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1 Executive Summary 

1.1 Background and Rationale for the Evaluation 

The International Organization for Migration has implemented the he Community Revitalization 

Program (CRP); funded by the U.S. Department of State’s Bureau of Population, Refugees, and 

Migration; since 2007. Under IOM’s stewardship, the 

project has evolved from its original incarnation as the 

Program for Human Stability and Securitization (PHSS) 

through CRP phases I, II, III, and IV.  

IOM selected International Solutions Group (ISG) to 

perform a socio-economic impact evaluation of CRP. The 

purpose of the evaluation was “to analyse the impact 

that the Community Revitalization Program (phases II, III, and IV) had on the beneficiaries and 

communities where it was implemented, as well as to document recommendations that support further 

phases of CRP.” Accordingly, the evaluation covers the project’s design, implementation, and 

management. Specifically, it examines:  

 Effectiveness: The degree to which the project’s management and decision making structure 

supported the implementation of the project’s design and intended outcomes and objectives.   

 Impact results: The lasting, long-term results that CRP produced.   

 Design: The contribution of CRP’s initial logical framework to ensuring a project structure that 

achieved intended objectives and outcomes, identified appropriate inputs for the project, and 

provided mechanisms for management decisions leading to course corrections if required.   

 Efficiency: The sufficiency and appropriateness of the projects resources given the program’s 

expected results, and the management and the quality of stewardship of those resources. 

 Relevance: The extent to which each phase of CRP served the priorities of the target group, 

implemented activities aimed at achieving those priorities, coordinated with the programs of 

government and other NGOs, and remained within the larger IOM mandate.  

 Coverage: The ability of the project to include vulnerable groups and other intended 

beneficiaries.  

 Sustainability: The degree to which the program’s impact will be sustained after its termination. 

1.2 Methodology 

ISG used a three-phased participatory, mixed methods methodology, which included a project 

document review, creation of data collection tools, key informant interviews, semi-structured focus 

group workshops, a survey of 672 CRP beneficiaries. 

 Desk Review: The evaluation team undertook an extensive document review to develop data 

collection tools and assess project performance according to the results framework included in 

the project’s grant agreement. 

 Survey: ISG conducted a survey of CRPII, III, and IV beneficiaries. The survey was conducted over 

an Interactive Voice Response (IVR) platform. Respondents answered an average of 11 

questions that required either multiple choice, Likert scale, or yes/no responses. The survey also 

included several open ended response questions to give respondents an opportunity to provide 

answers not included among multiple choice options, or to voice other ideas or concerns. 

 Key Informant Interviews: ISG conducted 61 Key Informant Interviews in three governorates: 

Erbil, Missan, and Baghdad.  47 interviews were carried out with Individual Assistance 

beneficiaries, CAPs beneficiaries, and with CRP field staff. The remaining interviews were with 

 



CRP Programme Management Team, IOM administrative staff, Iraqi Government Officials and 

U.S. State Department Officials.   

 Focus Group Discussions: The evaluation team ran 11 focus group discussions in Baghdad, Erbil, 

and Missan. The purpose of the focus groups was to capture the commonalities and differences 

of opinion held by various types of CRP participants. Focus Group Discussion questions covered 

the appropriateness of CRPs beneficiary selection; the experience of working with CRP staff; 

processes, and programs; the program’s strengths and weaknesses; and beneficiaries’ 

perception of the aspects of CRP that stakeholders found most and least effective. 

 

1.3 Findings 

1.3.1 Effectiveness 

The evaluation team considered the effectiveness of the 

program by comparing each phase’s planned targets for 

objectives and outputs, defined in its results framework and 

work plan, to the targets it achieved as described in its 

reporting and monitoring system.   

The evaluation team found that CRP is extremely effective in 

achieving the targets that it sets in its work plans and results matrices. It often exceeds its most 

important indicators; those involving the number of beneficiaries served through livelihood programs 

and emergency services. Through document reviews, interviews and focus groups, the evaluation team 

discovered that these outputs are often of high quality. Beneficiaries of training services frequently 

stated that they were surprised at the professionalism of training staff and the quality of training 

content. CAPs participants praised the professionalism of CAPs staff, particularly pointing to their 

honesty, reliability, and transparency. The one area that fell under consistent criticism, and 

shortcomings in terms of delivery, was CRP’s In-Kind Grant 

and Toolkit initiatives. 

1.3.2 Impact 

As a proxy measure of CRP’s contribution to economic 

development, the CRP team asked beneficiaries if it was 

easier or harder to earn a living in Iraq now than it was 5 

years ago and compared the answers to a Gallup poll 

conducted in Iraq about Iraqi’s confidence in the Iraqi 

economy. We found that CRP’s beneficiaries, drawn from 

low-income, vulnerable communities, have a more 

optimistic perception of the Iraqi economy than the 

population as a whole. 

43% of Survey respondents indicated that they felt it was 

easier to earn a living, and 38% indicated that it was harder 

or much harder. 19% chose “neither easier nor harder.” In comparison, 37% of Iraqi’s in Gallup’s survey 

said that economic conditions in their city were getting better, while 54% responded that conditions 

were getting worse1. This comparison indicates that CRP’s beneficiaries; drawn from low-income, 

vulnerable communities; have a more optimistic perception of the Iraqi economy than the population as 

a whole.  

                                                           

1 Gallup Iraq Economic Confidence Survey, 2015 

- “My life is better now because I 

received very good training at a very 

good job with good income.” On-Job 

Training Participant - Baghdad 

26%

17%

19%

18%

20%

Is it easier or harder for people like you to 
earn a living in Iraq than it was 5 years ago

Much easier

Somewhat
easier

Neither easier
nor Harder

Harder

Much  harder

Figure 1: Beneficiaries show confidence in the economy (All Phases) 



Employment 

Considering Iraq’s relatively low unemployment (14%2), the demographics of the population CRP serves, 

and the volatile circumstances under which it operates, the program greatly improved the employment 

situation for an exceptional number of its beneficiaries.  

CRP offered three services that improved people’s skills and employability; job placement, vocational 

training, and on-the-job training. 40%  of people that participated in those services reported that they 

successfully found a job. That number goes up to 52% when one considers participants in on-job-training 

and vocational training but excludes job placement services.  

Small Business Development 

When asked why they chose to attend business development training, 58% reported that they wanted 

to start a new business, with 18% attending to learn how to maintain a business that they already 

owned. 62% of small business training participants 

respond that they achieved their goal over all three 

phases. 10% more CRP II small business training 

participants reported achieving their goal than CRP 

IV participants (67% to 57%).  

Small Business Development trainees greatly valued 

the training they received. 93% of the small business 

training participants that achieved their goal rated 

the training as at least “important” to achieving their 

goal with 62% rating the training “Very Important.” 

On-Job-Training 

61% of on-the-job training participants reported that 

“improving skills to find a better job” was their main goal in participating in the training.  Slightly more 

than half of survey respondents who participated in on-the-job training stated that they achieved their 

goal, though the difference among phases was large. Overall, 51% achieved their goal, with 71% of CRP 

III participants saying that they achieved their goal, 29% of CRP IV respondents and 56% of CRP II 

respondents saying the same.  

Vocational Training 

The evaluation survey provided inconsistent answers from respondents who indicated that they 

received vocational training. In all, 12% of survey respondents indicated that they had received 

vocational training. When asked whether or not they had achieved their goal in taking vocational 

training, 56% overall reported achieving their vocational training goal. However, a majority of only CRP 

IV respondents reported achieving their goal (70%), with 43% of CRP III participants and 29% of CRP II 

participants reporting this result.  

Job Placement Services 

When job placement services are effective, they appear to work very well. 35% of participants said that 

they achieved the goal they had when joining the program; which was to either find a job, or to address 

underemployment. 56 % of the beneficiaries that received a job through CRP’s job placement services 

said that they held the job they obtained for more than 12 months, and 16% said they held their first job 

between six to twelve months. These numbers may understate the service’s success for beneficiaries as 

a portion of CRP IV beneficiaries would have received job placement services less than a year ago.  

                                                           

2 Gallup Iraq Economic Data, 2015 

62%

31%

6%
1%

How Important Was the Training to 
Achieving Your Goal?

Very important

Important

Neither important
nor unimportant

Unimportant

Figure 2: Importance of training to SBD beneficiaries (All Phases). 
Source: CRP FInal Eval. Survey. 



Farmer Training 

The most popular reasons that farmers participated in farmer training were “to increase production on 

your farm” (41%) and “To get equipment or livestock” (31%). Farmer’s rating of the importance of 

training to achieving those goals reflects the goals themselves. 50% of farmer training participants that 

achieved their goals said that the training component of the farmer training service was either 

important (39%) or very important (11%). 

Community Assistance Projects 

CAPs impact was noted in three areas:  

 The benefits of new infrastructure and access to services   

 Improved local governance and changing perceptions of the capacity of local government to 

work in people’s interest  

 Unintended benefits, including reduction of strain on local governments to provide services, 

reduction of the time citizens have to travel for basic services (such as healthcare), and 

improvement in mental and physical health through community recreational facilities   

We surveyed a small number of CAPs participants. CAPs participants who responded to the survey 

indicated that the project in most cases was still operating after the local community took ownership. 

More than half of respondents indicated that the project was at least at 75% capacity.  

When asked if the project built an “active social network among community members who support the 

implementation of community projects” 85% of respondents either somewhat or completely agreed 

that active social networks had been built. However, they were undecided if those networks would last 

into the future. 42% disagreed that the community group they served on would survive the project, 36% 

thought that their group would continue to work in the community, and the rest were unsure. 

Data Collection, Information Management, and Site Visits 

CRP’s data collection and information management teams do an excellent job of collecting current 

information on numerous topics in Iraq, and converting that information into reports that civil society, 

governmental, and international organizations use to plan interventions and improve people’s lives. 

However, the evaluation found that CRP’s information management function could improve in its code 

of conduct, especially as regards interaction with beneficiaries and stakeholders. Particularly, CRP 

should adopt standards that include reciprocity with communities, in the form of reporting findings back 

to survey and interview respondents and ensuring that the purpose and expected results of data 

collection activities are clearly explained.  CRP staff should ensure that site visits, particularly when used 

to demonstrate the projects or businesses’ of successful beneficiaries, are not intrusive and that those 

beneficiaries are adequately compensated if appropriate.   

1.3.3 Design 

CRP’s objective, in essence its mission, is “to contribute to stabilization in Iraq by improving the 

conditions for sustainable economic and social inclusion of vulnerable individuals and communities in 

governorates with significant populations of IDPs and returnees, and through immediate reintegration 

assistance to these two aforementioned population categories.” However, an analysis of its resources 

and capabilities suggests that this objective is not realistically achievable. There are 3.3 million IDPs in 

Iraq. CRP’s phase IV budget, $18 million, translates to $5.54 per potential beneficiary. Counting direct 

and indirect beneficiaries, CRP actually spends approximately $288 per beneficiary. As of CRP IV, CRP 

served a little less than 2% of the IDP population per year. The Program’s limited resources make 

contributing to stabilization through economic development and social inclusion exceedingly unlikely.  

CRP should narrow its mission to ambitious but realistically accomplishable goals given its financial 

resources and its volatile operating environment. It would also force program designers and decision 

makers to make hard decisions about where and how the program should operate, the IOM core 



competencies it should focus on, the risks it should take, and the risks it should avoid. Similarly, CRP’s 

objective and objective level indicators do not support effective design and planning for lower level 

objectives, indicators, and activities. 

1.3.4 Efficiency  

CRP’s management structure is effective at producing the outputs included in CRP’s results matrix. It 

also serves CRP’s, and IOM’s, internal reporting and financial management structure adequately.  

However, the program’s management structure is misaligned to the program’s overall objectives. The 

misalignment of the management structure and focuses staff attention on procedural details rather than 

the program’s mission and strategic purpose.  Also, the program lacks of control over specific business 

processes, which creates bottlenecks and makes impact-focused decision making difficult.  

1.3.5 Relevance 

CRP’s training is very relevant to its objective. Our survey asked successful IA participants how important 

the training they received was to achieving their goal. 

86% rated the training as at least important, and of those 

55% rated the training as very important.  

Less so the IKG, Toolkit, and other package delivery 

initiatives. Our survey asked beneficiaries who reported 

success in achieving their goals and received some form 

of package at the end of the training whether or not the 

package they received was important to achieving their 

goal. 72% rated IKGs, business packages, toolkits, and 

livestock as unimportant or very unimportant to 

achieving their goal. 

1.3.6 Sustainability 

The evaluation found that CRP is sustainable in that beneficiaries that gained skills and employability are 

likely to retain them. CRP facilitated infrastructure and governance networks are durable, but lasting 

into the long-term will require maintenance and continued community and government cooperation, 

both of which are uncertain.  

CRP’s IA and emergency relief programs and services are less sustainable. They will likely cease at the 

end of funding. One reason is that CRP phases II, III, and IV implemented directly rather than working 

through Iraqi partners.  

1.4 Evaluation Questions and Recommendations 
The evaluation concludes with a response to the specific evaluation questions that IOM included in ISG’s 

terms of reference. Following the responses to those questions we make the following 

recommendations: 

Refine Highest Level Objectives and Improve Objective Indicators 

CRP should refine its highest level objectives and indicators to ensure that the Program’s planned impact 

remains ambitious, but is also in line with its resources, is achievable, and is well defined. Objectives like 

“increase economic development,” or, “reduced unemployment rate,” could be made more specific and 

serve as a guide for improved strategic management. Objectives such as Increasing total wealth or 

disposable income of beneficiaries is more achievable, specific, and measurable and would be just as 

valuable to improving the lives of the target population. Other indicators such as increasing Small 

Business Development participants’ income to $350 should be checked against reality. Re-evaluating the 

program’s purpose and improving indicators will allow for a redesign of activities that emphasize IOM’s 

strengths and achieve more lasting and meaningful results.  

86%

8%6%

Importance of Training - All 
Three Phases 

Important/Ver
y Important

Neither

Unimportant/V
ery
Unimportant

Figure 3: Importance of training, all three phases. – 
Source: CRP FInal Evaluation Survey 



Redesign CRP’s Management Structure 

CRP should restructure its management to clarify reporting lines, allow for greater decision making 

authority in the field, and free up top level managers for strategic management. The evaluation team 

recommends a hybrid structure that matches functional expertise with geographic departments.  

Redesign the In-Kind Grant/Toolkit component of the program 

The idea behind granting recently trained beneficiaries the assets they need to implement what they’ve 

learned is a good one. However, the execution of the idea is troubled and possibly beyond CRP’s 

capacity in its current form. CRP might achieve the intended result through cash grants matched with 

procurement advice or building local businesses that supply tools and other business items. The 

reduction in procurement and delivery infrastructure would free up resources for more impactful 

initiatives. 

Implement services through Iraqi partners 

CRP began in a turbulent environment. However since its inception, many of CRP’s areas of operation 

have become more stable and local organizations have begun to flourish. CRP could improve its 

sustainability by identifying these organizations and implementing services through them. Implementing 

through partners would increase local capacity and increase sustainability of programs and services.  

  



2 Introduction 
The International Organization for Migration (IOM) has provided a wide range of humanitarian and 

development services in Iraq since 2003. These services have improved the lives of over a million people 

and range from serving short-term, immediate needs to long-term planning and capacity building.  

The Community Revitalization Program (CRP) is funded by the U.S. Department of State, Bureau of 

Population, Refugees, and Migration. IOM has implemented the program since 2007, then titled the 

Program for Human Stability and Securitization (PHSS). Under IOM’s stewardship, the project has 

evolved from PHSS through four phases of CRP (Phases I, II, III, and IV). This evaluation covers CRP 

phases II, III, and IV. 

CRP’s top level goal is “To contribute to ongoing stabilization in Iraq.” The Program contributes to 

stabilization by promoting the socio-economic inclusion of vulnerable groups. It specifically “focuses on 

the implementation of livelihood projects, rehabilitation of shared economic and social infrastructure, 

and capacity building of local stakeholders and governmental authorities.” It also provides emergency 

relief services for Internally Displaced People (IDPs) and Iraqi refugees returning to Iraq (Returnees).  

CRP specifically works through five major project components: 

1. Individual Livelihood Assistance: Focuses on improving the economic status of vulnerable 

individuals and communities. 

2. Community Assistance Projects: Aims at addressing the lack of basic services and infrastructure 

as a means of improving economic and social quality of life. 

3. Direct Assistance to Iraqi Returnees and Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs): Targets the 

immediate needs of vulnerable groups in Iraq.  

4. Humanitarian Information Coordination: Collects and processes information through Rapid 

Assessment and Response Teams (RARTs) to support other program components and monitor 

the needs produced by new crises. 

5. Capacity Building and Networking: Focuses on ensuring that local capacity is built to solve 

problems and implement community stability initiatives after CRP is completed.  

The CRP is centred on collaboration and integration. The program brings together government, 

community leaders, disempowered members of the population, and displaced peoples to identify and 

address community challenges. The CRP’s methodology aims to provide both solutions to specific 

challenges and in the process of providing solutions, build local capacity to overcome future obstacles to 

community stability. 

2.1 Purpose of the Assignment  

IOM selected International Solutions Group (ISG) to perform a socio-economic impact evaluation. The 

purpose of the evaluation was “to analyse the impact the Community Revitalization Program (phases II, 

III, and IV) had on the beneficiaries and communities where it was implemented, as well as document 

recommendations that support further phases of the CRP.” The evaluation covers the project’s design, 

implementation, and management. Specifically, it examines:  

• Impact results: The lasting, long-term results that each phase of the CRP produced.   

• Effectiveness: The degree to which the Program’s management and decision making structure 

supported the implementation of the Program’s design and intended outcomes and objectives.   

• Efficiency: The sufficiency and appropriateness of the Program’s resources given the Program’s 

expected results and the management, and the stewardship of those resources. 

• Coverage: The ability of CRP to include vulnerable groups and other intended beneficiaries.  



• Relevance: The extent to which each phase of CRP served the priorities of the target group, 

implemented activities aimed at achieving those objectives, coordinated with the programs of 

government and other NGOs, and remained within the larger IOM mandate.  

• Design: The contribution of the Program’s initial logical framework design to ensuring a 

structure that achieved intended objectives and outcomes, appropriate inputs for the project, 

and provided mechanisms for management decisions leading to course corrections if required.   

This evaluation documents lessons learned and best practices that CRP leaders may use to design and 

manage current and future phases of CRP and similar programs.  These leaders include IOM managers, 

donors, government counterparts, beneficiaries, and other project implementers.  

  



3 Methodology 
ISG used a three-phased participatory methodology in conducting this evaluation. The methodology 

started with evaluating the overall program’s Theory of Change and the results framework for each of 

the CRP’s phases to discover causal linkages and the outputs the project aimed for and achieved. Then, 

ISG worked with CRP staff and key stakeholders to develop data collection tools, including a survey 

(Annex B), interview guide (Annex C), and focus group guide (Annex D). Following the development of 

the tools, ISG, with crucial CRP assistance, collected data and information. In the final phase, the 

evaluation team conducted in-depth analysis, prepared the evaluation report, collected and 

incorporated feedback from CRP and IOM’s monitoring and evaluation staff, and finalized the 

evaluation. In this section, the specifics of major evaluation activities are discussed.  

3.1 Desk Review 

ISG undertook an extensive document review to develop data collection tools and assess project 

performance according to the results framework included in the project’s grant agreement. Reviewed 

documents for each phase included the grant agreement between the US Government and IOM, the 

results framework that IOM committed to as part of its project documentation, IOMs quarterly and final 

project reports for each CRP phase, the internal monitoring documents, case studies, and marketing 

documents that the Program produced. The evaluation team also reviewed external documents on 

Iraq’s security, industry, and political economy. A complete list of documents reviewed as part of the 

evaluation is included as Annex A.   

The sources of information on project performance relative to results frameworks came from IOM’s 

internal documentation. Where possible, the evaluation team compared and calculated results in 

multiple monitoring mechanisms to ensure consistency. IOM’s beneficiary data revealed results against 

targets such as the demographic information about beneficiaries, number of beneficiaries served, 

number of trainings and meetings held, number of assessments conducted and other output indicators.  

The evaluation team accepted IOM’s internal documentation as accurate and truthful.   

3.2 Survey 

ISG conducted a survey of current and former IOM beneficiaries. Respondents answered an average of 

11 questions that required either multiple choice, Likert scale, or yes/no responses. The survey also 

included several open ended response questions to give respondents an opportunity to provide answers 

not included among multiple choice options, or to voice other ideas or concerns. 

