipt or a certified copy.  In
some cases, particularly with bus tickets, this has proved problematic, and has necessitated
follow-up on IOM’s part when only a photocopy is received.  Although this was stated as a
requirement of the German Government, it nonetheless should be more closely examined for
costs and benefits, and modified where possible.

Widespread use of the simplified application form would certainly make the program
more efficient from IOM’s point of view.  It avoids the need to check to see if various
attachments are included, and the need to check those attachments as well.  It also places the
burden for accuracy directly on the shoulders of the applying agency.  Although this change
might well improve IOM’s efficiency, it puts more responsibility on the applying agency.  It
is not clear what would be the benefit to the agency who is actually completing the
application on behalf of the returnee.

There is a contradiction between two program elements:  the requirement that return
travel be by the cheapest means possible and the requirement that GARP be paid out at
Frankfort airport just before departure.  GARP-eligible migrants for whom the cheapest mode
of transport is rail cannot receive GARP.  This contradiction should be resolved, either by
stating more clearly in the handbook the circumstances under which GARP cannot be paid, or
by making it possible to receive GARP some other way.

3b)  Impact

One way of examining the impact of these programs on the problem of migration in
Germany is to examine the total number of persons assisted by IOM and those who have been
deported, compared to those who entered the system by applying for asylum.  These figures
show that, numerically speaking, the contribution of the program to the resolution of the
problem is relatively small, about on a par with the number of former asylum seekers
deported.  The table attached as Annex 11 shows figures from 1991-1996, comparing asylum
applications, deportations, and departures under the IOM program from Germany with figures
from Belgium and the Netherlands where projects similar to REAG exist.
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On the other hand, the results of the structured interview process would indicate that
there is an impact on the problem of migration which is significant, if less quantifiable, and
that is the opportunity for individuals to return voluntarily.  This program aspect was
mentioned again and again in interviews with officials at all levels.  The IOM programs are
clearly seen as being humanitarian in nature, and are very much appreciated for that.  This
aspect of the program is seen as being not only in the interests of the returnees, but also of the
Government.

“These programs and possibilities  offered are often reason why people choose to leave
voluntarily.”

Government official, Bundesland Ministry

“In general, government likes to use more and more voluntary returns; fits government
priorities as not good politics to deport.”

Government official, Bundesland Ministry

Another way to look at the questions of the impact of the programs would be to
examine the numbers who return again to Germany.  GARP, in particular, is intended to be
granted only to those who express the firm intention to return to their country permanently.
Perhaps in order to accentuate this aspect, it has been used for those countries which are
relatively distant from Germany, and for which return to Germany is presumably more
expensive and less likely.  Although the evaluation found no figures on return to Germany of
cases who had been assisted to leave, there was some anecdotal evidence of people going
through the program a second time.  Under REAG, IOM staff do check each application in
the database to see if assistance has previously been given. Most duplications detected by
IOM are the result of multiple applications being filed simultaneously.  The German
authorities also check for duplicate applications, although that information has not been found
to be publicly available.  One processing office did provide some statistics on duplicate
applications, showing that in the 12-month period from July 1996 to June 1997, 1.7% of the
applications for assistance received were duplicates.

In the course of the evaluation, no one made the claim that assistance under the
programs was the decisive factor in return.  Rather by implication the importance of the
program is that, for someone considering the possibility of return, the program made it
possible for them to decide to do so, without being forced to accept deportation as their only
choice.

‘International’ aspect of IOM involvement

There were one or two interlocutors who mentioned that IOM’s international status
was helpful to the program in and of itself.  Through use of IOM, the program is seen by them
as part of an international effort to deal with the migration problems faced by most countries
in Europe.  IOM also provides a specific link with similar IOM programs in a number of other
countries on the continent, e.g., Belgium, the Netherlands, Hungary, etc.  In addition, for the
project for Bosnia, there are links to other IOM projects there, most directly the distribution
of GARP assistance in that country, but also to the return of qualified nationals, assistance in
voter registration for elections, etc.
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Provision of assistance in the country of return

One aspect of the project for Bosnia-Herzegovina that was universally praised is the
provision of assistance in the country of return.  While there may have been some concern
that the service fee being charged for providing that service was too high, or that the amount
of assistance given was insufficient, the service itself was recognized as being worthwhile.
Also, in this particular case, the provision of assistance in the country of return verifies that
the person had indeed returned.  As this program has a high percentage of persons travelling
by car and other means of surface transportation, other means of verification are more
difficult and less timely.

