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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

BACKGROUND, PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE ASSESSMENT 
 
This report documents the findings, conclusions and recommendations of the Evaluability Assessment 
EA) of the International Organization for Migration´s (IOM) Cooperation on Migration and Partnerships 
to Achieve Sustainable Solutions (COMPASS) project.  
 
The IOM has recently started the implementation phase of the 3-year COMPASS programme funded by 
the Dutch Government. The overall objective of the project is to contribute to the long-term outcomes 
of focus on the protection and assistance of people on the move and decrease irregular migration. 
 
COMPASS considers a multi-level, ecological approach to migrant protection and assistance; reduction 
of unsafe and irregular migration; and sustainable and satisfactory outcomes for migrants and their 
families and communities. This approach suggests that in order to effect meaningful and sustainable 
change on individual migrant behaviour, social attitudes and practices on migration, and migration 
management and governance, it is necessary to implement interventions at the individual and 
family/household level; at the community level; and at the national or structural level. 
 
In line with the Terms of Reference, the purpose of the evaluability assessment is to obtain a detailed 
analysis to determine the overall readiness of the COMPASS to be evaluated in a reliable and credible 
fashion. The EA assessed the evaluability of COMPASS  1, which put focus on the design 
of the project and its quality, and the  that assessed the extent to which the 
overall frameworks are adequate to provide of relevant and quality data, as well as systems and 
capacities which make that data available. In addition, the consulting team provided recommendations 
of thematic areas and approaches for relevant final evaluative endeavours, based on the results of the 
assessment. 

Following the Terms of Reference, the scope of the EA covered all four project outcomes. The 
Geographic coverage included the 12 countries where the project is to be implemented plus the 
activities taking place at IOM Headquarters 2 . A sample of five countries (Ethiopia, Nigeria, Egypt, 
Afghanistan and Tunisia.) was considered for some levels of the analysis. The assessment was conducted 
between April and July 2021 by an external consulting firm (Artival Research & Evaluation). The IOM as 
well as other relevant partners reviewed submitted products, provided comments and signed-off the 
final report.   

The EA addressed a total of 7 questions and 9 sub-questions, as expressed in Annex 3 (Link between 
original and adapted EA questions). The whole set of questions is summarized in the EA Matrix attached 
separately in an Excel sheet. A sample of the EA Matrix is attached as Annex 1. 
 
The methodological strategies included a mixed-method approach, using different and complementary 
sources of information, and following and open and flexible approach. The combination of techniques 
(desk review, interviews and the assessment matrix) allowed the triangulation of information, 
strengthening the validity of the study. The assessment ensured data triangulation (use of a variety of 
data sources), method triangulation (use of a variety of techniques) and investigator triangulation (use 
of different researches or evaluators). The EA was inclusive and participatory, mainly thought a 
consultative process. Finally, a feminist perspective was embedded into the core of the methodology, 
and integrated in the list of conclusions and actionable recommendations. 
 
KEY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
 
1 Davies, Rick. Planning Evaluability Assessments. A synthesis of the literature with recommendations. DFID, 2013 
2 Afghanistan, Chad, Egypt, Ethiopia, Iraq, Lebanon, Libya, Mali, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria and Tunisia. 
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Q1. Does COMPASS fully reflect the contextual conditions to be faced? 
 
Key finding 1: In an overall sense, COMPASS is adequately linked to the needs identified in each 
participant country, as it is mainly focused on their proposal and the work done under previous and 
existing interventions. Its adaptability to contextual conditions is strengthened due to the flexible 
design and funding scheme considered. The COMPASS design also reflects the latest institutional 
policies and guidelines when it comes to Protection and Return and Reintegration (R&R). The main 
issues that affected the design process (and therefore the design of COMPASS) was the limited time 
available for the design phase, the inclusion of activities not directly linked to the main goals of the 
intervention, the potential challenges faced due to the standardization of activities, and the delays in 
starting the implementation process. 
 
Conclusion 1. The COMPASS design is innovative and thoroughly developed. It is built on lessons 
learned and good practices from previous and existing interventions, with a clear sense of continuity. Its 
holistic view is soundly depicted through the ecological approach, which will probably set the standards 
for future IOM initiatives. In addition, the flexible design and funding scheme should allow considerable 
levels of adaptability during the project cycle, that could, among others, address the impact that the 
COVID-19 pandemic might have in the project. The main issue that could have a negative impact on the 
projects
limited interaction during the inception phase, it would be essential to ensure fluent communication 
and needs identification throughout the implementation period. In terms of operations, activities not 
directly contributing to main goals and the standardization of the implementation process can 
represent a challenge.  
 
Q2. Are the output/outcomes statements and indicators under the COMPASS Results Framework 
adequately designed? 
 
Key finding 2:  In terms of the quality of outcome formulation, all outcomes but outcome 4 include 
several composite concepts in their description, which affects to some extent their degree of specificity, 
especially in the case of outcome 3. Conversely, all but outcome 3 lack adequate levels of measurability 
due the fact that mainly qualitative indicators are used to measure success. Despite the delays 
experienced in the implementation process in year one, all outcomes and outputs were considered 
realistic.  The relevance of outcomes 2 and 3 is affected due to their formulation and measurement 
strategies. When it comes to ownership, there is a clear and shared understanding of the expected goals 
and outcomes COMPASS aims to achieve, as well as how these results are expected to be achieved. No 
major issues were found in the case of outputs, aside a couple of cases of poor formulation and lack of 
relevance for outputs 4.3 and 4.4. 
 
When it comes to indicator design, output indic  outcome indicators. Practically 
88% of the indicators (79 in total) are considered very good or good indicators. However, some of them 
(24%) are affected by achievability issues (lack of specificity in targets, use of proportions to measure 
change that are not complemented with numerical numbers and lack of target and baselines in some 
cases). Partially relevant indicators were found in some cases (16%), including indicators that could be 
merged or avoided and others for which other existing indicators provide more relevant information. 
Indicators not completely specific were also identified (16%), mainly due to including concepts not 
clearly defined and lacking disaggregated targets per country.  
 
The analysis on the prioritization of indicators shows that around 82% of indicators were considered 
either critical (23 in total) or important (51 indicators), followed by 10 indicators that are secondary (1.2, 
1.6.1, 1.7.2, 2.2, 2.2.1, 2.5.1, 3.1, 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 4.4.1). Finally, 6 indicators were considered avoidable (1.1.1, 
1.1.2, 2.4, 2.4.1, 2.4.2, 4.4.2), meaning minimum M&E efforts should put to capture data or that they could 
be completely avoided. The disaggregation per type of result reveals internal coherence in the sense 
that the proportion of critical indicators is much higher at the outcome level than at the output level. 
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Conclusion 2. Measurement frameworks are relevant and to a great extent, fit for purpose. However, 
outcome design is negatively affected by certain formulation issues and measurement approaches, that 
do not represent such a challenge at the output level. One of the main points highlighted in that regard 
is the extensive use of qualitative indicators. Despite being considered adequate, a set of direct 
measurements complementing these indicators would ensure a balanced approach toward establishing 
goal achievement. This has been already pointed out as lessons learned by other experiences, such as in 
the IMREF Safety, Support and Solutions Phase II 2019 Annual review3. The prioritization of indicators 
can play a key role in ensuring an efficient use of M&E resources. Finally, the comprehensive and detailed 
design of the PRODOC is one of the major features identified enhancing ownership of the RF.  
 
Q3. Is the design and approach of COMPASS of good quality? 
 
Key finding 3:  The Theory of Change included in the PRODOC successfully reflects the ecological 
approach by clearly differentiating its three levels, goals and implementation approaches. The original 
ToC is embedded in the key document, includes the main elements of a well-designed program theory, 
and it is adequately explained. However, the original ToC does not clearly reveal how the causal links are 
expected to function, there is no clear indication of the necessary conditions to be met for each one of 
the outputs to ensure the achievement of its immediate result /outcome and the interconnection 
between the three levels of the ecological approach is not explicitly revealed, since the three levels are 
presented independently as silos. 
 
In an overall sense, COMPASS focuses mainly on protection and reintegration goals, while considering 
to some extent some prevention related results at the community level. Informants consider the ToC to 
be very well contextualized and developed. At the CO level, some informants pointed out the 
importance of having a ToC for each one of the countries, to ensure it is not seen as an isolated project 
and reveal the specific contribution to the overall framework. 
 
Conclusion 3. The original ToC adequately reveals some of the main features of COMPASS. Nonetheless, 
the proposed ToC complements the existing one as it clearly shows the causal pathways of change 
expected among outputs and outcomes, as well as the interconnections between the three different 
levels of the ecological approach. The challenge at this point is to ensure that the proposed ToC is 
validated and effectively owned and used at the country level, both by IOM and key partners.  
 
Q4. Are key cross-cutting issues adequately reflected in the results framework? 
 
Key finding 4:  The PRODOC clearly reflects the guiding principles for incorporating gender equality 
issues as described in relevant documents. In this line, the PRODOC includes a gender analysis that 
informs to certain extent the project scope and activities, acknowledges that data is to be disaggregated 
by sex and age, and ensures partially that results statements and indicators are gender sensitive. 
However, this mainstreaming process is only partially adequate, mainly due to a major gap in terms of 
reflecting gender equality issues in the indicators for existing outputs and outcomes, the lack of 
dedicated gender outputs and outcomes included in the RF and the limited consideration of gender 
equality issues in existing M&E tools. No gender marker was found for COMPASS, and based in its design, 
it can be considered that the project puts limited attention to gender. 
 
Gender equality is considered to be specifically focused on addressing the differentiated needs of 
women and girls. However, there is a growing perception on the potential to explore complementary 
issues for gender mainstreaming, such as new masculinities and gender dynamics in the family.  When 
addressing gender equality, the lack of consideration of people with other gender identities was also 
highlighted. 

 
 
3 As indicated in the IMREF SSS II Lessons Learned document, 2021, Page 23. 



   Final Report  IOM COMPASS Evaluability Assessment 

  

Page 10 of 94 

 

Localization issues are reflected in the efforts to ensure more equitable partnerships, to provide certain 
level of funding to partners, the strong support toward developing capacities of partners (especially 
under the structural level), the focus on ensuring coordination mechanisms (which led to include an 
addition outcome focused on strengthening ownership), and the work focused on supporting policy 
reform and implementation. Localization issues are to be reflected in the annual survey addressed to 
partners, linking ideas such as equal partnerships and horizontal management. However, it was pointed 
out the importance of having more guidance on how to approach localization, as well as more relevant 
M&E tools.  
 
The COMPASS design, thought it PRODOC, makes explicit reference to the key principle of the HRBA 
when working at the individual, community and structural levels. Environmental sustainability is not 
prioritised in the COMPASS design, although the PRODOC mentions environmental issues will be 
considered for the service delivery at the individual level, and some references are also made at the 
structural level. Although acknowledging its importance, officials do not clearly see how environmental 
sustainability could be considered under COMPASS. 
 
Conclusion 4. The COMPASS design follows main institutional gender equality guidelines, and include 
relevant initiatives that target the specific needs of women and girls. Although no gender marker was 
found for COMPASS, it can be considered that the project puts limited attention to gender. Sex-
disaggregated data are essential to question erroneous gender stereotypes such as labeling only 
women as a vulnerable migrant group, and also provides a better understanding of the gender 
dimension of migration4. The main limitation of the current design is that it does not clearly reflects the 
contribution toward gender equality in the RF and the M&E framework. This represent a good 
opportunity not only to revise these frameworks, but also to explore complementary issues for gender 
mainstreaming, given that, for example, current gender approaches are eminently binary. Localization 
and environmental sustainability could also be better addressed by providing better guidance to 
practitioners on its implementation and designing relevant M&E tools.  
 
Q5. Is the COMPASS M&E system adequate to provide decent quality and reliable data for decision 
making? 
 
Key finding 5:  The COMPASS M&E plan and workplan includes the majority of elements of a fully-
fledged M&E system. The only key element not found is the meta-data for indicators. Meta-data for 
indicators refers to the set of information about a particular indicator that allows for a clear 
understanding of the concepts it aims to measure, and how to measure it. Despite some of the 
information usually included as meta-data is already available in the RMF (frequency of data collection, 
type of data analysis, etc.), the main elements are missing. The risk management analysis considers at 
both the global and in-country levels indirectly tackle M&E risks, as the risk identification and 
management planning process do not exclude relevant activities. Based on previous challenging 
experiences, several informants pointed put the importance of having dedicated M&E officials in 
participant COs, as this could represent a bottleneck in the M&E function. 
 
Conclusion 5. The COMPASS M&E system is very well designed, and it would be considerably improved 
and explained by developing a document about indicator meta-data. It is still to be seen the extent to 
which in-country M&E support would suffice to carry out the M&E activities demanded by COMPASS, 
and the support, coordination and guidance of the global M&E officer will be key in that regard. Despite 
the risk management processes consider at both the global and in-country levels could indirectly tackle 
M&E risks, it would be interesting to identify some of the main M&E risks foreseen for COMPASS as well 
as a set of prevention/mitigation strategies. Linked to key finding 5. 
 

 
 
4 https://migrationdataportal.org/themes/gender-and-migration 
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Q6. Are the current M&E processes and tools adequate to meet expected results? 
 
Key finding 6:  COMPASS links the majority of its indicators at the outcome level to the global AVRR M&E 
framework, which is highly developed. The M&E processes for AVM do not follow a global framework, 
and therefore COMPASS protection related indicators are developed ad-hoc. This reflects in certain 
measurement challenges identified that focus on measur T&S and 
Prevention initiatives, the COMPASS indicators at the outcome level are mainly linked to the Donor´s 
Migration Cooperation M&E framework, which means that specific procedures and standards will be 
applied. As for the AW initiatives, COMPASS captures the participation of stakeholders to awareness 
raising activities and indirectly, the knowledge generated, but not specifically participant´s behavioural 
change. Finally, in term of coordination, the M&E activities are not linked to other global frameworks 
and therefore will be developed ad-hoc for COMPASS based on the Programme Stakeholder Annual 
Survey.  
 
Despite not being a dedicated M&E tool, MiMOSA will compile relevant outcome data at all levels 
Several are the limitation identified for MiMOSA to function as an M&E tool, namely the large variation 
in the degree of compliance among missions, the impossibility of capturing most of the data at the 
community and structural levels, and the fact that not all relevant data at the individual level can be 
collected too. Additionally, MiMOSA has been reported only partially relevant to capture data on AVM. 
Finally, it was also reported the difficulty to establish levels of contribution per program. 
 
In an overall sense, the COMPASS M&E toolkit are well-designed and explained, although some 
concerns were raised concerning the extension of the questionnaires, especially those addressing 
assisted vulnerable migrants. The anonymization of data is also considered very relevant, especially in 
those tools measuring levels of satisfaction. 
 
Conclusion 6. Linking COMPASS to overarching M&E frameworks (AVRR M&E framework and the 
Donor´s Migration Cooperation M&E framework) ensures that relevant procedures and standards will be 
applied. In this sense, protection related M&E procedures could face some challenges when it comes to 
measuring user´s wellbeing. Also, the M&E processes and measurements for AW and coordination 
initiatives could be reconsidered to ensure meaningful data is collected to determine goal achievement. 
The different levels of compliance across missions, the limitation on the type of data that can be 
collected and the difficulty of establishing levels of contribution prevent MiMOSA to operate as an 
exclusive M&E tool. In order to ensure reliability and comparability, some adjustments on the M&E toolkit 
could be considered.  
 
Q7. What evaluation approaches could be considered for COMPASS? 
 
Key finding 7:  The proposed approach for the final evaluation includes a program-theory strategy, 
combined with the use of standard OECD/CAD criteria, explicit consideration of crosscutting issues and 
a system thinking model to adequately capture the interconnections among levels of the ecological 
approach. The evaluation could consider a mixed method strategy that gives priority to qualitative 
techniques, that could include the Outcome Harvesting and the Most Significant Change research 
techniques. These will be used both at the individual and structural levels to determine key 
achievements and the contribution made by COMPASS to them. A cohort study could be also 
considered at the individual level to follow up a sample of targeted users to collect extra evidence on 
perceived and actual changes. At the community level, the evaluation could complement the impact 
evaluation designing a true intent study aiming at capturing behavioural change in a sample of 
participants of AW activities. Finally, at the structural level, a particular focus could be given to determine 
the extent to which capacity building activities led to expected changes using a Kirkpatrick model. 
 
A complementary initiative to the final evaluation would be the development of a mid-term 
evaluation, that could be focused on a particular implementation approach, pillar or level of the 
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ecological approach, based on the limitations and challenges identified as part of the M&E process. In 
addition, the mid-term evaluation could address the extent to which crosscutting issues are being 
considered, including localization. 
 
Conclusion 7. The combination of a targeted final evaluation with the impact evaluation at the 
community level could provide a holistic view on the achievements of COMPASS as well as strategies 
to improve future similar initiatives. A considerably focused mid-term evaluation would also provide 
essential information on whether COMPASS is moving in the right direction and make adjustments if 
necessary.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE THE M&E SYSTEM. 

Recommendation 1: IOM should continue supporting existing efforts on developing a fully- fledged M&E 
system for COMPASS by ensuring a more systematic and comprehensive approach, as follows:  

• Developing a metadata database for indicators including key formulas, assumptions, limitations 
and other crucial considerations, and ensuring that all COs and key partners have a clear and share 
understanding of each of the indicators, so the M&E process is harmonized. A framework in which 
to base the classification of (at least) critical indicators is included in Annex 8. In addition, the M&E 
framework shared in the course of the assessment by the regional office in Cairo for one of their 
regional programmes can be taken as a good example for replication. Linked to conclusion 1. 

• Prioritizing important and critical indicators to ensure efforts are put to collect the most relevant 
pieces of data. To the extent possible, secondary indicators should be fed by reliable secondary 
sources, and avoidable indicators should no longer be considered under the M&E results framework. 
The prioritization of indicators should be also reflected in the M&E tools, and especially in the surveys 
to final users, which would be shorten accordingly. This should also contribute to reducing user´s 
survey fatigue. The indicator assessment conducted and attached in Annex 2 includes all the 
indicators and their category. Linked to conclusion 2. 

• Validating the reformulation of some outcomes and outputs, and ensuring a more balanced 
approach to measure outcome achievement. The use of direct measurements at the outcome 
level should be considered, especially at the individual and community levels. Indicators in that line 
could measure avenues for changing migration or residence status within the destination country 
(from irregular to regular status; from temporary to permanent residence; etc.) the enrolment of 
migrant children in schools or the sustainability of economic initiates led by returnees. These 
measurements could be captured though the proposed cohort studies (see section 6.7.2). Linked to 
conclusion 2 and 7. 

• Ensuring that the proposed Toc is validated, embedded in key documents, and adequately 
shared and explained so as to be effectively owned and used at the country level, both by IOM and 
key partners. Specific ToC for each country should be developed to ensure that each country 
understand is contribution to the overall framework and tests the extent to which what they do 
(theory of action) is actually leading to expected outcomes and there are no missing linkages in the 
cause-effect chain. Country-specific ToC can be developed based on the results mapping attached 
in Annex 7. An example for Ethiopia is also included in the ToC editable file. Linked to conclusion 3. 

• Ensuring feedback mechanism for partners and beneficiaries are in place, so as to ensure 
emerging needs as a result of contextual challenges can be adequately taken into consideration and 
COMPASS being adapted accordingly. Linked to conclusion 1. 

 
Priority: Very High. 
Resource implication: Not foreseen. 
Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOS, and involved units 
at COs.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO STREGHTEN THE M&E PROCESS. 

Recommendation 2: IOM would strengthen the COMPASS M&E process by: 

• Giving particular focus to follow up protection and awareness raising related activities. In 
order to that, relevant indicators focus on user´s wellbeing should be further specified, and the AW 
activities should focus on measuring behavioural changes for a selection of participants, as 
described in the proposed approach for the final evaluation (see section 6.7.1). Specific M&E tools 
will need to be developed in both cases. Linked to conclusion 6. 

• Avoiding activities not directly contributing to COMPASS goals in year two, while keeping track 
of those activities newly introduced at COs as a result of COMPASS standardization process. In this 
line, and whenever possible, it would be important to ensure each user is only registered under on 
project budgetary line to establish clear levels of contributions per intervention. Linked to 
conclusion 1 and 6. 

• Establishing clear time allocation for in-country COMPASS M&E officers, and ensuring that time 
allocation is sufficient to meet expected levels of effort and workload. Linked to conclusion 5. 

• Defining major foreseen M&E risks and prevention/mitigation strategies. The document 
should be updated regularly to prevent major gaps in the M&E function as a result of unexpected 
contextual challenges. The use of alternative M&E systems across COs and the challenge to collect 
comparable data should be clearly factored in. The indicator assessment conducted and attached in 
Annex 2 could also be used to identify potential M&E risks and limitations Linked to conclusion 5 
and 6. 

 
Priority: High. 
Resource implication: Only considered in terms of time allocation of IOM staff 
Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOS and involved units 
at COs.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO BETTER REFLECT CROSSCUTTING ISSUES. 

Recommendation 3: IOM would ensure a higher responsiveness of COMPASS to crosscutting issues by:  

• Including or rephrasing exiting outputs and indicators to ensure dedicated gender results and 
other crosscutting issues are reflected in the RF and effectively measured. More specifically, 
indicators should consider at least target disaggregation by sex, and whenever possible, targets 
should be disaggregated by gender-specific services. In terms of reorienting indicators, the 
following are some examples per level: 

o Individual level: Proportion of retention rates disaggregated by gender-specific cases. The 
measurement could also reflect the reasons for withdrawal. 

o Community level: Number of governmental officials trained for R&R with a gender sensitive 
approach.  

o Structural level: Proportion of new or revised laws and policies enacted that reflect gender-
responsive and/or transformative, child-friendly, and rights-based approaches. 