The survey was conducted through an Interactive Voice Response technology managed by Voto Mobile, 

a Ghana based data collection firm and social enterprise. Through Interactive Voice Response 

technology, a recorded voice asked each question and respondents gave answers using the keypad on 

their cellular phone3.   

ISG conducted a participatory survey design process. The aim of the process was to make sure that 

questions and potential responses would produce information that IOM and its stakeholders would find 

useful and actionable.  The evaluation team created an initial draft of questions and multiple choice 

options that were derived from information gleaned during the document review and staff interviews.  

ISG and IOM staff worked together to refine questions and multiple choice answers during the 

evaluation’s inception meeting on 1 May 2016. Following that meeting, the survey was redesigned and 

translated into Arabic and Kurdish. IOM staff checked the translations to make sure that the survey’s 

terms were the same as the terms IOM commonly used in their work, and that answer options used 
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common language and would be easily understandable to survey respondents. The evaluation team 

submitted final drafts of the survey to IOM for approval. 

After the final survey questions were complete, two survey scripts were created. The first script was the 

draft submitted to IOM. The second script rephrased the first script’s Likert scale and Yes/No questions 

to minimize primacy and recency response bias. The rephrasing took the form of reversing the order of 

response options. For example, if a script “A” question asked respondents to rate the importance of a 

training, with one representing “very important” and five representing “very unimportant,” the script 

“B” reversed the order, assigning one “very unimportant” and five “very important.” Similarly, script “A” 

Yes/No questions became No/Yes questions in script “B.” A respondent that received the script “B” 

survey received all Likert scale and Yes/No questions in the reverse order of the “A” script.    

3.2.1 Sampling 

The evaluation team conducted two surveys; one for individual assistance (IA) beneficiaries and one for 

a limited number of Community Assistance Project (CAPs) decision makers.  

The population for the individual assistance survey was individuals that received training, services, or in-

kind grant assistance at any point during CRP phases II, III, and IV, and for which IOM could provide 

unique contact information. Of a total 9,677 individual CRP II, III, and IV direct beneficiaries, IOM 

provided ISG with 8,469 

complete and unique phone 

numbers that made up the 

population of the survey. The 

8,469 potential respondents 

comprise 2,601 from CRP II, 

3,189 from CRP III, and 2,989 

from CRP IV.  

The Interactive Voice Response system dialled phone numbers from the total population list aiming to 

hit a statistically representative number of completed surveys. The evaluation team chose this method 

rather than choosing a random sample in order to have the greatest chance of achieving the largest 

number of completed surveys possible. Given the survey’s population, to achieve a 95% level of 

confidence and a 5% margin of error, stratified for each CRP phase, the following number of surveys 

were projected: 

 Overall – 1,300 

 CRP II – 335 

 CRP III – 343 

 CRP IV – 341 

Ordinarily, when conducting an Interactive Voice Response survey in a new market, Voto Mobile 

requires a number of contacts that equals ten times the number of desired completed surveys. The 

survey’s data frame contained a more than sufficient number of contacts to meet the desired 

specifications for the overall population, but not enough to guarantee statistical strength at the phase 

level. Hence, the following were achieved: 

 Overall – 672: 99% confidence level, 5% margin of error 

 CRP II – 187: 95% confidence level, 7% margin of error 

 CRP III – 214: 95% confidence level, 6.5% margin of error 

 CRP IV – 270: 95% confidence level, 5.75% margin of error 

Table 1: Surveys completed by phase 

Phase # of completed surveys for 95% 
Level of Confidence and 5% 
Margin of Error 

Number Achieved 

All Phases 369 672 

CRP II 335 187 

CRP III 343 214 

CRP IV 341 270 



For the survey of CAPs decision makers, IOM had contact information for 292 beneficiaries that 

participated on management teams or in other decision-maker groups. The purpose of this survey was 

to gather as many opinions as possible for IOM’s consideration. Twenty-seven respondents completed 

this survey.  

Table 2: Profile of Individual Assistance Survey Respondents 

Location Service4 Gender Ethnicity Type 

 4% Anbar  

 4% Babylon  

 20% Baghdad  

 11% Basrah  

 2% Dahuk  

 13% Diyala  

 3% Erbil  

 13% Kirkuk  

 11% Missan  

 4% Ninawa  

 9% 
Sulaymaniyah  

 5% Thi-Qar  
 

 304 Small 
Business 

 44 On-Job-
Training 

 76 Vocational 
Training 

 29 Farmer 
Training 

 146 Job 
Placement 
Program  

 167 
Female 

 504 
Male 

 543 Arab 

 3 Assyrian 

 4 Chaldean 

 41 Kurd 

 4 Sahabak 

 32 
Turkmen 

 234 Host 
Community 
Members 

 312 IDPs 

 128 
Returnees 

 

  

                                                           

4 Used the type of training the respondent reported rather than what was listed in their IOM profile. Reported 
service was frequently different from that recorded in IOM’s data.  
 



3.3 Qualitative Data Collection 

ISG carried out qualitative data collection in the form of interviews and focus groups to add context and 

depth to the information gathered through the survey. We conducted the qualitative data collection in 

three governorates; Erbil, Baghdad, and Missan.  

3.3.1 Governorate Selection 

The evaluation team recommended the Erbil, Baghdad, and Missan governorates for qualitative data 

collection. The following factors were assessed in making this recommendation:  

 Phase participation and Number of Beneficiaries: Erbil, Baghdad, and Missan are among the 

seven governorates that participated in all three CRP phases that the evaluation covered.  Erbil, 

Baghdad, and Missan contributed a significant and consistent portion of each phase’s 

beneficiaries (see chart). The three 

governorates comprise 36.42% of CRP 

livelihood beneficiaries over the three 

phases. They also account for 40% of CRP’s 

Community Assistance Projects.  

 Geographic Coverage: The three 

governorates represent the south, central, 

and north regions of Iraq. 

 IDPs and Population Density: Of the three 

governorates, Erbil has had the highest 

number of IDPs (over 250,000) while 

Baghdad has had a relatively moderate 

number (100,000 – 250,000), and Missan has 

had relatively few (less than 10,000)5. 

Additionally, Erbil and Baghdad contain urban environments, whereas Missan is more rural. The 

differences in population and density may provide rich comparisons and findings in the 

evaluation.  

 Security: Relatively speaking, the three selected provinces were thought to provide a secure 

environment for data collection. Though areas of Baghdad presented concerns, concerns that 

were realized as explosives were detonated near qualitative data collection sites, IOM and ISG 

had the means to arrange interviews and focus groups in all three governorates.  

 Timeframe and Budget: Data collection activities in the three recommended governorates fit 

reasonably with the evaluation’s budget and timeframe.  

3.3.2 Key Informant Interviews 

ISG conducted 61 Key Informant Interviews in the three governorates.  47 interviews were carried out 

with Individual Assistance beneficiaries, CAPs beneficiaries, and with CRP field staff. The remaining 

interviews were with the CRP Project Management Team, IOM administrative staff, Iraqi Government 

Officials and U.S. State Department Officials.   

Interviews asked surveys for information in 3 general areas: 

 Respondent background – to understand common narratives around participating in CRP. The 

evaluation also captured beneficiaries understanding of why IOM was conducting the program 

and why the beneficiary’s community was chosen for participation.   

 Individual experience – to capture beneficiaries’ experience with the process, services, and 

products offered through CRP. This section also captured beneficiaries’ ideas about success and 
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the factors that facilitated or obstructed success. This section also asked if beneficiaries would 

change anything about the project or if they had any concerns or compliments to pass on to 

IOM.  

 Impact – These questions asked beneficiaries about the most significant change that they 

experienced as a result of the program, as well as positive or negative consequences of 

participating in the program.  

The evaluation team also interviewed CRP management and staff. Interviews with higher level CRP 

management asked general questions about the projects strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and 

challenges. They also asked staff what they would most like to see addressed through this evaluation. 

Field staff interviews were more structured, asking specific questions about the motivation of staff and 

the beneficiaries they serve, the efficiency and effectiveness of management. 

3.3.3 Focus Group Discussions 

ISG conducted 11 focus group discussions. Focus groups included IA beneficiaries, CAPs project 

participants, and government officials. The purpose of the focus groups was to capture the opinions of 

different types of CRP participants to similar sets of questions. The questions covered the following 

areas: 

 The appropriateness of CRPs beneficiary selection 

 The experience of working with CRP staff, processes, and programs 

 The program’s strengths and weaknesses 

 Beneficiaries’ perception of how well CRP cooperated with NGOs, community groups, 

government agencies, and other organizations with similar missions 

 The aspects of the program that stakeholders found most and least effective 

3.4 Methodological Weaknesses 

The evaluation methodology had several weaknesses that readers should consider when reviewing this 

reports findings and conclusions.  

 Data collection did not include people who had applied for, and were rejected, for CRP’s 

services. 

 The evaluation did not survey beneficiaries for whom CRP did not have contact information. 

 The evaluation team could not conduct focus groups or interviews in areas that were considered 

insecure or where there was a high likelihood of violence, such as Anbar. 

 The respondents to the survey and other data collection tools do not match the demographics 

of CRP’s overall beneficiary population, so results may over or underrepresent certain groups. 

 Respondents from CRP II (2012-2013) may not have thought about the project for up to four 

years, limiting their ability to remember their experience with the project accurately.  

 Interviewees and Focus Group participants were selected using a convenience sampling 

strategy, meaning that they may have been more likely to express a favourable view of the 

project and its accomplishments. 

 Potential respondents unfamiliar with automated surveys, unskilled using mobile phones, or 

otherwise averse to phone-based surveys, such as the elderly or certain rural populations, may 

have opted not to participate in the evaluation survey, which would bias the survey’s results.  

  



4 Results 

4.1 Effectiveness 

The evaluation team considered CRP’s effectiveness by comparing each phase’s planned targets for 

objectives and outputs, defined in its results framework and work plan, to the targets it achieved as 

described in its reporting and monitoring system.  Where CRP failed to achieve objectives and outputs, 

the evaluation team explored documentation and management decisions to assess whether 

management structures allowed for flexibility in Iraq’s frequently unpredictable environment and if 

course adjustments were the result of reasoned decisions based in evidence6.  

The evaluation team found that CRP is extremely effective in achieving the targets that it plans for in its 

work plans and results matrices. It often exceeds its most important indicators; the number of 

beneficiaries served either livelihood programs or emergency services. Through document reviews, 

interviews and focus groups, the evaluation team discovered that these outputs are often of high 

quality. Beneficiaries of training services frequently stated that they were surprised at the 

professionalism of training staff and the quality of training content. The one area that fell under 

consistent criticism was CRP’s In-Kind Grant and Toolkit initiatives, discussed in greater detail in other 

sections of this document. CAPs participants praised the professionalism of the CAPs management and 

field staff, particularly pointing to their honesty, reliability, and transparency.  

The evaluation team made the following findings regarding effectiveness as it relates to CRP’s output 

indicators: 

4.1.1 CRP II Results7 

Objective 1: Continued contribution and expansion of the CRP program across Iraq 

All objective 1 targets were met except for the establishment of a technical consultative board in Diyala, 

which was prevented due to instability.  

Objective 2: Increased socio-economic inclusion and improved livelihood support 

CRP II targeted 2,500 beneficiaries for individual assistance and served and actually served 2,852 

beneficiaries. The program targeted 180 job placement beneficiaries and served 153. It sought to 

distribute 1,593 in-kind grants and exceeded that target, distributing 1,635. It also slightly missed its 

target of 319 vocational training beneficiaries, delivering training to 306. CRP II essentially met its target 

for farmer training (training 429 of a targeted 430).  

Objective 3: Increased awareness, skills and the capacity of IOM staff, civil society, government 

structures, humanitarian actors and other key stakeholders in the identification and response to 

socio-economic needs of the most vulnerable individuals and communities 

CRP II met all targets under this objective.  

Objective 4: Improved governance and control of the CRP program within IOM Iraq and amongst 

key stakeholders to ensure results-based management 

CRP II met most targets under this objective. Notably, it greatly exceeded three targets:  

 Number of individual assessments - targeting 2,500 and producing 3,750;  

 Governorate Assessment Feedback Reports Developed and Disseminated - targeting 108 and 

producing 120;  

                                                           

6 A list of documentation that CRP provided to support results is included as Annex A.  
7 Unlike phases III and IV, CRP II lacked a results matrix and endorsed work plan. The targets in this section were 
taken from CRP II’s final report.  
 



 Location Assessments and Economic Mapping Exercises conducted - targeting 36, producing 51.  

The phase fell short with “External information requests responded to” achieving only 17 of the 36 it 

committed to, and produced 20 rapid emergency assessments completed as opposed to the 24 it sought 

to produce.  

Objective 5: Increased immediate relief assistance to Iraqi Returnees and IDPs. 

CRP II produced 6 training and technical assistance sessions, while it only committed to 2 in its workplan. 

Other targets were achieved.  

Objective 6: Improved governance and control of the CRP program within IOM Iraq and amongst 

key stakeholders to ensure results-based management 

CRP II exceeded targets in: 

 Joint key stakeholder and strategic partnership meetings – targeting 1 and achieving 3 

 Complete M&E site visits – targeting 5 and producing 11 

 M&E trainings – targeting 3 and producing 4 

 It fell short in RART individual follow ups, completing only 511 rather than 750. CRP II met other targets 

under this objective.  

Objective 7: Increased immediate relief assistance to Iraqi Returnees and IDPs 

During CRP II, Iraq was rife with crisis and the CRP team responded exceptionally. Targets set in the work 

plan overwhelmingly exceeded. Impressive results include: 

 Distributing 5,067 non-food item kits,  

 Providing transportation for 45,707 returnees, and, 

 Collecting complete profiles of 43,110 returnees.  

4.1.2 CRP III Results 

Objective 1: Continued contribution and expansion of the CRP program across Iraq 

CRP III produced the training for Technical Consultative Boards (TCBs) that it committed to under this 

objective.  

Objective 2: Increased socio-economic inclusion and improved livelihood support 

Under this objective, CRP III exceeded targets in the following indicators: 

 Individuals profiled and served – targeting 3,200 and achieving 7,379 profiled and 3,569 served.  

 Business development centers established – targeting 3 and establishing 6 

CRP III met its other goals under this objective in the areas of psycho-social training, external referral 

systems established, developing a curriculum for training trainers in migration health and rights, and 

establishing psycho social report groups in CRP III governorates. 

Under this objective CRP III fell short in two areas: 

 In-Kind Grants – targeting 3200 and delivering 2915, a shortfall of 9%.  

 CAPs projects completed – targeting 44 and completing 38  



Objective 3: Increased awareness, skills and the capacity of IOM staff, civil society, government 

structures, humanitarian actors and other key stakeholders in the identification and response to 

socio-economic needs of the most vulnerable individuals and communities 

CRP III committed to profiling 11 governorates under this objective and exceeded that target by 

producing 15. It also established an analysis and research team, a Displaced Tracking Matrix analysis 

team, and an information management team8.  

It fell short in conducting thematic assessments, producing two instead of the targeted 4. IOM missed 

the target because of a deteriorated security situation in two of the geographic areas targeted for 

research.  

Objective 4: Improved governance and control of the CRP program within IOM Iraq and amongst 

key stakeholders to ensure results-based management 

This objective was related to researching and assessing governorates, community services, and 

individuals. CRP met the objectives under this component, establishing research infrastructure and 

conducting agreed upon assessments, research, and mapping exercises. 

CRP III exceeded its target in number of individuals assessed – targeting 2,300 and assessing 8,225.    

Objective 5: Increased immediate relief assistance to Iraqi Returnees and IDPs. 

CRP III met all targets under this objective. 

Objective 6: Improved governance and control of the CRP program within IOM Iraq and amongst 

key stakeholders to ensure results-based management 

This objective involved complying with targets intended to build the monitoring, evaluation, and 

learning strategy of the project. CRP achieved targets, performing 18 M&E visits to hub offices, 22 M&E 

team (MET) visits to 11 governorates, facilitating a lessons learned workshop and 2 key stakeholder 

M&E meetings.  

Objective 7: Increased immediate relief assistance to Iraqi Returnees and IDPs 

Objective 7 details the humanitarian relief component of the CRP program. CRP III excelled at these 

activities, significantly overshooting outcome targets. Aiming to deliver 7,500 non-food item kits to 

vulnerable returnees and internally displaced people, CRP III actually delivered 9,071.  

The one shortfall was in health and rights of migrants’ awareness sessions. CRP III aimed to hold 4, but 

could complete only 3 due to violence in Mosul.  

4.1.3 CRP IV Results 

Objective 1: Continued contribution and expansion of the CRP program across Iraq 

CRP IV met all targets under objective one except for “Number of Technical Consultative Board’s 

trained.” The target was to train 11 Technical Consultative Boards and CRP IV completed 9 trainings.  

Objective 2: Increased socio-economic inclusion and improved livelihood support 

Under objective two CRP IV exceeded the following targets related to beneficiaries for livelihoods 

services: 

 Livelihoods beneficiaries selected, profiled and assessed – targeting 1,800 and achieving 3,099 

 Beneficiaries receiving livelihoods services – targeting 2180 and achieving 3,099 

CRP IV fell short in the delivery of In-Kind Grants and toolkits, targeting 2071 and delivering 1,741. 

During CRP V, 761 of those kits that were due under CRP IV were transferred for delivery. The design 
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and management of CRP’s In-Kind Grant and toolkit initiative is discussed further in the Impact, 

Relevance, Design and concluding section of this assessment. 

CRP IV met all other targets under this objective.  

Objective 3: Increased awareness, skills and the capacity of IOM staff, civil society, government 

structures, humanitarian actors and other key stakeholders in the identification and response to 

socio-economic needs of the most vulnerable individuals and communities 

CRP IV met all targets under this objective, including establishing fully operational RART teams in 11 

governorates, completing 44 community mapping assessments, completing thematic and governorate 

assessments, and producing 6 rounds of the Displacement Tracking Matrix.  

Objective 4: Improved governance and control of the CRP program within IOM Iraq and amongst 

key stakeholders to ensure results-based management 

CRP IV met all targets under this objective, which involved the collection and distribution of 

humanitarian information for the purpose of emergency response.  

Objective 5: Increased immediate relief assistance to Iraqi Returnees and IDPs. 

CRP IV’s year was characterized by larger than predicted humanitarian emergencies. CRP IV stepped up 

to the challenge and exceeded the targets it had set for itself under this objective. It planned to profile 

3,500 families and distribute non-food item (NFI) kits to them. It actually served 5,840 families.  

The one target it missed under this objective was “11 information awareness sessions delivered to Iraqi 

returnees and IDPs on legal, health and related issues,” actually delivering only 9 due to instability in 

two IDP populated areas.   

Objective 6: 6. Increased awareness, skills and capacity of IOM staff, civil society, government 

structures, humanitarian actors and other key stakeholders in identifying and responding to the 

socio-economic needs of the most vulnerable individuals and communitiesprogram 

CRP IV met targets under this objective, which aimed at stakeholder management and capacity building.  

Objective 7: Improved governance and control of the CRP program within IOM Iraq and amongst 

key stakeholders to ensure results-based management 

CRP IV met most targets under this objective. The objective was a check on CRP’s internal processes, 

ensuring that monitoring and evaluation was sufficient and that information was distributed to staff and 

stakeholders. CRP completed 1,151 surveys of beneficiaries, and 138 monitoring and assessment visits 

to field offices.  

CRP did not complete a mid-term review to assess projects and hence did not produce the mid-term 

report. It also committed to an end of project evaluation, which this document represents.  

4.1.4 Cost Effectiveness 

CRP uses its resources effectively, given the volatility of Iraq and the complexity of the outcomes it 

hopes to achieve.  

Calculated using CRP IV data, the program spends approximately $288 per beneficiary in its current 

form. That number includes all direct and indirect beneficiaries.  

In terms of direct programmatic costs, CAPs claims the largest number of beneficiaries at the smallest 

cost. Assuming approximately $40,000 per CAPs project plus another $20,000 for staff and 

administrative expenses, CAPs projects cost approximately $59 per beneficiary.  

Humanitarian intervention, primarily the distribution of NFI kits, served 17,500 individuals in CRP IV, 

making the current cost per beneficiary approximately $94.  



Individual assistance is the most expensive on a per beneficiary basis. IA benefited around 9,000 

individuals directly or indirectly at a budgeted cost of approximately $4,977,520 or $553 per beneficiary.  

4.2 Impact 

Given the volatile circumstances under which CRP is implemented, the high number of variables internal 

and external to CRP that constrain the magnitude of outcomes, and the fact that the data largely reflects 

individual perceptions of longer-term impact, it is very difficult to map any causality between impact 

and project activities. That said, enough information is available from analysis of IOM and external data 

collected in support of this evaluation to permit robust analysis.   