Again, specifically in relation to Bosnia, there was a concern expressed about certain
aspects of the situation in the country which may limit the possibility to return.  These are
mainly the lack of housing and the inability of persons to return to certain parts of the country.
While there was no suggestion that IOM was responsible for alleviating this situation, there
was a recognition that this would at some point begin to limit the numbers who could be
expected to return.

“Want to stress need for program in country of return.”
Official, NGO processing office

There was interest expressed that this service be extended to other countries of return,
not only for verification of return, but also to provide the possibility of obtaining information
on the situation in the country of return and any problems with the program.

There were even some suggestions that a more integrated approach in certain
countries, including more developmental assistance in the country of return, may be useful.
However, this was offered more in the spirit of a wish than anything seen as practical in the
near-term given that responsibility for the two types of assistance (return and development) is
split within the German Government.

Assistance in application for passports

Just before the large return program to Bosnia started, IOM Bonn had begun to
explore the possibility of assisting in obtaining travel documents for returnees.  At present
most government offices must often approach consulates directly for assistance in getting
passports.  For smaller offices, and those situated at some distance from the consulates, this
has been problematic.  Consequently IOM’s offer of assistance was welcome, and, even
though this offer has not been followed through, it was mentioned in two Bundesländer as
something in which they continue to be interested.

3c) Relevance

It is clear that, bluntly stated, the objective of the German Government in supporting
the program is to get people out of Germany who have no officially-recognized right to stay
there.  It is also clear that financial support for voluntary return is only one means by which
this objective is pursued.  The other and most obvious way is through deportation.  It is
interesting to look at the statistics for assisted voluntary returns, deportations, and asylum
applications in Annex 10.  There is a very substantial gap between those who apply and those
who are deported, assisted to return, or who are permitted to stay.  It is assumed that some of
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this number leave on their own, but it is equally likely that numbers of them remain in
Germany.  No statistical reports have been found on this subject.

In relation to the Schengen agreement, where travel between those countries that are
members of the agreement is undertaken without border controls, IOM staff pointed out
problems that are beginning to be felt.  On flights from Germany where there is a transit in
another Schengen country, there is no border control on departure from the airport in
Germany.  This has the dual effect that there is no confirmation from the German authorities
that departure has occurred (important to some Bundesland governments), and, should there
be any difficulties with border formalities at the transit airport, IOM will not be there to assist.

Voluntariness

The question of the ‘voluntariness’ of the program came up in several interviews, with
some asserting that returns were absolutely voluntary, and others that the voluntariness was
more formal than actual.  There were certainly arguments made that the returns really weren’t
voluntary because the returnees were forced to choose between voluntary return and
deportation, a choice that these interlocutors assert should not be forced on people. However,
from a formal point of view, there is absolutely no doubt that all returns are voluntary because
returnees sign the application form which confirms that they are returning voluntarily.  This
divergence of opinion could lead one to ask the question, “What is voluntary?”, to which no
answer was given, nor perhaps could be, as it is always a question of making a choice
between alternatives presented.

It was clear that the German authorities do not see assisted voluntary return and
deportation as two separate things, but rather as two sides of the same coin.  Voluntary return
is seen as the preferred option in most instances, and deportation as what happens when
people do not return voluntarily, or are subject to criminal police action.  While there are no
figures available that would indicate how many people return before they are required to do
so, there was a widespread belief among those working in the program that most returnees
wait until the last moment.  One factor making deportation less attractive is that those who
are deported are barred from returning to Germany for a period of time.