• Ensuring internal gender equality focal points and experts are actively involved for support 
and guidance on the implementation of gender related guidelines and results following a gender 
transformative approach. The project could also consider the establishment of a gender equality 
monitoring committee for COMPASS at the local level, involving Civil Society Organizations working 
in gender equality in migration issues as well as key partners. This will eventually contribute toward 
strengthening localization and improving M&E data. 
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• Exploring actions and evidence-based research initiatives that address the relationships 
between different gender groups. Among the potential initiatives, relevant work on new 
masculinities to addresses gender norms could be considered at the community level.  

• Developing specific M&E tools addressing localization issues in year two if the results of the 
annual survey flag a deficit on relevant localization information referred to partnerships, capacities, 
horizontality, etc. (All linked to conclusion 4). 

 
Priority: High. 
Resource implication: Not foreseen. 
Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOs, Gender experts and 
focal points and involved units at COs.  
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2. BACKGROUND 

2.1 Introduction 

 
The report also provides information on the context within which the assessment is considered relevant. 
It also specifies the purpose of the assessment, objectives, scope and methodology, including the key 
questions and indicators, sampling strategy and the strategy for data collection, analysis and 
interpretation. The inception report together with the Terms of Reference (ToR) guided the consultancy.  
 

2.2 About the object of the assessment 

The IOM has recently started the implementation phase of the 3-year COMPASS programme funded by 
the Dutch Government. The overall objective of the project is to contribute to the long-term outcomes 
of focus on the protection and assistance of people on the move and decrease irregular migration. 
 
COMPASS considers a multi-level, ecological approach to migrant protection and assistance; reduction 
of unsafe and irregular migration; and sustainable and satisfactory outcomes for migrants and their 
families and communities. This approach suggests that in order to effect meaningful and sustainable 
change on individual migrant behaviour, social attitudes and practices on migration, and migration 
management and governance, it is necessary to implement interventions at the individual and 
family/household level; at the community level; and at the national or structural level. 
 
The ecological approach is underpinned by three key implementation modalities: a service delivery 
approach, a capacity development approach, and an evidence-based and learning approach. 
 
The programme has the following outcomes, based on four pillars: (1) Protection, (2) Smuggling and 
Trafficking, (3) Awareness and (4) Returns and Reintegration: 
 
• Outcome 1: Migrants and their families are protected, assisted and empowered to pursue 

sustainable resolution of vulnerabilities and reintegration.  

• Outcome 2: Evidence-based, community-level programming aimed at preventing unsafe and 
irregular migration and improving sustainable reintegration outcomes is implemented in target 
communities of origin and return. 

• Outcome 3: A conducive environment for migrant protection, combating trafficking and smuggling, 
and promoting safe and dignified return and sustainable reintegration is enabled. 

• Outcome 4: The programme contributes to improved information sharing, learning, and 
coordination between and amongst governments, IOM and development partners. 

3. PURPOSE, GOALS AND SCOPE OF THE EA 

3.1 Purpose and goals 

In line with the Terms of Reference, the purpose of the evaluability assessment is to obtain a detailed 
analysis to determine the overall readiness of COMPASS to be evaluated in a reliable and credible 
fashion.  

Based on the ToR, it is understood that the specific evaluability assessment goals are to:  
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• Establish whether the project design and programmatic input facilitates the achievement of the 
intended result in a cost-effective manner, while checking the overall plausibility and logic of the 
project design; 

• To determine the extent to which COMPASS has effective measurement frameworks to establish the 
progress towards the achievement of the desired results, and provide suggestions for its 
improvement; and 

• Identify areas of the project more suited for an impact evaluation, pinpointing substantive areas and 
including the most appropriate approaches and evaluation tools for an eventual impact evaluation. 

In summary, the EA assessed the evaluability of COMPASS  5, which put focus on the 
design of the project and its quality, and the  that assessed the extent to 
which the overall frameworks are adequate to provide of relevant and quality data, as well as systems 
and capacities which make that data available. In addition, the consulting team provided 
recommendations of thematic areas and approaches for relevant final evaluative endeavours, based on 
the results of the assessment. 

3.2 Scope 

Following the Terms of Reference, the scope of the EA covered all four project outcomes. The 
Geographic coverage included the 12 countries where the project is to be implemented plus the 
activities taking place at IOM Headquarters6. The assessment was conducted between April and July 
2021 by an external consulting firm (Artival Research & Evaluation). The IOM as well as other relevant 
partners reviewed submitted products, provided comments and signed-off the final report.   

4. APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this section is to present the approach and methodology that guided the data collection, 
analysis, interpretation processes and the way in which the final deliverables were framed. 

4.1 Approach 

The driving questions for the EA can be summarized as  the COMPASS design to bring 
tems and capacities which make 

relevant project 
framework proposed in the Terms of Reference (attached as Annex 9), and was guided by a set of 
evaluation/research questions. 

During the inception phase, the consulting team fine-tuned the main assessment questions, which were 
validated by the appointed IOM EA reference group and other relevant stakeholders. These questions 
are included in the EA Matrix, attached as Annex 1 (see EA Matrix provided separately in an Excel sheet 
for details, or Annex 1 for a sample of the EA Matrix.). The original questions included in the ToR were 
reorganized in the Matrix, and the link between the original assessment questions and the proposed 
ones can be found in Annex 3. The formulation of questions was based on the specification of the 
intended use of the EA results and the nature of the information available and expected to be useful to 
intended users by the time it is needed. The nature of the proposed questions is twofold: there are 
specific evaluative questions for which a judgment is required and there are a set of questions in which 
specific, content-rich and nuanced information shall be provided, and no rating or judgment is 
considered. 

 
 
5 Davies, Rick. Planning Evaluability Assessments. A synthesis of the literature with recommendations. DFID, 2013 
6 Afghanistan, Chad, Egypt, Ethiopia, Iraq, Lebanon, Libya, Mali, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria and Tunisia. 
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For each question and sub question, one or more elements were suggested to serve as criteria for 
judgement. At least one element (criterion) in which to establish judgment was proposed for each 
question and sub-question, and finally validated by the EA reference group.  

Additionally, standards in which to base achievement (or lack thereof) were set by both collecting 
judgment ratings from relevant documentation using the scoring rubrics, and according to 

what is reasonable and desirable. The main areas of inquiry were organized per EA goal as follows: 

In order to assess  the following key strategies were considered: 

• Assess the overall quality of the COMPASS project design, focusing on the extent to which it reflects 
the contextual conditions to be faced, its alignment to key goals and strategies, as well as its three 
implementation modalities.  

• Determine the validity, quality and adequacy of the indicators and outcomes/goals within the results 
Matrix to determine whether they are SMART7 and to capture all key intended and unintended 
contributions of the project. 

• Assess the theory of change (ToC) of COMPASS to determine its quality and the extent to which fully 
reflects the contextual conditions faced at the individual and household level, at the community 
level, and at the national or structural level. 

In order to assess practice  the following was considered: 
 
• Determine whether COMPASS has adequate and effective systems and processes in place to 

implement, monitor, report and evaluate the project, considering crosscutting issues. 

• Determine the areas of the project and methodologies most suited for an eventual impact 
evaluation. 

The EA addressed a total of 7 questions and 9 sub-questions, as expressed in Annex 3 (Link between 
original and adapted EA questions). The whole set of questions is summarized in the EA Matrix attached 
separately in an Excel sheet. A sample of the EA Matrix is attached as Annex 1. 
 
The assessment considered a system thinking approach, to ultimately put particular efforts on 
establishing the interlinkages and contributions expected at all the levels considered under the 
COMPASS ecological approach. The idea of changing from a tradition focused on the individual level to 
an ecological approach is grounded in the idea that broad, long term, systemic solutions are more 
fundamental than reactive and/or intermittent fixes that only address the symptoms of the problem.  
 
The consulting team developed a systems-based analysis tackling how different factors at each of the 
three levels interact to support or undermine the achievement of overall programme goals. The analysis 
aimed at determining the extent to which these interactions are considered in the design of the 
programme, and particularly in its Theory of Change.  
 
Based on the initial desk review, the team drafted a preliminary systems analysis on the key problems 
and limiting factors affecting the different levels covered by the programme, as revealed in figure 1.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
7 Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, Time Bound.  



   Final Report  IOM COMPASS Evaluability Assessment 

  

Page 18 of 94 

 

Figure 1. Preliminary systems analysis of problems  Migration system archetype considered under COMPASS. 

 

 
 
 

4.2 Methodological strategies 

The consulting team ensured methodological robustness and a fit for purpose process by: 

Combining qualitative and quantitative strategies by considering a mixed-method concurrent 
triangulation 8  approach. The assessment team produced both quantitative and qualitative data 
concurrently through the use of the EA Matrix and then compared databases to establish convergences, 
divergences or a combination of both. Therefore, a process of confirmation, disconfirmation, cross-
validation and corroboration was carried out in order to obtain key findings in which to base conclusions 
and recommendations. In practice, this means that quantitative data provided findings to trace 
statistical trends, whilst qualitative data obtained during the assessment process provided hypothesis 
of inquiry, explanations and nuances of the quantitative trends found. Both approaches were conducted 
in an interim and iterating way to ensure the highest methodological robustness.  

Using different and complementary sources of information: The approach considered the triangulation 
of primary and secondary sources of information and strived to fill eventual information gaps, non-
updated information or unreliable information. Available data were complemented by individual 
perspectives (captured through structured interviews).  

Following an open and flexible approach. The objectives of the EA required open and flexible 
approaches that were applied in two stages. The first revision of the EA design was conducted after the 
inception phase (end of the first phase), when the methods and techniques had to be piloted and 
refined. Secondly, during the analysis and reporting phase, when the feedback of the different 
stakeholders was analysed, in order to validate the information. 

 
 
8  
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In terms of enhancing the validity of the EA, the combination of the proposed methods allowed the 
triangulation of information, strengthening the validity of the study.  

The assessment ensured data triangulation (use of a variety of data sources), method triangulation (use 
of a variety of techniques) and investigator triangulation (use of different researches or evaluators).  

In order to ensure the reliability of data-gathering tools, the assessment team conducted several internal 
quality assurance procedures, such as ensuring that the definition of categories for qualitative data was 
clear and that all the team members and IOM EA managers understand each key concept similarly. 

Ensuring inclusive participation of the main stakeholders involved in COMPASS at all stages of the 
assessment, mainly through a consultative process. 

Ensuring that a feminist perspective is embedded into the core of the methodology, to be integrated in 
the list of conclusions, best practices and actionable recommendations, by (1) embedding Gender 
Equality and the Empowerment of Women (GEEW) intersectional principles in the scope of analysis of 
the assessment, and by (2) adopting a human rights-based approach in the review of the logical 
framework. A key approach in that regard was to classify outcomes, outputs and indicators according to 
the Gender Result Effectiveness Scale (GRES)9 , as follows: 

 
Figure 2. The Gender Result Effectiveness Scale 

 
The following methodological strategies and data gathering techniques were carried out: 
 

Table 1. Methodological strategies 

Methodological strategies Research Techniques Data gathering tools 

Qualitative strategies 
(Content analysis) 

▪ Desk research (primary & secondary 
data) 

▪ Semi-structured interviews 

▪ KII protocols 
▪ Analytical framework/matrix 
▪ Observation diary/notes 

Quantitative strategies 
(Descriptive statistical analysis) 

▪ Desk research (primary & secondary 
data) 

▪ Scoring tool (only some questions) 
▪ Review notes 

 

The combination of techniques enabled the consulting team to obtain a reasonable view and 
understanding of the COMPASS programme framework, to be able to answer and provide meaningful 
recommendations.  

 
 
9 UNDP, Evaluation of UNDP´s Contribution to Gender Equality, 2015. 
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The following is a brief explanation of the research techniques and tools considered for the assessment:  

Document review: The initial desk review informed the inception report, including the EA matrix, the 
approach and methodology, the sampling strategy and the selection of informants. The consulting team 
continued to review and synthesize material from the selected documentation during fieldwork and 
data analysis. Once the inception report was validated, this technique enabled the adjustment and 
design of the rest of research techniques. An additional complementary desk review was carried out in 
the second phase of the EA once the data collection process was completed. The list of documents 
reviewed is attached in Annex 4. 

Key Informant Interviews (KII), which were a crucial method in the assessment as they generated key 
perceptual data, and allow data triangulation, views and opinions of different stakeholders. The 
assessment team conducted 15 individual interviews and 6 group online semi-structured interviews, 
reaching a total of 29 informants. The interviews were guided by protocols based on the questions 
included in the EA matrix. The list of informants is attached in Annex 5. 

Analysis matrix: the EA Matrix includes a scoring system for some of the questions. This scoring system 
was developed for those questions where clear and standardized indications of success could be 
established (e.g., indicators meeting SMART criteria, or criteria in which to base the quality of the ToC). 
These questions were rated based on the rubrics revealed in the next table. The rubrics represent the 
standard rating system. Nonetheless, the assessment for these questions were not only based on the 
results of applying the scoring, but complemented with the information provided by key stakeholders. 

Table 2. General scoring rubrics considered in the EA Matrix 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

No  
content 

Applies when none 
of the elements 
under consideration 
are met 

Very poor 
content 

Applies when some 
minimal elements are 
met but further 
progress and 
remedial action are 
needed to meet the 
standard required. 

Relatively poor 
content 

Applies when some 
elements have been 
reached but still 
major improvement 
could be done. 

Relatively good 
content 

Applies when several 
elements have been 
reached but still 
improvement could 
be done. 

Good 
content 

The majority of 
elements are 
met, but still 
remedial action 
is needed. 

Very good 
content 

Applies when all of 
the elements 
under a criterion 
are met, used and 
fully integrated, 
and no remedial 
action is needed. 

 
Finally, the overall results of the EA took into consideration the importance of each question toward 

included in the EA matrix.  The following table reveals specific information about the EA methods that 
were carried out. 
 

Table 3. Methods for data collection 

METHODS FOR DATA COLLECTION 
Methods Description Number Target groups 

Document 
review  

In-depth review of all 
documentation related to and 
generated by the project. 

 
N/A 
 

N/A 

Semi-
structured 
interviews 

The evaluators conducted 
individual and group interviews 
with selected stakeholders 

21 interviews conducted with 
selected stakeholders (15 
individual and 6 group interviews) 

Thematic, M&E and Programme 
Coordinators from the IOM's 
country offices, regional office 
and HQ. 

Scoring 
framework  

The scoring system was applied to 
a certain number of EA questions. 

Scoring rubrics provided for 5 out 
of the 7 EA questions. 

N/A 
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4.3 Sampling strategy 

 
The EA employed a purposive sampling technique, which is a non-probability sample that is selected 
based on characteristics of a population and the objective of the study. Purposive sampling is also 
known as judgmental, selective, or subjective sampling.10 It is a non-probability approach that fits with 
the strong qualitative focus of the assessment. 
 
All the twelve supported countries were considered for the sample. The sample of targeted countries 
was designed to illustrate the different situations, highlight what is typical, average (typical case 
sampling) and will be complemented with and extreme or deviant case sampling, which highlights 
unusual manifestations of the phenomenon of interest.  
 
Countries sampling. Finally, a total of up to 5 countries were proposed for the sample, Ethiopia, Nigeria, 
Egypt, Afghanistan and Tunisia. This selection was based on their contribution to the different levels and 
COMPASS outcomes. Accordingly, it was proposed to select Ethiopia and Nigeria considering their 
expected contribution to certain areas under Outcome 1 (individual level), all the outputs under 
Outcome 2 (community level) and some under Outcome 3 (structural level). In addition to these 
countries, Egypt was interesting as a regional hub and also considering its specific support to improve 
coordination and cooperation along migration routes (Output 3.5, not addressed by any other country 
in year one). Afghanistan was proposed since it is one of the two countries that will engage during the 
first year in providing data, research and evidence to governments and partners to inform evidence-
based approaches and policies (Output 3.4). Finally, Tunisia was included as per request of the IOM team. 
In addition to the five sampled countries, interviews with representatives from Iraq and Mali were also 
carried out and considered in the analysis. 
 

. Informants interviewed included regional and national implementing partners, 
the IOM technical program, M&E specialists at Headquarters and Regional Offices, Communication 
specialist as well as other technical staff. As the country level, the sampling strategy was complemented 
with a snowball sampling approach, where the goal was to identify new relevant informant based on 
the feedback provided by selected informants.  
 

4.4 COVID 19-Measures 

 
The assessment team also reflected on, and factored in, both the direct and indirect causal effects of the 
COVID-19 pandemic for the evaluability assessment. The assessment team was mindful of this and 
flexible enough to address the key questions posed for the assessment, as well as to proffer ideas on 
how the intervention can be repurposed and directed to deal with the crisis in eventual future phases. 
Additionally, the assessment process was flexible to respond to the evolving situation.  
 
Due to travel restrictions, the assessment team was not able to travel and therefore conducted the 
assessment remotely using online tools. However, there are some challenges associated with this. The 
use of online methods requires good internet connectivity, tools, and most of all a robust database with 
contact details of the targeted constituents and stakeholders. No major issues in this regard were faced, 
as explained in section 5. 
 
 
 

 
 
10 Patton, 2002. 
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4.5 Norms and standards  

 
The EA was conducted following relevant IOM and UNEG norms and standards. The consultants were 
fair and carry out the assessment with integrity and honesty. Issues of confidentiality were taken 
seriously. Data collected and any resulting information are be linked to any particular person or office. 
The participants were made aware that their participation is voluntary. Dissent or unwillingness to 
participate was respected. The consultants declare not to have any conflicts of interest, as they have not 
directly or indirectly participated in any of the interventions under review, nor have a personal 
relationship with managers and/or consultants involved in those. 

4.6 Quality assurance 

A number of procedures and various steps were included in the implementation of this EA, to guarantee 
data quality. Regular meetings were held (weekly updates & internal meetings), with an aim to ensure 
that the entire team was up to speed, that communication was fluid, and that support was provided 
wherever needed and as early on as possible.  

Definition of the analysis matrix, all EA tools and all deliverables were subject to internal review. 
Qualitative tools and answers were regularly processed against the analysis matrix to foresee possible 
data gaps and take corrective measures (after informing the project team and their approval), such as 
conducting additional interviews, modifying some questions and/or topics in the KII protocols or 
carrying put complementary desk review. 

5. LIMITATIONS TO THE ASSESSMENT 

Table 4. Potential risks and mitigation strategies 

RISK/LIMITATION EXPLANATION MITIGATING STRATEGY 

Scope of the EA The EA provides general findings, conclusions 
and recommendations regarding mainly 
programme design and the expected 
availability of data to support the monitoring 
and decision-making process, as well as 
future evaluative endeavours. It is therefore 
not designed to provide a comprehensive 
and detailed analysis of programming in each 
of the 12 countries. 

The EA put focus on 5 countries. 
Through Desk review, the consulting 
team assessed the rest of the countries 
to complement the analysis and check 
for convergences and/or divergences 
among them. 

Availability of key 
informants 

The consulting team could not access some 
relevant informants from the original list of 
sampled countries. 

The consulting team informed about 
the situation and together with the 
designated manager decided to change 
of the countries of the sample. 

Inability to 
conduct on-site 
data collection  

The evaluation team was not able to conduct 
on-site data collection. Data collection 
strategies such as unobtrusive observation, 
building rapport with stakeholders, as well as 
all sorts of inductive inquiry (including in-situ 
snowball sampling of interviewees) were not 
possible.  

The evaluation team used online data 
collection methods and try to make sure 
that the quality of the data to be 
collected still remains high. 

Assessments and 
bias 

Assessments are by definition vulnerable to 
cognitive and behavioural biases, such as 
seeing patterns where there are not, or 
attribution biases where causes are identified 
only internal characteristic rather than 
external circumstances.  

The assessment team was to the extent 
possible as systematic, transparent and 
reflexive as possible. Systematic by 
following a clear established plan, 
transparent in the way judgements was 
generated and based on triangulation 
and reflexive in having present the bias 
problem throughout the process.  
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6. KEY FINDINGS 

6.1 Q1. Does COMPASS fully reflect the contextual conditions to be faced? 

 
This section assesses the extent to which the design of COMPASS takes into consideration relevant 
contextual factors that can spur or limit the impact of its actions. The key areas assessed to determine 
the level of contextualization of COMPASS is the quality of the context analysis done for the sampled 
countries, the existence of risk matrix and needs assessments, and in an overall sense, the strengths and 
weaknesses of the inception process toward a context-sensitive design for COMPASS.  
 

Key finding 1: In an overall sense, COMPASS is adequately linked to the needs identified in each 
participant country, as it is mainly focused on their proposal and the work done under previous and 
existing interventions. Its adaptability to contextual conditions is strengthened due to the flexible 
design and funding scheme considered. The COMPASS design also reflects the latest institutional 
policies and guidelines when it comes to Protection and Return and Reintegration (R&R). The main 
issues that affected the design process (and therefore the design of COMPASS) was the limited time 
available for the design phase, the inclusion of activities not directly linked to the main goals of the 
intervention, the potential challenges faced due to the standardization of activities, and the delays in 
starting the implementation process. 

6.1.1 Analysis of the design process of COMPASS, strengths and weaknesses. 
 
The design process was developed in two phases, the first phase was eminently top-down and the 
second followed a bottom-up strategy: 
 
In the first phase, COMPASS was conceptualized by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) as a result 
of prioritizing the support toward more holistic and larger interventions. This approach was the seed for 
the initiative and the explicit adoption of the ecological approach. The concept note, including the 
original approach and reflecting the donor priorities and the preliminary Results Framework (RF) was 
developed jointly by IOM HQ and donor representatives. The resulting RF was shared among selected 
COs for them to determine key areas of focus.  
 