4.2.1 Individual Assistance – Objective Level Indicators 

 

CRP participants are more optimistic that Iraqis in 

general about the economy of the city they live in. 

As a proxy measure of the degree to which CRP 

has improved the economy of the communities in 

which it operated, the evaluation’s survey 

respondents were asked to rate the degree to 

which it was easier or harder to earn a living in 

Iraq that it was five years ago. 43% of Survey 

respondents indicated that they felt it was easier 

to earn a living, and 38% indicated that it was 

harder or much harder. 19% chose “neither easier 

nor harder.” In comparison, when asked whether 

“economic conditions in the city or area where 

you live, as a whole are getting better or getting 

worse,” 37% of Iraqi’s in general say that 

economic conditions are getting better, while 54% 

responded that conditions were getting worse9.  

This comparison indicates that CRP’s 

beneficiaries, drawn from low-income, vulnerable 

communities, have a more optimistic perception 

of the Iraqi economy than the population as a 

whole. While the questions are different, both 

serve as an indicator of optimism about the 

future. The questions are similar in that, neither 

question allowed respondents to review 

economic or personal income data, and, in 

essence, both ask about respondents’ intuition 

regarding whether their ability to earn a living was 

on an upward or downward trajectory. In this 

sense, the difference in responses seems to indicate that CRP participants have more optimism about 
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Objective Level Indicator 

Increased local economic development as it relates to socio-economic inclusion interventions 

delivered by IOM 
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their economic future than the population at large. This comparison indicates that CRP’s interventions 

create economic development for the program’s beneficiary population    

When disaggregated by phase, CRP III participants were the most optimistic, with 47% responding that it 

was easier to earn a living, and 34% indicating that it was harder. 42% of CRP II participants said it was 

harder to earn a living now than five years ago. 40% of CRP IV respondents reported that it was easier or 

much easier.  

Considering the difficult circumstances under which CRP operates, the program greatly improved the 

employment situation for an exceptional number of its beneficiaries. However, as with the economic 

development indicator, it is very difficult to 

know whether the unemployment rate 

decreased in CRP communities, and if it did, 

whether or not CRP’s activities lead to a 

reduction in unemployment.  

When considering whether CRP was 

successful in reducing the unemployment 

rate, it’s useful to consider that Iraq has 

relatively low unemployment. Gallup 

estimates real unemployment in Iraq, 

which Gallup calculates as the number of 

people on a payroll relative to the 

population, at around 14%10.  Compare that 

to Jordan, where the unemployment rate is 

between 20-29%, in Kuwait (40-49%), and 

in the United Arab Emirates (over 50%11). 

Using the same formula, Gallup calculates U.S. unemployment at 9.7%. As the unemployment drops, the 

people still left without jobs, the increasingly more difficult cases, will seek services from programs like 

CRP. Thus the beneficiaries that CRP serves are people for whom it is very difficult to find employment 

because they are displaced, vulnerable, unskilled, or have some other disadvantage in their local labour 

market.  

CRP offered three services that improved people’s skills and employability; job placement, vocational 

training, and on-the-job training. 65% of survey respondents who participated in one of these programs 

indicated that they participated in order to find a new or better job. Of those, 40% reported that they 

were successful in finding a job. That number goes up to 52% when one considers participants in on-job-

training and vocational training but excludes job placement services.  

 

                                                           

10 Gallup 2015 Iraq Polling Data 
11 http://www.gallup.com/poll/145487/Gallup-Global-Employment-Tracking.aspx#employed_tab 
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Unemployment rate in selected communities decreased 
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4.2.2 Individual Assistance – Component Results 

Small Business Development 

Key Indicators12 Target Estimated 
Result13 

% of the In-Kind Grant (IKG) beneficiaries that have 
operational businesses 

30% 32% 

% of the IKG beneficiaries that have access to monthly average 
income/profit (min. USD350) 

30% have 
access to $350 

8% 

% of the beneficiaries referred to micro-credit institutions that 
reported successfully accessing revolving credit 

10% Not measured 

Table 4: Small Business Development Key Indicators 

The evaluation survey included questions for CRP beneficiaries who participated in small business 

development training.  

32% of respondents who received IKGs across all three phases still had businesses that were up and 

running, exceeding CRP’s goal on that indicator. 

Our survey estimates that 8% of IKG beneficiaries met IOM’s target of $350 monthly income as opposed 

to the 30% that CRP targeted. We believe there are several explanations for this estimate. First, as is the 

case with all surveys that inquire about personal income, there is a strong incentive to under report 

income. Secondly, the evaluation team notes that in 2015, GDP per capita in Iraq was $4,630, or 

approximately $385/month14. Several SBD 

beneficiaries that we interviewed indicated that 

before participating in CRP they were on the verge of 

destitution. The evaluation team believes that it was 

unrealistic, in planning CRP, to set a target for SBD 

beneficiaries at 90% of GDP per Capita. The 

evaluators also note that GDP per Capita, PPP for 

Iraq is $14,98515 , indicating that Iraq’s low cost of 

living makes the new income beneficiaries earn from 

SBD activities more valuable than CRP may 

appreciate.  

When asked why they chose to attend business 

development training, 58% reported that they 

wanted to start a new business, with 18% attending 

to learn how to maintain a business that they already 

owned. Those percentages approximately hold for all 

three CRP phases.  

62% of small business training participants respond 

that they achieved their goal over all three phases. 10% more CRP II small business training participants 

reported achieving their goal than CRP IV participants (67% to 57%). The difference may be explained by 

a delay in business support packages. As described in the result section, CRP IV missed its target for IKG 

delivery. A large number of IKGs, including those to small business development beneficiaries, were not 

delivered until CRP V. This delay is also reflected in our survey. 47% of CRP IV SBD beneficiaries that 

                                                           

12 From CRP IV Endorsed Results Matrix 
13 See Methodology section for notes on the strength of results 
14 World Bank Iraq Economic Data, GDP/Capita 
15 World Bank, Iraq GDP/Capital, PPP 

Why did you attend small business training? 

            CRP  IV CRP III CRP II 

Start a new 
business 

54.62% 59.80% 59.55% 

Maintain a 
current 

business 

17.65% 18.63% 16.85% 

Expand a 
current 

business 

7.56% 12.75% 8.99% 

Re-start a 
business that 

closed 

8.40% 4.90% 8.99% 

To get the 
promised In-

Kind Grant 

11.76% 3.92% 5.62% 

Table 5: Small business development training by phase 

 

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD?locations=IQ
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.PP.CD?locations=IQ


responded to our survey did not receive a business package, as opposed to 31% in CRP III and 34% in 

CRP II. As described below, nearly 12% of CRP IV participants attended SBD training to receive a business 

package. Not receiving a package would have meant not achieving their goal.  

93% of the small business training participants that achieved their goal rated the training as at least 

“important” to achieving their goal with 62% rating the training “very important.” The training was most 

important to CRP IV participants, 69% who 

rated the training “very Important,” and it was 

least important to CRP II participants, 54% of 

whom chose “very important.” Still, across all 

three phases at least 89% of goal achievers 

stated that the training was important to 

achieving success.  

62% of survey respondents that achieved their 

goal said that they also received an in-kind 

grant or business package as part of their 

training. 79% rated the grant or package as at 

least “unimportant” to achieving their business 

goal with 49% rating it as “very unimportant.” 

CRP III participants were most satisfied with 

their grant or package with 18% rating it at 

least “important, while CRP IV participants 

were the least satisfied with only 11% rating it “important,” or “very important.” 

Overall, 51% of business training participants who had achieved their goal reported that their business 

was still running. CRP III participants were the most likely to still have their business running (64%), 

while 37% of CRP II recipients reported that their business was still in operation. 50% of CRP IV 

recipients reported that their business was still running. As CRP IV closed more recently, it should have 

had a higher percentage of businesses still running, though the delay in delivery of IKGs may have had 

an impact on sustained operations.  

Of the 38% that did not achieve the goal they set when choosing to participate in small business 

training, 37% reported that the training was not appropriate for their business, and 32% said that the 

business package that they received was not useful for their business. An additional 20% pointed to 

factors outside of CRP’s control preventing them from achieving their goal. 

  

Figure 7: Importance of training to Small Business Development Beneficiaries 
that achieved their goal (All Phases). Source: CRP Evaluation Survey 2016 



On-Job-Training 

Key Indicators16 Target Estimated Result17 

% of beneficiaries trained in basic skills that reported the training 
beneficial in that they acquired skills which allowed for increased 
income generation 

80% 47% 

% beneficiaries that reported an increase in gaining income through 
employment 

60% 51% 

Table 6: On-Job-Training Key Indicators 

The evaluation team asked survey respondents about their goal in participating in on-job-training and 

whether or not they achieved their goal. For those that achieved their goal, the survey asked how 

important the training component of CRP’s services was to their achievement.  

61% of on-the-job training participants reported that “improving skills to find a better job” was their 

main goal in participating in the training.  11% reporting that new skills would allow them to earn more 

money at their current job, and 20% reported that they participated in on-the-job training with a vision 

toward starting their own business.  

Slightly less than half of survey respondents who participated in on-the-job training stated that they 

achieved their goal in participating in the training, though the difference among phases was large. 

Overall, 51% achieved their goal, with 71% of CRP III participants saying that they achieved their goal, 

29% of CRP IV respondents and 56% of CRP II respondents 

saying the same.  

The training itself was crucial to those that achieved their 

goal. Overall, 92% rated the training at least “important” 

to achieving the goal. On the high end, 100% of survey 

respondents that participated in CRP III rated the training 

as at least important, while 83% of CRP IV respondents 

rated the training important or very important. The other 

respondents were neutral on whether the training was 

important to achieving the goal.  

As “finding a new job” was a major reason that people 

participated in the training, it is unsurprising that 61% of 

successful on-the-job training participants stayed at the 

job they had during the training for less than one month 

after the training was complete. 29% reported that they 

remained at the job from one to six months. CRP IV respondents reported 72% at the job less than one 

month and 17% one to six months. CRP II and III participants stayed in their jobs slightly longer with 53% 

and 57% respectively reporting remaining in their job less than one month and 35% and 36% in their job 

one to six months.  

Overall 10% reported that they kept their job for six months to over 12 months.  

64% of survey respondents that achieved their on-the-job training goal received a toolkit after 

completing the training. Overall, 41% considered the toolkit at least “important to achieving their goal, 

and 47% considered the toolkit either “unimportant” or “very unimportant.” The toolkit was most useful 

                                                           

16 From CRP IV Endorsed Results Matrix 
17 See Methodology section for notes on the strength of results 
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to CRP IV participants, with 50% rating it at least “important,” and least useful to CRP II participants, 63% 

of whom rated the toolkit either “unimportant” or “very unimportant.  

On-the-job training participants felt that their masters had appropriate skills. Overall, 72% responded 

that the master taught all or most of the skills they needed to find a job. In CRP II and IV, the percentage 

was 89 and 89% respectively, with a lower 59% of CRP II participants agreeing. 16% of participants 

overall felt that the skills they learned were insufficient to find a job.  

Of on-the-job training participants who did not achieve their goal, 39% felt that there were not jobs 

available that matched their skill set. An additional 22% reported that the job they held during the 

training ended as soon as the training was complete. Encouragingly, 26% said that they found an 

unrelated opportunity to make money.  

Vocational Training 

Key Indicators18 Target Estimated Result19 

% of beneficiaries trained in basic skills that reported the training 
beneficial in that they acquired skills which allowed for increased 
income generation 

80% Undetermined 

% beneficiaries that reported an increase in gaining income 
through employment 

60% 56% 

Table 7: Vocational Training Key Indicators 

The evaluation survey provided inconsistent answers from respondents who indicated that they 

received vocational training. In all, 12% of survey respondents indicated that they had received 

vocational training. However, all of these respondents were categorised as having received Business 

Development Services (BDS) training, Community Business Centre (CBC) services, or external referral 

services in IOM’s records. Respondents who chose this category may have been unsure of the type of 

training they received or experienced some other uncertainty. None were categorized as having 

received vocational training, even though random selection of respondents should have identified at 

least a few vocational training participants. Beneficiary responses in this category of CRP service are 

likely unrepresentative of the experience of vocational training participants.  

Nonetheless, respondents who chose to answer vocational training questions indicated that the most 

popular goal in taking vocational training courses was to gain skills that would lead to earning more 

money at their current job (36%). Second most popular was to improve skills to get a better job (31%). In 

CRP III, wanting to become a “skilled worker” tied “wanting to get a better job” (24%) as the second 

most popular option, and in CRP II, wanting to start a business was the second most popular option 

(21%) 

When asked whether or not they had achieved their goal in taking vocational training, 56% overall 

reported achieving their vocational training goal. However, a majority of only CRP IV respondents 

reported achieving their goal (70%), with 43% of CRP III participants and 29% of CRP II participants 

reporting this.  

Survey respondents were not willing to attribute success in achieving their goals to either the training or 

the toolkit they received after the training. 87% reported that the training was “unimportant” or “very 

unimportant” to achieving their goal. Of the 66% of respondents that achieved their goal and received a 

toolkit, 77% said that the toolkit was “unimportant” or “very unimportant” to achieving their goal. 

                                                           

18 From CRP IV Endorsed Results Matrix 
19 See Methodology section for notes on the strength of results 



Respondents were also asked whether the skills they were taught were appropriate for the job market. 

Revealing another inconsistency in this category of questions, 51% overall reported that it was “very 

easy” or “mostly easy” to find a job that required the skills they were taught. 31% said that it was not 

easy or hard to find a job that required those skills.  

Respondents reported that 62% who achieved their goal stayed in the first job they obtained after 

training for more than 6 months, and that 31% stayed in the job for over 12 months.  

Of respondents who did not achieve the goal they had when engaging in vocational training, 22% missed 

their goal because they did not complete the training. 57% of respondents that did complete the 

training but still did not achieve their goal felt that they did not acquire the skills that they needed to 

find a job. Again, the inconsistency of answers in this section, along with the weak statistical strength of 

findings limits the robustness of this analysis. Vocational training, as reported in focus groups and key 

informant interviews, will be analysed in greater detail in the next section.  

Job Placement Services 

Key Indicators20 Target Estimated Result21 

% beneficiaries that reported an increase in gaining income through 
employment 

60% 35% 

% of Job Placement beneficiaries who obtained a job and stayed at the 
job for more than 12 months 

N/A 56% 

% of Job Placement beneficiaries who say their future feels more 
secure because of CRP’s job placement services 

N/A 39% 

Table 8: Job Placement Services Key Indicators 

85% of job placement beneficiaries participated in the program to find a job. Their reasons for wanting a 

job differed. Unsurprisingly 70% were unemployed and needed a job. The remainder had a job and 

wanted a higher paying job (10%), had some unemployment but felt they were underemployed (2%), or 

had a job that did not require their skills and wanted skilled employment (3%). The remaining 15% 

indicated that their goal was to start a business someday.  

Of the beneficiaries that participated in the job 

placement program, 35% said that they achieved 

the goal they had when joining the program. The 

remaining beneficiaries were asked why they felt 

they did not achieve their goal. 65% of those 

indicated that “there were too many people in the 

market with their skillset, but not enough jobs.  

Given Iraq’s low unemployment rate, this answer 

makes sense when viewed from the perspective of 

a member of the population CRP serves. 

Employers may be less likely to hire displaced, 

disadvantaged, or otherwise vulnerable people in 

favour of better-off or more secure members of 

the population. To an unemployed person who 

applies but does not get jobs regularly it may look 

like there is a glut of workers with the same skill set, whereas it is other characteristics that makes the 

person difficult to employ and leads them to seeking out CRP services initially.    

                                                           

20 From CRP IV Endorsed Results Matrix 
21 See Methodology section for notes on the strength of results 
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When job placement services are effective, they appear to work very well. 56 % of the beneficiaries that 

received a job through CRP’s job placement services said that they held the job they obtained through 

job placement services for more than 12 months, and 16% said they held their first job between six to 

twelve months. These numbers may understate the service’s success for beneficiaries as a portion of 

CRP IV beneficiaries would have received job placement services less than a year ago.  

Psychologically, finding employment was important to many successful job placement beneficiaries. 39% 

said that their future felt more secure because of the job they acquired through job placement services. 

However, 35% said that their future felt less secure despite finding a job, and 26% said that their future 

felt neither more nor less secure since participating.  

Farmer Training 

The most popular reasons that farmers participated in farmer training were “to increase production on 

your farm” (41%) and “To get equipment or livestock” (31%). 14% participated in training to improve 

business skills and another 14% desired “better access to markets.” 60% of survey respondents that 

participated in farmer training said they achieved their goal. 

Farmers’ rating of the importance of training to achieving those goals reflects the goals themselves. 50% 

of farmer training participants that achieved their goals said that the training component of the farmer 

training service was either important (39%) or very important (11%). This result makes sense as such a 

high percentage had obtaining equipment as a goal. Still, only 11% ranked the training as “very 

unimportant” indicating that even if receiving training was not of primary importance, farmers still 

found it valuable.  

Similarly, when asked how important receiving the toolkit or livestock was to achieving their goal, 36% 

rated it important or very important, while 55% rated it unimportant (9%) or very unimportant (45%). 

The rating of toolkits and in-kind grants will be discussed more thoroughly in the next section.  

  



4.2.3 Community Assistance Projects (CAPs) 

Objective Indicator 

Improved living conditions (by project end-date and 6 months after project implementation) 

 

Of all of CRP’s initiatives, CAPs projects provide the most identifiable benefits to the largest number of 

people.  It is very difficult to know if there is a connection between these benefits and improved living 

conditions generally.  

CAPs participants were surveyed and interviewed to understand their perspective on benefits and 

impact. The CAPs are infrastructure and community improvement initiatives, such as improving access 

to drinking water or building soccer fields. Consequently, there is no way for CAPs to capture the contact 

information of the community inhabitants that benefit. Unlike Individual Assistance projects, the 

evaluation team could not survey a representative sample of beneficiaries. A small number of project 

participants and decision makers were surveyed and community members and government officials that 

took leadership roles in CAPs projects interviewed.  Of the 295 CAPs participants for which contact 

information was available, 29 completed the survey.  

CAPs Durability 

CAPs participants who responded to the survey indicated that the project in most cases was still 

operating after the local community took ownership. As the chart below indicates, more than half of 

respondents indicated that the project was at least at 75% capacity.  

Participants were also asked about CAPs success in 

building local decision-making and problem-solving 

structures. When asked if the project built an “active 

social network among community members who 

support the implementation of community projects” 

85% of respondents either somewhat or completely 

agreed that active social networks had been built. 

However, they were undecided if those networks 

would last into the future. 42% disagreed that the 

community group they served on would survive the 

project, 36% thought that their group would 

continue to work in the community, and the rest 

were unsure.  

Again, the small number of respondents to the survey makes this data of uncertain value. Still, it’s 

interesting to note that even among a small number, there was a variety of opinion, and those opinions 

were fairly consistent with the interviews and focus groups that were conducted.   

Greatest Strength 

Interview respondents were impressed with the efficiency and professionalism of CRP staff and the CAPs 

process. Like IA projects, the demonstration of effective decision making and project management made 

a strong impression on CAPs beneficiaries. Completing infrastructure projects with a high degree of 

transparency was also remarkable to beneficiaries.   

SELECTED INTERVIEW FEEDBACK ABOUT CAPS STRENGTHS  
Community Management Team (CMT) Member, Al Maimouna, Missan 

“The continuous follow up from the CRP staff to the project during the whole project 

and selecting the right beneficiaries.”  
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Engineer, Missan Electricity Department 

“The high level of coordination between IOM and related authorities. And the good 

experience of CRP staff.”  

Official, Baghdad 

“We didn’t expect that IOM will rehabilitate the building and turn it in to 

kindergarten in this easy way.  It is unlike the governmental procedures which take a 

long time and bureaucratic.”   

CAPs Focus Group Participant, Baghdad 

“The most surprising thing to us was the quick response of the IOM to the urgent 

needs of the IDPs and refugees. The entire process was very smooth and easy, unlike 

the way that the government does things. Government’s very complicated 

procedures normally take a long time.”  

National Government Official 

“I can say honestly and loudly that international organizations including the IOM 

work in the field better than the government does.  We as official departments do 

nothing for our people but the international organization do.” 

Greatest Challenge 

CAPs community participants consistently identified financial resources as the greatest constraint on 

CAPs projects, despite (or even exacerbated by) the sense of empowerment that participation in the 

CRP has generated in. 