It is understandable that IOM does not have a good feel for this issue, as the office is
not normally in direct contact with those returning, and in any event only receives
applications from those who have already decided to return.  This makes it hard to judge the
more subjective side of the ‘voluntariness’ of the return.

Changes in program financing

One way that the REAG project for Bosnia has evolved beyond the original program
concept is in that persons benefiting from the program do not have to be destitute.
Applications are accepted and benefits distributed regardless of the returnee’s financial status,
except in a few Bundesländer-funded cases where the governments have chosen to retain that
status as a criterion.  This was done with the primary justification that the war-torn condition
of the country to which they were returning was such that additional help was needed to get
started.  This has opened up the IOM program to a much wider pool of candidates, and
certainly increased the size of the project.  Should the financial requirement be dropped for
Rest-REAG there would again be a much larger pool of candidates to be assisted.  Support for
such a move was not assessed during the course of the evaluation, but could be problematic
from certain comments made.
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The contribution of the Bundesländer to the program for Bosnia is much higher, due
to the cost-sharing arrangements.  Comments from a number of Bundesland representatives
were that the Rest-REAG model was preferable because costs to the Bundesländer were less.
This however seems to be based on historical understanding of costs, and not the current
reality.  Support from the Federal Ministry for Rest-REAG diminished from DM 8.2 million
in 1996 to DM 3.9 million in 1997.  While most Bundesländer representatives spoke of the
Bundesländer share of the Rest-REAG costs as being quite small, this is not true thus far in
1997.  In 1996 the Bundesländer share of the Rest-REAG costs was 9.6%, while for the first
six months of this year the share was 46%.  Given the fact that the allocation from the Federal
Government is received in three installments, the trend should hold for the rest of the year,
unless either the Federal Government allocates more money, or movements drop because the
Bundesländer are unwilling (or unable) to continue funding.

There were also predictably different opinions from the Federal level and the
Bundesländer over who should pick up the cost of the program.  The opinion expressed on the
Federal side was that, as it was the Bundesländer who benefited from savings in social
welfare costs, it should be the Bundesländer who pay the bulk of the costs. On the other hand,
the Bundesländer believe that, as responsibility for migration policy and the enforcement
thereof are at the Federal level, it is the Federal Government that should pick up the costs.
This discussion has parallels in the United States, where a suit filed by a number of states
seeking reimbursement from the Federal Government of social welfare costs for illegal
immigrants was recently thrown out of court.

Relevance of program to IOM

IOM’s mission statement includes two elements that are particularly relevant to this
grouping of projects:  “assist in meeting the operational challenges of migration”, and
“uphold the human dignity and well-being of migrants” (MC/1842, pg. 2).

Based on information obtained during the structured interview process, and as
mentioned elsewhere in this report, both of these elements are key parts of the program.  For
the government of Germany, the operational difficulties of returning large numbers of those
who are not permitted to stay indefinitely in Germany would be substantial and more
expensive that the IOM return program.  Many interlocutors as well recognized the ability of
the program to allow migrants to return with dignity, making specific comparison with
deportation.

As far as IOM’s strategic objectives for 1995-2000 are concerned, there is a clear
connection with “Objective 1:  to provide secure, reliable, cost-effective services for persons
who require international migration assistance”.  Certainly the large number of persons who
take advantage of the program is a reasonable indicator of the need that exists.