In a second stage, the COs submitted their proposals, which were reviewed and endorsed by national 
counterparts, Dutch embassies in targeted countries and the IOM regional specialists. Back at 
Headquarters (HQ), the project managers ensured the alignment and contribution of these proposals to 
the overall COMPASS framework. The majority of countries focused in one of the outcomes (mainly the 
individual level). Then a validation process started, with back-and-forth discussions conducted remotely, 
mainly in the form of webinars. Due to budgetary constraints and the desire to undertake a 
complementary research study of the community-based activities, only two out of the 12 countries were 
considered for the community-based initiatives, and therefore to reflect completely the ecological 
approach (Nigeria and Ethiopia). Nonetheless, it is still to be determined whether additional countries 
will be included in related community-based activities in year two and three. Once the three main 
outcomes reflecting the ecological approach were designed and agreed upon, an additional fourth 
outcome including coordination and ownership issues was introduced to complement and contribute 
the other three. 
 
Among the key strengths of the design process identified by informants are: 
 
• The effort made to ensure COMPASS is built on existing and/or previous experiences, taking into 

consideration good practices and lessons learned. Representatives from all sampled countries and 
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additional ones11 highlighted the efforts and success of the COMPASS overarching framework to be 
linked to existing needs and complement existing efforts at the country level. In the countries 
sampled, COMPASS can be considered a natural continuation of previous initiatives funded by the 
Dutch government that support other relevant interventions as well. Moreover, the ecological 
approach, although unique in the way it is explicitly featured in the PRODOC, is built on previous 
experiences in most of the targeted countries. A reflection of this effort toward ensuring 
complementarity and coordination is also found in the PRODOC. The document includes a specific 
section about programme mapping and coordination for each one of the participant countries, 
where previous relevant interventions as well as areas of complementarity are identified. This has 
been highlighted as an innovative and very useful approach by an IOM representative.  

• The flexible design and funding process devised based on annual plans and a flexible line of funding 
for upcoming needs, that allows the adaptation to contextual changes. CO representatives consider 
an advantage the multi-annual nature of COMPASS and its flexible funding scheme, since it allows 
the possibility to redirect implementation on years two and three based on the experience of the 
first year.  

• The leading role played by HQ throughout the process, which reflects the innovative approach of 
placing HQ units at the core of the global coordination of the intervention. In this regard, 
representatives from the different targeted countries expressed the satisfactory support provided 
by HQ to the missions throughout the design process, including the webinars conducted. The active 
role played by the donor has been also considered very relevant for the design process, which also 
includes the involvement of representatives of the Dutch embassies in targeted countries.  

• The strong focus of COMPASS on learning, which is reflected among others in the appointment of a 
dedicated M&E officer and a comprehensive evaluation strategy. Another clear reflection of that is 
the importance given to the ToC, and the efforts in the design to allow for the eventual generation 
of a meaningful set of lessons learned and good practices. The fact that COMPASS includes 
substantial resources for research, knowledge management and M&E is also perceived as the result 
of implementing recommendations and lessons learned from previous programs.  

• The ecological approach and the solid overarching framework devised. Despite not being new to 
IOM operations, the ecological approach has been explicitly considered for the first time, as reflected 
in the design of COMPASS. The model is based on a systemic and programme theory approach that 
underpins the whole project. The model is also based on previous experiences, mainly the EU Joint 
Initiative carried out by IOM since 2017. At that time, the relevant institutional tools for such 
interventions were not available, and therefore created as part of the process (such as MIMOSA), 
which is something COMPASS benefits from. The COMPASS design also reflects the latest 
institutional policies and guidelines when it comes to Protection and R&R, as well as the joint effort 
to reflect strategic views of both the AVRR and AVM units within the MPA division. 

Example of good practice incorporated into program design: The IOM X model is a Communication 
for Development (C4D) approach that has been implemented since 2014. The model helps assessing 
the impact of awareness raising initiatives at the community level, mainly based on participatory 
approaches to awareness raising. In addition to that, a second model is also introduced in COMPASS, 
a peer2peer approach funded by the Dutch government. This approach focuses on leveraging 
experiences from returned migrants, to share what they know and learnt in the communities, facilitate 
discussions, and work alongside with local partners. Both approaches complement each other to 
achieve awareness raising related outputs, and were merged in the COMPASS design. More on this in 
section 6.6.3 on knowledge management. 

 

 
 
11 Eight countries in total included in the round of interviews: Afghanistan, Egypt, Ethiopia, Iraq, Mali, Nigeria and Tunisia. 
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All the aforementioned strengths had a positive impact on the final design of the Project. Conversely, 
the following are the key limitations of the design process identified: 
 

• The short time available to carry out the inception period, which has been reported not sufficient to 
adequately reflect on the design of the project, and which is expected to be fine-tuned for the 
second and third year of implementation. According to several informants, COMPASS was designed 
rather quick, which limited the capacity of interaction and negotiation with counterparts in the 
country. Nonetheless, feedback from counterparts were taken into account based on previous needs 
assessments, such as in Egypt, where the possibility of working with shelters was included as 
requested by the government.   

• The need to ensure continuity with other interventions prevented in some cases a clear link to the 
COMPASS framework. In certain countries it was reported that linkages between existing activities 
reaching and end and the COMPASS were not clear, but that these activities were included in the 
framework in order to ensure funding lines to keep developing them. An example of this is the 
inclusion of TVET training and labour migration policy support activities in COMPASS, which are not 
directly linked to the overall goals and strategies of the Project.   

• The overarching and standardized implementation process of COMPASS impacting the existing in-
country operational procedures. For example, in Ethiopia, the harmonized approach of the 
COMPASS impacted the way relevant activities are traditionally carried out. This is due to the fact 
that community-based reintegration projects are traditionally implemented along with partners, 
but under the COMPASS, IOM is to be the direct implementer, which has not been done before and 
represents a challenge. Moreover, the common approach considered for the project has not yet 
being translated to certain operational areas. This is mainly referred to the standardized approach 
toward case management for all missions, such as in the case of Afghanistan, which does not use 
MiMOSA. Despite case management guidelines which are to be developed as part of the project, it 
is still not clear the extent to which these actions will be standardized across countries.  

• The delay experienced in starting the implementation process, linked to what is considered by some 
informants a time-wise ambitious original plan, that expected to have the final design ready by the 
end of 2020. This was not possible and the implementation period experienced a delay of three 
months, meaning that the 12-month period considered for the implementation of year one is to be 
carried out in 9 months, which represents a challenge.   

The results of the desk review and interviews show that, in general, COMPASS is adequately linked to 
the needs identified in each of the sampled countries, as it is mainly focused on their proposal and the 
work done under previous and existing interventions. The detailed analysis of the level of 
contextualization of COMPASS to the sampled countries is attached in Annex 6.  
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6.2 Q2. Are the output/outcomes statements and indicators under the COMPASS 
Results Framework adequately designed? 

 
This section assesses the adequacy of the design of COMPASS outcomes, outputs and indicators. 
Indicators have been assessed following the SMART criteria. In the case of outputs/outcomes, the 

with the results of the qualitative analysis. The complete analysis of results and indicators is attached in 
Annex 2. 
 

Key finding 2:  In terms of the quality of outcome formulation, all outcomes but outcome 4 include 
several composite concepts in their description, which affects to some extent their degree of 
specificity, especially in the case of outcome 3. Conversely, all but outcome 3 lack adequate levels of 
measurability due the fact that mainly qualitative indicators are used to measure success. Despite the 
delays experienced in the implementation process in year one, all outcomes and outputs were 
considered realistic.  The relevance of outcomes 2 and 3 is affected due to their formulation and 
measurement strategies. When it comes to ownership, there is a clear and shared understanding of 
the expected goals and outcomes COMPASS aims to achieve, as well as how these results are 
expected to be achieved. No major issues were found in the case of outputs, aside a couple of cases 
of poor formulation and lack of relevance for outputs 4.3 and 4.4. 
 
When it comes to indicator design,  outcome indicators. 
Practically 88% of the indicators (79 in total) are considered very good or good indicators. However, 
some of them (24%) are affected by achievability issues (lack of specificity in targets, use of 
proportions to measure change that are not complemented with numerical numbers and lack of 
target and baselines in some cases). Partially relevant indicators were found in some cases (16%), 
including indicators that could be merged or avoided and others for which other existing indicators 
provide more relevant information. Indicators not completely specific were also identified (16%), 
mainly due to including concepts not clearly defined and lacking disaggregated targets per country.  
 
The analysis on the prioritization of indicators shows that around 82% of indicators were 
considered either critical (23 in total) or important (51 indicators), followed by 10 indicators that are 
secondary (1.2, 1.6.1, 1.7.2, 2.2, 2.2.1, 2.5.1, 3.1, 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 4.4.1). Finally, 6 indicators were considered 
avoidable (1.1.1, 1.1.2, 2.4, 2.4.1, 2.4.2, 4.4.2), meaning minimum M&E efforts should put to capture 
data or that they could be completely avoided. The disaggregation per type of result reveals internal 
coherence in the sense that the proportion of critical indicators is much higher at the outcome level 
than at the output level. 

 

6.2.1 Extent to which COMPASS outcomes and outputs are adequately designed. 
 
This section assesses how relevant, specific, realistic, measurable and owned COMPAS outcomes and 
outputs are. A total number of 26 items (4 outcomes and 22 outputs) were assessed, according to the 
following definitions: 
 
• A specific outcome/output is one where (a) there is a direct link between the activities carried out 

and the stated purpose (i.e., where the purpose can be expected to be achieved as a direct result of 
project activities), and (b) the phrasing of the purpose is detailed enough to provide a proper 
understanding of the anticipated outcomes of the project.  

• A measurable outcome/output is one where data for the indicators could be reasonably expected 
to be available at project completion to demonstrate project success. Related indicators should be 
therefore well designed. 
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• An attainable/realistic outcome/output is one where it is likely that the proposed end-of-project 
situation can be attained within the time frame and budget of the project. Behavioural change, if 
required for success, must be attainable without the use of heroic assumptions.  

• A relevant outcome/output is clearly aligned to the identified needs and clearly responds to those. 
In most cases, it should be gender oriented. 

• Ownership is demonstrated when a wide range of key stakeholders share a common view of 
outcomes and goals. In other words, it is the extent to which the various stakeholders commonly 
understand COMPASS goals, outcomes and outputs. This analysis is based on the results of the 
interviews, and therefore no rating was considered. 

Ratings were given for four of the five criteria (ownership follows a qualitative assessment) using a scale 
of four items, ranging from satisfactory, to sufficiently, partially, and insufficiently. For clarity, these 

 is 
revealed in figure 3. 
 
In terms of the specificity of outputs and outcomes, 88% of the results assessed (23 out of 26) fell within 
the acceptable range and 12% (1 output and 2 outcomes) under the unacceptable range. All outcomes 
but outcome 4 include several composite concepts/components in their description, which affects to 

 their families are 
protected, assisted and empowered to pursue sustainable resolution of vulnerabilities and 

Nevertheless, and even though outcomes include several pillars in their description, these are 
adequately reflected in outcome 1 and 2 based on the set of indicators included. Following the previous 
example, outcome 1 includes one indicator measuring both protection and Trafficking and Smuggling 
(T&S) (indicator 1.1) and four indicators measuring R&R issues.  
 

Figure 3. Analysis of the adequacy of outputs and outcomes 

 
 
The only outcome in which all the pillars considered seem not to be fully reflected in their indicators is 

conducive environment for migrant protection, combating trafficking and smuggling, and 

should be taken into consideration, namely protection, T&S and R&R. However, only indicators linked to 
T&S (indicators 3.1) and R&R (indicators 3.2 and 3.3) were identified. As a result, this outcome is 
considered partially specific.   
 

dence-based, 
community-level programming aimed at preventing unsafe and irregular migration and improving 

main reason for that is the phrasing of the outcome, that does not provide a proper understanding of 
the anticipated expected goals. The outcome focuses on the implementation of services, rather that the 
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results of those initiatives. According to the information provided in the PRODOC12, the focus should be 
put on ensuring that evidence-based information creates community environments conducive to the 
protection of migrant´s rights, sustainable reintegration and the prevention of unsafe and irregular 
migration. Pending validation, the outcome 2 has been reformulated in the proposed ToC as 

ommunity environments conducive to the protection of migrant´s rights, sustainable reintegration 
and the prevention of u The prevention component will 
be mainly addressed through awareness of the risks of migration and available alternatives. Therefore, 
it would have three key aspects: protection, sustainable reintegration and prevention.  
 

the same problem as the aforementioned outcome: the phrasing is not clear enough to provide an 
understanding of the expected change. This output mainly aims at ensuring the ownership and buy-in 
of key partners, both governmental and non-governmental, through the application of the models, tools 
and activities developed on the ground as part of COMPASS. Pending validation, the output 4.3 has been 

ed 
 

 
Concerning the measurability of goals, there is a clear difference between outputs and outcomes. While 
no major issues were identified at the output level (meaning data to measure change is expected to 
demonstrate project success), three out of the four outcomes were considered only partially measurable 
(outcome 1, 2 and 4). In the case of outcome 3, the reason why it is considered sufficiently measurable 
is that output level indicators can be considered relevant to measure the outcome (i.e., new or revised 

due to the 
fact that all the outcome indicators but one are qualitative in nature. Qualitative indicators are not only 
those that are no

nothing inherently wrong in using qualitative indicators reflecting opinions, perceptions or level of 
satisfaction to measure changes, although they should be used with caution and always complemented 
with quantitative indicators that reflect direct measurements or actual changes, rather than perceptions 
of progress. This stems from the fact that these indicators may lead to bias such as social desirability 
bias13, sampling bias14, courtesy bias and demand bias15. Furthermore, qualitative indicators are harder 
to verify because they often involve subjective judgments about circumstances at a given time16. This is 
clearly reflected in the limitations of self-reporting, since for example, surveyed users do not necessarily 
know the basic standards defining meaningful AVRR. In addition, the logic to measure capacity building 
related activities at the output level is based on counting trainees, and at the outcome level on 
measuring satisfaction with services and perceptions. There is an existing gap on the direct 
measurement on the extent to which those abilities and skills acquired are actually reflect in providing 
better services. Only one of the indicators at the outcome level is quantitative (indicator 2.1 under 
outcome 2) captures an actual measurement on the increase in detention, investigation and prosecution 
of TiP and SoM. 
 
When it comes to realistic output and outcome design, the analysis shows that all outputs and 
outcomes fell within the acceptable range, meaning no major issues where identify on the extent to 
which the end-of-project situation is likely to be achieved as per the expected timeframe. The only issue 
to consider in that regard is the delay in the implementation process for the first year, which in some 
cases might challenge the timely achievement of first level outputs. 

 
 
12 COMPASS Project Document, page 10. 
13 Tendency of survey respondents to answer questions in a manner that will be viewed favorably by others. 
14 Occurs when some members of a population are systematically more likely to be selected in a sample than others. 
15 As indicated in the IMREF SSS II Lessons Learned document, 2021, Page 23.  
16 Kusek y Rist - 2004 - Ten steps to a results-based monitoring and evaluation. The World Bank. 
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Concerning the relevance of results, 88% of the results assessed (23 out of 26) fell within the acceptable 
range and 12% (1 output and 2 outcome) under the unacceptable range. Outcome 2 is considered 
partially relevant despite not being adequately formulated, since it is backed up by a series of partially 
relevant indicators aiming at measuring identified needs. Outcome 3 is considered partially relevant 
since its relevant indicators do not clearly reflect the expected achievement. The output 4.4 is not 
considered relevant at all since enhancing the collaboration between donor and implementer cannot 
be conceptualized as a result for a development project. The results of a project should be designed to 
address the needs identified for the target groups, and not operational considerations to 
facilitate/maximise the implementation process or the effectiveness/efficiency of any given project. 
Nonetheless, coordination is a key issue that need to be considered in the design at both at the strategic 
and operational levels, usually as an assumption included in the ToC. As a result, the proposed ToC and 
RF does not include output 4, and only two relevant indicators (4.4.1 and 4.4.3) were moved to output 
4.3 to reflect the commitment toward improving the coordination between the donor and the 
implementer. This issue has been finally included as an assumption in the ToC (assumption number 40). 
 
Ownership is demonstrated when a wide range of key stakeholders share a common view of outcomes 
and goals. This analysis differs from the other criteria since it is purely based on the results of qualitative 
techniques. Stakeholders were asked to express what are in their opinion the main goals of COMPASS. 
The result of the qualitative analysis shows that in general, there is a clear and shared understanding of 
the expected goals and outcomes COMPASS aims to achieve, as well as how these results are expected 
to be achieved. The PRODOC comprehensive and detailed design of the PRODOC is one of the major 
features identified enhancing ownerships at this stage.  

6.2.2 Extent to which COMPASS indicators are SMART. 
 
This section assesses the quality of the design of indicators. A total of 90 indicators were assessed to 
determine the extent to which they comply with the SMART criteria, as explained below: 
 

• Specific:  

• Measurable: the indicator and targets should have the capacity to be counted, observed, analysed, 
tested, or challenged. 

• Achievable: an indicator is achievable if the performance target accurately specifies the amount or 
level of what is to be measured in order to meet the relevant result/outcome.  

• Relevant: an indicator should be a valid measure of the result/outcome and be linked through 
research and professional expertise.  

• Time-bound: The indicator should specify when the result(s) could be achieved. 

Ratings were given under each of the five 
criteria in a scale of four items, from
satisfactorily

able range).  
The results of the SMART analysis are revealed 
in figure 4. The level of adequacy of indicators 
for each of the criteria considered is high, as in 
average 81% of indicators meet the different 
criteria. There are criteria for which the level of 
compliance is considerable high, namely the 
measurability, timeliness and specificity of 
indicators.  

Figure 4. Global results of the SMART analysis 
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The most common reasons for indicators not meeting the different criteria are the following: 
 
Specificity is the second lowest ranked criterion (together with relevance), with 15 indicators (10 at the 
output and 5 at the outcome level) being considered partially adequate. One of the main reasons for 
this is the inclusion of concepts in the description of indicators that are not adequately defined. As a 
re
adequately specified. A clear example is indicator 1.1 which does not clearly define 
This is an indicator from the AVM framework and does not include specific measurements and tools such 
as the indicators linked to the AVRR framework.  
 
Another issue that makes indicators partially specific is the lack of target disaggregation per country. 
Targets per country are mainly considered for indicators under outcome 1 and outcome 2. However, 
some relevant indicators under outcome 3 and outcome 4 17  would enhance its specificity by 
disaggregating targets per country. Otherwise, existing targets are understood as global, and therefore 
the contribution and balance of achievement among implementing countries is lost. Finally, and very 
much aligned to the previous limitation, some indicators measure several concepts but do not have 
disaggregated targets per concept, such as in indicator 4.1. 
 
Measurability is linked to the capacity of the indicators to be observed and analysed. It is the highest 
ranked criterion in terms of indicators within the acceptable range. No major issues were identified in 
practically all the indicators that could represent a challenge in terms of collecting relevant data and 
their analysis. The only case where measurability was questioned is for indicator 3.1 under outcome 3: 

affecting the measurability in this case is the qualitative nature of the indicator (achievement is 
presented in a dichotomic yes/no option) to measure two different concepts (data and knowledge 
availability). This indicator also presents additional problems, such as the focus on measuring the 
outcome (a conducive environment for migrant protection and sustainable reintegration is enabled) but 
capturing change at the output level (data and knowledge availability), when it should reflect the 
changes produced as a consequence of using that data and knowledge towards enabling a conducive 
environment. 

Achievability is the lowest ranked criterion, considering that a total of 22 indicators (10 at the output 
level and 12 at the outcome level) were rated partially adequate under this criterion. Among the 
common pitfalls toward ensuring indicators are achievable are: 

1. the lack of specificity in the targets (for example, not using different targets to disaggregate 
services provided, such as in indicator 1.5.1  of beneficiaries who have received 
reintegration assistance, disaggregated by type of assistance (including medical assistance, 
housing assistance, psychosocial support, childcare support, education support, vocational 
training, job placement, microbusiness grant, referral and/or cash  

2. the use of proportions in targets not complemented with numerical values to set minimum 
standards, that prevent from having a clearer picture of the level of achievement. An example of 
this is found in indicator 1.1  of vulnerable migrants provided with comprehensive 
case management services who report acceptable levels of well-  In this indicator the 
target is set at 60%, but there is no reference to the minimum number of informants responding 
positively; and 

3. the lack of targets and baselines in some cases, as they are still to be determined or not reflected 
for years 2 and/or 3.  

 
 
17 Indicators 3.2, 3.3, 3.1.2, 3.2.1, 3.4.6, 3.5.1, 3.5.2, 4.1, 4.1.1, 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.3 and 4.5.1. 
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Relevance is the second lowest ranked criterion, and the analysis reflects that a total of 15 indicators (11 
at the output level and 4 at the outcome level) are only partially adequate to measure the 
output/outcome they are linked to. The main issues affecting the relevance of indicators are: 

1. Indicators of low relevance to measure their assigned output or outcome, and considered 
avoidable, such as indicator 2.4  of surveyed returnees, non-migrant community 
members, and key stakeholders in communities of return who report having participated in the 
implementation of the community-based reintegration activities implemented under the 

 In this particular case, it would be more relevant to keep track of the participants of 
reintegration activities (direct measurement) rather than rely on the feedback of informants (and 
considering that not all participants of related activities will be part of the survey); 

2. Indicators for which other existing indicators provide more relevant measurements. These 
indicators are considered secondary, such as indicator 2.2, focused on establishing knowledge 
generation  of (potential) migrants who demonstrate knowledge of safe migration 
procedures, the risks of irregular migration, understanding of TiP and secondary migration 
(qualitative)g effectively reached out to  This indicator is linked to indicator 2.3 

 of (potential) migrants (m/f) in target communities who report either abandoning, 
delaying or seriously reconsidering their plan to migrate irregula  that actually reflects 
changes in ideas/behaviours, which is something more relevant to measure at the outcome 
level. Indicator 2.5.1 is also a good example  of potential migrants (m/f) reached 
through awareness raising  since it provides little valuable information on the extent 
to which potential migrants are informed about the risk of irregular migration (output 2.5). In 
this particular case though, the outcome indicator 2.2. would serve the purpose of measuring 
an increase in knowledge.  