Interviews also identified other challenges, such as political/security instability, identification of land for 

the project and choosing the correct project to implement. However, the latter two challenges are part 

of the CAPs process and beneficiaries seemed more proud of overcoming them than burdened by them.  

Lastly, two government officials identified higher level challenges. The first questioned the way that 

projects were handed over for local ownership. The official suggested that anytime an asset was 

transferred to a beneficiary or government entity, CRP should continue monitoring the asset’s 

maintenance and use – implying that assets were not used as intended. The second government official 

identified Iraq’s political culture as a challenge to CAPs projects. The official stated that CRP had to be 

careful of politicians claiming CRP’s efforts as the politician’s achievement.  

SELECTED INTERVIEW FEEDBACK ABOUT CAPS CHALLENGES  
National Government Official 

“The biggest challenge the CRP faced was the political interventions.  All the political 

parties tried in many occasion to declare that these projects were funded by them.  

They wanted to steal the IOM achievements but the ministry was very firm about this 

issue from the beginning.” 

City Official, Baghdad 

“If we want to make CAPs sustainable, project delivered to the beneficiaries should be 

followed up and money should be increased.  Great attention should be paid to every 

single project or a toolkit given.  I can say that all projects that were reportedly 

completed are in reality only half completed.  

 



CMT Member CRP III, Missan 

“At the beginning it was difficult to select the community due to the conflicts 

happening at that time.” 

CAPs Program Participant, Missan 

“The great challenge is to choose the right project with high benefit with very specific 

amount of money, and this project should compete with NGOs projects and 

governmental projects.” 

Official, Baghdad 

“This area need more than one preschool; I would copy some of the components of 

the CRP that provide more service to people but I would allocate more funds to the 

projects to be best integrated.” 

Impact 

CAPs impact was noted in three primary areas:  

 The first, most obvious, way is that community members benefit from the new infrastructure 

community groups and the government cooperate to build.  

 The second is in improving local governance and, just as importantly, instilling the belief that 

participation in local government can produce results.  

 The third layer of impact is a myriad of unintended benefits. Examples include reducing the 

strain on local governments, reducing the time citizens have to travel for basic services, 

improving mental and physical health through community recreational facilities, and many 

others.   

SELECTED INTERVIEW FEEDBACK ABOUT CAPS IMPACT 

Utilities Employee, Missan 

“This project has solved the problem of a hundred families living in this community. It 

has reduced the bottleneck and reduced the number of people coming to our 

department complaining about the bottleneck in the network.”  

Official, Baghdad 

“This neighbourhood has 500 houses but had no preschool.  Many of the residents 

had to go work every day but they didn’t know where to keep their kids.  When the 

IOM established this preschool, it was achievement to this community.  All the 

beneficiaries were impressed by this.” 

Focus Group Participant, Erbil 

“Because of the soccer yard that the IOM established children now can play football 

inside the school during the school time and even after the school, this change 

directed the energy of this children in a positive direction.” 

 

 

 



4.2.4 Data Collection, Information Management, and Site Visits 

CRP’s data collection and information management teams do an excellent job of collecting current 

information on numerous topics in Iraq, and converting that information into reports that civil society, 

governmental, and international organizations use to plan interventions and improve people’s lives. The 

data collection and reporting that CRP conducts is relevant, useful, and important to stabilizing Iraq. The 

information management team is innovative and has clear policies on information management, 

security and privacy.  

CRP’s information management function could improve in its code of conduct, especially as regards 

interaction with beneficiaries and stakeholders. The evaluation team heard in interviews, through focus 

groups, and in informal conversations during this evaluation’s data collection period complaints from 

beneficiaries and other stakeholders that IOM had come to collect information from local people, that 

an expectation of a report, intervention, or asset disbursement was created, but that the local 

stakeholders never heard from IOM or CRP again on the topic about which they had provided 

information.  

A related complaint involved visits of successful beneficiaries. Several, though not a large number, of 

beneficiaries interviewed mentioned that CRP would visit and bring others with them to demonstrate 

the success the beneficiary had achieved. The beneficiary would interrupt business to talk with the 

visitors. However, no explanation of the purpose of the visit was provided.  

In addition to its security and privacy policies, CRP should consider adopting a code of ethics for staff 

involved in data collection and site visits. The code should include, at a minimum, the following 

principles: 

 Respect for the privacy, rights, and dignity of all participating in and contributing to data 

collection 

 Reciprocity – Participants contributing to data collection should accrue some benefit, even if it is 

just that the results of the collection is made available to them. 

 Respondents should receive a thorough explanation of the purpose of the evaluation and be 

presented with the right to not contribute information, or have their site open for visits part or 

all of the time) 

  



4.3 Design 

CRP is designed well in that it effectively and efficiently achieves the output level objectives that it 

commits itself to. It also makes a meaningful difference in the lives of the individuals and communities 

that participate in it. Nonetheless, even the best designed projects have room for improvement. The 

evaluation team identified the following areas of program design areas that merit consideration. 

4.3.1 Strategy 

Key Findings 

CRP’s top level objective is overly broad 

CRP’s objective level indicators lack specificity, achievability, and measurability 
Table 9: Key Findings - Strategy 

CRP’s objective, in essence its mission, is “to contribute to stabilization in Iraq by improving the 

conditions for sustainable economic and social inclusion of vulnerable individuals and communities in 

governorates with significant populations of IDPs and returnees, and through immediate reintegration 

assistance to these two aforementioned population categories.” By CRP IV,  CRP’s  mission had grown to 

coves 11 governorates. Iraq has approximately 3.3 million displaced people22. More than half of these 

IDPs live in just three governorates covered by CRP; Anbar, Baghdad, and Dahuk. In addition to the IDP 

population, CRP communities include other vulnerable people whose lives were upended by ongoing 

strife. As CRP has correctly identified, these people have needs ranging from provision of basic items 

and services to job placement and livelihood stabilization.  

CRP IV’s budget was $18 million dollars. Were CRP to only focus on the IDP population, it would have 

$5.45 per beneficiary. With that money it proposes to provide non-food item assistance, livelihood 

training and toolkit provision, 

infrastructure improvements, 

data collection services, 

governance capacity building, 

and psycho-social services in 

quantities meaningful enough 

to contribute to stabilization 

in Iraq.  In fact, including all direct and indirect beneficiaries, CRP IV served 62,500 beneficiaries (2% of 

the IDP population), at a cost of $288 per beneficiary.    

CRP should narrow its mission to realistically accomplishable goals given its financial resources and its 

volatile operating environment. It would also force program designers and decision makers to make 

hard decisions about where the program should operate, the IOM core competencies it should focus on, 

the risks it should take, and the risks it should avoid. Designing a new mission around realistic 

parameters might result in decisions like focusing efforts on subpopulations within the IDP and returnee 

population that would most stabilize and revitalize their communities, or possibly focus resources on 

other populations. It could also result in IOM focusing CRP on interventions that rely on its institutional 

strengths, such as governance, infrastructure, and livelihood training.  

 

 

                                                           

22 IOM Displacement Tracking Matrix, Round 48, June 2016 

CRP IV Budget $18 Million 

Allocation per Potential Beneficiary (3.3 Million 
IDPs) 

$5.45 

Approximate Actual Cost per Beneficiary (Direct 
and Indirect) 

$288 

Table 10: Budget Allocation Per Beneficiary (CRP IV) 



4.3.2 Objectives and Objective Indicators 

Similarly, CRP’s objective and objective level indicators do not support effective design and planning for 

lower level objectives, indicators, and activities. The four indicators that support CRP’s objective are:  

1. Improved living conditions (by project end-date and 6 months after project implementation) 

2. Increased local economic development as it relates to socio-economic inclusion interventions 

delivered by IOM 

3. Improved perception of citizens of the effectiveness of IOM Iraq to provide community 

strengthening services 

4. Unemployment rate in selected communities decreased 

Indicator 1, improved living conditions, is not specific enough. Defining improved living conditions would 

better inform activities and lower level measurements to support the goal. The indicator could be 

restated to specify access to utilities, improved housing, more secure neighbourhoods, or other 

description that suits the objective’s intention 

Indicators 2 and 4 are not measurable. Even though they could conceivably be measured through 

econometric analysis, CRP does not have the resources to conduct the measurement and it would be an 

ineffective use of resources to attempt it. Rather than “increased economic development” an objective 

like “increased average disposable income” or “increased wealth in terms of total assets” is more 

measurable and may more accurately describe an improvement relevant to beneficiaries. Similarly, CRP 

beneficiaries don’t need a reduction in the unemployment rate, even if CRP had the resources to 

achieve such a reduction. “Increased work experience” or “Number of vulnerable beneficiaries placed in 

income earning activities” fits Iraq’s context and would still benefit the intended group.  

Indicator 3 is inappropriate. A major component of CRP is capacity building of community structures and 

local government. Indicator 3 should focus on the ability of those entities to provide community 

strengthening services.   

  



4.4 Efficiency 

Key Finding 

CRP’s management structure lacks clear reporting lines and inhibits strategic  management 
Table 11: Efficiency Key Findings 

CRP’s management structure is effective at producing the outputs included in CRP’s results matrix. It 

also serves CRP’s, and IOM’s, internal reporting and financial management structure adequately. 

However, the program’s management structure is misaligned to the program’s overall strategic 

objectives. The misalignment of the management structure confuses staff about the objectives they 

need to accomplish and focuses staff attention on procedural details rather than programmatic 

achievement.  

Programs like CRP are normally managed through a functional structure, in which staff take 

responsibility for an administrative or technical function; a divisional structure, organized by a single 

factor such as service or geographical unit; or a hybrid (matrix) structure, which combines functional and 

divisional structures. However, CRP has no consistent structure among its functional units or 

administrative systems, leading to confusion over responsibilities and decision making authority.  

 

Figure 11: Current CRP Organizational Structure 

4.4.1 Job Descriptions and Organizational Structure 

At the time of this evaluation, CRP lacked a strategic organizational structure and official job 

descriptions for its staff positions. The consequence of a lack of an organizational chart and job 

descriptions is that management of high level, strategic objectives gets lost, producing output targets is 

overemphasized, and staff are unsure how their duties fit into the program’s mission 

Effective, mission-oriented management requires a clear management structure and job descriptions 

that match. As of this evaluation, the program did not have an official organization chart or job 

descriptions for each staff position available. An organizational chart is important for managing how 

roles and responsibilities fit with producing regular output targets, and also how larger strategic issues 

are tracked and managed. Another important aspect of an organizational chart is that it ensures that no 

staff member has an unmanageable number of direct reports.  

Additionally, job descriptions for program positions were unavailable. Position descriptions are 

important to demonstrate how a program’s staff responsibilities integrate to achieve objectives. 

Additionally, they ensure that staff are aware of how their daily activities fit into the program’s bigger 

picture and serve as a key part of performance management.  

 

 

 



4.4.2 Reporting Lines and Decision Making Responsibility 

At the national level, CRP is treated like a business unit of IOM Iraq. It has activity management 

responsibilities, but its business functions, such as finance, procurement, facilities, and information 

management, is managed at the IOM in Erbil. Within CRP, activity management structure differs for 

each activity, though they share similarities. The lack of control over business processes and different 

program implementation structures creates bottlenecks and makes impact-focused decision making 

difficult.  

CRP’s Program Management Office (PMO), located in Erbil, manages strategic and output related 

activities. The PMO comprises a number of staff members who participate in program management. 

Their roles, levels of authority, and decision making authority vary considerably. For example, the PMO 

representative of the CAPs project is the national level CAPs officer. She represents the entire CAPs 

component and has clear decision making authority. The PMO representative of the IA program is 

referred to as a “focal point.” She is responsible for tracking progress on output related targets. Regional 

managers of the IA component are referred to as national officers, though their area of responsibility is 

regionally defined. The IA national officers hold decision making authority in their region and are 

accountable to the CRP Program Manager. CRP also has other positions labelled “focal points” such as 

the staff member in charge of tracking psycho-social services. 

CRP’s management structure lacks sufficient administrative staff that liaise with IOM’s business 

management offices. Finance and procurement staff within the program could smooth financial 

management and reporting, and coordinate activities with IOM’s supply chain management staff. In 

their absence, the burden of financial tracking and procurement management is pushed on to the 

program manager and technical program staff, which causes bottlenecks and delays. Putting the burden 

of these activities on program staff also displaces time that could be spent exploring strategic project 

issues, such as whether or not program targets and indicators remain relevant as the program evolves 

from phase to phase.  

4.4.3 The Impact of CRP’s Structure 

The result is a management team that performs excellently in achieving output-level targets, but lacks 

capacity to manage toward strategic goals, such as the long-term community stabilization, following up 

with beneficiaries to meet medium-term income goals, or building innovative product and service 

delivery schemes. The tendency of the project to manage toward output level targets is illustrated by 

the specificity with which output level indicators are defined, and the lack of specificity assigned to 

higher level strategic objectives and indicators 

A second consequence is IOM support services, who do not report directly to CRP project managers, 

make many decisions that determine the quality of CRP projects. For example, the process for procuring 

training services leaves procurement decisions with IOM logistics staff, who have a strong incentive to 

choose based on cost above other considerations. Quality of training services can vary widely and merit 

taking criteria in addition to price into consideration when deciding which vendor offers the best 

product. Additionally, because decision making authority over procurement for the entire program is 

delegated to support service staff, it becomes a bottleneck to program operations. The bottleneck can 

be harmful to the project. Program Assistant staff that the evaluation team interviewed report that 

packages can sit in the warehouse for months after training is completed. Occasionally, the bottleneck 

has become severely detrimental, as illustrated by the hundreds of items that remained in IOM’s 

warehouse beyond the CRP IV grant’s term. 

Thirdly, the split of personnel and systems between the CRP project and IOM support services makes 

the tracking of financial commitments and actual expenses difficult. CRP procures a wide variety of 

items over different time periods. But because there is no financial management expertise on project 



staff, CRP relies on IOM procurement and financial managers to track commitments and expenses in 

IOM’s Processes and Resources Integrated System Management (PRISM) system. CRP would benefit 

from a full time financial manager who could oversee commitments and expenses, liaise with IOM 

financial and procurement staff, and apply financial management expertise to CRP’s operations.  

4.5 Relevance 

The evaluation team surveyed and interviewed beneficiaries that participated in CAPs and IA 

programmes. Training and CAPs initiatives were found to be the most relevant aspects of the program. 

Program beneficiaries were also positively impacted by ‘softer’ features of CRP, such as the honesty and 

efficiency of CRP staff and process. The least relevant aspect of CRP were the toolkits, IKGs, and other 

post-training packages that beneficiaries received. 

4.5.1 Training 

Our survey asked IA participants that achieved the goal they set out to achieve when joining CRP, how 

important the training they received was to achieving their goal. 86% rated the training as at least 

important, and of those 55% rated the training 

as very important.  

This finding matches the information gathered 

through key informant interviews. Beneficiaries 

interviewed expressed consistent praise for the 

training. When interview respondents were 

asked what surprised them most about CRP, 

many answered that they were agreeably 

surprised by the high quality of the training 

materials and the professionalism of the trainers. 

The overarching criticism of the training was that 

it was insufficient in quantity. Many beneficiaries 

noted that they would have liked it to be longer, 

and would like an opportunity to go through a 

similar training in the future.  

SELECTED INTERVIEW FEEDBACK ABOUT TRAINING  
Small Business Development Participant – Tire Mender, Erbil 

“I have achieved my dream since I received training on to how to start business.  I have a small 

shop and am making money and improving my financial situation. To me, the vocational training 

was the best part of the program and wished the training period was longer.” 

Vocational Training – Computer Skills, Erbil 

“The surprising thing to me was the high rate of participation, people were very keen to participate 

and learn skills to get jobs. Also I was surprised that the trainers were very good.” 

Farmer Training – Production and Insecticides, Erbil 

“My income has increased after training.  I learned new farming techniques and how to use 

insecticides. I am an experienced farmer but the trainings have increased my skills. IOM provided 

us with what we need which brought good changes to our village.  Our agricultural products are 

better.” 

 

 

86%

8%6%

Importance of Training - All Three Phases 

Important/Very
Important

Neither

Unimportant/Very
Unimportant

Figure 12: Importance of training to Individual Assistance Beneficiaries 
across CRP II, III, and IV. Source: CRP Final Evaluation Survey 



On the Job Training – Barber, Missan 

“I was earning money from working in painting, after a neck injury. This changed recently when 

CRP supported me. It helped me learn good barbering skills via on job training and to open my own 

barber shop after receiving a CRP toolkit. This changed my whole life, now I have more sustainable 

income.” 

On the Job Training – Photographer, Baghdad 

“I achieved my goal because I was trained to market correctly.  I selected this career since it is a 

flourishing business recently.  I consider myself a person who achieved his goal and will work on 

develop this work” 

4.5.2 In-Kind Grants and Toolkits 

In every category of individual assistance, CRP offers a package so that beneficiaries can put lessons 

learned during training into practice. These packages range from toolkits for vocational training 

participants to livestock for farmers.  

Our survey asked beneficiaries 

who reported success in achieving 

their goals and received some 

form of package at the end of the 

training whether or not the 

package they received was 

important to achieving their goal. 

The combined results are reported 

below:  

72% rated IKGs, business 

packages, toolkits, and livestock as unimportant or very unimportant to achieving their goal. A sample of 

quotes from interviews with CRP beneficiaries reveal a few common explanations for this low rating:  

SELECTED INTERVIEW FEEDBACK ABOUT IN-KIND GRANTS AND TOOLKITS  
On-Job-Training – Carpentry, Missan, CRP IV 

“The services provided by CRP were appropriate, but I was looking for more. I was 

planning to open my own shop, but due to the simple toolkit that I received, I couldn’t 

so I’m working with my relative now”  

Farmer Training Beneficiary – Livestock, Baghdad, CRP II 

“I received training on project management and I was given a cow. The program 

would be better if it provided money for taking care of the cow, since the cow needs 

health care and fodder which I cannot provide.” 

In-Kind Grant recipient – Oil Change Shop Missan, CRP II 

“I achieved a big part of my goal, but not all after receiving CRP toolkit. I think it 

should include more items so it can be more useful.” 

 

 

 

How important was the (toolkit, in-kind grant, business package or 
livestock) to achieving your (business, vocational training, on-job-
training) goal? 

Very Important 8% 
Important 11% 
Neither Important nor Unimportant 8% 
Unimportant 27% 
Very Unimportant 45% 

Table 12: Importance of toolkits and packages to beneficiaries (All Three Phases). Source: CRP 
Final Evaluation Survey. 



Quality Issues 
Vocational Training – Barber, Missan, CRP IV 

“The quality of the kit that I received was not good enough, I sold it and bought 

another.” 

Farmer Training Beneficiary, Erbil, CRP II 

“My targets haven’t been achieved very well because some of the agricultural 

equipment given to me by IOM was not complete and I had to buy missing parts from 

the market.” Note: (The respondent received a water pump that was missing 

components) 

Tools were inappropriate 
Vocational Training Beneficiary – Carpentry, Erbil, CRP IV 

“I couldn’t achieve my entire goal because I didn’t get a good toolkit that would help 

me work very well with good results.  The toolkit that I received from the IOM was 

very primitive. For example, the saw they gave me was manual which is useless in 

comparison to an electric saw.  It takes a lot of time and effort to use.  Also they gave 

me some tools which I don’t use at all. These tools could be replaced with other useful 

tools to facilitate my work.” 

Small Business Development Beneficiary – Bakery, Erbil, CRP III 

“I was given electrical sieve which I don’t need, the generator is more important than 

it.  Sometime electricity is out and I have to dough by myself with my hand which 

exhaustive to me.”   

National Government Official 

“I strongly recommend that a legal bond or contract between the IOM and toolkit 

receiver that oblige the receiver to keep the toolkit. CRP is good project but it missed 

this issue.” 

However, the packages worked for a large portion of CRP beneficiaries. For 19% of respondents the 

packages were crucial to lifting them and their families out of a desperate situation. Interviews and 

focus groups captured these cases also: 

Small Business Development Beneficiary – Tire Mending Shop, Missan, CRP III 

“I was working as construction worker with daily wages. When I chose to participate 

with CRP, I didn’t expect that they will provide me what I need, but when the CRP 

staff called me to go to the warehouse to receive my toolkit and saw the package it 

was very surprising I was very happy because it changes my life.” 

Small Business Development Beneficiary – Hairdresser, Baghdad 

“The change in my life has been wonderful.  I became professional hairdresser and I 

have my own business.  IOM provided me with the tool kit that would never be able 

to buy.” 