During the evaluation, for returns to Bosnia-Herzegovina, IOM staff cited a number of
sources of information about the situation in the country of return, e.g., the ZAB office in
Bielefeld, voluntary agencies, migrants, etc.  IOM Sarajevo was specifically not one of the
sources cited.  It would seem that, in order to contribute to IOM’s overall strategic goal of
becoming the “leading global organization on migration by the year 2000”, IOM should be,
and be seen to be, a source of information on the situation faced by returned migrants in
Bosnia.
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One possible program extension that would be relevant to IOM’s mandate would be
the inclusion of persons in Germany illegally.  The basic concept of the program would be the
same, but there would need to be different safeguards.  Currently the population with whom
IOM is working is in Germany with some legal status, and consequently have nothing to fear
from approaching the authorities.  This would not be the case with illegals.  Assistance to this
population would not pose a policy or operational problem for IOM, but the modalities of
such aid would need to be carefully thought through to protect the interest of the caseload and
IOM’s own principles.  The REAG-type program operated in the Netherlands on behalf of the
Dutch authorities does cover this category of illegal migrants already.  The interest of the
German authorities in such a program would need to be assessed, but the possibility was
mentioned by two interlocutors.  There have been some modest steps in this direction, such as
the inclusion in the REAG project, supported by one Bundesland, of a limited number of
trafficked women.

3d) Alternative Strategies

As one of the elements of the evaluation, a specific question was asked during the
interviews seeking ideas on alternative strategies.  None were proposed by the interlocutors.
The question in some cases elicited concern, necessitating reassurance that IOM was not
planning on discontinuing the program.

The only two alternatives suggested were further reliance on deportation, or
continuing the same type of program, but executed by another organization.  This lack of
alternative ideas for accomplishing the goal of the program certainly supports the idea that it
is fulfilling a need.

Deportation

Deportation was not considered by most interviewees as a realistic alternative to a
voluntary return program, as it would be impractical for the Government to deport people in
large numbers, for example in the Bosnian program.  Interlocutors mentioned the political
impracticability, as well as the operational aspect.

“If no REAG, only way would be deportation, which would be very cruel for families”
Official, local processing office

“In general, government likes to use more and more voluntary returns;  fits government
priorities, as not good politics to deport.”

Bundesland Ministry official
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Cost is also a factor, as it is generally accepted that deportations cost more than voluntary
returns under REAG.  Regrettably, information on the cost of deportations was remarkably
hard to come by.  Figures for only three countries were unearthed, which were:

Country Estimated cost of
deportation (DM)

Vietnam 2,300-2,500
Romania 600
Turkey 600-800

These figures cannot be considered conclusive as they cover one Bundesland only,
and moreover what is actually covered by them, in terms of staff costs, for example, is not
clear.  Nonetheless, it does provide some support  to the general belief that voluntary return is
cheaper.  IOM has calculated that in 1996 the average cost of a return under REAG was DM
668, and, although specific breakdowns by country are not available, it is reasonable to
assume that, with an average of DM 668, IOM’s costs were lower that those quoted above.

The speed and ease of processing under the REAG program, as well as the cost, were
mentioned as factors that might weigh on the decision the Government might make between
deportation and voluntary return.

Voluntary return through other organizations

While several interviewees suggested that, in the absence of REAG, it would be
necessary for the program to be continued by another organization, this was by no means seen
as a preferred solution.  It was recognized that such an organization would not have IOM’s
expertise.  Reportedly one Bundesland had tried to operate its own program, without much
success.

Return agreements

As an alternative to the IOM program and to deportation, Germany has concluded a
readmission agreement with Vietnam to facilitate return of former contract workers.  Returns
under this agreement have reportedly not met expectations, although that information is not
based on any published reports.

Continued stay in Germany

Finally, there are other alternatives to return which would involve staying longer in
Germany.  One interlocutor mentioned the possibility.

“Might be if someone doesn’t get any assistance they might fight for their rights as long as
possible, while with assistance might return.”

Official, local processing office

As the estimate used by IOM of the cost of supporting one person under the social
welfare system in Germany is DM 15,000 per annum, there is a clear financial gain to the
Government if people choose to  return.  One of the complicating factors in this part of the
equation is the differing sources of funds for various activities.  Social welfare costs are borne
by the Bundesländer or local governments, so savings in these costs accrue to them.  The cost
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of voluntary return programs are borne partly by two Ministries of  the Federal Government
and partly by the Bundesländer.  However, the cost of deportations is borne by other entities ,
either the Federal Border Police or the Bundesländer, with deportations carried out by the
Bundesland authorities.  Thus, even though the overall costs of voluntary return are less, there
may be times when deportation is the preferred method as there happens to be money in that
particular account, and not in the account that funds REAG.