3. Indicators that could be merged and therefore considered avoidable, such as indicators 1.1.1, 
1.1.2 and 1.1.3 on developing case management guidelines and related versions/translations.  

In an overall sense, the relevance of the measurement is questioned for some of the capacity building 
initiatives carried out at the individual and community levels. The reason is that measurements capture 
levels of participation in the trainings (number of people trained), also collect data on the effective 
provision of services and finally gather levels of satisfaction of final users with relevant services. However, 
the RF does not include any direct measurement on the quality of the services provided, since there is 
no indication in the RF that a series of procedures are adequately followed by implementing partners 
(and tracked by IOM officials) to meet acceptable standards. The problem with this approach is that final 
users do not necessarily (and most probably) know these standards, and therefore self-reported levels 
of satisfaction will not provide a full picture on the quality of services provided. This is particularly 
relevant considering that one of the key hypotheses included in the original ToC at the individual level 
is that  quality services will enable sustainable  The need to ensure quality services is also 
highlighted in key assumptions included in the proposed ToC (see section 6.3.2). 

Time- bound. The results matrix is conceived to reflect achievements for the first year of COMPASS, 
therefore all indicators and their targets are set considering that timeframe. Although the targets for 
several indicator are still to be defined, it is understood than once determined, it will be specified for 
which year they are referred to. The only two indicators for which no specific deadline is set  is 
included with no specification of expected target for year 2 o 3) are indicators 3.1.2 the timeliness of 
indicators is not clear is for indicator 3.1.2 (Number of specific laws, polices, or regulations reviewed) and 
indicator 3.2.1(Number of new laws and policies developed, in line with recommendations and 
international standards). 

The analysis per type of indicator (outcome and output) reveals that, in general, output indicators are 
 than outcome indicators. The analysis per criterion also reveals that achievability issues affect 

a great majority of outcome indicators (12 out of 15) mainly due to lack of baseline data, target 
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information or both. Relevance and specificity shared similar results between outputs and outcomes, 
mainly due to the reasons already provide.  

Figure 5. SMART analysis per type of results 

 

Once all the indicators were assessed under the SMART criteria, the consulting team produced an overall 
assessment of the quality of the indicator. Indicators were rated globally as per the rubrics included in 
the analytical framework of the EA (see Annex 1), which are: 

Table 5. Rubrics used for the analysis of indicators 

 
Practically 88% of the indicators (79 in total) are considered very good or good indicators, with a 
higher proportion among these of very good indicators (51 out of 80). Eight indicators were rated as 
relatively good, as they only met three of the five criteria to be considered SMART. Only 3 indicators are 
considered relatively poor (1) or poor (2).  
 
The analysis on the nature of indicators - quantitative or qualitative - shows that 70% of the indicators 
(63) are quantitative in nature, whereas 30% (27) are based on perceptions and opinions of 
informants, or are not expressed in a quantitative manner. At the outcome level, indicators were also 
categorized based on the pillars they referred to. A total of nine outcome indicators are linked to R&R, 
two indicators to T&S, two indicators linked to prevention, one indicator on protection and another 
additional indicator on coordination. This clearly reflects the strong emphasis on R&R given to the overall 
COMPASS framework.  
 
Indicators were also assessed based on their level of measurement they really represent 
(activity/product, output or outcome level). This analysis helps to understand the extent to which the 
indicators are placed at the adequate level of the results framework. For example, it is acceptable that 
activity/product or output-based indicators are placed at the output level, but these indicators should 
not be included at the outcome level. Conversely, outcome-based indicators should not be placed at 
the output level as they would be very ambitious to reach in that level. All activity/product related 
indicators (28) were found at the output level. Out of the 41 output-based indicators, three of them were 
very placed at the outcome level (indicators 2.2, 2.4 and 3.1), and therefore are considered inadequate 
to measure changes for that level of results. Finally, a total of 21 outcome-based indicators were 
identified in the results framework, and 12 of them were located at the relevant outcome level. This 
means that there are nine indicators at the output level that are outcome oriented. Examples of these 
are indicators measuring migrants reporting improved access to employment opportunities and others, 
indicators measuring new laws and policies developed and enacted, or indicators measuring the 
number of states that include relevant migration issues in budgetary lines.  
 
Based on the results of the overall SMART assessment (where relevance was considered one of the main 
issues), and the feedback provided by key informants (considering that the number of indicators 
included in the COMPASS RF is considerably high), the consulting team included an additional analysis 
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indicator 
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indicator 
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to determine the level of importance of indicators. This analysis of indicators aims at prioritizing existing 
indicators at all levels in order to maximize M&E efficiency and efforts. The indicators are categorized 
according to the following levels: 

 

• Critical indicators: which includes the most important indicators measuring COMPASS 
achievements. M&E efforts should be especially focused in this kind of indicators, either directly or 
through proxies (usually important indicators). 

• Important indicators: include key indicators that are usually primary to others or adequately serve 
as proxies for critical indicators. 

• Secondary indicators: Indicators of lower importance that in most cases are linked or could be linked 
to more important or relevant indicators. M&E efforts should be only considered when data for 
primary indicators is not available. 

• Avoidable indicators: Indicators for which other indicators capture more relevant and accurate data, 
or that were assessed as irrelevant, and/or overlap with other indicators. These indicators could be 
avoided or only fed indirectly though secondary data; therefore, no major focus or M&E efforts 
should be considered. 

The analysis of indicators shows that around 82% of indicators were considered either critical (23 
indicators) or important (51 indicators) followed by 11% of indicators that are secondary (10 in total), 
meaning still relevant to ensure the measurement of important and critical indicators. Finally, around 
7% (6 indicators) were considered avoidable, meaning minimum M&E efforts should put to capture 
data (mainly use of secondary sources) or that they could be completely avoided. The reason indicators 
are to be avoided is because they are not relevant to measure related results or could be merged (see 
section on relevance). Only one indicator at the outcome level is considered avoidable (indicator 2.4, as 
mentioned in the section about relevance).  

The disaggregation per type of result reveals internal coherence in the sense that the proportion of 
critical indicators is much higher at the outcome level (10 out of 15 indicators) than at the output level 
(13 out of 75). Consequently, the proportion of important indicators is much higher at the output level 
(50 out of 75 indicators) than at the outcome level (1 out of 25 indicators).  Figure 6 reveals clearly that 
trend.  

Figure 6. Results of the indicator prioritization analysis 

Concerning secondary and avoidable indicators, both outcomes and outputs share similar proportion 
of indicators under these categories.  

The last level of analysis carried out linked COMPASS indicators to overarching M&E frameworks, mainly 
IOM AVRR M&E framework and the Dutch MFA M&E framework for migration related goals. Out of the 
15 indicators at the outcome level, four indicators (three under outcome 2 and one under outcome 3) 
are linked to the Dutch MFA M&E Migration Cooperation results framework. In addition, 9 outcome 
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indicators are directly linked to the IOM AVRR M&E framework (4 indicators under outcome 1, 3 
indicators under outcome 2 and 2 indicators under outcome 3). The two indicators left (indicator 1.1 and 
4.1) have been created ad-hoc for COMPASS.  

Only one avoidable indicator was found among those linked to major M&E frameworks (indicator 2.4). A 
total of three indicators linked to these frameworks are considered secondary, one indicator linked to 
the AVRR framework (indicator 1.2 about partners perceiving R&R assistance is adequate) and two linked 
to the Dutch MFA framework (indicators 2.2 and 3.1). These indicators are considered secondary since 
there are others that better reflect outcome results. For a detailed description of the analysis of the 
indicators and additional information, please check the indicator assessment document attached 
as Annex 2. The proposed Result Framework including all relevant modification considered for 
outcomes, outputs and indicators is attached as Annex 9. 
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6.3 Q3. Is the design and approach of COMPASS of good quality? 

 
This section assesses the quality of the Theory of Change of COMPASS, based on the extent to which it 
is embedded, coherence, plausible, interconnected, explained, and sensitive to contextual factors.   
 

Key finding 3:  The Theory of Change included in the PRODOC successfully reflects the ecological 
approach by clearly differentiating its three levels, goals and implementation approaches. The 
original ToC is embedded in the key document, includes the main elements of a well-designed 
program theory, and it is adequately explained. However, the original ToC does not clearly reveal how 
the causal links are expected to function, there is no clear indication of the necessary conditions to be 
met for each one of the outputs to ensure the achievement of its immediate result /outcome and the 
interconnection between the three levels of the ecological approach is not explicitly revealed, since 
the three levels are presented independently as silos. 
 
In an overall sense, COMPASS focuses mainly on protection and reintegration goals, while considering 
to some extent some prevention related results at the community level. Informants consider the ToC 
to be very well contextualized and developed. At the CO level, some informants pointed out the 
importance of having a ToC for each one of the countries, to ensure it is not seen as an isolated project 
and reveal the specific contribution to the overall framework. 

 
According to the Project Document (PRODOC), the ToC is based on a multi-level, ecological approach to 
migrant protection and assistance, including the reduction of unsafe and irregular migration; and the 
sustainable and satisfactory outcomes for migrants and their families and communities.  The ecological 
approach is based on the assumption that efforts focused at the individual level are not sufficient to 
achieve sustainable and meaningful development in protecting migrants and avoiding unsafe 
migration. The approach considers higher social arrangements and includes the community and the 
broader society governed by States. As a result, the ecological approach considers three inter-related 
and mutually reinforcing levels, the individual and family/household level; the community level; and the 
national or structural level.  
 
The ecological approach comprises three global implementation modalities:  
 

• a service delivery approach whereby IOM maximizes its expertise and network of governmental 
and non-governmental partners to ensure delivery of high quality, cost-effective services to 
individual migrants, their families and communities, and their government officials at local, 
community and national levels;  

• a capacity development approach whereby partner capacity is improved at each level: with 
service providers better able to provide services directly to migrants; local actors better able to plan, 
coordinate and implement community-level interventions; and national actors better able to 
manage migration; and 

• an evidence-based and learning approach whereby appropriate data is collected, analysed and 
applied to programme implementation and governance in a timely manner and research efforts 
address challenging migration issues to improve knowledge, learning and programme delivery.   

 
The IOM ecological approach has been part of IOM´s approach to migration issues in the past, although 
COMPASS represent the first programmatic attempt to combine the three levels in one global design. 
The Theory of Change included in the PRODOC reflects the ecological approach by clearly differentiating 
the three levels. In an overall sense, and considering the ecological approach, COMPASS focuses 
mainly on protection and reintegration goals, while considering to some extent some prevention 
related results, particularly under some of the protection related activities/goals. This is reflected in the 
four main pillars in which main goals are framed: Protection, Return and Reintegration, Trafficking and 
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Smuggling and Awareness Raising. The model was originally set up for addressing drivers of migration, 
but finally the design mainly included control of migration. As a result, the focus of COMPASS is very 
much put on actual migrants, rather than potential migrants. Relevant goals toward reducing and 
preventing irregular migration are considered at the community level, which are limited bearing in mind 
that only some countries (eventually only two due to the delays experienced) will be fully involved in 
relevant activities. 

6.3.1 Assessment of the COMPASS Theory of Change 
 
The analysis of the existing ToC is based on the assessment framework developed for the EA, and which 
includes a series of criteria, as follows:  
 

Embedded/clarity: this element refers to the extent to which contents of the ToC are also referred to in 
other documents to ensure its operationalization. It also takes into consideration that output to outcome 
pathway is clear.  The pillars of the ecological approach are clearly represented in the ToC, showing all 
relevant outputs and outcomes for each of the dimensions (individual, community and structural level). 
The results chain is not completely clear as it appears in the diagram, as it does not represent the logic 
and causal linkages between the different outputs (they are just presented as a list), and how these 
contribute to reach the outcome level. In addition, Outcome 4 included in the Results Framework (RF) it 
is not clearly reflected in the visual version of the ToC, probably due to the fact that it was considered in 
a subsequent phase of the COMPASS design. It is also worth mentioning that the COMPASS overarching 
strategy is presented in the PRODOC following the key pillars of assistance (linking outcomes, outputs 
and key indicators accordingly), whereas the ToC does not follow this logic and presents a different 
structure and coding system, as per the Programme results matrix and the RF. The ToC was only found 
in the PRODOC, the reference document. This does not represent an issue at this point, but ideally the 
ToC should be also included in progress reports to ensure its dissemination and appropriation, and 
whenever possible, reflecting the specific contribution of each country (see Annex 7).  

 
Testable/Coherence: this element studies the degree to which inputs, activities, reach, outputs, 
outcomes, impacts (specified or expected to be emergent) and the proposed causal linkages between 
them are clearly indicated. The analysis under this element also considers the existence of a logical and 
coherent connection between the theory of action (what is done) and the intended outcomes (the 
expected changes). Basically, the element considers whether an adequate theory about how the 
program will contribute to outcomes is developed. The ToC includes the main elements of a well-
designed program theory, namely, a set of problems, hypotheses, assumptions, inputs and finally the 
outputs and outcomes COMPASS aims at contributing to. The diagram is presented in a horizontal 
layout, and each of the problems is linked to a set of hypotheses, assumptions, and outputs. 
Nonetheless, there is very limited evidence of how the causal links are expected to function, either within 
or between levels of the ecological approach. For example, outputs and outcomes are presented as a 
list, instead of as elements following one or several clear causal pathways. As a result, greater coherence 
and alignment between dimensions could be presented in the ToC, and also between the theory of 
action (what should be done to ensure output and outcome achievement) and the pursued changes 
(theory of change).  
 
Plausibility: the element analyses how likely is that the ToC will generate real changes on the ground at 
expected times. For that, prior evidence suggests that the activities, if implemented, are expected to 
trigger the causal chain leading to desired results. In addition, the logic of the outcome chain needs to 
be solid and plausible. In order to be plausible, the assumptions made in the ToC should hold true 
partially or entirely. There should be no large leaps in the theory found (miracle thinking), meaning that 
the set of assumptions for each causal link should be sufficient to bring about expected changes. 

conditions for the expected changes to occur at the 
different levels. In some cases, the programmes have limited or no influence in the occurrence of the 
assumptions but need to ensure countermeasures to limit potential negative impacts and plan 
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strategies to maximise results under favourable conditions. The ToC includes a set of assumptions, 
linking the main problems identified to a relevant set of outputs. The set of assumptions includes issues 

he purpose of ensuring the plausibility of the ToC.  
However, there is no specific set of assumptions developed at each level of the causal chain, meaning 
there is no clear indications of the necessary conditions to be met for each one of the outputs to ensure 
the achievement of its immediate result /outcome. The set of assumptions at each level has not been 
included in the ToC presented in this report, but they will be included once the ToC is validated by the 
EARG. 
 
Interconnectivity: this element analyses the level of interconnectivity between the three levels of the 
ecological approach. The PRODOC includes a detailed description of COMPASS, where the interlinkages 
between the different levels of the ecological approach can be drawn. However, the ToC does not 
explicitly reveal those linkages, since the three levels are presented independently as silos. One of the 
main goals of the proposed ToC is to capture the connections between the different levels of the 
ecological approach at all levels, and the draft version already reveals some of these connections clearly. 
Once the ToC is validated and the feedback from the EARG included, the ToC should clearly reveal the 
complementarity of the actions carried out and achievements at the different levels.  
 
Explained: this element considers the existence of identifiable causal links between events, identifiable 
causal pathways. As mentioned, the PRODOC implicitly but only to certain extent reveals the existence 
of causal links and connections between the different levels of the ecological approach. However, the 
diagram does not explain how the connections are expected to work, and although it identifies critical 
assumptions that enable the causal pathway, it does not make all underlying assumptions explicit and 
unambiguous. Crosscutting issues are not reflected in the underlying theory, which have been included 
in the proposed ToC.  
 
Context-sensitiveness: the element studies the degree to which the ToC encompass the diversity of 
contexts it is meant to cover, and it is sensible to the inherent unpredictability of the context which the 
programmes are implemented. Although the ToC does not reveal the diversity of the contexts COMPASS 
covers, the PRODOC includes country overviews and results matrices, including the information of the 
expected support provided by each country to the overall framework in year one, as included in the 
following table.  
 

Owned/Agreed: the element considers the extent to which a shared understanding of the core elements 
of COMPASS is shared among stakeholders, including contextual factors in which the programmes 
operate. It also considers the level of participation of both internal and external stakeholders in the 
design and validation of the ToC. The analysis of interviews reveals that, in an overall sense, the Toc is 
considered to be very well contextualized and developed. At the CO level, some informants pointed out 
the importance of having ToC for each one of the countries, to ensure it is not seen as an isolated project 
and contribution to the overall framework. 

6.3.2 The proposed Theory of Change 
 
The consulting team, together with the support of IOM representatives, has produced a preliminary new 
version of the ToC, whose main purpose is to reveal the causal pathways of change expected among 
outputs and outcomes, as well as the interconnections between the three different levels of the 
ecological approach. The ToC also reveals contribution to the four pillars considered (protections, 
trafficking and smuggling, awareness raising and return & reintegration). Finally, the ToC also shows the 
implementation approach considered for each one of the outputs of the RF. 
 
It is essential to point out that the proposed ToC represents the attempt of the consulting team to 
capture the complexity of COMPASS. The proposed ToC puts focus on addressing the elements of clarity 
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and coherence, as it clearly reveals the causal pathways and links between outputs and outcomes. 
Interconnectivity is also considered, visualizing the connections between the three different levels of 
the ecological approach. Finally, the ToC addresses plausibility issues by including assumptions at all 
levels, reflecting crosscutting issues and potential collateral effects. The assumptions reveal the actual 
theory behind the causal pathways identified, and this underlying theory should be considered the 
backbone of the ToC.  
 
As mentioned in the Inception report, the assessment considered a system thinking approach, as it 
ultimately put particular efforts on establishing the interlinkages and contributions expected at all the 
levels considered under the ecological approach. As a result of the analysis, linkages between outputs 
and outcomes from the different levels were proposed and validated by IOM officials. The following 
figure 7 reveals the main linkages between levels, as detailed in the ToC and relevant assumptions. 
 

Figure 7. Main linkages identified among levels of the ecological approach 

 
 
The proposed ToC includes the following key elements: 
 
• Implementation strategies: represent the key processes that are put into action to achieve first level, 

short-term outputs. The ToC only reflects the main implementation approach considered for any 
given output, although it is acknowledged that several of these strategies might need to be carried 
out concurrently to achieve several outputs.  

• Pillars: each output and outcome reflect the main pillar/pillars it aims at contributing to: protection, 
trafficking and smuggling, awareness raising and return and reintegration.  

• Assumptions: are the necessary conditions for the expected changes to occur at the different levels. 
In some cases, the programmes have limited or no influence in the occurrence of the assumptions, 
but needs to ensure countermeasures to limit potential negative impacts and plan strategies to 
maximize results under favourable conditions. 
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• Outputs: represent achievements directly linked to the strategies and activities carried out. They are 
mainly referred to changes in skills or abilities, or the availability of new services and/ or products. 

• Outcomes: Outcomes represent institutional and behavioural changes in development conditions 
that occur between the completion of outputs and the achievement of goals. 

• Impact: is the positive long-term effect on identifiable population groups produced by a 
development intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended. The long-term outcome 
included in the proposed ToC is the same overall goal considered for IOM´s global Theory of Change 
for Migration and Sustainable Development18.  Following these global ToC, outcome 1 and 2 of 
COMPASS will contribute to ensure human mobility is increasingly a choice and that migrants and 
their families are empowered. Outcome 3 is expected to contribute to ensure that migration is 
increasingly well governed. In the proposed ToC, all these three outcomes are expected to 
contribute to the overarching long-term outcome.  

6.3.3 Reading the underlying theory of the ToC 
 
The ToC presents the logical bottom-up sequence on how a set of strategies will contribute to the 
achievement of a number of outputs once considered assumptions are materialized. Then, outputs will 
contribute to outcomes and these to the global impact sought by COMPASS. The ToC reveals the causal 
pathways (arrows) linking elements toward the realization of goals, the extent to which defined 
elements are link to each other. It also includes a set of assumptions at all levels, as expressed in figure 
8.  
 
The following is an example of how the ToC can be read. The logic followed to achieve output 1.3 at the 

 

• IF case management guidelines and minimum standards are developed and distributed (and 
assuming that produced guidelines are clear and useful)  

•  information management systems are adapted for case management (and assuming 
the MIMOSA case management model is applied by all targeted countries and data is used for 
decision making)  

•  workers, partners and IOM staff are trained on case management relevant topics (and 
assuming that trainers and staff trained have the appropriate capacities, the existence of an 
enabling environment to apply capacities and skills learnt and that trainees are motivated and 
engaged toward applying acquired skills)  

• good practices 
and lessons learned are useful and applicable for practice, and that sharing mechanisms 

THEN 

• Vulnerable migrants will be identified and provided with protection and assistance services. 

 

In addition, the ToC also reflect feedback loops, where two different results reinforce each other. An 
example of a feedback loop is found between output 2.2 and output 2.3. The idea behind the feedback 
loop is that an improvement of the migration management capacities of local officials can contribute to 
develop or update better community level response plan, while at the same time, better community 
level response plans can also contribute towards improving the migration management capacities of 
the local officials and stakeholders.  

 
 
18 IOM l Strategy on Migration and Sustainable  2020. 
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Figure 8. Proposed Theory of Change 
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6.4 Q4. Are key cross-cutting issues adequately reflected in the results framework? 

 
This section assesses the extent to which crosscutting issues (mainly gender equality and localization) 
are adequately reflected in the COMPASS results framework. 
 