 

 

 



Small Business Development Beneficiary – Oil Change Shop, Erbil, CRP III 

“I have achieved my goals, I am working now and have partner, we have a shop for 

changing oil for cars and fixing tiers. I would never be better than now, I have learned 

a lot of things and IOM gave toolkits that helped me a lot start my business.” 

Social Qualification Program Specialist, Ministry of Labour and Social Works  

“Training given to the beneficiaries is of a very high modern standard which I admire. 

Trainers are very good and have high skills. But again; time (for training) is not 

enough.” 

4.6 Coverage 

CRP serves the population it sets out to serve.  

When the evaluation team asked survey respondents how they would describe themselves, 52% said 

that they “recently moved to your community because your original community became too violent 

(32%)”,  “you  recently, voluntarily moved to your community for another reason (9%),” “you recently 

moved to your community because your original community lacked resources (6%), or, “recently moved 

to your community from an IDP camp (5%).The remaining 48% said they were a “long-term, permanent 

resident of their community.” 

CRP also serves vulnerable people. To look at 

an aspect of vulnerability, survey respondents 

were asked how much income their 

household earned. As the chart below shows, 

82% earn less than 300,000 ($256.70) Iraqi 

Dinars a month, and 50% earn less than 

100,000 ($85.56) per month.  

In terms of ethnicity, of the 3,366 

beneficiaries in CRP IV that chose to share 

their identity, 71% were Arab, 25%were 

Kurdish, 4% were Turkmen, and the 

remainder chose “other” as their ethnicity.  

Although the CAPs portion of the survey had a 

low number of respondents, 57% of those 

that did respond indicated that all groups or 

most demographically defined groups of the community were represented in the CAPs project.  

  

50%

21%

11%

7%
10%

Which of the following best describes your 
family's monthly income? 

Less than 100,000 Between 100,000 and 200,000

Between 200,000 and 300,000 Between 300,000 and 400,000

More than 400,000

Figure 13: Family level monthly income (All Three Phases). Source: 
CRP Final Evaluation Survey 



4.7 Sustainability 

It is difficult to measure the sustainability of the CRP as its operating context is volatile and dynamic. 

Beneficiary populations may move, structures may fall into disrepair as government funding fluctuates 

with the price of oil, and initiatives may lose support as government authority change hands among 

parties.  

Assuming that IOM’s operating context remains relatively stable, there are three levels of sustainability 

to consider:  

1. Skills developed: Beneficiaries that gained new skills from CRP’s training programs will retain 

those skills, and the potential for income that they bestow beyond the duration of CRP funding. 

Similarly, beneficiaries who participated in group decision making and project management will 

retain that experience and carry the confidence and abilities the experience bestowed on them 

when addressing community challenges for a long time to come.  

2. Infrastructure: CRP seems to have done an adequate job transferring infrastructure built 

through CAPs to local ownership. These assets should last beyond CRPs funding. However, they 

will require maintenance and it is unclear how universally local government structures will have 

the will and resources to maintain them.  

3. CRP Services and Programs: The Services and Programs that CRP provides are the least 

sustainable part of the project. CRP’s decision to implement directly rather than in partnership 

with local, Iraqi, organizations means that the capacity to implement the programs is entirely 

dependent on CRP funding. CRP should consider tying local organizations into program 

implementation and building their capacity to implement after CRP funding is exhausted.  

 

  



5 Evaluation Questions, Responses and Recommendations 

5.1 Impact Questions  

 Evaluation Questions Related to Impact 

1 Did the program revitalize the communities where it was implemented? If so, to what extent and 
what were the key outputs of the program that contributed to the revitalization of the 
communities? 

2 Did the program’s specific interventions make a difference in the socio-economic condition of 
beneficiaries? I.e. an increase in income over the long run, more employment for target 
populations (including addressing under employment), more farming activities, more independent 
and sustainable entrepreneurships, etc 

3 Is there a direct causality between the program intervention and the current socio-economic 
condition of the beneficiaries? If so, what causality exists? 

Table 13: Evaluation Questions - Impact 

In question 1, the term “revitalize” has no specific measurable achievement in its definition, making it 

difficult to answer with a “yes” or “no.” Question 3 asks for evidence of a specific link showing that CRP 

at least was partially responsible for the socio-economic condition of beneficiaries, and that the 

beneficiaries’ socio-economic condition was dependent on CRP’s activities. Beneficiaries’ socio-

economic status is the result of numerous dynamic variables and their intersection. The evaluation team 

does not have, and did not attempt to collect, data to establish a definitive, causal relationship between 

CRP and the socio-economic condition of the project’s beneficiaries.  

That said, the evaluation team believes that CRP has at least partially revitalized the communities that it 

operates in, had a positive impact the socio-economic status of its beneficiaries, and that there is a 

positive association between the program’s interventions and the socio-economic condition of 

beneficiaries.  

Regarding the revitalization of communities; the evaluation team takes “revitalize” to mean, “To imbue 

with new life and vitality23,” rather than as a measure of any specific standard of living or measure of 

stability. In this sense, the sense of infusing new hope and activity, CRP has certainly revitalized the 

communities in which it was implemented. As demonstrated in this evaluation, CRP beneficiaries, even 

though they come from vulnerable groups, are more likely to feel optimistic about the Iraqi economy 

than the general Iraqi population. Communities that participated in CAPs programs have better access 

to resources, and more importantly have participated in effective and transparent governance 

processes. In interviews and focus groups, beneficiaries report the surprise that participants in their 

communities experienced when promises were delivered on, such as professional trainers delivering 

useful trainings with respect for learners, or promised toolkits arriving with no surprise costs. As 

community members engaged with CRP and worked to produce those outputs, communities were 

revitalized.  

This evaluation has also demonstrated that CRP has improved the socio-economic status of a large 

portion of the beneficiaries that participate in its program. While most of the program’s beneficiaries 

are too recently graduated to make an estimation of long-term effects, the impact on a large portion of 

beneficiaries is clear. Interviews and CRP’s internal documentation indicate the value that CRP brought 

to CAPs beneficiaries and recipients of CRP’s emergency services. As regards Individual Assistance, this 

evaluation’s findings are quite impressive considering CRP’s operating context. 62% of small business 

development beneficiaries achieved the goal they set when beginning training. Across occupational 

training and placement programs, 43% achieved their goal. The point made in the Impact section of the 

evaluation bears repeating; Iraq has relatively low unemployment, meaning that the cases CRP manages 

                                                           

23 https://www.google.com/#q=revitalize&rct=j 



represent the hardest of the population to employ in jobs. Training and placing 43% of those in a 

situation that they report as “goal achievement” is impressive.  

Without claiming to establish causality, certain interventions, particularly in Individual Assistance, 

appear to relate more directly to improvements in socio-economic status than others. Small Business 

Development (SBD) activities appear to be most effective. SBD demonstrates high rates of success, 

including 51% reporting that their business is still in operation (and 64% in CRP III). In interviews, SBD 

participants report the most radical change in their families’ financial resources; many transitioning from 

utter penury to a relatively reasonable standard of living and hope for the future. On-the-job training 

beneficiaries also saw their economic status improve as a result of the training with 51% reporting goal 

achievement. However, this overall average is reduced somewhat by CRP IV, in which a 29% rate of goal 

achievement was found, whereas the same rate was 56% for CRP II and 71% for CRP III.  

The procurement and distribution of packages including IKG’s, toolkits, equipment, and livestock had the 

weakest association with improvement in beneficiaries’ socio-economic conditions. 19% of survey 

respondents found them important to achieving their employment or entrepreneurial goals. This is 

reflected in the evaluation’s interviews, where a percentage reported that without the toolkits, they 

could not have made the crucial change into economic solvency that changed their lives. However, 73% 

found the packages unimportant or very unimportant. More on business packages in the section below. 

  



5.2 Operations and Output Questions 

 Evaluation Questions Related to Process and Outputs 

4 Was the selection of beneficiaries consistent with the criteria for selection and does the selection 
criteria adequately target the populations most in need of stabilization and revitalization 
assistance? 

5 Were there unintended effects (positive or negative) caused by the program in host communities? 
If so, which ones? Did the program adequately apply ‘Do No Harm’ principles? 

6 Did the program design meet the needs of the target populations and if so, in what ways? 

7 Were there specific factors among governorates that supported the achievement (or lack thereof) 
of meaningful impact in the communities?  If so, which ones? I.e. political will, level of government 
engagement, information management, etc. 

Table 14: Evaluation Questions - Operations and Outputs 

Question 4 can be broken down into two parts. The first is whether the beneficiaries selected were 

consistent with the criteria for selection. IOM’s databases indicate that beneficiaries have an average 

income of less than $176 per month, are largely Arab though also include Kurds and include at least 

three other ethnic groups, about 40% are female, and 36% are IDPs. By demographics, the beneficiaries 

fit the criteria for selection.  

The second question addresses whether the criteria adequately target the population most in need of 

stabilization and revitalization assistance. This evaluation did not generate, nor did it attempt to 

generate, evidence of the populations most in need of the type of assistance CRP provides. However, 

the evaluation did discover that in many of CRP’s communities, the program only has the resources to 

serve a portion, and in several cases a small portion, of the population that meets its selection criteria. 

The evaluation team believes that CRP should consider whether providing a small portion of the 

population in many deserving communities with its resources more effectively contributes to 

stabilization and revitalization than providing a large portion of the population in a small number of 

places.  

Regarding question 5, the evaluation team did discover a number of unintended effects, both positive 

and negative. The following are the positive unintended effects: 

 Modelling work ethic, honesty, and transparency: Beneficiaries and government officials 

perceive CRP staff as hardworking, honest, and clear with answers and information. When asked 

about the thing that surprised them most about the project, interviewees commented on how 

shocked they were when free toolkits arrived, just as staff said they would. Beneficiaries noted 

that in their communities, that community members realized that there were not enough 

resources to serve everyone, but the clarity and honesty of CRP staff ameliorated the 

disappointment of those that were not included in the program.  

 Modelling quick decision and action: Particularly in CAPs projects, beneficiaries and government 

officials were overwhelmed by CRP’s ability to move quickly in service of the public.  Modelling 

public service and effective management raised the standard of expectation that citizens had of 

government-type projects in the future, and encouraged government officials to emulate those 

practices in their own jobs. An official at the Ministry of Immigration and IDPs said that as soon 

as they witnessed the process, they attempted to implement it in their own work.  

 

 

 

 

 



 The psychological benefits of work: Beyond the financial benefits of work and business, many 

CRP beneficiaries realized benefits related to the pride and hope that comes from an 

opportunity to work. Many beneficiaries, especially IDPs, lived in unfamiliar communities where 

they had no opportunity to find work or improve their situation. As a SBD beneficiary in Baghdad 

exclaimed, “after participating in the CRP I got the opportunity to start business and build my 

life again.” 

Negative unintended effects included the following:  

 Packages were insufficient: Many of the packages, including toolkits and the like, were 

insufficient and in a few instances may have caused liabilities rather than assets. As reported in 

the evaluation, livestock for especially poor households led to maintenance expenses that could 

not be paid. Other granted equipment broke easily or was missing parts, halting beneficiary 

projects midstream. The evaluation team also received reports that toolkits were inappropriate 

for the intended occupation. Lastly, there was some resentment around the value and 

distribution of packages that soured otherwise positive experiences in the CRP program.  

 Toolkits may have been more valuable on secondary market than as their intended use: In all 

three governorates where the evaluation team conducted focus groups and interviews, 

concerns were expressed that many beneficiaries sold the toolkits and other equipment they 

received rather than use them for their intended purpose. In Erbil, an On-Job-Training 

beneficiary stated that some beneficiaries left the area and sold their toolkits when the project 

was completed. A focus group participant in Missan pointed out that most of the people in his 

community wanted the motorbike package because it was easy to sell. CRP participants 

indicated that the issue should be addressed.   For example, a government official suggested 

“the beneficiary should always feel that he /she under surveillance and under the law if he 

messes with the project or sells the toolkit.  I talked about this subject to a senior IOM expat 

whom I met in a training but unfortunately he did nothing about this subject and said this 

matter is not among the IOM concerns.” Though this solution would clearly be inappropriate 

given CRP’s values, mission, and beneficiary population, it does indicate that the issue of re-

selling toolkits may be fairly widespread in the program.  

  Data collection may have created expectations: As mentioned in the Impact section on Data 

Collection, Information Management, and Site Visits, CRP’s data collectors conducted interviews 

and surveys in several locations, created expectations for surveys or reports among the 

population. Site visits to successful beneficiaries without clarity on the visit’s purpose had the 

same effect. The evaluation team heard anecdotal reports in Erbil regarding this unintended 

effect. However, the most aggressive came from a focus group discussion comprised of CRP III 

participants in Kasnazinia takya, Baghdad. The participants in the focus group manage a large 

refugee camp. They passed over information to CRP, including names and contact information, 

as well as specific camp needs. CRP conducted some interventions in the camp without 

informing camp leadership, and participants felt CRP did not respond to leadership requests 

adequately. In this case, lack of specific principles for engaging and following up with data 

collection participants followed the anecdotal evidence that the evaluation team identified in 

Erbil.  

The evaluation team found that CRP met the needs of a large portion of its target population. Evidence 

is provided in the Effectiveness and Impact section of the survey, as well as the Impact Evaluation 

Questions portion of this section of the evaluation.  

Sufficient time and resources prevented the evaluation team from covering the factors of governorates 

that facilitated success for the program.  



5.3 Design Questions 

 Evaluation Questions Related to Design 

8 Were there synergies between the different components of the program and would the program 
benefit from further integration?  

9 Did the coordination (or lack thereof) among IOM departments affect (positive or negatively) the 
program results? 

10 Did the program implementation meet the budgetary targets? If not, what were the factors in 
design and implementation that had an effect? 

Table 15: Evaluation Questions - Design 

The evaluation team believes that CRP would see components integrated and the program as a whole 

would benefit from assuming an organizational structure that created clear reporting lines, provided 

management and budgetary responsibility for staff with programmatic responsibilities, and put 

administrative functions under CRP’s Program Manager. Program component integration would stem 

from a consistent and cohesive management structure. As discussed in the Design portion of the 

evaluation, CRPs structure differs from component to component, making project management and 

information processing exceedingly difficult. Among the concerns about the structure is the alignment of 

administrative functions that CRP relies on and are housed in IOM support services. These functions, 

such as information management, finance, procurement, and facilities management are crucial for CRP’s 

successful implementation.  However, with no specific liaison to these functions in the program, 

miscommunication occurs and bottlenecks hold up crucial activities.  

The evaluation team believes CRP met its budgetary targets, except in the case of undelivered IKGs and 

toolkits in CRP IV. 

  



5.4 Recommendations 

Based on the findings and conclusions above, the evaluation presents the following recommendations 

for action: 

Refine Highest Level Objectives and Improve Objective Indicators 

CRP should refine its highest level objectives and indicators to ensure that the Program’s planned impact 

remains ambitious, but is also in line with its resources, is achievable, and is well defined. Objectives like 

“increase economic development,” or, “reduced unemployment rate,” could be made more specific and 

serve as a guide for improved strategic management. Objectives such as Increasing total wealth or 

disposable income of beneficiaries is more achievable, specific, and measurable and would be just as 

valuable to improving the lives of the target population. Other indicators such as increasing Small 

Business Development participants’ income to $350 should be checked against reality. Re-evaluating the 

program’s purpose and improving indicators will allow for a redesign of activities that emphasize IOM’s 

strengths and achieve more lasting and meaningful results.  

Redesign CRP’s Management Structure 

CRP should redesign its management structure to clarify reporting lines, allow for greater decision 

making authority in the field, and free up top level managers for strategic management. The evaluation 

team recommends a hybrid structure that matches functional expertise with geographic departments.  

A possible reorganization structure is shown below: 

 

This structure limits the program manager’s direct reports, allowing focus on strategic management 

issues and delegating daily management decisions to functional component leaders. For example, 

freeing up time for strategic management will avoid aiming for inappropriate indicators, like increasing 

participants’ perception of IOM’s effectiveness, as was the case in the current program design.  

Additionally, the structure brings staff responsible for liaising with IOM support services onto the CRP 

team. These staff will have incentive to make sure financial and procurement activities and procedures 

match the needs of the program, will track information for the program as a whole, and will ensure that 

problems are headed off before they become critical. Additionally, administrative staff in the programs 

structure will free component heads and the program manager to manage technical issues and spend 

less time bogged down in administrative requirements.  

 

 

 

 

Table 16: Recommended Program Management Structure 



Redesign the In-Kind Grant/Toolkit component of the program 

The idea behind granting recently trained beneficiaries the assets they need to implement what they’ve 

recently learned is a good one. However, the execution of the idea is troubled and possibly beyond 

CRP’s capacity in its current form. The issues that muddle the component are several. First, 

beneficiaries’ needs are different due to their location, market they serve, and skill set. Providing a 

standard package leads to a good deal of waste, and occasionally creates a liability for the beneficiary 

when funds to maintain or support the grant, as in the case of livestock, are unavailable. Second, the 

evaluation discovered a strong implication that toolkits and other packages are very often sold rather 

than used for their intended purpose. This repurposing suggests that beneficiaries may be better at 

sourcing the assets they need than CRP. Lastly, CRP, as managed in phases II, III, and IV, does not appear 

to have the capacity to manage the procurement and delivery of the toolkits and other assets that 

beneficiaries need. IOM’s Supply Chain Management team must procure goods across borders that are 

often closed, cross governorate borders that apply differing complicated regulations, manage license 

plates on delivery vehicles to avoid identifying as Kurdish in opposition areas, and manage different 

beneficiary brand and product model preferences in different parts of the country. For these and other 

reasons, toolkits sit in warehouses for inordinate amounts of time, when they arrive they are often 

inappropriate or insufficient, or they represent only part of what the beneficiary needs to move forward. 

CRP might achieve the same result through cash grants matched with procurement advice, and the 

reduction in procurement and delivery infrastructure may free up resources for more impactful 

initiatives.  

Implement services through Iraqi partners 

CRP began in a turbulent environment. However, since then many of CRP’s areas of operation have 

become more stable and local organizations have begun to flourish. CRP could increase the capacity it 

builds and improve its sustainability by identifying these organizations and implementing services 

through them. For example, local economic develop agencies or agencies that seek to improve local 

governance could serve as partners that would benefit from adopting CRP’s professional behaviour, and 

may find sources of revenue in offering CRP training and placement programs to the people they serve.  



Annex A – Documents Reviewed 
CRPII  

Document Description 

Federal Assistance Award 
Cover Sheet and Attachments 

Summary of the State Department’s award to IOM and attached 
budget. 

Increased Demand For 
Assistance As Refugee 
Numbers Rise 

Publication detailing IOMs activities supplying NFIs to Syrian 
Refugees 

Provincial Conference on 
Community Plans 

Profiles of communities in and around Baghdad and summaries of 
infrastructure needs.  

Special Report 
On Livelihood Assistance 
Al-Sadiq & Al-Sajad 
Communities 

A description of the communities, their residents, and IOM’s 
activities to improve livelihoods. 

Community Revitalization 
Project Final Report 

Descriptions of the CRPII projects IOM completed.   

Shabak Displacement in 
Ninewa Rapid Assessment 
Report 

A RART report following attacks on Mosul in August 2013. 

Committed Service: IOM 
Provides Non-Food Items to 
Syrian Families during Eid al-
Fitr. 

A publication describing 3 days in August 2013 when IOM staff 
provided NFIs to IDPs in Al Obaide Camp, Anbar. 

Community Planning 
Conferences 

A description of IOMs participatory methodology during CRPII and 
reports from community planning conferences in seven 
governorates.  

Community Revitalization 
Program: 
Promoting stabilization and 
serving Iraq’s greatest needs 

A description of CRPs goals and objectives and personal stories of 
stakeholders. 

Iraq-Syria Border Opens: IOM 
responds to the largest wave 
of refugees since the 
beginning of the conflict 

A description of the August 2013 opening of the Syrian border with 
Kurdistan, which led to 42,000 refugees entering Iraq, and IOMs 
activities providing transportation and shelter. 

Rapid Response: IOM 
Provides Border Transport 
Assistance to Syrian Refugees 
IOM responds to emergency 
opening of Fayshkhabur 
Crossing with transport 
assistance 

IOM’s activities coordinating transportation for Syrian refugees that 
entered Iraq over the Fayshkhabur crossing in July 2013. 

Syria Crisis Response: IOM 
Iraq Transport Operation 
Update 

A brief description of IOMs assistance during Peshkhabour’s opening.  

Barriers to Secondary School 
Attendance 

The results of a study that IOM conducted through its RART teams 
regarding the barriers to attending school for student-age Iraqis. 