“Two different responsible entities in community; one for REAG and one for deportation.
Although REAG cheaper, foreigners office may have money to deport but social office doesn’t
have REAG money, so may end up with deportation.”

Bundesland Ministry official

It must also be recognized that the possibility exists for persons to continue to stay
illegally in Germany.  Two people did mention in the interview the possibility that, if the
program were not continued, the number of persons remaining in Germany illegally might
rise.

4. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The program has been shown to be a successful one and should be continued.
 

2. The program is relevant to the objectives of both the German authorities and of
IOM, and as such should be considered in other countries facing similar
problems.
 

3. The further computerization of the IOM office in Bonn for this project should
proceed with all deliberate speed.  The current system is operating beyond its
design capacities, and does not meet program needs.  Program efficiency will be
substantially enhanced by further computerization.
 

4. Any further computerization should take into account the possibility of electronic
exchange of information with program partners.  This would include other IOM
offices as well as partners in Germany.
 

5. There should be a final decision on whether or not to consider the program to be
in deficit, and, if so, how that deficit is to be covered.  The decision made should
be reflected in the financial records.
 

6. Work with governmental authorities to develop parameters for sufficient advance
notice to them to ensure continuous program funding.  Computer support for this
process is highly recommended (and is currently foreseen by project
management).
 

7. Continue to streamline the billing process, including making more global a) unit
billing and b) offsetting reimbursements expected from local governments when
making reimbursements to them for the same cases.

 
8. To increase efficiency of the funding process, encourage each Bundesland to

identify a single source for all funds provided by that Bundesland.
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9. Improve cash flow by 1)  working with program partners, at least for projects with
significant cash flow problems, e.g., GARP (MOI) and starthilfe (Nordrhein-
Westfalen), to get bigger contributions up front, and 2)  speeding up the billing
process.
 

10. Maximize opportunities for IOM Bonn operational program staff to meet with
partner staff in the Bundesländer, with a goal of a minimum of once per year.
 

11. Use the above-mentioned meetings, and other methods not only for problem-
solving, but also for program promotion and to intensify the ‘outreach’ of the
Bonn mission to ensure the highest possible level of awareness and acceptance of
the program among partners.
 

12. Focus any information campaigns on the target populations, i.e., potential
returnees and program partners.
 

13. Explore with German authorities whether some of their requirements, such as for
certified copies of bus tickets, are still valid, and whether they make sense for the
program.

 
14. To ameliorate the problem of a potential returnee submitting multiple applications

almost simultaneously, a statement should be added to the application form to the
effect that no previous applications have been submitted.

 
15. Continue to explore the application of the program to illegals in Germany.

 
16. Work to expand the concept of assistance to be provided to returnees in their

home countries.  This might be started with investigating whether it is possible to
distribute GARP for those who return to Russia and Ukraine by rail through the
IOM offices in Moscow and Kiev.
 

17. Identify elements that would complement existing sources of information and
suggest  reporting from IOM Sarajevo that will work not only to provide concrete
information on the situation of those who have already returned (for the benefit of
those who are considering leaving), but also which will enhance IOM’s role as a
source of information.
 

18. Revisit the possibilities for providing assistance in obtaining passports for persons
unable to stay in Germany.
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5. LESSONS LEARNED

There are many IOM activities that have not been set up according to the logical
framework approach.  While in many cases this is simply due to the gradual roll-out of the
process through the Organization, in other cases it is unclear that this approach will ever be
used.  For example, in cases such as the REAG program, or perhaps the US refugee program
— where the program is an on-going service provided at the request of the Government, and
for the most part according to their requirements — what role does project design play?
There is a need for guidelines as to when the logical framework is used, particularly in respect
to on-going programs.  There are the implications of this for evaluation in IOM.

Project managers should ensure that funding arrangements for projects are clear, so as
to avoid disagreements at various levels as to whether a project is in deficit or not.
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