Key finding 4:  The PRODOC clearly reflects the guiding principles for incorporating gender equality 
issues as described in relevant documents. In this line, the PRODOC includes a gender analysis that 
informs to certain extent the project scope and activities, acknowledges that data is to be 
disaggregated by sex and age, and ensures partially that results statements and indicators are gender 
sensitive. However, this mainstreaming process is only partially adequate, mainly due to a major gap 
in terms of reflecting gender equality issues in the indicators for existing outputs and outcomes, the 
lack of dedicated gender outputs and outcomes included in the RF and the limited consideration of 
gender equality issues in existing M&E tools. No gender marker was found for COMPASS, and based 
in its design, it can be considered that the project puts limited attention to gender. 
 
Gender equality is considered to be specifically focused on addressing the differentiated needs of 
women and girls. However, there is a growing perception on the potential to explore complementary 
issues for gender mainstreaming, such as new masculinities and gender dynamics in the family.  When 
addressing gender equality, the lack of consideration of people with other gender identities was also 
highlighted. 
 
Localization issues are reflected in the efforts to ensure more equitable partnerships, to provide 
certain level of funding to partners, the strong support toward developing capacities of partners 
(especially under the structural level), the focus on ensuring coordination mechanisms (which led to 
include an addition outcome focused on strengthening ownership), and the work focused on 
supporting policy reform and implementation. Localization issues are to be reflected in the annual 
survey addressed to partners, linking ideas such as equal partnerships and horizontal management. 
However, it was pointed out the importance of having more guidance on how to approach 
localization, as well as more relevant M&E tools.  
 
The COMPASS design, thought it PRODOC, makes explicit reference to the key principle of the HRBA 
when working at the individual, community and structural levels. Environmental sustainability is 
not prioritised in the COMPASS design, although the PRODOC mentions environmental issues will be 
considered for the service delivery at the individual level, and some references are also made at the 
structural level. Although acknowledging its importance, officials do not clearly see how 
environmental sustainability could be considered under COMPASS.  

 

6.4.1 Extent to which the results framework is gender sensitive. 
 
IOM Gender Equality Policy 2015-
the migration experience, whether forced, voluntary or somewhere in between, and therefore, that it is 
crucial to understand how gender interacts with migration to respond accordingly. In this line, the IOM 
Gender Mainstreaming strategy includes a series of components toward ensuring an adequate 
mainstreaming process. Firstly, the strategy highlights the important of integrating gender 
consideration into programme design by following IOM´s core technical guidance. In the PRODOC, this 
is clearly reflected in the way that gender considerations from the IOM Protection and Assistance 
Handbook and the Reintegration Handbook are included. In addition, the PRODOC reflects the guiding 
principles for incorporating gender equality issues as described in the IOM Project Handbook19. In this 

 
 
19 IOM Project handbook, 2nd edition, 2017. 
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line, the PRODOC includes a gender analysis that informs to certain extent the project scope and 
activities, acknowledges that data is to be disaggregated by sex and age to the extent possible, and that 
ensures partially that results statements and indicators are gender sensitive. No gender marker was 
found for COMPASS, and based in its design, it can be considered a project with limited attention to 
gender (marker 1). 
 
The COMPASS PRODOC reflects the commitment toward gender equality when featuring the three 
levels of the ecological approach, as follows: 
 
At the individual level, the PRODOC highlights that the implementation approach is both gender 
sensitive and age-appropriate, and that key factors linked to age and gender are to be identified and 
addressed in assistance planning procedures. When it comes to integrating gender considerations into 
programming principles at the individual level, these are specifically addressed under key principle of 

-based 
discrimination and promoting gender equality. As an example, the screening interviews are to be 
conducted in full consideration of gender sensitivities. For example, female migrants who express the 
wish, or who survived sexual or gender-based violence (GBV), will be interviewed by female specially 

-

discrimination on the basis of, among others, gender.  
 
At the community level, gender norms are identified as one of the grassroot causes of unsafe and 
irregular migration, and the PRODOC describes how community attitudes towards gender and sexual 
identity among others can have a 
within a community. In order to challenge these beliefs, attitudes and behaviours, COMPASS plans to 
carry out communication initiatives in the form of awareness raising campaigns.  
 
At the structural level, no specific gender-related approaches or principles were identified. Nonetheless, 
specific initiatives were found when it comes to providing data and evidence-based approaches to 
governments and partners in output 3.4, since gender analysis are to be conducted as part of the human 
trafficking knowledge products that will inform the Counter Trafficking Data Collaborative (CTDC). 
Additionally, the core training curricula developed for government officials and partners under output 
3.3 includes, among others, specific modules on migrant protection and assistance with a focus on rights 
and gender equality. When it comes to outcome 4 on coordination with partners, an important gender 
related consideration is included in the form of a gender responsive indicator measuring the extent to 
which participating states include relevant budget lines in their migration initiatives that reflect gender-
responsive, child-friendly, and rights-based approaches. This is aligned to the need to monitor long-term 
impact and the extent to which governmental partners commitment is reflected in budgets, laws, 
policies and programmes that are informed by gender analyses and responsive to gender-specific needs 
and priorities. 
 
When it comes to the country overviews, they mainly include gender as a category for identifying 
particularly vulnerable migrants (such as single female and/or female headed households), as well as risk 
associated with reintegration, mainly GBV. 
 
In terms of integration of gender consideration into programming tools, all AVRR M&E tools were 
assessed. All the survey questionnaires include a demographic question about the sex of the 
respondent, which allows for the disaggregation of the data. Several of the survey questions about the 
psychosocial dimension of reintegration include relevant questions that can be used to identified GE 
issues, such as those about the extent to which respondents feel physically safe, or those about the 
frequency of facing important tensions within the family. In addition, the results of some question for 
Community-Based Reintegration could be consider as proxies to establish empowerment related 
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gender responsive indicators. An example in this regard would be the questions of the extent to which 
the respondents feel their opinion about community activities are taking into consideration.  
 
Finally, some considerations in it comes to gender diversity in recruitment are included for COMPASS, 

 
 
The aforementioned considerations reflect the efforts made toward ensuring gender equality issues are 
integrated into the COMPASS design. However, this mainstreaming process is only partially adequate, 
due to the limited consideration of gender issues in the RF: 
 

1. A major gap in terms of reflecting gender equality issues in the indicators for existing outputs 
and outcomes. According to the GRES scale used to assess indicators, all but one of the indicators 
are gender blind, meaning that indicators had no specific attention to gender issues, and fail to 
acknowledge the different needs of men and women, girls and boys or marginalized 
populations. Despite the fact that data is to be disaggregated by sex, none of the indicators 
target specifically different gender groups (meaning a minimum number or balanced number 
of users/beneficiaries based on gender considerations) to qualify as gender targeted indicators. 
The only gender-responsive indicator identified (addresses equitable distribution of resources) 
is indicator 4.1.5  to which stakeholders budget lines reflect gender-responsive, child-
friendly, and rights-based approaches to migration  
 

2. No dedicated gender outputs and outcomes included in the results framework, which limits the 
capacity of COMPASS to clearly and specifically address gender related issues. Even though 
COMPASS might not be conceptualized as a gender-focused project, recent evidence20 reveals 
the importance of having a clear approach to ensuring programming is gender sensitive, which 
is currently missing in the COMPASS design. 
 

3. Limited consideration of gender equality issues in existing M&E tools. As described previously in 
this section, some relevant questions included in the questionnaires for R&R could be used to 
identify gender related needs and issues, but there is no clear and specific approach /set of 
questions/section in the questionnaires reviewed that openly and specifically address GEEW 
issues.  
 

The analysis of the interviews shows that in general, informants have an overall positive perception on 
the extent to which gender issues are reflected in the project, as per the institutional guidelines. 
However, they are also well aware of the limitations faced when it comes to mainstreaming gender 
equality under these models, and several informants pinpointed the existing knowledge gap on how 
that could be improved. According to the information provided, most of IOM programs only reach the 
first level of the gender marker, which is mainly about disaggregating data by sex, and there is a shared 
perception between IOM and the donor that gender mainstreaming could be better reflected in the 
results framework and indicators, since the current RF does not provide the basis to monitor and 
evaluation contribution to gender equality. The COMPASS team is well aware of the current limitations, 
and in fact relevant issues were discussed in the las Steering Committee meeting held in June 2021. 

When addressing gender equality, the lack of consideration of people with other gender identities 
was also highlighted. In this line, the organization is drafting a research concept on Lesbian, Gay, 
Bisexual, Transgender/Transsexual, Intersex and Queer/Questioning (LGBTIQ) migrants, and how they 
experience migration, as it is something not yet thoroughly considered within IOM.  Nevertheless, it was 
also pointed out the challenge to work in that area, as it is difficult to identify target groups, considering 

 
 
20 IMREF SSS II Lessons Learned document, 2021, Page 17. 
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for example that homosexuality is outlawed in 34 out of the 54 African states, including participant 
states such as Ethiopia, Egypt, Libya, Morocco, Nigeria and Tunisia.  
 
Gender equality is considered to be specifically focused on addressing the differentiated needs of 
women and girls, and pieces of research and relevant activities mainstreaming gender usually address 
this issue. However, there is a growing perception on the potential to explore complementary issues for 
gender mainstreaming, such as new masculinities and gender dynamics in the family.   

6.4.2 Extent to which the results framework reflects localization issues. 
 
The overall objective of localization is an improved aid response, ensuring access for all in need to fast, 
quality, impactful and sustainable aid that is efficient, effective and fit for purpose. Strategically, 
localization aims at supporting and enhancing the capacities of those receiving international assistance 
so that they can deal with these situations by themselves, and not being dependant on international 
support21. Additionally, localization is more cost-
economical than international ones.  
 
The analysis on the extent to which localization issues are mainstreamed into COMPASS is based on the 
following localization components, as per the NEAR framework22:  
 

• Partnerships, which is a component aimed at ensuring more genuine and equitable partnerships, 
and less sub-contracting to facilitate the delivery of relevant, timely and effective humanitarian 
response. In this regard, IOM has long-lasting strategic partnerships with government and strategic 
partners in the implementing countries, which is one of the main considerations under this 
component, and clearly reflected in the COMPASS PRODOC. The engagement of partners 
throughout the project cycle is another key issue to consider under this component, something that 
is expected to be ensured during the implementation of COMPASS. However, the participation of 
partners in the design process was indirect, as their feedback and inputs were mainly addressed 
based on existing documentation and data, but they were not directly involved in the process. 
Finally, partners have also mechanism to raise concerns and resolved issues, as specific M&E tools 
have been designed for that purpose.   

• Funding, mainly linked to the improvement in the quantity and quality of funding for local and 
national actors. For this component, and aside the multi-year flexible funding approach of the Dutch 
MFA for COMPASS, grants to partners are to be deployed under the individual and structural levels. 
At the individual level, to provide the expected services, and the structural level, to review, develop 
and roll out relevant laws and policies aimed at preventing irregular migration and protecting and 
assisting migrants. In addition, and indirectly linked to this component, COMPASS under outcome 4 
commits to ensure that partners include relevant budgetary lines to implement migration related 
issues. In terms of risk mitigation, another key issue to be considered under this component, the only 
concern raised by some informants on fraud and corruption risks is the use of MIMOSA for protection 
case management, and that is limited in terms of protecting against fraud.  

• Capacity it is understood as the extent to which more effective support for strong and sustainable 
institutional capacities for local and national actors (L/NA), and less undermining of those capacities 
by IOM. Capacity building is one of the implementation approaches included for COMPASS, and 
reflected in all of the three levels of the ecological approach. Under this component, the project 
covers key issues such as the organizational development of L/NA, which is a core objective of the 
project reflected in several outputs (1.2, 2.3, 3.3, 3.5 and 4.5). In addition, the project will ensure 

 
 
21 Global Mentoring Initiative  in  2018. 
22 https://ngocoordination.org/system/files/documents/resources/near-localisation-performance-measurement-
framework.pdf 
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quality standards by, among others, ensuring that relevant tools, guidelines and policies area 
available in local languages for the partnerships. As describe in the PRODOC, the goal is to be 
supportive of local and national government to fulfil its role, following the basic principle that an 
intervention should serve to develop capacity, not to replace it. Under Outcome 3, it is expected a 
gradual shift over the course of the programme towards supporting and encouraging direct action 
by government counterparts, with the progressive application of technical knowledge and 
capacities gained.   

• Coordination and complementarity, meaning that strong national humanitarian leadership and 
coordination mechanisms exist but where they do not, that L/NA participate in international 
coordination mechanisms as equal partners and in keeping with humanitarian principles. In that 
regard, the inclusion of outcome 4 is celebrated, as it specifically addresses coordination issues at 
the national and international levels. It includes collaborative and complementary response related 
actions, as well as initiative toward strengthening the ownership and leadership of key partners to 
deal with migration issues, as well as providing evidence-based information on migration related 
issues. Moreover, outcome 3 also includes a relevant output (3.5) on the extent to which L/NA 
improve their coordination and cooperation. Moreover, outcome 4 is also very much focus on 
ensuring buy in and ownership of participant states toward engaging in migration related activities 
though evidence base policy making and budget allocation (outcome 4.1). Finally, the outcome also 
gives importance to the effective adoption of the models, tools and approaches developed in the 
project by key stakeholders, including both governmental and non-governmental partners (output 
4.3). 

• Policy, influence & visibility, which focuses on increasing the presence of L/NA in international 
policy discussions and greater public recognition and visibility for their contribution to migration 
response. In that sense, major efforts are to be done under outcome 3 is to review existing policies 
and legislation to informs programming (output 3.1), ensure that governmental partners have 
access to technical and financial support for policy reform (outcome 3.2) and policy implementation 
(outcome 3.3), and evidence-based information to inform policies (outcome 3.4). 

• Participation, focus on ensuring fuller and more influential involvement of affected people in what 
relief is provided to them, and how. COMPASS is expected to ensured that affected people have 
information about the implementing agency and have a good knowledge of what the programme 
is seeking to achieve, who it will benefit, which is considered one major issue under this component. 
In addition, the affected people will be actively asked for feedback during and after the assistance 
provision though the M&E toolkits developed, and will have a means of making suggestions or 
providing feedback thanks to the establishment of complaints mechanisms and safeguarding 
procedures. Conversely, it is not clear to the extent to which affected people will be engaged in 
policy development and standard setting though COMPASS, which is another of the key 
consideration under this component.  

 
The qualitative analysis reveals the perceived difficulty for missions to focus on localization. Nonetheless, 
localization issues are expected to be reflected in the annual survey addressed to partners, which is 
expected to include elements to measure equal partnerships and horizontal management. However, 
and as pointed out by one informant, better guidance on how to approach localization should be 
available, as well as relevant M&E tools. No reference to localization issues is included in the IOM 
Protection Handbook and the IOM Reintegration Handbook. 
 

6.4.3 Extent to which the results framework reflects a Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA). 
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The current analysis focuses on the extent to which a right-based approach is reflected in the project 
design, and more specifically, in the results matrix, as per IOM´s Right-based Approach to programming 
handbook23.  
 
The COMPASS design, thought it PRODOC, makes explicit reference to the key principle of the 
RBA when working at the individual, community and structural levels, explaining that all migrants will 
be empowered to understand and claim their rights, that efforts to protect and assist migrants will be 
ensured by upholding their rights. In addition, relevant principles considered for the application of the 
HRBA in the design of any given intervention, such as equality and non-discrimination principles, 
indivisibility and interrelatedness, participation and inclusion and accountability, rule of law and 
transparency. 
 
When it comes to reflecting HRBA in the results matrix, COMPASS includes outcomes that are clearly 
inclined to address issues that involve rights, although not explicitly referring to it.  
 
At the individual level, the HRBA is clearly reflected in the output ensuring that migrants access tailor 
made information (output 1.4), since it is expected that they will be informed about their rights in the 
destination country. Nonetheless, there are clear and major implicit outputs and indicators addressing 
RBA within this level. These indicators focused on duty-bearers or rights-holders, and try to measure 
some aspects of how international standards are implemented at a national level, revealing for example 
positive perception of change and/or improvement in the situation of surveyed migrants. The fact that 
child protection is considered at the individual level increases the diversity of the HRBA applied.  
 
At the community level, outcome 2 has been reformulated, and it now explicitly refers to the rights of 
migrants24. In addition, outcome 2 addresses the increase in detection, investigation and prosecution of 
TiP and SoM in line with international human rights standards (indicator 2.1). Additionally, other output 
makes implicit reference to informing potential migrants about their rights and risks of irregular 
migration and existing legal alternatives (output 2.5).  
 
At the structural level, there is a clear reference to HRBA under output 4.1, as participant states are 
expected to include relevant migration issues in their annual budgets reflecting gender-responsive, 
child-friendly, and rights-based approaches. Implicit mention to HRBA is also clearly reflected under 
outcome 3 on supporting a conducive environment though, for example the revisions and/or 
development of relevant migration policies and their enactment. Those actions will fall under the 

 

6.4.4 Extent to which the results framework reflects environment sustainability issues. 
 
Environmental sustainability and climate adaptation are considered among the programming principles 
at both the individual and structural levels, although little detailed is included on how it would be 
operationalised. There were some initial discussions on how to reflect environmental sustainability 
when addressing the drivers for migration, although finally considered out of the scope of the project. 
The results of the interviews show that, although acknowledging its importance, officials do not clearly 
see how environmental sustainability could be reflected under COMPASS, especially considering that 
no clear guidelines for M&E are available.  
  

 
 
23 IOM -based approach to  2015. 
24  environments conducive to the protection of migrant´s rights, sustainable reintegration and the prevention of 
unsafe and irregular migration are  
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6.5 Q5. Is the COMPASS M&E system adequate to provide quality and reliable data for 
decision making? 

 
In order to assess the quality of the global M&E system, the assessment takes into consideration the 
existence of a full-fledged M&E plan and workplan. The distinction between the M&E plan and the M&E 
wok plan is that the M&E plan is a strategic narrative document that describes the M&E activities. It 
considers the key M&E questions to be addressed; what indicators are to be measured; how, how often, 
from where  and the indicator data that will be collected; includes baselines, targets, and assumptions; 
how the data will be analysed or interpreted; how or how often reports on the indicators will be 
developed and distributed; and how the M&E system will function25. The M&E work plan, on the other 
hand, is an action plan, an operational document (with activities, responsibilities, time frames, and costs).  
An M&E work plan is usually an annex to an M&E plan. In the case of COMPASS, the M&E plan is attached 
to the PRODOC and the M&E workplan is included in the Results Monitoring Framework (RMF). 
 

Key finding 5:  The COMPASS M&E plan and workplan includes the majority of elements of a fully-
fledged M&E system. The only key element not found is the meta-data for indicators. Meta-data for 
indicators refers to the set of information about a particular indicator that allows for a clear 
understanding of the concepts it aims to measure, and how to measure it. Despite some of the 
information usually included as meta-data is already available in the RMF (frequency of data 
collection, type of data analysis, etc.), the main elements are missing. The risk management analysis 
considers at both the global and in-country levels indirectly tackle M&E risks, as the risk identification 
and management planning process do not exclude relevant activities. Based on previous challenging 
experiences, several informants pointed put the importance of having dedicated M&E officials in 
participant COs, as this could represent a bottleneck in the M&E function.  

 

6.5.1 Analysis of the M&E plan and workplan for COMPASS 
 
The M&E framework of COMPASS was designed in accordance to the IOM procedures, following internal 
Result-Based-Management and M&E policies 26  and guidelines 27 . In an overall sense, the PRODOC 
provides an overview on how the M&E function is to be ensured toward supporting the decision-making 
process during the life of COMPASS. More specifically, key considerations that any M&E system28 
should include are clearly considered, as follows: 

The M&E framework and the COMPASS RF are clearly aligned to overarching internal frameworks 
for AVRR and AVM, the most recent strategic approach of the Organization29 , including the  
Migration Governance Framework (MiGOF), as well as to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 
framework directly when it comes to human trafficking and exploitation (SDG 5.2, 8.7, AND 16.2) 
migration governance (SDG 10.7) and migration data (SDG target 17.18)30. 

A recognized authority for coordinating and operationalizing M&E is established at HQ levels, 
supported by a dedicated M&E officer. Annual country-specific monitoring plans will be developed, and 
the implementation process (and consequently the M&E process) relies on the missions with the support 
of key partners in each country, with whom Memorandums of Understanding and partnership 
agreements, along with annual work plans are to be formalized.  

 
 
25 Rugg D, Peersman G, Carael M. Global advances in HIV/AIDS M&E. New Directions for Evaluation 103, 2004. 
26 IOM Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy 2021-2023. IOM Monitoring Policy and IOM Evaluation Policy, 2018. 
27 IOM M&E Guidelines, 2021. 
28 Görgens, M and Kusek, J, Z  Monitoring and Evaluation Systems  The World Bank, 2009. 
29 IOM Strategic Vision, 111th Session of the Council.  
30 IOM  and the 2030  2018. 
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The monitoring and evaluation efforts made under the programme are expected not only to meet the 
specific requirements of the programme, but also to reinforce and improve  overall M&E 
function in the areas of migrant protection and assistance.  

In addition, there is a clear programme cycle evaluation plan, defining key evaluation endeavours as 
part of COMPASS, including annual programme reviews, support baseline and end line surveys and data 
collection, including this evaluability study, and a final evaluation. 

The previous represent the key overall elements that any given M&E framework should ensure. The 
assessment of the COMPASS´s M&E plan focuses now on more concrete aspects that are also key and 
reveal the level of integration of the M&E function into the dynamics of COMPASS as a whole. 
The following analysis takes into consideration 12 different elements31, as expressed in table 6.  
 

Table 6. Assessment of key elements of a M&E system 

ELEMENT STATUS ELEMENT STATUS 

Baseline/Targets ✔ Cost per activity/indicator ✔ 

Periodicity of data collection ✔ Disaggregated data ✔ 

Responsibilities/sources of verification ✔ Monitoring risks  ✔ 

Accountability measures ✔ M&E database ✔ 

Metadata for indicators × Key reporting documents ✔ 
 
Baselines and targets are considered in the RMF. Baseline studies are yet to be conducted though, and 
currently only baselines with value zero are included in relevant documents. On the other hand, annual 
targets are defined at all levels and for the great majority of indicators. The RMF also differentiates 
between the global target and the targets per country, which is highly relevant. As already mentioned 
in the analysis of indicators, some additional indicators could benefit from a target disaggregation by 
country though. 
 