Effects of Forced Migration 
on Women in Iraq: 
Livelihoods and 
Coping Mechanisms 

A study of the particular challenges that displaced women face with 
recommendations for tailoring IOMs projects to assisting these 
women.  

Iraq: The Impact of the Syria 
Crisis 

A report based on research that IOM carried out during June and July 
in 2013.  



Iraq: Micro-Business Start-ups 
in 
Vulnerable Communities; 
Factors for Success and 
Failure 

A report on the most important factors for IDP owned business 
success. 

Internal Displacement in Iraq: 
Barriers to Integration 

A report on the barriers to dealing with Iraq’s massive population 
movements.  

IOM Provides Summer 
Vocational Training for 40 
Participants 

A one page report on IOMs vocational training activities from June – 
September 2013.  

NFIs Distribution An Excel spreadsheet containing data on CRPII NFI distribution. 

Transportation Summary An Excel spreadsheet containing data related to IOM’s activities 
transporting refugees from Syria. 

CRP II -CRP IV- Beneficiary 
Services Details -Livelihood  
,sample of NFI ,CRI and 
transportation BNFs - without 
BNFs names 

An Excel spreadsheet containing data on all livelihood beneficiaries 
and a sample of other component beneficiaries.  

Final Report to PRM 
Community Revitalization 
Program - (CRP) – Phase II 
 

Final project report providing results achieved and a narrative of the 
project. 

CRP III  

Project Proposal to the 
Government Of The United 
States Of America: 
Community Revitalization 
Program (CRP) Phase III 
 

IOMs proposal to PRM for the CRP III Program. 

CRP Phase III Results Matrix The detailed CRP III results framework.  

CRP III Workplan Merged Detailed GANTT Chart with targets, staff assignments, and budget 
allocations.  

Methodology To Implement 
Community 
Revitalization Program (CRP 
III) Activities 

Handbook for conducting CRP III activities, including definitions, 
criteria for beneficiary selection, and details on activities should be 
managed.  

CRP III Logic Model The Causal Pathway of CRP III activities. 

CRP III - NFIs Distribution An Excel spreadsheet containing data on CRPII NFI distribution. 

CRP III - Transportation 
Summary 

An Excel spreadsheet containing data related to IOM’s activities 
transporting refugees from Syria. 

CRPIII-Beneficiaries Services 
Details -Livelihood activities 
,sample of 
NFI,Transportation,Awareness 
sessions,and  Psychosocial 
BNFs -without BNFs names 

An Excel spreadsheet containing data on all livelihood beneficiaries 
and a sample of other component beneficiaries.  

CRP IV  

CRP Snapshot August A record of outputs and personal stories.  

CRP Snapshot September A record of outputs and personal stories. 

CRP Phase IV Results Matrix Detailed results framework  

CRP IV Endorsed Workplan Detailed GANTT Chart with targets, staff assignments, and budget 
allocations. 



Methodology A handbook for delivering CRP IV services.  

Q1 - Quarterly Report to PRM: 
Contributing To Ongoing 
Stabilization In Iraq Through 
The Community Revitalization 
Program - (CRP) – Phase IV 
 

IOM’s Q1 progress report.  

Direct Assistance: Standard 
Non-Food-Item (NFI) Kit 
Composition 

One pager listing the contents of NFI kits.  

Q2 - Quarterly Report to PRM: 
Contributing To Ongoing 
Stabilization In Iraq Through 
The Community Revitalization 
Program - (CRP) – Phase IV 
 

IOM’s Q2 progress report.  

Q3 - Quarterly Report to PRM: 
Contributing To Ongoing 
Stabilization In Iraq Through 
The Community Revitalization 
Program - (CRP) – Phase IV 
 

IOM’s Q3 progress report.  

CRP IV – Overall Progress 
Charts 

Excell charts showing  

Theoretical Foundation and 
Best Practice Documents 

 

 Warnecke, Andrea; Frank, Volker (2010) Sustainable Conflict 
Transformation An Analytical Model For Assessing the 
Contribution of Development Activities to Peacebuilding. 
International Journal of Peace Studies. Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 71-93 

 Hogulund, Christine; Soderburg, Mimi (2010). Beyond the absence of 
war: the diversity of peace in post-settlement societies. Review of 
International Studies. Vol. 36, No. 2  

 Sekhar, C.S.C. (2010). Fragile States: The Role of Social, Political, and 
Economic Factors. Journal of Developing Societies. 26, 3 (2010): 263–
293 



Annex B – Survey Instrument 

Introduction 
Welcome to the Community Revitalization Program evaluation survey. We are requesting that you 

participate in this survey because you received small business services, job training, or vocational 

training sometime between 2012 and 2016. The purpose of this survey is to understand the 

effectiveness of the training or services.   We will ask you approximately 20 questions. The survey should 

take 15-20 minutes.  Your participation in the survey will help us to improve services for people like you.  

This research study is voluntary. You can stop at any time or refuse to answer any question. We won’t 

record any information that could identify you personally, such as your name. Your phone number was 

provided on an anonymous list that identified you only as a participant in the program. Your answers are 

confidential. There are no risks or direct benefits to you.  

Please press __ to begin.  

Screener Questions and Background 
1. The International organization of Migration offered several types of job and business training in 

your community. You participated in one of these sometime between 2012 and 2016. Types of 

training included small business training, on-the-job training, vocational training, farmer 

training, and job placement services. Which of the following did you participate in?  

a. Small business training (Go to question 2) 

b. On-the-job training (Go to question 9) 

c. Vocational training (Go to question 17) 

d. Farmer training (Go to question 25) 

e. I participated in a job placement program (Go to question 31) 

Local Economic Development 
Small Business Training and In Kind Grants 

2. Which of the following best describes why you originally attended small business training?  

a. I was interested in starting a new business 

b. I needed help maintaining a business that I owned 

c. I was interested in expanding a business I already owned 

d. I wanted to re-start a business that was no longer operational 

e. To get the toolkit promised for completing the program 

3. Since the time when you received small business training, have you achieved that goal?  

a. Yes (go to question 4) 

b. No (go to question 7) 

4. How important was the training to achieving that goal? 

a. Very important 

b. Important 

c. Neither important nor unimportant 

d. Unimportant 

e. Very unimportant 

5. Did you receive a business package, sometimes called an in-Kind Grant? 

a. Yes (go to question 6) 

b. No (go to question 37) 

6. How important was the in-kind grant to achieving your business goal? 

c. Very important (go to question 8) 



d. Important (go to question 8) 

e. Neither important nor unimportant (go to question 8) 

f. Unimportant (go to question 8) 

g. Very unimportant (go to question 8) 

7. Which of the following best describes why you were unable to achieve your goal? 

a. The services were not appropriate for my business 

b. The business package was not useful for my business 

c. Events outside of CRP stopped me from achieving my goal 

d. I chose to pursue a different opportunity than my business 

e. I did not complete the training 

8. Is the business that you operated when you received the business package still in operation? 

a. Yes (Go to Question 37) 

b. No (Go to Question 37) 

On the Job Training Questions 

9. Which of the following best describes why you originally participated in on-the-job training?  

a. I wanted to improve my skills to get a better job 

b. I needed new skills to earn more money at my current job 

c. I was an unskilled worker and I was interested in becoming a skilled worker 

d. I wanted to start my own business 

10. Since receiving On-The-Job Training, have you achieved that goal? 

a. Yes (go to question 11) 

b. No (go to question 12) 

11. How important was the training to achieving your goal? 

a. Very important (go to question 13) 

b. Important (go to question 13) 

c. Neither important nor unimportant (go to question 13) 

d. Unimportant (go to question 13) 

e. Very Unimportant (go to question 13) 

12. Which of the following best describes why you were unable to achieve your goal? 

a. The job ended after the training ended 

b. There weren’t jobs available that required my skills 

c. I found a different opportunity to earn money 

d. I did not acquire the skills I needed 

e. I did not finish the training 

13. How long did you stay at the job you had during the training?  

a. Less than 1 month 

b. 1 month – 6 months 

c. 6 months – 12 months 

d. More than 12 months 

14. Did you receive a toolkit as part of your on-the-job training? 

a. Yes (go to question 15) 

b. No (go to question 16) 

15. How important was the toolkit to achieving your business goal? 

a. Very important 

b. Important 

c. Neither important nor unimportant 

d. Unimportant 

e. Very unimportant 



16. Some on-the-job training masters are excellent at developing their trainees for the job market, 

while others lack the skills to teach their trainees the skills they need for the job market. Which 

of the following statements best describes your experience?  

a. My master definitely taught me the skills I needed to find a job (go to question 37) 

b. My master taught me most of the skills I needed to find a job (go to question 37) 

c. I don’t know whether or not my master taught me appropriate skills (go to question 37) 

d. My master taught me only a small part of the skills that I needed to find a job (go to 

question 37) 

e. My master didn’t teach me any of the skills I needed to find a job (go to question 37) 

Vocational Training Questions 

17. Which of the following best describes why you originally participated in vocational training?  

a. I wanted to improve my skills to get a better job 

b. I needed new skills to earn more money at my current job 

c. I was an unskilled worker and I was interested in becoming a skilled worker 

d. I wanted to open my own business 

18. Since receiving vocational, have you achieved that goal? 

a. Yes (go to question 19) 

b. No (go to question 20) 

19. How important was the training to achieving your goal? 

a. Very important (go to question 21) 

b. Important (go to question 21) 

c. Neither important nor unimportant (go to question 21) 

d. Unimportant (go to question 21) 

e. Very Unimportant (go to question 21) 

20. Why weren’t you able to achieve your goal? 

a. The job ended after the training ended 

b. There weren’t jobs available that required my skills 

c. I did not acquire the skills I needed 

d. I did not complete the training 

21. How long did you stay at the first job you obtained after you had the training?  

a. Less than 1 month 

b. 1 month – 6 months 

c. 6 months – 12 months 

d. More than 12 months 

22. Which of the following do you most agree with regarding the skills that you were taught in 

vocational training?  

a. It is very easy to find a job that requires the skills I was taught 

b. It is mostly easy to find a job that requires the skills I was taught 

c. It is not easy or hard  to find a job that requires the skills I was taught 

d. It is mostly hard to find a job that requires the skills I was taught 

e. It is very hard to find a job that requires the skills I was taught 

23. Did you receive a toolkit as part of your vocational training? 

a. Yes (go to question 24) 

b. No (go to question 37) 

24. How important was the toolkit to achieving your goal in completing vocational training? 

c. Very important (go to question 37) 

d. Important (go to question 37) 

e. Neither important nor unimportant (go to question 37) 

f. Unimportant (go to question 37) 



g. Very unimportant (go to question (37) 

Farmer Training 

25. Which of the following best describes why you chose to participate in Farmer Training?  

a. To increase production on my farm 

b. To improve my business skills 

c. To get equipment or livestock 

d. To get better access to markets 

26. Since receiving Farmer Training, have you achieved that goal? 

a. Yes (go to question 27) 

b. No (go to question 28) 

27. How important was the training to achieving your goal? 

a. Very important (go to question 29) 

b. Important (go to question 29) 

c. Neither important nor unimportant (go to question 29) 

d. Unimportant (go to question 29) 

e. Very Unimportant (go to question 29) 

28. Why weren’t you able to achieve your goal? 

a. I didn’t learn anything new at the training 

b. The training wasn’t appropriate for my farm 

c. I did not have the resources I needed to apply the training to my farm 

d. Because of security problems 

e. I didn’t complete the farmer training 

29. Did you receive a toolkit or livestock as part of your farmer training? 

a. Yes (go to question 30) 

b. No (go to question 37) 

30. How important was the toolkit or livestock to achieving your business goal? 

a. Very important (go to question 37) 

b. Important (go to question 37) 

c. Neither important nor unimportant (go to question 37) 

d. Unimportant (go to question 37) 

e. Very unimportant (go to question 37) 

Job Placement 

31. Which of the following best describes why you originally participated in Job placement services?  

a. I did not have a job and needed one 

b. I had a job that did not require my skills and wanted a new job that would allow me to 

use my skills 

c. I had a low paying job and wanted a higher paying job 

d. I was under employed and wanted to increase the total hours I work 

e. I wanted to start a business one day 

32. Since receiving job placement services, have you achieved that goal? 

a. Yes (go to question 33) 

b. No (go to question 34) 

33. How important was job placement service to achieving your goal? 

a. Very important  (go to question 35) 

b. Important (go to question 35) 

c. Neither important nor unimportant (go to question 35) 

d. Unimportant (go to question 35) 

e. Very Unimportant (go to question 35) 



34. Why weren’t you able to achieve your goal 

a. There are too many people with my skills where I live and not enough jobs 

b. I could not prove that I have the skills needed for the job I wanted 

c. Jobs were available but they did not suit my needs 

d. I didn’t complete the process 

35. How long did you stay at the first job you obtained after you had the training?  

a. Less than 1 month 

b. 1 month – 6 months 

c. 6 months – 12 months 

d. More than 12 months 

36. Which of the following best describes the job placement service’s impact on your future? 

a. I did not acquire a job through the job placement service. 

b. My future feels more secure because of the job I acquired through the placement 

service. 

c. My future feels neither secure nor insecure because of the job I acquired through the 

placement service. 

d. My future feels insecure despite the job I acquired through the placement service. 

General Livelihood Questions 

37. In Iraq, some people like you earn more income than they did several years ago, and some earn 

less. Compared to how much you earned when you first became aware of this training program, 

would you say that you earn 

a. Much less Income 

b. Less income 

c. Neither less nor more 

d. More income 

a. Much more income 

38. Which of the following best describes how you feel about earning a living? 

b. It is much easier for people like me to earn money than it was 5 years ago (Go to 

question 46) 

c. It is somewhat easier for people like me to earn money than it was 5 years ago. (Go to 

question 46) 

d. It is neither easier nor harder for people like me to earn money than it was 5 years ago. 

(Go to question 46) 

e. It is harder for people like me to earn money than it was 5 years ago (Go to question 46) 

f. It is much harder for people like me to earn money than it was 5 years ago (Go to 

question 46) 

Community Assistance Project Questions 
39. IOM works with some communities to implement projects called Community Assistance 

Projects. These projects bring community members together to improve infrastructure and basic 

services. What type of project did you work on?  

a. School 

b. Health Clinic 

c. Drinking Water facility 

d. Sewage facility 

e. Irrigation infrastructure 

f. Economic Improvement 

g. Other – open answer 



40. Communities consist of many types of people; men, women, long-term residents, new residents, 

different religious groups, different ethnic groups, and others. When your community was 

deciding what type of project to construct, who participated in the decision making? 

a. All groups that live in my community participated 

b. Most groups that live in my community participated 

c. Neither many nor few groups participated 

d. Only the two or three largest groups participated 

e. Only one group participated 

41. Is the project still operating?  

a. Yes (go to question 4) 

b. No (go to question 5) 

42. To what extent is the project still operating 

a. 100%, full capacity (go to question 6) 

b. About 75% capacity (go to question 6) 

c. About 50% capacity (go to question 6) 

d. About 25% capacity (go to question 6) 

e. Less than 25% capacity (go to question 6) 

43. Which of the following best describes why the project isn’t still operating? 

a. After CRP, no one took ownership of the project 

b. Government funds for operating the project ran out 

c. The project was stopped by external factors 

d. Other, better facilities have replaced the original project 

Capacity Building/Sustainability Questions 
44. Did you serve on any of the following groups as part of the project you worked on? 

e. Community Management Team (go to question 7) 

f. Woman’s Empowerment Group (go to question 7) 

g. Youth Empowerment Group (go to question 7) 

h. None of the above (go to question 8) 

45. Please rate the following statements on a scale from 1 to 10, with 1 meaning completely 

disagree and 10 meaning completely agree. 

a. The group or team I served on continued to address community problems after our 

project finished. 

b. Our project will last well into the future 

c. During our project we built an active social network among community members who 

support the implementation of community projects.  

d. Participating in a CAP built the capacity of my community’s representatives to address 

community needs expressed in the community plan. 

e. My community now is able to use its own resources to address community needs and 

sustain projects.  

 

Demographic Questions 
46. How did you initially come to participate in the training program?   

a. I was directly recruited by an IOM staff member 

b. A person in my community told me about the project and how to get involved 

c. A saw an advertisement or flyer about the project 

d. A member of my local government told me about the project 

e. Other – Opportunity for open answer.  



47. Of the following, which most closely describes your family’s level of income? (Alternative open 

ended: What is your approximate house hold income per month? 

a. <100,000 

b. 100,000-200,000 

c. 200,000-300,000 

d. 300,000-400,000 

e. >400,000 

48. CRP worked with many types of people. Which of the following choices most closely reflects 

how you would describe yourself? 

a. A long-term, permanent resident of my community 

b. I recently, voluntarily moved to my community 

c. I recently moved to my community because my original community became too violent 

d. I recently moved to my community because my original community lacked resources 

e. I was recently moved to my community after living in an IDP camp. 

Conclusion 

This is the end of the survey. Thank you for participating  



Annex C – Interview Guide 

INTRODUCTION FOR THE INTERVIEWER 
ISG is conducting research on behalf of The International Organization for Migration (IOM). The 

objective of the research is to analyse the impact that IOM’s Community Revitalization Program (CRP 

has had on the beneficiaries and communities where it has been implemented.  ISG’s will conduct its 

research via a survey, focus group discussions, and key informant interviews. This interview guide serves 

as a manual for data collectors conducting the key informant interview portion of the research. The 

interviews will cover five specific areas:  

1. The degree to which CRP has improved living conditions for project beneficiaries.  

2. The effectiveness of CRP’s activities aimed at creating economic opportunity for beneficiaries. 

3. CRP’s success at integrating vulnerable groups into social and economic life.  

4. The relevance of CRP’s interventions to achieving its intended objectives and providing for the 

needs of targeted beneficiaries.  

5. Examples of improvements CRP could make to activities and services to improve beneficiary 

satisfaction and reach more vulnerable people. 

ISG’s researchers will conduct face to face interviews with IOM beneficiaries. While this guide is 

intended to assist the interviewer in setting key areas for research and orienting the discussions, the 

interview should happen as a conversation, allowing the interviewer to ask follow up questions that may 

lead to discovering new and important information.  

NOTES FOR THE INTERVIEWER 

 You should ensure that you cover all the major issues noted in this guide. However, some 

questions may elicit long discussions and others short answers depending on the relevance of 

individual topics for discussion to individual respondents. Exploring the most relevant areas (and 

others that may be important to the respondent, but not necessarily covered in this guide) is 

more important than covering every question in the guide.  

 CRP’s activities operate in a dynamic and complex environment.  It is likely that there are key 

issues that the author of this guide did not anticipate. The interviewer should feel free to ask 

questions that the interviewer feels are fruitful whether or not they are included in the guide. 

 Please take notes in a separate document. 

 Make sure to record your notes at the end of each day. Too much time between the interview 

and recording notes can lead to loss of salient information that will have a negative impact on 

the rest of the research. 

 

 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
INTRODUCTION 
Hello! Thank you for participating in this interview. My name is _________ and I am working on a 

project for International Solutions Group, a research organization based in the United States.  ISG is 

conducting research on behalf of the International Organization for Migration (IOM).  

The purpose of our research is to assess the effectiveness of IOM’s Community Revitalization program 

(CRP). IOM is interested in understanding if the program has improved the lives and communities of 

program beneficiaries.  I will ask you questions about your life and experience working with IOM, and 

your reasons for participating in CRP.  

The interview today will last about an hour. During the interview, I’ll take notes so I can remember what 

you said. 

I want to mention a few important points before we start. 

 There are no ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ answers to any of the questions. We are interested in hearing 

your opinions, whatever they are. 

 Your participation in this interview is voluntary. If you don’t want to answer any question, you 

don’t have to. The responses that you provide are confidential: we won’t mention your name in 

any report we write and we will never connect your name with anything you say. Your 

responses will be combined with responses from other people. 

Do you have any questions before we begin? 

Now that I’ve told you about the topics we’ll discuss and answered your questions, are you comfortable 

proceeding with the interview? 

IF NO: ASK IF YOU COULD PROVIDE ANY OTHER INFORMATION THAT WOULD MAKE THE 

RESPONDENT MORE COMFORTABLE. IF RESPONDENT PREFERS NOT TO CONTINUE, TERMINATE 

INTERVIEW. 

IF YES: CONTINUE TO THE NEXT SECTION. 

 

 

 

 

 

LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
Respondent Background  

1. First, I’d like to understand your history in the community you live in. (NOTE TO INTERVIEWER: 
try to get a sense of respondent’s economic and social background. What did they do for a living 
before CRP? What was their social status (IDP? Returnee? Other?) 