Periodicity of data collection is clearly established in the RMF, where data is expected to be collected 
monthly, quarterly, annually or at the end of the project. For example, self-reporting indicators at the 
outcome level will be collected at the end of the intervention, whereas activity-based indicators linked 
for example to the screening process and the provision of services will be collected in a monthly basis.  
 
Responsibilities in the data collection and management process are also defined for each indicator in 
the RFM. M&E activities mainly fall under the responsibility of field staff, the global M&E officer and the 
project manager. It is essential to clearly assign M&E functions to relevant posts, since unless the 

in the organization will execute M&E functions on their own initiative32. Sources of verification and data 
collection methods are also specified in the RMF. Crosschecking of data is considered to verified data 
sources whenever available, and for example, MIMOSA records are to be complemented with 
satisfaction surveys. However, and as described in the section 6.4.1, and considering that the M&E plan 
is based on the RF, the system is only partially adequate to collect information on gender equality related 
issues. 
 

 
 
31 Following key elements to consider in a M&E system as per Kusek y Rist.  steps to a results-based monitoring and 
Evaluation  The World bank, 2004. 
32 Görgens, M and Kusek, J, Z  Monitoring and Evaluation Systems  The World Bank, 2009. 
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Accountability measures are reflected in the project design, as complaint mechanism and safeguarding 
procedures will be established. No further information about this process is included in the PRODOC. 
 
Meta-data for indicators refers to the set of information about a particular indicator that allows for a clear  
understanding of the concepts it aims to measure. Indicator metadata includes a clear definition of the 
indicators, the method(s) for its estimation/or calculation, the data type, explanation of the numerators 
and denominators, data sources, levels of disaggregation, frequency of data collection, and limitations 
to their collection.  Despite some of the information usually included as meta-data is already available 
in the RMF (frequency of data collection, type of data analysis, etc.), the main elements are missing. 
Annex 8 includes a proposal for meta-data, that could be considered for at least the critical indicators as 
per the analysis in section 6.2.2 (see annex 2 for the complete assessment). According to the PRODOC, a 
performance management framework will be developed, which should, among others, elaborate how 
data will be collected for each indicator and how the data will be analysed. 
 
Costs per activity are defined in the budget for year one, which also includes a budget line for M&E 
activities. The budget for year one allocates a total of 100,000 USD for Monitoring activities, excluding 
the cost of the designated M&E official. The project is giving particular attention to M&E, as evidenced 
in the commission of an evaluability assessment and the plan to conduct an impact evaluation at the 
community level. However, it was not possible to establish the proportion of funds allocated to M&E 
globally. Based on previous challenging experiences, several informants pointed put the importance of 
having dedicated M&E officials in participant COs, as this could represent a bottleneck in the M&E 
function.  
 

Figure 9. Distribution of COMPASS funds per outcome in year one 

 
 
Data disaggregation is considered at all levels, mainly referred to the targeted population, type of 
partner and the type of service. The data of migrants assisted under the programme will be 
disaggregated by age (child, adult, elderly); sex (female, male, indeterminate, unknown), country of 
origin and transit country. 
 
Monitoring risks referred to the series of assumptions, internal and external, that might have an impact 
on the M&E process. The risk analysis and mitigation section included in the PRODOC is mainly linked to 
the implementation process rather than its monitoring activities. Nevertheless, the risk management 
analysis considered at both the global and in-country levels indirectly tackle M&E risks, as the risk 
identification and management planning process do not exclude relevant activities.  
 
In terms of M&E databases, COMPASS will use a series of internal systems, mainly the IOM´s 
Displacement Tracking Matrix (DTM) and MiMOSA. Each one of these systems have a specific purpose 
and allows the management and analysis of specific data. The DTM focuses in monitoring displacement 
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data biographic, demographic, and case management information across the different themes, 
including protection, trafficking, and voluntary return and reintegration. More about these systems in 
included in section 6.6.1, but it is important to mention that several missions count with other internal 
M&E databases such as SharePoint.  

Finally, when it comes to key reporting documents, quarterly monitoring reports are to be submitted by 
COs. No template is included in the RMF provided. For project activities not captured in MiMOSA such 
as awareness raising events, trainings, coordination/validation workshops, etc. an activity report is 
attached to the RMF. 
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6.6 Q6. Are the current M&E processes and tools adequate to meet expected results? 

 
Following the previous assessment, this section looks specifically into the quality of the M&E processes 
and tools of COMPASS. The assessment takes into consideration the extent to which these processes are 
clearly defined and homogenized, as well as the relevance and adequacy of M&E tools and the 
knowledge management strategy considered.  
 

Key finding 6:  COMPASS links the majority of its indicators at the outcome level to the global AVRR 
M&E framework, which is highly developed. The M&E processes for AVM do not follow a global 
framework, and therefore COMPASS protection related indicators are developed ad-hoc. This reflects 
in certain measurement challenges identified that focus on 
the T&S and Prevention initiatives, the COMPASS indicators at the outcome level are mainly linked 
to the Donor´s Migration Cooperation M&E framework, which means that specific procedures and 
standards will be applied. As for the AW initiatives, COMPASS captures the participation of 
stakeholders to awareness raising activities and indirectly, the knowledge generated, but not 
specifically participant´s behavioural change. Finally, in term of coordination, the M&E activities are 
not linked to other global frameworks and therefore will be developed ad-hoc for COMPASS based 
on the Programme Stakeholder Annual Survey.  
 
Despite not being a dedicated M&E tool, MiMOSA will compile relevant outcome data at all levels 
Several are the limitation identified for MiMOSA to function as an M&E tool, namely the large variation 
in the degree of compliance among missions, the impossibility of capturing most of the data at the 
community and structural levels, and the fact that not all relevant data at the individual level can be 
collected too. Additionally, MiMOSA has been reported only partially relevant to capture data on AVM. 
Finally, it was also reported the difficulty to establish levels of contribution per program. 
 

In an overall sense, the COMPASS M&E toolkit are well-designed and explained, although some 
concerns were raised concerning the extension of the questionnaires, especially those addressing 
assisted vulnerable migrants. The anonymization of data is also considered very relevant, especially 
in those tools measuring levels of satisfaction. 

 

6.6.1 The COMPASS M&E processes 
 
As described in the analysis per indicator, the COMPASS M&E process collects data linked to five different 
areas, namely Protection, R&R, T&S, Awareness Raising, Prevention and Coordination. The operational 
approaches adopted to monitor and evaluate these areas differ from one another.  The M&E operational 
strengths and challenges are mostly linked to the extent to which outcomes and indicators fall within 
comprehensively developed overarching M&E frameworks, since they ensure higher levels of 
operational development and standardization.  
 
The AVRR M&E framework was considerably improved in 2018, when a comprehensive framework was 
rolled out and subsequently revised in 2021. The main idea was to create an environment that helped 
compare results between programs, conduct comparative analysis by homogenizing the measurements 
across contexts and across profiles of returnees. The AVRR unit has received considerable fund in the 
recent years to develop the aforementioned framework, which is reflected in the M&E tool kits available 
and the direct linkages made to gather data with MiMOSA. The COMPASS RF links some of the key 
relevant indicators at the outcome level with the AVRR framework, and therefore follow the 
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methodology, processes and tools included in relevant guidelines 33 . Data collection processes for 
relevant AVRR outcomes include the use of annual surveys and the case records in MiMOSA. For those 
AVRR outcome indicators not linked to the AVRR overarching framework, case record for MiMOSA and 
reporting reports will be used. Considering that M&E framework within MiMOSA is based on the AVRR 
global framework, it should allow a considerable granular approach to M&E in that particular area. 
 
Conversely, the AVM M&E framework has not received such an attention and COMPASS has no 
protection related indicators linked to global M&E frameworks. This effectively means that, although 
protection related activities are linked to relevant guidelines and principles, the M&E implementation 
process does not follow an overarching framework, and it will be conducted ad-hoc. This reflects in 
certain measurement challenges (such as indicator 1.1 focus on 
section 6.2.2).  
 
Concerning the T&S initiatives, the COMPASS indicators at the outcome level are mainly linked to the 
donors Migration Cooperation M&E framework, which means that specific procedures and standards 

n detection, investigation and 
prosecution of TiP and SoM  and 3.1 Policymakers and practitioners have the necessary data and 
knowledge on human trafficking and migrant smuggling to inform their advocacy, policy development 

 MFA. In this case, the data collection 
process will be based in official statistics and qualitative assessment respectively, collected at the end of 
the programme.  
 
Similarly, Prevention related actions (linked to outcome 2 and indicators 2.2 and 2.3 on perceptions of 
potential migrants), are directly linked to the donors Migration Cooperation M&E framework, and will be 
based on pre-post intervention studies conducted at the community level, and therefore it is expected 
that quality tool and mechanism are in place to collect valid and reliable data.   
 
As for the AW initiatives, COMPASS only reflects one indicator for the relevant output (2.5.1 on the 
number of potential migrants reached through AW campaigns). The data collection process for this 
indicator should be straightforward, although the information provided will not be very relevant to 
establish levels of success of the activities. However, the outcome indicator 2.2. would serve the purpose 
of measuring whether participants are informed about the risk of irregular migration (output 2.5). 
Nevertheless, there is need to follow up participants to track behavioural change, which is not 
considered under the current measurement.  
 
Finally, in term of coordination, the M&E process tackles outcome 4 (through indicator 4.1 on the 
perception of stakeholders on an improved coordination). These M&E activities are not linked to other 
global frameworks and therefore will be designed ad-hoc for COMPASS based on the Programme 
Stakeholder Annual Survey to be developed.  

6.6.2 Analysis of the M&E tools  
 
As already mentioned, two are the main tools considered for the COMPASS M&E function, the DTM and 
MiMOSA. 
 
DTM collects a substantial volume of data and analysis on migration flows and thematic areas of 
research,34 and further aims to expand upon the existing evidence base on migration trends available to 
stakeholders in relation to displacement and returns. In the COMPASS framework, DTM will be used to 
identify appropriate support and solutions to the diverse complexity of outbound and return migration. 

 
 
33 IOM  note on M&E for AVRR and Post Arrival and Reintegration Assistance Projects and  2021. 
34 DTM information products available on its displacement website, flow monitoring portal and dtm.iom.int.  

https://displacement.iom.int/
https://migration.iom.int/europe?type=arrivals
https://dtm.iom.int/
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The system works with people interviewing and keeping track of travellers in key borders and cities, to 
collect migration data. However, the aspect of trafficking is mainly non-existent under this system, as 
interviewed people usually do not admit that or simply do not know they have been victims of 
trafficking, and therefore no data is collected. COMPASS will tackle this limitation trough the CTDC 
initiative (see next section on knowledge management).  
 
According to the PRODOC, IOM will be working on further integration of protection concerns into DTM 
processes, applying this in the course of the programme, and progressively developing and deploying 
models and procedures for integrated protection/DTM operation, with a view towards Organization-
wide uptake in appropriate contexts. In addition, the project enables some countries to get involved in 
these initiatives, such as in Chad. Although relevant for the potential of generating data, the DTM is not 
considered a source and collection tool in the Results Management Framework. 
 
MiMOSA is the institutional global case management system, and allows the tracking of individuals 
receiving various sorts of assistance, over different locations. MiMOSA also allows the central control of 
access to information, with special procedures in place for access to sensitive information. It has been 
developed as part of the EU Joint Initiative, and despite not being a M&E tool per se, it includes some 
M&E functionalities, and can be used offline and in telephones. The new version of MiMOSA (MiMOSA 
NEXGEN) will be launched in 2022, and will include new features, more languages (currently only 
available in English) and a user-friendlier environment.  
 
COMPASS case records will feed some of the most relevant indicators at the outcome level, namely on 
migrants reporting acceptable levels of well-being (indicators 1.1 and 1.5). In addition, it is expected that 
the results of the AVRR M&E survey tools are introduced into the system for its analysis, and therefore, 
the information on a considerable number of outcome indicators should be accessible in the system and 
presented in the MiMOSA monitoring reports. In an overall sense, the system will compile relevant 
outcome data at all levels (and considerable output data as well, mainly at the individual level but also 
at the community level). Considering this, it is important to present several limitations that were 
identified for MiMOSA as and M&E tool during the course of the assessment, as follows: 
 

Large variation in the degree of compliance among missions in the use of MiMOSA. It is only since 2018 
that the IOM AVRR M&E framework was rolled out, and consequently, the level of engagement, 
capacities and compliance differs significantly among missions. The use of MiMOSA is not mainstreamed 
within the Organization, and some COs use other M&E tools that are more adapted to their contextual 
needs, such as Kobo toolbox. As a result, not all relevant data is effectively captured in MiMOSA. 
Moreover, it was pointed out the limitation of MiMOSA when working with external partners and/or 
consultants, as it is administratively difficult and time-consuming to provide access to the system 
compared to other applications such as Kobo or Microsoft teams.  

The system does not capture data relevant to the community and structural levels. At the community 
level, quality M&E data is expected thanks to the research study and the externalization of services. At 
the structural level, the COMPASS team adapted the AVRR tools for the relevant capacity building 
activities of the program. However, there is still doubts on the extent to which those tools are adequate 
to measure related concepts, especially considering that, for comparability purposes, they should be 
applied in all countries. In addition, it was pointed out the challenge of engaging COs to use new tools 
and comply with newly devised data collection processes. 

Not every piece of relevant data at the individual level can be captured in MiMOSA. For example, there 
is no option to capture qualitative data from final users. Despite the next version of MiMOSA will present 
new features, it is not clear what would be the its level of alignment with M&E requirements for 
COMPASS, but the overall perception of informants is that additional tools (Kobo, ad-hoc checklists, etc.) 
will be needed to ensure the adequacy of the M&E data for decision making, especially for non AVRR 
related data.  
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MiMOSA adequately captures AVRR related data, although it the systems has been reported less relevant 
to capture information on AVM. MiMOSA is not specifically developed to capture humanitarian 
protection case management (PCM) data, but rather migration case management, which is different 
from protection case management. PCM deals with very sensitive information that cannot be captured 
through MiMOSA, as the system does not comply with required security standards towards, for example, 
preventing fraud. The COMPASS managers are undertaking a mapping to understand what kind of 
relevant M&E information available in MiMOSA, to fully understand the extent to which it will cover the 
M&E data needs at the individual level.  

The difficulty to extract and merge data, and most importantly, establish levels of contribution per 
program, as funding lines among programs get overlapped. There are a several lines of collaboration 
among projects, and a beneficiary can be linked to many different budget lines, preventing clear 
contribution analysis based on fund allocation.  

MiMOSA M&E specific features not being up to adequate standards. Additional features included in 
MiMOSA to strengthen its M&E functionalities such as the questionnaires for R&R users have been 
reported to be basic and prone to errors i.e., duplicating responses, making response buttons 
unavailable, etc.  

COMPASS toolkit for M&E. As pointed out, most of the M&E data gathering tools to be used are based 
on those included in the M&E AVRR toolkit. The AVRR questionnaires for the different areas (Assisted 
Voluntary Return, Reintegration Assistance, Community-based Reintegration, and Capacity Building) 
will be applied at all the three levels of intervention, and will cover 9 out of the 15 indicators at the 
outcome level. Therefore, the AVRR toolkit will be one of the key elements in which data collection will 
be based.  

In an overall sense, the tools are well-designed and explained, as the documents include the overall 
purpose and methodology. In addition, the tools have been tested already. Still, the qualitative analysis 
reveals that some officials are concerned on the extension of the surveys, especially those addressing 
assisted migrants. The anonymization of data is also considered very relevant, especially in those 
measuring levels of satisfaction 

Outcome indicators for which AVRR toolkits are not available or not relevant, will be fed either through 
case management MIMOSA records (indicator 1.1), national statistics (indicators 2.1), the impact 
evaluation through the pre and post intervention studies (indicators 2.2 and 2.3, qualitative assessments 
(indicator 3.1) and the programme stakeholder annual survey that is still be to developed (indicator 4.1). 
There are no relevant issues with the adequacy of the selected tools to address these indicators, beyond 
the already mentioned limitation in measuring wellbeing for the protection related indicator 1.1.  

6.6.3 The Knowledge management strategy 
 
COMPASS implicitly includes a Knowledge Management (KM) strategy as part of output 4.2, aimed at 
generating knowledge on what works in migrant protection, counter-trafficking and R&R.  This is due to 
the use of core systems to improve the quality and quantity of data generated during the project for its 
use in analysis and research. Knowledge management strategies also aimed at capturing lessons 
learned, and this issue is partially covered under output 1.6 on case management related actions. The 
two main core system considered for KM related issues are MiMOSA (which has been already analysed 
in the previous section of this report) and the Knowledge Management Hub (KMH).  
 
Established in 2017 and funded by the European Union, the EU-IOM Knowledge Management Hub35 has 
played a particularly crucial role in harmonizing return and reintegration approaches as well as 

 
 
35 https://returnandreintegration.iom.int/ 
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monitoring and evaluation activities and knowledge products. In the COMPASS framework, the 
standardized R&R M&E tools produced by the KMH will be used throughout the project for monitoring 
and evaluation of R&R activities. This should ensure that consistent and reliable monitoring data is 
collected across regions, which allows for cross-regional comparative analysis particularly in the field of 
reintegration sustainability (mainly outputs 1.5, 3.4 and 4.2). The data gathered in these core systems 

and snapshots in years two and three. To complement with the KMH, other successful KM initiatives are 
to be considered for COMPASS, such as the Regional Data Hub (RDH) for East and Horn of Africa, a tool 
that centralizes all data collected by CO aiming at supporting evidence-based, strategic and policy-level 
discussion on migration through a combination of initiatives. 
 
Additionally, other resources more aligned to awareness raising activities and C4D can also contribute 
to collects and share the knowledge generated throughout the project. These resources are YENNA and 
WakaWell. Yenna36 is an online learning platform for practitioners from the field of awareness raising, 
community outreach and engagement, and C4D, that offers an evidence-based and participatory 
framework for project design, based on the principles of communication for development. WakaWell37 
is also an online platform for young people to access information and make informed decisions about 
their future, both at home and abroad, currently covering Ivory coast, Guinee Nigeria and Gambia.  
 
Finally, the CTDC38 is the first global data hub on human trafficking, and comprises data contributed by 
organizations from around the world. CTDC is a flagship initiative, since it is the only source of data on 
human trafficking available for several countries. The strategy for COMPASS is to produce knowledge 
products and introduce relevant data on the CTDC for the countries considered under the project. This 
will bring together hopefully a nice sort by punchy pieces of new evidence, statistics on trafficking over 
the program cycle relevant for policy and practice audience. As far as possible, IOM will make the data 
publicly available using new anonymization methods developed.  
 
The overall knowledge management and dissemination management lies in the designated M&E officer, 
who is to ensure that the programme is being implemented in such a way that broader learning is 
possible, and will ensure that lessons learned from the project are documented and absorbed within 
broader organization processes. 
  

 
 
36 www.yenna.org 
37 www.wakawell.info 
38 https://www.ctdatacollaborative.org/ 
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6.7 Q7. What evaluation approaches could be considered for COMPASS? 

 
This last section identifies key areas and potential evaluation approaches to be considered for COMPASS, 
taking into account donor evaluation requirements, IOM´s evaluation policy and international 
evaluation standards. 
 

Key finding 7:  The proposed approach for the final evaluation includes a program-theory strategy, 
combined with the use of standard OECD/CAD criteria, explicit consideration of crosscutting issues 
and a system thinking model to adequately capture the interconnections among levels of the 
ecological approach. The evaluation could consider a mixed method strategy that gives priority to 
qualitative techniques, that could include the Outcome Harvesting and the Most Significant Change 
research techniques. These will be used both at the individual and structural levels to determine key 
achievements and the contribution made by COMPASS to them. A cohort study could be also 
considered at the individual level to follow up a sample of targeted users to collect extra evidence on 
perceived and actual changes. At the community level, the evaluation could complement the impact 
evaluation designing a true intent study aiming at capturing behavioural change in a sample of 
participants of AW activities. Finally, at the structural level, a particular focus could be given to 
determine the extent to which capacity building activities led to expected changes using a Kirkpatrick 
model. 
 
A complementary initiative to the final evaluation would be the development of a mid-term 
evaluation, that could be focused on a particular implementation approach, pillar or level of the 
ecological approach, based on the limitations and challenges identified as part of the M&E process. In 
addition, the mid-term evaluation could address the extent to which crosscutting issues are being 
considered, including localization.  

6.7.1 Potential approaches for conducting the final evaluation. 
 
The evaluation proposal presented puts particular focus on the different levels of the ecological 
approach and aims at complementing the impact evaluation study planned at the community level. In 
order to do so, the overall final evaluation approach could complement the eminently quantitative 
nature of the impact evaluation with a mixed method strategy that prioritizes qualitative techniques. 
The driving questions for the evaluation could be summarized as COMPASS´ 

 
 

Figure 10. Evaluation approaches proposed for the final evaluation 

 
 
In order to address these concerns, the evaluation could be based on a program theory approach. The 
program theory perspective states that every program is built upon explicit or implicit models on how 
the intervention will cause the desired results. Considering that COMPASS is based on a ToC that has 
been refined during the evaluability assessment, this approach will suit perfectly the existing 
frameworks and logics of the Project. The relevance of this approach lies in its usefulness in setting 
guidelines for designing the evaluation, allowing a better understanding of the intervention and the 
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definition of meaningful evaluation criteria (the evaluation should consider standard OECD/CAD criteria 
as well), questions and sub-questions. Program theory is also crucial to understand the data collected 
during the evaluation and to interpret the evidence in order to make sound conclusions and 
recommendations. Finally, program theory helps to establish the connection between results and the 

defines not only the intervention achievements but also the underlying reasons (how and why) these 
results were accomplished or not.  
 