2. How long have you lived in this community?  

3. How does your household earn money? Has that changed recently? If so, how? 

4. Why did you choose to live here? 



Individual Experience 
5. CRP has several components such as job placement services, business development services, in-

kind grants for businesses, vocational training, on-the-job training, and farmer training. Which 

component of CRP did you participate in?  

6. How did you find out about the component/activity?  

7. Why did you initially choose to participate in CRP? What was your goal? [INTERVIEWER, try to 

understand respondent’s situation before respondent participated in CRP]. 

8. Did you achieve that goal? How? [IF ANSWER IS YES, GO TO QUESTION 9. IF ANSWER IS NO, GO 

TO QUESTION 10] 

9. If you had not participated in CRP, could you have achieved your goal? [IF NO] If you had not 

participated in CRP, what would your life be like now? [GO TO QUESTION 8] 

10. Why have you not achieved your planned goal? 

11. Is there anything CRP could have done differently to help you achieve your goal? 

12. How would you describe the change, if any, participating in CRP has made in your life?  

13. Was the change appropriate considering your needs?  

14. What did you find most surprising, in a positive or negative way, about the program and its 

results?  

15. What did you find most surprising about how it changed your community?  

16. Imagine that you had a problem with the [training, service or grant] that you received from the 

CRP. What would you do?  

17. What do you consider to be the best thing about CRP? Is there anything you would like to 

change?  

18. What do you think CRP could do to reach more people like you?  

Community Impact 
19. Why do you think CRP chose your community to offer the type of project that you participated 

in?  

20. Do you think it was easy or difficult for all of the people in your community who needed CRP’s 

help to participate in the program? 

21.  [IF DIFFICULT] Why was it difficult? How could IOM have promoted the project to better reach 

the people who could benefit from it?  

22. [IF EASY] Do you think that all of the people who could benefit from the project chose to 

participate in it? If not, why not?  

23. Do you think all groups of people in your community were well represented? What are some 

examples of how they were represented? Were any over or under represented? 

24. CRP was launched in your community because certain groups of people in it were having trouble 

earning enough income. Thinking back to before you became aware of CRP until now, what do 

you think is the biggest change CRP has made for these groups of people in your community?  



25. Do you think the change will be permanent? What has to happen for the change to become 

permanent? 

26. CRP’s goal is to revitalize the entire community. What do you think CRP does best to assist your 

community as a whole? 

27. What do you think CRP could improve to assist your community as a whole? 

Conclusion 
28. Do you have any final comments or any questions? 

  



FIELD STAFF - LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
Background 

1. How long have you worked on the project?  

What is your position and major duties? 

What do you enjoy most about your job?  

What’s your greatest challenge in this job? 

Processes and Impact 
2. Why do beneficiaries in your program choose to participate? What are their goals? 

3. When clients are successful in achieving their goals, what characteristics most contribute to 

their success? 

4. How does achieving their goals improve their lives? What are they most likely to spend new 

income on?  

5. What are the greatest obstacles to achieving their goals?  

6. What could CRP do to remove those obstacles?  

7. Do you think the program improves the community as a whole, or is the improvement more on 

the individual level? If the community as a whole, how?  

8. What would you say is CRP’s greatest achievement?  

9. What would you say is the project’s major shortcoming?  

10. What has been most surprising about the project, either in a positive or negative way? 

11. What external factors, meaning factors that CRP has no control over, has had the biggest impact 

on the project? How have they affected the project? 

12. What opportunities do you see for the project to increase its impact? 

13. What else could IOM do to help the project achieve its goals?  

14. What are the major lessons you’ve learned that would benefit future CRP phases?  

Conclusion 
15. Do you have any final comments or any questions? 

 

  



BENEFICIARIES - COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE PROJECTS 
Background 

1. During what year did you participate in a Community Assistance Project? 

2. What was your role on the project? Did you serve on a Community Management Team, 

Women’s Empowerment Group, Youth Empowerment group, or other committee?  

3. What type of project did you implement?  

Processes and Impact 
One of the benefits of CAP projects is that the CAP process empowers neighbourhoods and 

communities to work with local government to solve problems. I’d like to ask you a few questions 

about the process. 

4. How were you recruited to work on a CAP project? 

5. Why do you think CRP chose your community for a CAP project?  

6. What project did your community choose?  

7. How was the decision made to do that project? Did everyone agree? How was a final 

decision made? 

8. After the project was completed, who was responsible for managing it? Is it still operating as 

planned?  

9. What was the most difficult issue the project faced? How was it handled? 

10. Do you think that there are people that should have participated in the project but didn’t? If 

yes, why do you think they didn’t participate? 

11. What would be the most effective way for IOM to manage similar projects to include more 

people?  

12. What do you think is the greatest strength of the project’s management? 

13. What do you think could most be improved about the project’s management? 

14. Imagine that, after CRP finished, there were a neighbourhood in your community that had 

no access to water. How would the community solve that problem?   

15. In your opinion, what are the main lessons learned that you think IOM should take away 

from your community’s project?  

Conclusion 
16. Do you have any final comments or any questions? 

  



FIELD STAFF – COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE PROJECTS  
Background 

1. How long have you worked on the project?  

2. What is your position and major duties? 

3. What do you enjoy most about your job?  

4. What’s your greatest challenge in this job? 

Project Management 
5. Which communities do you work in?  

6. Why were those communities chosen for CRP projects?  

7. Which communities have been most successful in choosing and implementing projects? What 

common characteristics do you think led to their success?  

8. Which have struggled with their projects? Why have they struggled?  

9. Are there particular types of projects that are more successful than others?  

10. Which groups of people, such as IDPs or minority groups, have had the most trouble 

participating in CRP projects? Why?  

11. If we asked project participants what they most liked about working with CRP, what do you 

think they would say?  

12. What would they say their biggest challenges were?  

13. Were there any surprising outcomes of the project, either in a positive or negative way?  

14. Which of the communities you work in, or have worked in, do you believe are most ready to use 

the capacity built by CRP to solve community problems? What characteristics do they share?  

15. Which communities have been less successful developing capacity to solve problems? Why do 

you think they have been less successful?   

Conclusion 
16. Do you have any final comments or any questions? 

 

 

  



Annex D – Focus Group Guide 

INTRODUCTION FOR THE FOCUS GROUP LEADER 
ISG is conducting research on behalf of the International Organization for Migration (IOM). The objective 

of the research is to understand the experience of people and communities that participated in the 

Community Revitalization Program.  ISG’s research will be conducted via a survey, focus group 

discussions, and key informant interviews. This focus group guide serves as a manual for the focus group 

leader and note taker conducting focus groups.  

ISG will conduct two types of focus groups; a stakeholder group and a CRP staff group. The client focus 

group will cover five topics: 

 The impact of CRP on individuals and communities 

 The design of the project’s processes 

 The relevance of the project to its beneficiaries 

 The project’s effectiveness and efficiency in terms of achieving intended outputs and outcomes 

 The appropriateness of the project’s resources 

The staff focus group is intended to capture information about project design, project management, and 

customer management.  

The purpose of these focus groups is to present broad issues to discuss and to let participants generate 

ideas and build on each other’s ideas. The focus group leader’s goal is to encourage participation and 

ask questions that build on participants thoughts. This guide provides follow up questions that you may 

use. You may ask specific participants to compare their opinion or thoughts to those of other 

participants through prompts such as “Participant B, how does your experience compare to the 

experience of participant A that we just heard?” or “Participant C, what would you add to participant B’s 

comments?” The interaction that the focus group leader encourages will provide depth to the 

information we are gathering through the survey and interviews.   

Preparation 
 Make sure there is a sign-in sheet, pen, and paper for each participant. 

 Make sure the room is set up with flip charts or whatever materials you need. 

 Set up refreshments.  

 If available, set up small gifts to thank the focus group participants. 

 

 

 

 

 

AGENDA FOR BENEFCIARIES 
Introduction, Ground Rules, Logistics and Sign-In Sheet 
 



Thank you all for participating in this focus group. My name is _________ and I will lead the group, and 

this is ____________, who will take notes. Our discussion will last no more than an hour and a half. 

Before we get started, let me mention that there are drinks and refreshments available (point them 

out), and the bathroom is (indicate location of bathroom). Please feel free to get up and move around or 

help yourself to refreshments during the discussion.    

The purpose of this focus group is to understand the influence of IOM’s Community Revitalization 

Program to your community. Particularly, we’d like to understand:  

 If the program improved the lives of people who participated in it. 

 If the program improved quality of life for communities as a whole.  

 The program’s contribution to helping communities and government work together to solve 

problems. 

 How IOM could improve the Community Revitalization Program to better serve people like you. 

I wanted to mention a few important points before we start. 

 The purpose is for us to learn from you, both your positive and negative experiences and 

opinions.  

 We’re gathering information, not trying to achieve consensus. Please contribute your 

experience and opinion. It’s ok for there to be disagreement or different ideas. 

 We’re doing interviews and focus groups in our research. The purpose of focus groups is 

generate new ideas and to see where there are areas of agreement and disagreement.  

 Please take a minute to read over the consent form that is in-front of you, and if you agree to 

participate, sign it and we’ll collect them at the end of the session.  

We have a few ground rules that we hope you’ll agree with:  

 Please participate. Your contribution is valuable and will improve IOM’s services in the future.  

 Please agree to keep the information provided in the focus group confidential. We won’t discuss 

any sensitive topics. Still, people may share ideas that they’d rather not be discussed privately.  

 Stay with the group and please don’t have side conversations. 

 Turn off cell phones if possible. 

Are there any questions before we get started?  

FOCUS GROUP LEADER: Go around the table and ask people to introduce themselves and how they 

participated in CRP (On-The-Job Training, participated in a WEG, etc). 

Questions  
1. The CRP has operated since 2012. Think back to when you first became aware of the program. 

Why did the people in your community initially choose to participate in the program?   

Follow Up Questions 

a. What was life and work in your community like before CRP? How has CRP changed that 

situation?  

b. What would be different If CRP hadn’t come to your community? Would more people 

have left the community? Would less people have work?  

c. What did you find most surprising about CRP?  



2. I’d like to talk about your experiences working with CRP. Think about the process of participating 

from your initial contact with CRP staff, to participating in activities, and through finalizing your 

participation and the follow up that CRP staff did with you. Have you found the process of 

participating in the project easy or difficult?  

Follow Up Questions 

a. What aspects of working with CRP did you like the best? 

b. Which aspects were most difficult? How would you change them? 

c. How was CRP most helpful to people in your community? 

3. CRP was designed to assist vulnerable groups in your community, such as people who recently 

returned, or people who have moved here recently because they had to leave their own 

communities. In your opinion, how was the project most helpful to vulnerable groups in your 

community?  

Follow Up Questions 

a. Did CRP miss opportunities to help vulnerable groups in your community? Could you 

describe those opportunities?  

b. Did the project choose the right groups of people to work with? Why or why not?  

4. Imagine that you were part of a committee that was going to design a project to help people in 

your community get access to basic services (like water, electricity, health clinics, or schools) 

and access to opportunities to earn money. Which ideas would you borrow from CRP for your 

project? [LEADER: REMIND THE GROUP OF CMTS, WEGS, YEGS, GOVERNMENT COOPERATION, 

AND LIVELIHOODS PROJECTS, FARMER AND VOCATIONAL KITS, IN-KIND GRANTS] 

Follow Up Questions 

a. Which elements would you redesign? What would you do differently?  

b. Are there other types of programs or services you would offer? 

 

5. Have you received assistance from other organizations that were not IOM, or other programs 

that were not CRP, that were helpful? [LEADER: IF YES, TO GO FOLLOW UP, IF NO, GO TO NEXT 

QUESTION] 

Follow Up Questions 

a. What was the type of assistance?  

b. How was it most helpful?  

6. Is there anything else that you would like CRP to know or consider? 

 

  



AGENDA FOR STAFF FOCUS GROUP 

Introduction, Ground Rules, Logistics and Sign-In Sheet  
Thank you all for participating in this focus group. My name is _________ and I will lead the group, and 

this is ____________ who will take notes. Our discussion will last no more than an hour and a half. 

Before we get started, let me mention that there are drinks and refreshments available (point them 

out), and the bathroom is (indicate location of bathroom). Please feel free to get up and move around or 

help yourself to refreshments during the discussion.    

The purpose of this focus group is to discuss the Community Revitalization Program. Particularly, we’d 

like to talk about:  

 The program’s design and management. 

 Your experience with CRP’s beneficiaries. 

 Your experience working with other CRP stakeholders. 

I wanted to mention a few important points before we start. 

 The purpose is for us to learn from you, both your positive and negative experiences and 

opinions.  

 We’re gathering information, not trying to achieve consensus. Please contribute your 

experience and opinion. It’s ok for there to be disagreement or different ideas 

 We’re doing interviews and focus groups in our research. The purpose of focus groups is 

generate new ideas and to see where there are areas of agreement and disagreement.  

 Please take a minute to read over the consent form that is in-front of you, and if you agree to 

participate, sign it and we’ll collect them at the end of the session.  

We have a few ground rules that we hope you’ll agree with:  

 Please participate. Your contribution is valuable and will improve CRP’s services in the future.  

 Please agree to keep the information provided in the focus group confidential. We won’t discuss 

any sensitive topics. Still, people may share ideas that they’d rather not be discussed privately.  

 Stay with the group and please don’t have side conversations. 

 Turn off cell phones if possible. 

Are there any questions before we get started?  

FOCUS GROUP LEADER: Go around the table and ask people to introduce themselves by their name and 

their job in the CRP. 

Questions for CRP Staff 
1. CRP project targets vulnerable individuals.  In your experience, how has the project most helped 

vulnerable individuals?  

Follow Up Questions 

a. What are some of the challenges of working with those individuals?  

b. Are there some groups of individuals that are underserved? Which groups? What could 

IOM do to serve them better? 



c. Which of the beneficiaries needs did the program most serve? Which did the program 

not serve as well? 

d. Have you noticed a change in whole communities? What were those changes? 

e. Imagine that you were starting CRP in a new community. What are the lessons you have 

learned about serving vulnerable people that you would take to the new project? 

2. As you know, CRP has several difference components. There are the large Community 

Advancement Project and Livelihood Assistance Components for example. And then within 

those there is a capacity building component, job training and placement, business services, 

individual assistance, and others. How do the components cooperate in their service delivery?  

Follow Up Questions 

a. Are there ways that the project components could cooperate but currently don’t? What 

would the benefits be to cooperation?  

b. How does CRP coordinate with other departments within IOM? Are there ways that 

could be improved? 

c. What are the obstacles to cooperation?  

3. Certain communities are more successful at implementing CRP than others. In your experience, 

why is this?  

Follow Up Questions 

a. What characteristics differentiate more successful and less successful communities?  

b. How do you help a community that is struggling to achieve its goals to become more 

successful? 

c. One of the main goals of CRP is to build communities that are inclusive and self-

governing, meaning that all members of the community contribute to solving problems. 

Can you think of any communities you work with that have met this goal? Why are some 

more successful than others at achieving this goal? 

4. I would like to talk about the efficiency with which the program operates. In this case, efficiency 

is how well the program plans activities and outputs, is allocated resources for those plans, and 

then executes the plans. Given this definition, what are the most efficient aspects of CRP in your 

experience? 

Follow Up Questions 

a. Where does the project struggle with efficiency?  

b. Do you have any suggestions for how it might operate more efficiently in those areas?  

5. In your experience, what has been the most surprising outcome that CRP has produced, either in 

a positive or negative way? 

6. Are there any other lessons learned, stories, or comments you think we should include in our 

research?  

 

 

  



Annex E – Terms of Reference of the Evaluation 
IMPACT EVALUATION FOR “COMMUNITY REVITALIZATION PROGRAM” 

Commissioned by: IOM Mission in Iraq 

 
Terms of Reference 

 
Established in 1951, the International Organization for Migration (IOM) is the leading inter-governmental 
organization in the field of migration and works closely with governmental, intergovernmental and non-
governmental partners. IOM works to help ensure the orderly and humane management of migration, to 
promote international cooperation on migration issues, to assist in the search for practical solutions to 
migration problems and to provide humanitarian assistance to migrants in need, including refugees and 
internally displaced people. 
 
Since beginning operations in Iraq in 2003, IOM has built a strong network of staff, offices and logistics. 
Through coordination with the Iraqi government, donors and UN agencies, IOM Iraq delivered life-saving 
aid to more than one million people across all of Iraq’s 18 governorates in 2014. IOM Iraq provides a range 
of emergency response services: non-food item kits, shelter, livelihood assistance, primary health care 
and psychosocial assistance to help displaced persons regain dignity in their lives. IOM Iraq also provides 
technical cooperation including government capacity building on migration issues. With a presence on the 
ground in all governorates, IOM staff has been on the front lines of the humanitarian response to this 
unprecedented crisis in Iraq. IOM is also working towards durable solutions through enhancing socio-
economic inclusion of vulnerable populations through its community stabilization portfolio, particularly 
the Community Revitalization Program (CRP).  
 

1. Program Scope 
 
The CRP is a multi-sectorial program that focuses on the implementation of livelihood projects, 
rehabilitation of shared economic and social infrastructure and capacity building of local stakeholders and 
governmental authorities. This program is a comprehensive, community-based initiative that empowers 
local communities to take the lead in their own development. The program has been implemented by 
IOM between 2012–2015 as a continuation of an earlier iteration of the Program referred to as the 
Program for Human Security and Stabilization (PHSS), three phases of which were implemented between 
2007– 2011. CRP was designed to build upon the lessons learned and achievements of the previous years 
of experience implementing a number of community stabilization projects in the country. The CRP has 
been implemented across twelve governorates in five phases of implementation (currently in phase V), 
and it was distributed in the northern, southern and central regions of the country.  
 
The project goal is to contribute to stabilisation in Iraq by improving the conditions for sustainable 
economic and social inclusion of vulnerable individuals in communities with significant populations of 
internally displaced persons (IDPs) and returnees. The major activities of the project include livelihood 
assistance, community assistance projects, psychosocial support activity, community mobilization, 
strengthening community engagement and capacity building of community structures and government 
stakeholders. The program has been implemented in the last four years and it is currently developing its 
fifth phase (one phase per year). The evaluation will be about CRP phases II, III, and IV, which are described 
as follows (see Table 1.): 
CRP Phase II (2012-2013). It included three complementary and interrelated components, namely 1) the 
Individual and Community Assistance Enhancing Socio-Economic Inclusion of Vulnerable Iraqis, 2) 
Humanitarian Information Coordination, and 3) Emergency Humanitarian Support to the Syrian refugees 
and Iraqi returnees.  
It was implemented in nine governorates and it foresaw to benefit 2,000 households. 
 



CRP Phase III (2014-2013). It included five complementary and interrelated components: 1) the provision 
of Livelihood Assistance and entrepreneurship support; 2) the implementation of Community Assistance 
Projects (CAPs) with the view to enhance community level infrastructure (health, education, etc.); 3) 
immediate support of Iraqi Returnees from Syria and IDPs through the Provision of Non-Food Items (NFIs), 
Referrals, and emergency transportation services; 4) Humanitarian Information Coordination and 
Dissemination; and 5) capacity building interventions and networking with community, government, and 
development stakeholders.  

It was implemented in ten governorates and it foresaw to benefit 3,467 households.   
 
CRP Phase IV (2014-2015). It included five complementary and interrelated components: 1) Livelihoods 
Assistance to Enhance the Socio-Economic Inclusion of IDPs, Returnees and Vulnerable Host Communities. 
This component primarily focused on the key selected communities with high numbers of IDPs and 
returnees, but also on other areas hosting members of the target population. Based on the identified 
needs and existing skill-set of the selected beneficiaries, the livelihoods assistance package included one 
or more of the following services: a) an In-Kind Grant (IKG) for entrepreneurs towards the 
development/support of a small business; b) Business Development Services (BDS); c) specialized skills 
trainings such as Vocational Training (VT), Farming Training (FT) or On-the-Job training (OJT), accompanied 
by a toolkit tailored to the nature of the attended training; d) job placement (JP), pairing a beneficiary 
with a developed skillset with host employers (hotels, banks, private companies, private schools, factories, 
etc.) to gain professional experience; or e) referral to other service providers for a number of cases.  2) 
Community Assistance Projects (CAPs) Enhancing Infrastructure and Socio-Economic Conditions in the 
Vulnerable Communities, 3) Direct Support to Iraqi Returnees from Syria and IDPs through the Provision 
of Non-Food-Items (NFIs) and referrals, 4) Humanitarian Information Coordination, and 5) Capacity 
building actions and networking.  
It was implemented in eleven governorates and it foresaw to benefit 4,000 households. 
 