For the purpose of capturing the dynamics affecting each level of intervention, the methodology 
should include a system thinking approach that puts efforts on establishing the interlinkages, 
synergies and contributions achieved at all levels (individual, community and structural levels). Finally, 
and in order to build on the findings, conclusions and recommendation included in the evaluability 
assessment, the evaluation should explicitly consider cross-cutting issues (namely HRBA, gender 
equality, localization and environmental sustainability) in its design and throughout the process.   

6.7.2 Potential methodologies to be considered for the final evaluation. 
 
Once the overall approach for the design of the evaluation is addressed, this section describes the 
proposed methodology to be considered at all the three levels of intervention. In an overall sense, the 
evaluation could consider a mixed-method approach, giving more weight to qualitative methods, that 
could be complemented with quantitative strategies to establish convergences, divergences or a 
combination of both. The process of confirmation, disconfirmation, cross-validation and corroboration 
would enable the identification of key findings in which to base conclusions and recommendations.  
 
At the individual level, the evaluation should examine internal and external factors affecting the ability 
of the projects to protect, assist and empower migrants. As already considered in the RF, changes at the 
outcome level should be defined as the changes in behaviours, relationships and practices. In order to 
establish levels of contribution to identified changes, the evaluation could consider the Outcome 
Harvesting (OH) technique39. Under this technique, achievements at the highest level will be identified, 
and levels of contribution established based on validity of existing evidence. All achievements will be 
analysed and classified (what changed, for whom, when and where). Once a specific achievement is 
documented, an explanation of why and how it is considered significant for the intervention should be 
added, drawing on feedback from the originator/change agent in question, validated by other 
stakeholders, and to the extent possible, final users. The contribution of IOM or its implementing 
partners will also be noted in terms of who and what (e.g., contextual factors) contributed to this change 
and how. Outcomes should be tagged according to sectors and key enabling factors that facilitated 
change to happen. Facilitation and validation of outcomes will ensure that both positive (often 
anticipated) and negative (often unanticipated) outcomes are included in the outcome harvesting 
exercise.  
 
In addition to OH, a cohort study could be considered to follow up a sample of target users to measure 
change and collect extra evidence on perceived changes. Previous IOM experiences in cohort studies 
(such as in Cameroun) would ensure the adoption of good practices and lessons learned. To 
complement the cohort study, the evaluation methodology could also include the Most Significant 
Change (MSC) technique40. Under this qualitative strategy, the evaluators collect significant change 
stories emanating from the field level to reconstruct evidence of impact, and complement the OH 
technique. The MSC is usually conducted during a considerable period of time (ideally during the 
implementation process and in possible in the case of COMPASS, as part of the qualitative assessment 
expected to be done through the research and impact evaluation at the community level). In any case, 

 
 
39 https://www.intrac.org/wpcms/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Outcome-harvesting.pdf 
40 https://mande.co.uk/special-issues/most-significant-change-msc/ 
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the evaluation could also consider collecting the stories only during the evaluation field work.  Then the 
evaluation 
of the project, generating a dialogue about the success of the intervention, which is reflected ultimately 
in the evaluation report. The cohort study would also allow the direct measurement of certain activities 
(such as income generation) that could complement the existing qualitative indicators and increase 
levels of measurability of outcomes.  
 
At the community level, and considering the already planned impact evaluation, the focus of the 
evaluation should be put on the awareness raising activities. As described in section 6.6.1 of the report, 
the current measurements for this area of work are very limited, since the relevant indicator only 
measures number of participants to activities. A true intent study could be considered for this, aiming at 
capturing behavioural change in a sample of participants of AW activities. 
 
At the structural level, a focus could be given to determine the extent to which capacity building 
activities led to expected changes. In that regard, a Kirkpatrick model could be developed41 . This 
approach identifies four levels to evaluate trainings and capacity building actions (reaction, learning, 
behaviour change and results) and it is mainly based on the use of surveys. Additionally, the already 
mention OH and MSC could be also applied in this level with governmental and non-governmental 
partners to determine achievements and the level of contribution of COMPASS initiative to those. 
 

6.7.3 Complementary evaluation activities. 
 
A complementary initiative to the final evaluation would be the development of a mid-term evaluation. 
Since this type of evaluation is not included in the COMPASS evaluation plan, and therefore no budget 
allocated to it, the proposal would be to carry out a very focused exercise. The mid-term evaluation could 
be focused on a particular implementation approach, pillar or level of the ecological approach, based 
on the limitations and challenges identified as part pf the M&E process. In addition, the mid-term 
evaluation could address the extent to which crosscutting issues are being considered, including 
localization.  

Recent evidence42 highlights the importance of mid-term reviews and evaluations for understanding 
and improving programming. According to the lessons learned included in the IMREF document, mid-
term evaluations helped partners to create a reflection point focused on core issues for the programme, 
which proved particularly important when experiencing monitoring data limitations. The IMREF analysis 
adds that mid-term reviews also provide a good opportunity to review ToC and update log frames based 
on existing needs and contextual factors. 

  

 
 
41 https://www.kirkpatrickpartners.com/Our-Philosophy/The-Kirkpatrick-Model 
42 IMREF  Lessons Learned, Reflections from protection programming for migrants along the Central Mediterranean . 
2021. 
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7. CONCLUSIONS 

 
Conclusion 1. The COMPASS design is innovative and thoroughly developed. It is built on lessons 
learned and good practices from previous and existing interventions, with a clear sense of continuity. Its 
holistic view is soundly depicted through the ecological approach, which will probably set the standards 
for future IOM initiatives. In addition, the flexible design and funding scheme should allow considerable 
levels of adaptability during the project cycle, that could, among others, address the impact that the 
COVID-19 pandemic might have in the project. The main issue that could have a negative impact on the 

limited interaction during the inception phase, it would be essential to ensure fluent communication 
and needs identification throughout the implementation period. In terms of operations, activities not 
directly contributing to main goals and the standardization of the implementation process can 
represent a challenge. Linked to key finding 1. 
 
Conclusion 2. Measurement frameworks are relevant and to a great extent, fit for purpose. However, 
outcome design is negatively affected by certain formulation issues and measurement approaches, that 
do not represent such a challenge at the output level. One of the main points highlighted in that regard 
is the extensive use of qualitative indicators. Despite being considered adequate, a set of direct 
measurements complementing these indicators would ensure a balanced approach toward establishing 
goal achievement. This has been already pointed out as lessons learned by other experiences, such as in 
the IMREF Safety, Support and Solutions Phase II 2019 Annual review43. The prioritization of indicators 
can play a key role in ensuring an efficient use of M&E resources. Finally, the comprehensive and detailed 
design of the PRODOC is one of the major features identified enhancing ownership of the RF. Linked to 
key finding 2. 
 
Conclusion 3. The original ToC adequately reveals some of the main features of COMPASS. Nonetheless, 
the proposed ToC complements the existing one as it clearly shows the causal pathways of change 
expected among outputs and outcomes, as well as the interconnections between the three different 
levels of the ecological approach. The challenge at this point is to ensure that the proposed ToC is 
validated and effectively owned and used at the country level, both by IOM and key partners. Linked to 
key finding 3. 
 
Conclusion 4. The COMPASS design follows main institutional gender equality guidelines, and include 
relevant initiatives that target the specific needs of women and girls. Although no gender marker was 
found for COMPASS, it can be considered that the project puts limited attention to gender. Sex-
disaggregated data are essential to question erroneous gender stereotypes such as labeling only 
women as a vulnerable migrant group, and also provides a better understanding of the gender 
dimension of migration44. The main limitation of the current design is that it does not clearly reflects the 
contribution toward gender equality in the RF and the M&E framework. This represent a good 
opportunity not only to revise these frameworks, but also to explore complementary issues for gender 
mainstreaming, given that, for example, current gender approaches are eminently binary. Localization 
and environmental sustainability could also be better addressed by providing better guidance to 
practitioners on its implementation and designing relevant M&E tools. Linked to key finding 4. 
 
Conclusion 5. The COMPASS M&E system is very well designed, and it would be considerably improved 
and explained by developing a document about indicator meta-data. It is still to be seen the extent to 
which in-country M&E support would suffice to carry out the M&E activities demanded by COMPASS, 
and the support, coordination and guidance of the global M&E officer will be key in that regard. Despite 

 
 
43 As indicated in the IMREF SSS II Lessons Learned document, 2021, Page 23. 
44 https://migrationdataportal.org/themes/gender-and-migration 
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the risk management processes consider at both the global and in-country levels could indirectly tackle 
M&E risks, it would be interesting to identify some of the main M&E risks foreseen for COMPASS as well 
as a set of prevention/mitigation strategies. Linked to key finding 5. 
 
Conclusion 6. Linking COMPASS to overarching M&E frameworks (AVRR M&E framework and the 
Donor´s Migration Cooperation M&E framework) ensures that relevant procedures and standards will be 
applied. In this sense, protection related M&E procedures could face some challenges when it comes to 
measuring user´s wellbeing. Also, the M&E processes and measurements for AW and coordination 
initiatives could be reconsidered to ensure meaningful data is collected to determine goal achievement. 
The different levels of compliance across missions, the limitation on the type of data that can be 
collected and the difficulty of establishing levels of contribution prevent MiMOSA to operate as an 
exclusive M&E tool. In order to ensure reliability and comparability, some adjustments on the M&E toolkit 
could be considered. Linked to key finding 6. 
 
Conclusion 7. The combination of a targeted final evaluation with the impact evaluation at the 
community level could provide a holistic view on the achievements of COMPASS as well as strategies 
to improve future similar initiatives. A considerably focused mid-term evaluation would also provide 
essential information on whether COMPASS is moving in the right direction and make adjustments if 
necessary. Linked to key finding 7. 
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations present activities considered crucial to ensure that high-level 
COMPASS results are fully measured and reported in a reliable and valid manner. These 
recommendations will also contribute to feed into future evaluations. The section is divided in three 
parts; recommendations to improve the M&E system, recommendation to strengthen the M&E 
processes and suggestions to better address crosscutting issues.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE THE M&E SYSTEM. 

Recommendation 1: IOM should continue supporting existing efforts on developing a fully- fledged M&E 
system for COMPASS by ensuring a more systematic and comprehensive approach. This could be done 
by:  

• Developing a metadata database for indicators including key formulas, assumptions, limitations 
and other crucial considerations, and ensuring that all COs and key partners have a clear and share 
understanding of each of the indicators, so the M&E process is harmonized. A framework in which 
to base the classification of (at least) critical indicators is included in Annex 8. In addition, the M&E 
framework shared in the course of the assessment by the regional office in Cairo for one of their 
regional programmes can be taken as a good example for replication. Linked to conclusion 1. 

• Prioritizing important and critical indicators to ensure efforts are put to collect the most relevant 
pieces of data. To the extent possible, secondary indicators should be fed by reliable secondary 
sources, and avoidable indicators should no longer be considered under the M&E results framework. 
The prioritization of indicators should be also reflected in the M&E tools, and especially in the surveys 
to final users, which would be shorten accordingly. This should also contribute to reducing user´s 
survey fatigue. The indicator assessment conducted and attached in Annex 2 includes all the 
indicators and their category. Linked to conclusion 2. 

• Validating the reformulation of some outcomes and outputs, and ensuring a more balanced 
approach to measure outcome achievement. The use of direct measurements at the outcome 
level should be considered, especially at the individual and community levels. Indicators in that line 
could measure avenues for changing migration or residence status within the destination country 
(from irregular to regular status; from temporary to permanent residence; etc.) the enrolment of 
migrant children in schools or the sustainability of economic initiates led by returnees. These 
measurements could be captured though the proposed cohort studies (see section 6.7.2). Linked to 
conclusion 2 and 7. 

• Ensuring that the proposed Toc is validated, embedded in key documents, and adequately 
shared and explained so as to be effectively owned and used at the country level, both by IOM and 
key partners. Specific ToC for each country should be developed to ensure that each country 
understand is contribution to the overall framework and tests the extent to which what they do 
(theory of action) is actually leading to expected outcomes and there are no missing linkages in the 
cause-effect chain. Country-specific ToC can be developed based on the results mapping attached 
in Annex 7. An example for Ethiopia is also included in the ToC editable file. Linked to conclusion 3. 

• Ensuring feedback mechanism for partners and beneficiaries are in place, so as to ensure 
emerging needs as a result of contextual challenges can be adequately taken into consideration and 
COMPASS being adapted accordingly. Linked to conclusion 1. 

 
Priority: Very High. 
Resource implication: Not foreseen. 
Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOS, and involved units 
at COs.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO STREGHTEN THE M&E PROCESS. 

Recommendation 2: IOM would strengthen the COMPASS M&E process by: 

• Giving particular focus to follow up protection and awareness raising related activities. In 
order to that, relevant indicators focus on user´s wellbeing should be further specified, and the AW 
activities should focus on measuring behavioural changes for a selection of participants, as 
described in the proposed approach for the final evaluation (see section 6.7.1). Specific M&E tools 
will need to be developed in both cases. Linked to conclusion 6. 

• Avoiding activities not directly contributing to COMPASS goals in year two, while keeping track 
of those activities newly introduced at COs as a result of the COMPASS standardization process. In 
this line, and whenever possible, it would be important to ensure each user is only registered under 
on project budgetary line to establish clear levels of contributions per intervention. Linked to 
conclusion 1 and 6. 

• Establishing clear time allocation for in-country COMPASS M&E officers, and ensuring that time 
allocation is sufficient to meet expected levels of effort and workload. Linked to conclusion 5. 

• Defining major foreseen M&E risks and prevention/mitigation strategies. The document 
should be updated regularly to prevent major gaps in the M&E function as a result of unexpected 
contextual challenges. The use of alternative M&E systems across COs and the challenge to collect 
comparable data should be clearly factored in. The indicator assessment conducted and attached in 
Annex 2 could also be used to identify potential M&E risks and limitations Linked to conclusion 5 
and 6. 

 
Priority: High. 
Resource implication: Only considered in terms of time allocation of IOM staff 
Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOS and involved units 
at COs.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO BETTER REFLECT CROSSCUTTING ISSUES. 

Recommendation 3: IOM would ensure a higher responsiveness of COMPASS to crosscutting issues by:  

• Including or rephrasing exiting outputs and indicators to ensure dedicated gender results and 
other crosscutting issues are reflected in the RF and effectively measured. More specifically, 
indicators should consider at least target disaggregation by sex, and whenever possible, targets 
should be disaggregated by gender-specific services. In terms of reorienting indicators, the 
following are some examples per level: 

o Individual level: Proportion of retention rates disaggregated by gender-specific cases. The 
measurement could also reflect the reasons for withdrawal. 

o Community level: Number of governmental officials trained for R&R with a gender sensitive 
approach.  

o Structural level: Proportion of new or revised laws and policies enacted that reflect gender-
responsive and/or transformative, child-friendly, and rights-based approaches. 

• Ensuring internal gender equality focal points and experts are actively involved for support 
and guidance on the implementation of gender related guidelines and results following a gender 
transformative approach. The project could also consider the establishment of a gender equality 
monitoring committee for COMPASS at the local level, involving Civil Society Organizations working 
in gender equality in migration issues as well as key partners. This will eventually contribute toward 
strengthening localization and improving M&E data. 
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• Exploring actions and evidence-based research initiatives that address the relationships 
between different gender groups. Among the potential initiatives, relevant work on new 
masculinities to addresses gender norms could be considered at the community level.  

• Developing specific M&E tools addressing localization issues in year two if the results of the 
annual survey flag a deficit on relevant localization information referred to partnerships, capacities, 
horizontality, etc. (All linked to conclusion 4). 

 
Priority: High. 
Resource implication: Not foreseen. 
Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOs, Gender experts and 
focal points and involved units at COs.  
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9. ANNEXES 

Annex 1 Sample of the Evaluability Assessment Matrix (Full Matrix provided in separate sheet) 

Annex 2 Sample of the Results & indicator analysis (Full document provided in separate sheet). 

Annex 3 Link between original and adapted EA questions 

Annex 4 List of documents reviewed 

Annex 5 List of informants 

Annex 6 Analysis of COMPASS level of contextualization in sampled countries 

Annex 7 Outcome mapping 

Annex 8 Indicator meta-data proposal 

Annex 9 Results Framework proposal 

Annex 10 Terms of Reference 
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ANNEX I  SAMPLE OF THE EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT MATRIX 

 
 

QUESTIONS SUB-QUESTIONS ELEMENTS FOR THE ASSESSMENT SCORING RUBRICS DATA SOURCES METHODS KEY INFORMANTS 

Are the 
indicators 
and output/ 
outcome 
statements 
under the 
COMPASS 
Results 
Framework 
SMART? 

Extent to which 
COMPASS 
outcomes and 
outputs are 
specific, realistic 
measurable and 
relevant. 
 
 
 
The analysis of 
outcomes & 
outputs will be 
complemented 
with the feedback 
of key informants, 
and will also 
include the extent 
to which outcomes 
are gender 
responsive. 
  
 
 

A relevant outcome is one that is 
clearly aligned to the identified needs 
and clearly respond to those  

A specific outcome is one where there 
is a direct link between the activities 
carried out and the stated purpose 
and the phrasing of the purpose is 
detailed enough to provide a proper 
understanding of the anticipated 
outcomes of the project.  

A realistic outcome can be attained 
within the time frame and budget of 
the project.  

A measurable outcome and goal is 
one where data for the indicators 
could be reasonably expected to be 
available at project completion to 
demonstrate project success.  

Ownership is demonstrated when a 
wide range of key stakeholders share a 
common view of outcomes and goals. 
Extent to which COMPASS goals and 
outcomes are commonly understood 

 

 

 

(0) = No content: Outcomes are 
neither specific, realistic, 
measurable, relevant or owned 

(1) = Very poor outcome: Only one 
of the five conditions are met  

(2) = Relatively poor outcome: 
Two of the five conditions are met 

(3) = Relatively good outcome: 
Three of the five conditions are met, 
including relevance and specific. 

(4) = Good outcome: Four of the 
five conditions are met, including 
relevance and specific. 

(5) = Very good outcome:  
Outcome is specific, realistic,  
measurable, relevant and  
owned. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMPASS RFs, 
M&E Frameworks, 
key 
programmatic 
documents 

 
feedback 

Desk Review  
Semi-
structured 
interviews 
 
 

M&E specialists at IOM HQ 
and in the different 
countries 
 
Knowledge management 
specialists at IOM HQ and 
in the different countries 
 
M&E advisor in IOM HQ 
and ROMEOS 
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ANNEX II  SAMPLE OF THE RESULT AND INDICATOR ASESSMENT 

The following table only reveals some of the variables considered for the analysis of results and indicators. The complete version is provided as a separate 
excel sheet. 
 

 
Level 

specific 
Indicator Link Link to 

Outcome 
Real 
level 

Nature Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time 
 Bound 

COMMENTS 

Outcome 
1 

1.1 Proportion of 
vulnerable migrants 
provided with 
comprehensive case 
management services who 
report acceptable levels of 
well-being. 

None Protection, 
T&S 

Outcome Qualitative Partially Satisfactorily Partially Sufficiently Satisfactorily It does not provide a full 
number or minimum number of 
migrants reporting positively. 
Time-bound is satisfactory in all 
cases at it is expected for year 
one.  No baseline but implicitly 
considered 0. it measures two 
pillars, although information is 
expected to be dissagregated. 

Outcome 
1 

1.2 Proportion of partners 
declaring that they 
perceive the assisted 
voluntary return assistance 
as having effectively 
reached out to migrants 
who were unable or 
unwilling to remain in their 
host country 
(disaggregated by type of 
partner). 

AVRR Return & 
Reintegration 

Outcome Qualitative Sufficiently Satisfactorily Partially Partially Satisfactorily It does not provide a full 
number or minimum number of 
migrants reporting positively. 
Time-bound is satisfactory in all 
cases at it is expected for year 
one.  No baseline but implicitly 
considered 0. 

Output 
1.1 

1.1.1 Guidelines 
developed.  

None 
 

Activity/ 
Product 

Quantitativ
e 

Sufficiently Satisfactorily Satisfactorily Partially Satisfactorily These tree indicators for output 
1.1 could be merged in one 
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ANNEX III. LINK BETWEEN ORIGINAL AND ADAPTED EA QUESTIONS 

 
AREA ORIGINAL QUESTIONS PROPOSED QUESTIONS COMMENTS 

Theory of 

Change and 

Results Matrix 

 

1. Are the proposed results clear, coherent, and 

well-grounded within the context and within the 

overall theory of change? 

Q1. Does COMPASS fully reflect the contextual conditions to 
be faced?  
And do the Theories of Change for all outcomes and outputs 
in the RRF adequately capture these contextual conditions?  
1.1 Extent to which the design of the COMPASS takes into 
consideration relevant contextual factors that can spur or limit 
the impact of actions 

No major changes. The original 

question will be partially 

addressed under Q3 about the 

assessment of the ToC. 

2. Are the proposed outcomes, outputs, activities, 
indicators and targets appropriate for the 
proposed results? Are they SMART? How can they 
be improved? 
 

Q2. Are the indicators and output/outcome statements under 
the COMPASS Results Frameworks SMART? 
 
2.1 Extent to which COMPASS indicators are SMART.  
2.2 Extent to which COMPASS outcomes and outputs are 
specific, realistic measurable, relevant and owned. 

No major changes. The 
analysis of the indicators will 
be complemented with the 
feedback of key informants). 

3. Are the assumptions within the programme 
logic well established? Are there any missing? How 
can they be better articulated? 

 

Q3. Is the design and approach of COMPASS of good quality?  
 