Additionally, JT, FT, OFT, and distribution of IKG’s is scheduled to be distributed during 2016 (approx. 700 
services and items combined).   
 
Data sources: For the CRP II, III and IV, specifically concerning livelihood services and Non-Food Items 
(NFIs) components, there are database systems (IOM  Iraq Portal and JOC) available about beneficiaries 
basic personal information (age, gender, family members, location per governorate, type of service 
received, telephone contact, status of service) and, for CRP II and III, database on beneficiary follow-up 
results collected by the Rapid Assessment and Response Teams (RARTS) and the Community 
Communications Center (3C), government (contact data, including data from the Monitoring and 
Evaluation Team, composed by different government members). Also some IOM staff are still working on 
CRP V.  
Among others, there are also project proposals, donor reports (financial and narrative final reports), and 
event reports. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1. Components of CRP per Phase. 

CRP II CRP III CRP IV 

1) The Individual and 
Community Assistance 
Enhancing Socio-Economic 
Inclusion of Vulnerable 
Iraqis 

1) Livelihood Assistance and 
entrepreneurship support 

1) Livelihoods Assistance to 
Enhance the Socio-Economic 
Inclusion of IDPs, Returnees 
and Vulnerable Host 
Communities. 



a) an In-Kind Grant (IKG) for 
entrepreneurs towards the 
development/support of a 
small business;  
b) Business Development 
Services (BDS);  
c) specialized skills trainings 
such as Vocational Training 
(VT), Farming Training (FT) or 
On-the-Job training (OJT), 
accompanied by a toolkit 
tailored to the nature of the 
attended training;  
d) job placement (JP), pairing 
a beneficiary with a 
developed skillset with a 
small business partner to gain 
professional experience; or  
e) External referral to other 
service providers for a 
number of cases. 

*In the phase II, the 

component of Community 
Assistance Projects (CAPs) 
was in fact implemented. 
However, it was not listed as a 
component integrated in the 
project proposal in 
comparison with the CRP III 
and IV. 

2) Community Assistance 
Projects (CAPs) with the view 
to enhance community level 
infrastructure (health, 
education, etc.) 

2) Community Assistance 
Projects (CAPs) Enhancing 
Infrastructure and Socio-
Economic Conditions in the 
Vulnerable Communities 

3) Emergency Humanitarian 
Support to the Syrian 
refugees and Iraqi 
returnees. 

3) Immediate support of Iraqi 
Returnees from Syria and IDPs 
through the Provision of Non-
Food Items (NFIs), Referrals, 
and emergency 
transportation services 

3) Direct Support to Iraqi 
Returnees from Syria and IDPs 
through the Provision of Non-
Food-Items (NFIs) and 
referrals 

2) Humanitarian 
Information Coordination 

4) Humanitarian Information 
Coordination and 
Dissemination 

4) Humanitarian Information 
Coordination 

 5) Capacity building 
interventions and networking 
with community, 
government, and 
development stakeholders. 

5) Capacity building actions 
and networking. 

 
2. Evaluation purpose 

 
Through this program evaluation, IOM Iraq aims to analyse the impact the Community Revitalization 
Program (phases II, III, and IV) has had on the beneficiaries and communities where it has been 
implemented, as well as document recommendations that support further phases of the CRP.  
 
Evaluation stakeholders 
There are three distinct audiences of the evaluation, including the IOM Project Development and 
Monitoring and Evaluation, Project Management offices, government counterparts, and the donor. 



 
The findings are expected to document lessons learned and best practices to improve design and 
implementation of on-going and future phases of CRP and other projects of similar nature. Government 
counterparts and the donor will be able to use the evaluation to assess the ongoing relevance and 
accountability of the program to intended beneficiaries.  
 

3. Evaluation scope 
 
The objective of the evaluation is to assess the Socio-Economic impact of the program in the beneficiaries, 
and in their communities. The evaluation will cover the last three phases of the Community Revitalization 
Program (CRP, phases II, III, and IV), commencing in September 2012 until September 2015. The program 
was planned to be implemented across twelve governorates of Iraq: Anbar, Babylon, Baghdad, Basrah, 
Dahuk, Diyala, Erbil, Kirkuk, Ninewa, Missan, Sulaymaniyah, and Thi-Qar (see Table 2.). The evaluation of 
the program in a number of these governorates should be assessed through field work according to mixed 
factors, i.e. representativeness of beneficiaries (high, medium and low, etc.), type of land (rural vs. urban), 
gender, type of business, etc., timeframe, security protocols, and financial constraints.  
 

Table 2. CRP Livelihood component. Estimate of total beneficiaries  
disaggregated per phase and governorate. 

 CRP II (2012-2013) CRP III (2013-2014) CRP IV (2014-2015) 
No. 

Governorate 
Total of 

beneficiaries 
Governorate 

Total of 
beneficiaries 

Governorate 
Total of 

beneficiaries 

1 Anbar 349 Anbar Delayed* Anbar Delayed* 

2 Baghdad 605 Baghdad 484 Baghdad 321 

3 Babylon NA Babylon NA Babylon 282 

4 Bashra NA Basrah 407 Bashra 319 

5 Dahuk 299 Dahuk 391 Dahuk 317 

6 Diyala 327 Diyala 311 Diyala 115 

7 Erbil 288 Erbil 389 Erbil 255 

8 Kirkuk 187 Kirkuk 384 Kirkuk 298 

9 Missan 301 Missan 419 Missan 266 

10 Ninewa 223 Ninewa 210 Ninewa  Delayed* 

11 
Sulaymania 273 Sulaymania 363 Sulaymania 345 

12 Thi-Qar NA Thi-Qar 216 Thi-Qar 195 

                 Source: Iraq IOM PORTAL, January 2016.  
                 NA: Not applied (not planned)         *Planned but delayed or cancelled due to security situation. 

4. Evaluation criteria 
 

i. Design: the extent to which the program’s logical framework approach was relevant, with 
measurable expected objectives at the country level, outcomes and outputs, performance 
indicators, including gender equality, targets, risks, mitigation measures and assumptions.     

 
ii. Relevance: specifically the extent to which the program’s objectives are continuously consistent 

with beneficiaries’ needs, government planning (including other similar initiatives), IOM’s 
mandate and the community stabilization strategies and policies of the country office. 

 
iii. Coverage: the extent to which the program grasp major vulnerable population groups.  

 



iv. Efficiency: the measure of how resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are converted into 
outputs and reported accordingly.  

 
v. Effectiveness: the extent to which the program achieves its objectives and outcomes, including 

the analysis of cost-effectiveness, where possible.  
 

vi. Impact: the positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term economic, environmental, 
social change(s) produced or likely to be produced by a project, directly or indirectly, intended 
or unintended, after the project was implemented. 
 

vii. Sustainability: the measure of whether the effects of the Program are likely to continue after its 
termination.  
 
 

5. Evaluation type 
 
As the program has interrelated components in every one of its phases, we emphasize the requirement 
of an ex-post impact evaluation on the program for the three last phases (II, III, and IV). It will require a 
separated evaluation for each phase of the program, and may include the comparison among the three 
phases considering the overarching goals of the CRP, as each phase has been building up on lessons 
learned from previous phases. It should be noted however, that each phase of the program focused on 
new target locations and beneficiaries.   
 

6. Evaluation questions 
 
Apart from the standard impact evaluation questions designed according with the evaluation criteria, IOM 
aims to address in depth the following specific questions for each phase of the CRP: 
  

i. Did the program revitalize the communities where it was implemented? If so, to what extent and 
what were the key outputs of the program that contributed to the revitalization of the 
communities? 

ii. Did the program’s specific interventions make a difference in the socio-economic condition of 
beneficiaries? I.e. an increase in income over the long run, more employment for target 
populations (including addressing under employment), more farming activities, more 
independent and sustainable entrepreneurships, etc. 

iii. Was the selection of beneficiaries consistent with the criteria for selection and does the selection 
criteria adequately target the populations most in need of stabilization and revitalization 
assistance?  

iv. Were there unintended effects (positive or negative) caused by the program in host communities? 
If so, which ones? Did the program adequately apply ‘Do No Harm’ principles? 

v. Were there synergies between the different components of the program and would the program 
benefit from further integration?  

vi. Did the program design meet the needs of the target populations and if so, in what ways? 
vii. Is there a direct causality between the program intervention and the current socio-economic 

condition of the beneficiaries? If so, what causality exists?  
viii. Were there specific factors among governorates that supported the achievement (or lack thereof) 

of meaningful impact in the communities?  If so, which ones? I.e. political will, level of government 
engagement, information management, etc.  

ix. Did the coordination (or lack thereof) among IOM departments affect (positive or negatively) the 
program results? 

x. Did the program implementation meet the budgetary targets? If not, what were the factors in 
design and implementation that had an effect? 

 



 
7. Evaluation methodology 

 
We require a methodologically strong design that may include mixed methods in order to answer all of 
the above questions. Evaluators should assess the feasibility of including counterfactual groups and rating 
scales or accordingly, propose a methodology that allows assessing the impact of the program. It will be 
agreed by the IOM responsible. Data collection and analytic methods must be clear and shall ensure that 
if a different, well-qualified evaluator undertakes the same evaluation, he or she would arrive at the same 
or similar findings and conclusions. It is required that the methodology proposal includes sample sizes 
following sampling procedures per each phase with the corresponding statistical power calculation.  
 
The main sources of data for the evaluation will be documents, monitoring databases, interviews, focus 
group discussions, and site visits. Where necessary translation/interpreting services will be provided. The 
IOM Project Management team will support the arrangement of stakeholders’ interviews once the 
evaluators propose the data collection design and profiles to be interviewed.  The use of local 
companies/partners for conducting impact survey(s) can be envisioned and the cost may be paid 
separately by IOM.  
 
IOM estimates that the in-country data collection shall take up to three weeks. In order to proceed with 
the field work site visit, it is required evaluators present in advance the detailed work plan -including data 
collection tools, to be implemented during these weeks. The cost of airfares, hotels and per-diem will be 
covered by IOM with funds from a separate budget.  
  
The evaluation will also review the cross-cutting issues, such as gender in accordance with the project 
proposals of the CRP (to be provided once the agreement with evaluators is done) and the mission and 
organizational approach to these issues. Additional technical approaches will be agreed on between the 
IOM evaluation coordinator and the evaluator/s.  
 
The structure of the final report should include 1) an executive summary, 2) table of contents, 3) 
acronyms, 4) introduction, 5) detailed methodology, 6) findings, 7) conclusions, 8) lessons learned, 9) 
recommendations, and 10) annexes with data collection tools designed and used for this evaluation, and 
all relevant information to document the evaluation findings and recommendations. Findings should be 
specific, concise and supported by reliable, generalizable and valid quantitative and qualitative evidence 
data. Recommendations should be action-oriented, specific, derived from findings, practical, and with 
identified responsibility for the action. 
 
The evaluation should take place over a period of no more than 12 weeks for an estimated total of working 
days depending on the number of evaluators and the proposed evaluation period. UNAMI has advised 
IOM that there is no mandatory security training, if consultants stay less than 31 days in Iraq.  
 
The main criteria to select the evaluator will be the technical capacity of the proposed methodology and 
their technical capacity to deliver within the set timeframe (see selection criteria section).  
 
All modifications to the scope of work, whether in technical requirements, evaluation questions, 
evaluation team composition, methodology or timeline need to be agreed upon in writing by the IOM 
technical responsible. 
 
The evaluation will follow International Organization for Migration (IOM) Data Protection Principles, IOM 
Evaluation guidelines as well as relevant ethical guidelines.   
 
The evaluation is scheduled to start February 6th, 2016. 
 

8. Evaluation deliverables 



 
The selected evaluator/s will be responsible for providing chronologically the following deliverables:  
 

i. A proposal of evaluation methodology including work plan and proposed budget; 
ii. Field work plan including data collection tools to be used; 

iii. Draft final report for comments; 
iv. A final report that also includes recommendations on the program and for further evaluations; 
v. List of beneficiaries and stakeholders that participated in the evaluation (to be incorporated as an 

Annex in the final report); 
vi. Survey questionnaires and databases, transcripts of interviews and focus groups (to be discussed), 

and any tools/information produced by evaluators to collect information (to be incorporated as 
an Annex in the final report); 

vii. Carry out a presentation on findings, conclusions and recommendations on the program 
evaluation;  

viii. Slides of the final presentation; and, 
ix. The detailed executed work plan. 

 
 

9. Tentative Evaluation work plan 
 
The evaluation final report shall be submitted to IOM no later than May 6th, 2016. The period between 
the signing of the contract to conduct the evaluation, and the evaluation final report should not take more 
than twelve weeks. The evaluators’ proposed timeframe will be assessed and if necessary, adjusted in 
function of the deservedness of the methodology’s design.  
 
Evaluators shall present a detailed work plan proposal that considers at least the following activities:  

   Activity Responsible Location  Weeks  
W 
0 

W
1 

W
2 

W
3 

W
4 

W
5 

W 
6 

W
7 

W
8 

W
9 

W
1
0 

W
1
1 

W
1
2 

Send expression of interest  Evaluators Home 
based, email 

X             

Send questions and receive 
answers on ToR and CRP 

Evaluators / 
IOM 

Home 
based, email 

X             

Submit proposed 
methodology  

Evaluators Home 
based, email 

X             

Literature review and data 
analysis  

Evaluators Home 
based, email 

 X X X X         

Presentation of field work 
plan and data collection tools 
(including survey 
questionnaires) 

Evaluators Home 
based, 
online  

    X         

Kick off meeting  IOM and 
evaluators 

Video 
conference 

 X   X         

Validation of data collection 
tools 

IOM and 
evaluators 

Video 
conference 

    X X        

Site visits to administer 
surveys, interviews with key 
informants, focus group 
discussions with beneficiaries 
and IOM teams 

The 
evaluators in 
coordination 
with IOM 
staff. IOM 
will arrange 
the logistics 

To be 
determined 
(different 
governorate
s, including 
Erbil, 
Baghdad, 

     X X X X     



for the 
meetings. 

and Basra, 
Iraq). 

Submit first draft of final 
report for review and IOM 
comments 

Evaluators 
and IOM 

Home 
based, 
online 

        X X X   

Incorporation of IOM 
comments  

Evaluators Home 
based, 
online 

          X   

Submit Final report Evaluators Home 
based, 
online 

          X X  

Presentation of final report  Evaluators Home based 
(to be 
determined) 

            X 

Submit questionnaires, 
interview transcripts and any 
other relevant material* 
(*IOM could agree on 
providing reasonable 
additional time if requested). 

Evaluators Home based             X 

 
 
 
 
 

10. Evaluation budget 
 

Evaluation fees must be submitted with the methodology proposal. This should include professional fee 
of evaluator/s, per diems (excluding accommodation costs), any necessary equipment and associated 
costs.  
 
Domestic travel arrangements, including airfares, land transportation, and accommodation and the costs 
associated with such logistics will be borne by IOM and therefore do not need to be included in cost 
proposals.  
 

11. Requirements 
 
IOM is seeking preferably a team of evaluators, i.e. researchers, consultancy firm, etc. The consultancy 
team should possess the following minimum qualifications and show and provide references as follows:  
  

 A lead evaluator with a degree in economics, public administration, public policies, law, 
international development or a related discipline, at least one data analyst, and an IT and/or 
Information Management support member to process data collection. Offerors may propose a 
larger team but not smaller.     

 Technical competencies in evaluation design, data collection, data analysis (qualitative and 
quantitative analysis), experience using statistical programs i.e., Stata, SPSS, R, drafting and 
editing.  

 At least one member of the team should have a combined experience in international 
development and community stabilization of 10 years. Five of which in areas of income generation 
and other livelihood activities is an advantage.   

 Experience conducting evaluations and conducting site visits to remote locations in hardship 
environments.  

 Knowledge of the Middle East and experience working in Iraq is advantageous.   



 Communication skills, time management, and cultural sensitivity.   

 Fluency in English is required; and knowledge of Arabic and Kurdish is advantageous. (IOM will 
provide skilled interpreters if required by the evaluators).   
 

12. Time frame 
 
January 20, 2016: Evaluators submit expression of interest  
January 20-23, 2016: Evaluators submit evaluators’ questions and/or information requests 
January 24-27, 2016: IOM provide answers to evaluators questions 
January 28, 2016: Evaluators submit methodology and budget proposals 
January 29 – February 5, 2016: IOM selects evaluators and signs contract 
February 6, 2016: Evaluation starts 
May 6, 2016: Evaluators submit final report 
 
After receiving the invitation for submitting the evaluation proposal, it is required that evaluators send an 
expression of interest by January 20, 2016. Once evaluators receive the invitation, candidates are invited 
to ask questions and request specific information about this ToR and the program to be evaluated (CRP 
phases II, III and IV). The IOM responsible will respond to the questions, and provide additional 
information (where appropriate).  
 
The methodology and budget’s proposals must be submitted no later than January 28, 2016 (Iraq time 
zone). The evaluation should not take more than twelve weeks, period that should be justified according 
with the proposed methodology. 
 
The final report should be submitted no later than May 6, 2016. 
 
 

13. Submission of expression of interest  
 

The expression of interest takes place by confirming the reception of the invitation, and evaluators’ 
commitment to submit a proposal by January 20, 2016 (Iraq time zone). 
 
 

14. Submission of application 
 

The evaluation proposal should be submitted no later than January 28, 2016, and should include the 
following documents: 
 

 CV and biographies of independent consultant or team leader and key evaluation team members.  

 Evaluation methodology including an outline of the work plan. The evaluation methodology 
should mention proposed sampling frame, survey instruments, data analysis techniques, quality 
control measures, and timelines.  

 Letters of reference for the lead evaluator  

 Summary of track record and experience in evaluations of the team leader.  

 Budget proposal.  
 
 

15. Governance Arrangement  
 
This evaluation is to be coordinated by the IOM Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Specialist (IOM 
responsible), based in IOM Erbil Office, Iraq.  Her main function will be to support the overall objectives 
of the evaluation, request and provide information required by the evaluators, and approve their 
deliverables. 



 
 

16. Terms of Payment  
 
The payment will be scheduled in the following terms:  
 
50% upon receipt of data collection tools validated by IOM  
35% upon receipt of final report 
15% upon submission of integrated annexes including interviews and questionnaires transcripts 
 

17. Criteria for Selection of evaluators 
 
The submitted technical information will be evaluated by a technical evaluation specialist using the 
technical criteria below. When evaluating the competing offerors, IOM will consider the written 
qualifications/capability information provided by the offerors, and any other information obtained by IOM 
through its own research.  
 
The criteria listed below are presented by major category in descending order of importance, so that 
offerors will know which areas require emphasis in the preparation of information. All sub-factors are in 
descendent order. Offerors should note that these criteria serve as the standard against which all 
technical information will be evaluated, and serve to identify the significant matters which offerors should 
address.  
 

1) Technical Approach (50 points) 
a. Methodology: to which degree is sound and appropriate.  
b. Appropriateness of the size of the sample, data collection and data analysis tools, etc. 
c. Demonstrated understanding of the country context and status of IOM in Iraq. 
d. Knowledge of the community revitalization approach, livelihood programs, post-conflict contexts, 

relevant stakeholders for community initiatives in Iraq. 
 

2) Management, Key Personnel and staffing plan (30 points) 
a. Appropriateness of management strategy for the proposed field activities; this is the degree to 

which the management strategy -efficiently and effectively- provides the resources needed to 
carry out the proposed activities.  

b. Appropriateness of the qualifications of local and foreign experts. IOM reserves the right to check 
references and/or interview proposed key evaluator.  

 
3) Evaluator Performance Information (20 points) 

a. Performance information will be used for both the responsibility determination and best value 
decision. IOM may use performance information obtained from other than the sources identified 
by the offeror/subcontractor. IOM will utilize existing databases of contractor performance 
information and request additional information from the references provided in the 
correspondent Annex of this Invitation to submit proposal, and from other sources if and when 
the Resource Management Officer finds the existing databases to be insufficient for evaluating an 
offeror’s performance.  

b. Adverse past performance information to which the offeror previously has not had an opportunity 
to respond will be addressed in accordance with IOM Procurement policies and procedures. 

c. IOM will initially determine the relevance of similar performance information as a predictor of 
probable performance under the subject requirement.  

 
 
The expression of interest, submission of application, and questions should be delivered via email to 
ssalud@iom.int and sfalsis@iom.int  

mailto:ssalud@iom.int
mailto:sfalsis@iom.int


 
 

 

 