No major changes. The original 
question will be addressed 
when assessing the plausibility 
of the ToC and RFF 

4. Are there any potential unintended 
consequences missing from the theory of change 
and results matrix?  
 

Q3. Is the design and approach of the COMPASS of good 
quality? More specifically, this question will be addressed 

 
No major changes. 

5. Are cross-cutting issues, such as gender, 
localization, etc. (exact issues to be defined during 
the inception phase) reflected in the results 
matrix?  
 

Q4. Are cross-cutting issues (gender and localization) reflected 
in the results matrix? 
 
4.1 Extent to which COMPASS outputs and outcomes are 
gender sensitive. 
4.2 Extent to which COMPASS outputs and outcomes are 
sensitive to localization issues 

No major changes. 

Programme 

Monitoring 
6. Are the proposed means of verification sufficient 
to monitor the proposed results, outcomes, 

Q5. Is the current M&E system adequate to provide decent 

quality data for decision making?  
No major changes. 
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AREA ORIGINAL QUESTIONS PROPOSED QUESTIONS COMMENTS 

outputs and indicators? How can they be 
improved? 
 

(More specifically, the question is addressed in criteria 2 - 

Define type of data and sources of information) 

7. Are existing indicator baseline values sufficient 

to measure progress? Are any baseline values 

missing or need to be improved? How can missing 

values best be collected? 

Q5. Is the current M&E system adequate to provide decent 

quality data for decision making?  

More specifically, the question is addressed in criteria 4 - 

Existence of relevant baseline data, target and deadlines to 

measure progress. 

No major changes. 

8. Are the proposed programme monitoring 

systems sufficient to track the proposed results, 

outcomes, outputs and indicators? How can 

programme monitoring systems be improved? 

Q5. Is the current M&E system adequate to provide decent 

quality data for decision making?  

More specifically, the question is addressed in criteria 1 - Define 

the methodology and the process for collecting and using data 

No major changes. 

9. Are the monitoring systems sufficient to collect 

information on cross-cutting issues, such as 

gender, localization, etc. (exact issues to be 

defined during the inception phase)? 

Q5. Is the current M&E system adequate to provide decent 

quality data for decision making?  

More specifically, the question is addressed in criteria 3 - Data 

should be valid, reliable, completed, detailed, updated and 

disaggregated by key variables 

No major changes. 

10. How can unintended consequences, both 

foreseen and unforeseen, be best monitored? 

Q5. Is the current M&E system adequate to provide decent 

quality data for decision making?  

More specifically, the question is addressed in criteria 1 - Define 

the methodology and the process for collecting and using data 

No major changes. 

11. How can learning be best integrated into the 

programme monitoring and management? 

Q5. Is the current M&E system adequate to provide decent 

quality data for decision making?  

More specifically, the question is addressed in criteria 6  

Learning and communication strategies and materials to be 

conducted based on M&E data. 

No major changes. 

N/A 

Q6. Are the current implementing processes and practices in 

place strong, effective and adequate to meet the expected 

COMPASS results? 

Not considered originally 
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AREA ORIGINAL QUESTIONS PROPOSED QUESTIONS COMMENTS 

Impact 

Evaluation 

12. Which areas of the programme are most suited 

for eventual evaluation and support programme 

design for an impact evaluation? 

Q7. What impact evaluation approach could be conducted and 

for which areas of the COMPASS, including relevant 

methodology and tools to be adopted for the proposed 

evaluation? 

No major changes. 

13. What type of impact evaluation would be most 

appropriate for these programme areas? 

Q7. What impact evaluation approach could be conducted and 

for which areas of the COMPASS, including relevant 

methodology and tools to be adopted for the proposed 

evaluation? 

No major changes. 

14 What steps should be taken during programme 

implementation to plan for the suggested impact 

evaluation?  

 

Q7. What impact evaluation approach could be conducted and 

for which areas of the COMPASS, including relevant 

methodology and tools to be adopted for the proposed 

evaluation? 

No major changes. 
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ANNEX IV.  LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 

 
YEAR RELEVANT IOM DOCUMENTS 

2021 IOM Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines 

2021 OIG Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy 2021-2023 

2020 IOM  

2020 IOM Institutional Strategy of Migration and Sustainable Development 

2020 IOM Reintegration Handbook 

2019 IOM Strategic Vision 2019-2023 

2019  IOM Handbook Protection and Assistance for Migrants Vulnerable to Violence, Exploitation and Abuse 

2018  

2018 IOM Monitoring Policy 

2018 IOM Evaluation Policy 

2018 IOM Guidance for Addressing Gender in Evaluations 

2017 IOM Gender & RBM Guidance 

2017 IOM Project Handbook second edition  

2015 IOM Gender Equality Policy 2015 2019 

2006 IOM Evaluation Guidelines 

 RELEVANT PROJECT DOCUMENTS 

2021 Programme Document COMPASS revised 

2021 M&E Framework of the COMPASS project 

2018 AVRR M&E Framework 

 RELEVANT UN DOCUMENTS 

2014 Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluation  

2014 UNEG Handbook for Conducting Evaluations of Normative Work in the UN System 

2008 UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation 

2008 UNEG Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System 

 RELEVANT DOCUMENTS FROM OTHER ORGANIZATIONS 

2021 OECD-  

2021 DSH-MO  Exploring Localization  

2021 IMREF SSS II Lessons Learned: Reflections from protection programming for migrants along the Central 

Mediterranean Route  

2020 Shumkovski n IOM Evaluations: Report to the UN 

System Wide Action Plan (UN-SWAP) For Gender Equality and The Empowerment Of Women (GEEW). 

2020  

2019 Mid Term Review of EU-IOM Joint Initiative for Migrant Protection and Reintegration in 

the Horn of Africa  

2019 World-ecology, a new paradigm for the study of international migrations  

2015  

2011 Funnell, S.C. and Rogers, P.J  

2010  

2002  

 

  



Final Report  IOM COMPASS Evaluability Assessment 

 

 

 

Page 72 of 94 

 

ANNEX V.  LIST OF INFORMANTS 

 
No Name Title 

1 Heather Komenda Migrant Protection & Assistance Specialist 

2 Anita Jawadurovna Wadud Migrant Protection & Assistance Policy Specialist 

3 Noelle Darbellay AVRR Senior Specialist/ Return and Reintegration Officer 

4 Harry Cook Programme Coordinator (CTDC)/ Data Scientist 

5 Anabil Shaab. CTDC Officer 

6 Nazanine Nozarian AVRR Knowledge Management and Data Specialist 

7 Amanda Gardner COMPASS Interim Project Manager 

8 Floriane Echegut COMPASS Lead for Afghanistan 

9 Andrea Dabizzi Lead MPA unit Egypt 

10 Alix McIntosh COMPASS Lead for Egypt 

11 Bawele Tchalim  COMPASS Lead for Ethiopia 

12 Nahom Wolde M&E Officer for Ethiopia 

13 Juliette Hasbroucq. COMPASS Lead for Ethiopia 

14 Saskia Kok COMPASS Lead for Nigeria 

15 Irina Todorova MPA Specialist - Regional Office Middle East and North Africa  

16 Davina Gounden M&E Officer - Regional Office Middle East and North Africa 

17 Nassima Clerin MPA Specialist - Regional Office West and Central Africa West 

18 Mariska Meijerhof Focal point from the Dutch MFA  

19 Laura D'Elsa COMPASS Lead for Mali 

20 Sofia Karim  COMPASS Lead for Iraq 

21 Merja Kahkonen Program Officer MPA unit Iraq 

22 Ben Townsend DTM Officer Iraq 

23 Muktar M&E Officer Iraq 

24 Mia Barret Communications Officer, Regional Office West and Central Africa West 

25 Nawal Barkat COMPASS Lead for Tunisia 

26 Theogene Nshimiyimana COPMASS Global M&E Officer 

27 Maite De Muller Regional M&E Officer, Regional Office West and Central Africa West 

28 Carolyn Huang 3IE Contact person 

29 Sarah Drury M&E EU Joint Initiative Officer, Regional Officer West and Central Africa 
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ANNEX VI.  ANALYSIS OF LEVEL OF CONTEXTUALIZATION OF SAMPLED COUNTRIES 

 
Afghanistan: the context analysis and country overview reveals categories of particularly vulnerable 
migrant based on age (unaccompanied migrant children & unaccompanied elderly), gender (single 
female & female headed household) and particular vulnerabilities (emergency medical cases, deportees 
with disability and human rights abuse cases).  
 
Concerning the design process, the CO received the suggestion of being part of COMPASS, and the 
entire process was conducted bilaterally with HQ, without the involvement of the donor. The perception 
of the CO officials interviewed is that the final PRODOC is a comprehensive document that reflects the 
overall vision of the intervention as well as the proposal submitted by the mission in Afghanistan. In an 
overall sense, CO representatives expressed their satisfaction with the contextualization of COMPASS to 
the Country Plan, as it is linked to previous and existing interventions, and the project is expected to 
complement them. Finally, and in terms of goals and activities, the perception of officials is that 
COMPASS is not innovative in what it does or tries to achieve, but rather in the holistic way it is 
conceptualized.  
 
Three additional projects will be implemented simultaneously with COMPASS: 

• The DG-ECHO funded project that would also focus on the protection pillar and that will share, 
among others, the same case-worker network and facilities. COMPASS represents a new flow of 
funds in the same line of work, which ensures the continuation of relevant activities. On the negative 
side, the protection pillar previously funded three different units in the CO and now only the 
protection unit is funded by COMPASS.  

• The other two projects are also fund by the Dutch MFA. Project RR.0094 focused on R&R, and 
COMPASS continues the work done under the intervention, which is also very much aligned to what 
was done under the ECHO project. The second one (TK.0005) is a diaspora engagement program 
that will not be explicitly aligned to COMPASS. 

 
Egypt: the country analysis is in this case considerably limited compared to other countries. The analysis 
highlights the increasing number of traffickers and smugglers using existing migration routes in the 
area.  
 
The CO was contacted by HQ as per request of the donor, and the qualitative analysis shows that CO 
representatives were satisfied with the inclusion of the ecological approach, since it comprises and 
reflects all the activities already being carried out by the mission. At the individual level, COMPASS will 
allow a particular focus on the protection and assistance to children. Moreover, COMPASS is also 
designed to expand the work done at the community level, mainly through the use of an online platform 
to develop networks and enhance communications and conduct awareness raising activities. At the 
structural level, COMPASS will keep supporting the training conducted for the Ministry of Law and 
Enforcement by adding new modules to the existing plan. The work with countering TiP and SoM is also 
addressed at all levels of the ecological approach. In an overall sense, and based in the interviews 
conducted, the process is considered flexible enough to include relevant activities needed in Egypt, 
especially bearing in mind the annual programming scheme. An innovative approach of COMPASS in 
Egypt is the focus on child protection, which is not an area usually covered by similar interventions.   
 
Together with COMPASS, four additional relevant projects informed and/or will be implemented 
concurrently in the country: 

• The PROTECT and STREGTH projects, both funded by the Dutch government. COMPASS will 
complement the former considering it is also a R&R intervention. The latter, which is already finished, 
provided relevant data about victims of trafficking to be used by COMPASS. The representatives of 
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the CO highlighted that the Dutch government have supported pre-COVID individual level assistant 
initiatives, and COMPASS addresses similar issues but with a COVID lens.  

• The EU Joint Initiative, as PROTECT, will continue to meet the needs of pre-COVID levels of 
vulnerability while COMPASS will address increased numbers of vulnerable migrants. Mainly linked 
to the COMPASS at the individual level.  

• The SPHERE II project funded by the Danish government, which will support the training of shelter 
and hotline operators, whose services for victims of trafficking will support also those identified 
under COMPASS.  

 
Ethiopia is one of the major countries in the region, in terms of migration and mobility. The country 
analysis highlights the flow of migrants returning to the country, and the fact that government efforts, 
although significant are not yet reaching out to the numbers of persons/households in need of 
assistance. This explains to some extent the reason why the country was selected, together with Nigeria, 
for the specific work at the community level.  
 
At the CO, the harmonization process done by HQ is considered very relevant, since they had to 
developed one project to fit all COs requirements. COMPASS is seen innovate in the way it addresses 
certain issues, such as localization issues, considering the focus in CT capacity building and awareness 
raising campaigns. The harmonization process brings new elements that are not necessarily included in 
other projects, such as the localization of activities to the grassroot level i.e., the CO usually conducts 
awareness raising at the local level, but not necessarily develops Information, Education and 
Communication (IEC) materials at that level, which requires some adaptation. The harmonization 
process is not entirely considered adequate, as it brings direct implementation modalities at the 
community level that were previously carried out with the support of partners. Informants also pointed 
out that, as much as this project is innovative, it is aligned to the actions already taken part in Ethiopia 
(counter-trafficking, reintegration, etc.), as reflected in the context analysis. In addition to the 
complementarity among IOM interventions, informants also pinpointed synergies with other UN 
organizations, such as the work to be done with the ILO on ethical recruitment. 
 
A total of 6 interventions will be carried out concurrently with COMPASS, and their levels of 
complementarity are presented: 

• The two projects funded by the Government of Norway, RR.0057 with little influence on year one of 
COMPASS but with potential to increase number of users assisted at the individual level in the 
following years. The other (PX.0128) with capacity to complement at the structural level on migrant 
protection and assistance.  

• The EUTF Joint Initiative program, that complements COMPASS in all of the three levels, and 
especially when it comes to capacity development initiatives at the structural and community levels. 
The mission is experienced in this integrated approach under the joint initiative, where community 
interventions are conducted.    

• The project funded by the Dutch government (PX.0010) which is highly complementary to 
COMPASS in its integration focus as it supports national behavioural change communication 
initiatives in trafficking and migration. 

• The IDF funded project that will complement the training activities undertaken as part of COMPASS 
at the structural level. 
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• The project funded by the U.S. Department of  Office to Monitor and Combat Trafficking in 
Persons (J/TIP), complementary at the structural level with COMPASS in its efforts toward developing 
the National Plan of Action Against Trafficking in Persons and Smuggling of Migrants. 

 
Nigeria remains a country of origin, transit, and destination country for trafficking in persons and 
smuggling of migrants. The context analysis include in the PRODOC shows the limitations and 
challenges Nigeria faces at all the three different levels of the ecological approach.  
 
The donor proposed Nigeria to be involved in the community- based actions given the existing 
experience in the area of community-based interventions. As a result, the project in Nigeria is mainly 
focused on actions at the community and the structural level. At the individual level, the numbers are 
reduced compared to other interventions. The CO prioritized the actions of the COMPASS based on the 
existing interventions, as follows: 

• The EU-IOM Joint Initiative, a program that already reflects (although not explicitly) the ecological 
approach and that incorporated community-based reintegration interventions for the first time in 
the country. The CO is also putting efforts in developing the legal and counter-trafficking task forces 
in the country, together with the supports of UK. Therefore, close complementarity with COMPASS 
at the community and structural levels are expected. 

• The UK funded interventions (PX.0038 & RT.1453), focused on supporting the anti-trafficking task 
force and supporting reintegration structures and committees respectively. The complementarity 
with COMPASS will be at the individual and structural level.    

• The Dutch government project (PX.0142) supporting anti-trafficking related activities both at the 
structural and community level. COMPASS will be a natural continuation of this intervention.  

• The German government funded project (IOM X) which will complement COMPASS in this 
awareness raising activities at the community level.  

 
In Tunisia, the context analysis highlights the continued need for immediate assistance and longer-term 
protection to victims of trafficking and vulnerable migrants. The MPA Division runs different projects, 
mainly focused on service delivery, legal assistant, medical assistance, and also counter trafficking. An 
assessment of the impact of COVID-19 on vulnerable migrants and emerging needs was carried out, 
identifying new trends of arrival, access to partners, stakeholders, etc. to determine whether if the 
current projects covered all the needs to continue enhancing protection to vulnerable migrants. As a 
result of the analysis, and the opportunity to develop a proposal for COMPASS, the unit designed a 
project reflecting those emerging needs, while looking for continuity of previous experiences. 
The qualitative analysis shows how COMPASS is not considered innovative, but rather complementary 
to other initiatives being carried out in the country. However, credit is given to the project for the efforts 
put toward supporting national stakeholders, which can pave the way for future programming and more 
buy in from national stakeholders. 
 
A total of 5 interventions will be carried out concurrently with COMPASS, and their levels of 
complementarity are presented: 

• The Dutch funded project (PROTECT II) for which COMPASS will be the natural continuation, building 
upon its achievements (such as the adoption of the National Referral Mechanism for Victims of 
Trafficking) and lessons learned. The project will allow continued operations of the shelters currently 
supported and provide support to other shelters accommodating victims of trafficking and other 
vulnerable migrants. 
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• The EU-IOM Joint initiative, that has a strong capacity building component at the structural level on 
CT. It also contributes to the individual level, providing assistance to irregular migrants in the south 
of the country. 

• The Italian government funded projects, mainly focused on R&R at the individual level. 

• The J/TIP funded project, mainly developing capacities of key stakeholders on CT, complemented 
with activities to support shelters, meaning both the structural and individual levels will be 
complemented.  
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ANNEX VII.  OUTCOME MAPPING  

Framework Afghanistan Chad Egypt Ethiopia Iraq Lebanon Libya Mali Morocco Niger Nigeria Tunisia 

Outcome 1 X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Output 1.1 X X           

Output 1.2 X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Output 1.3  X X X  X X X X X X X 

Output 1.4    X  X  X X X  X 

Output 1.5 X   X    X X X X X 

Output 1.6             

Output 1.7      X       

Outcome 2   X X  X     X  

Output 2.1    X  X     X  

Output 2.2    X       X  

Output 2.3   X X  X     X  

Output 2.4    X       X  

Output 2.5   X X       X  

Outcome 3 X  X X X   X  X X X 

Output 3.1     X        

Output 3.2    X         

Output 3.3 X  X X X   X  X X X 

Output 3.4 X         X   

Output 3.5   X          

Outcome 4                         
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ANNEX VIII.  INDICATOR META-DATA PROPOSAL  

 
 

CODE OF INDICATOR: 1.1  

Definition: % of the targeted households acquiring and using Improved Cookstoves (ICS) as a clean 
energy cooking device for a minimum of 2 years 

The indicator should specify what is the level of increase in the number of households adopting ICS to be 
considered acceptable (just more than baseline, 10% over the baseline to be considered within the group of 
success cases, etc.)  

DIMENSION CONCEPT DESCRIPTION 

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE 1 
and 3 

Evolution on the ICS 
adoption from targeted 
FDHs during the project 
cycle 

Measures the evolution of targeted household in 
taking and maintaining for at least 2 years the 
decision of adopting ICS as a result of the 
intervention. Importance should be given to 
determinate the importance of other factors such as 
the household composition. 

FORMULA TYPE DIRECTION 
SOURCE OF 

INFORMATION 

 
(Number of 
Households that have 
adopted ICS / Total 
number of targeted 
Households) X 100 
 

Quantitative Ascending 

 
Project´s Database & 
records 
 

COLLECTION LEVEL COLLECTION FREQ. REPORT LEVEL REPORT FREQ. 
Province Annual Country Annual 
RELATIVE WEIGHT TARGET 
50% >80% by the end of the project 

ACCEPTABLE BEHAVIOUR RISK BEHAVIOUR CRITICAL BEHAVIOUR 
Between -5% and +5% from target Between -10% and -5% <-10% from target 
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ANNEX IX. PROPOSED RESULTS FRAMEWORK 

 
Result Indicator45 Priority Pillars/approach Comments 

Individual and family/household-level responses 

Outcome 1: The rights of 
migrants from all gender groups 
and their families are protected, 
assisted and empowered to 
pursue sustainable resolution of 
vulnerabilities and reintegration.  

1.1 Proportion of vulnerable migrants provided with 
comprehensive case management services who report 
acceptable levels of well-being. 

Critical Protection, T&S -
and give particular priority considering 
it is the only indicators to address 
protection and T&S unset outcome 1.  

1.2 Proportion of partners declaring that they perceive the 
assisted voluntary return assistance as having effectively 
reached out to migrants who were unable or unwilling to 
remain in their host country (disaggregated by type of 
partner). 

Secondary R&R Considered secondary since it only 

provides the perception of partners, 

not even final users. 

1.3 Proportion of beneficiaries who report that they have 
been provided with sufficient and useful information to 
take an informed decision to return. 

Critical R&R  

1.4 Proportion of migrants declaring that they have been 
able to return in an organized manner.  

Critical R&R  

1.5 Number of migrants provided with reintegration 
services reporting sufficient levels of economic self-
sufficiency, social stability, and psychosocial wellbeing in 
their community of return. 

Critical R&R  

1. 6 (Added) Proportion of retention rates disaggregated 
by gender-specific cases (GBV, etc.).  

Critical  Protection, T&S, 
R&R 

The measurement could also reflect 
the reasons for withdrawal, and 
include a minimum number of cases 
per type of support.  

The use of direct measurements at the outcome level should be considered, especially at the individual and community levels. Indicators in that line could measure 
avenues for changing migration or residence status within the destination country (from irregular to regular status; from temporary to permanent residence; etc.) the 
enrolment of migrant children in schools or the sustainability of economic initiates led by returnees. In order to reflect gender equality issues, indicators should consider 
at least target disaggregation by sex, and whenever possible, targets should be disaggregated by gender-specific services.  

 

 
 
45 The following disaggregation will be applied to all migrants assisted under the programme: age (child, adult, elderly); sex (female, male, indeterminate, unknown), country of origin, transit 
country.  
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Result Indicator45 Priority Pillars/approach Comments 

Output 1.1: Case management 
guidelines and minimum 
standards on protection 
developed, translated, and 
digitally published and 
distributed. 

1.1.1 Guidelines developed.  Avoidable Protection, R&R Indicator could be merged, and 
therefore deleted. 

1.1.2 Number of languages available.  Avoidable Protection, R&R Indicator could be merged, and 
therefore deleted. 

1.1.3 Number of local adaptations completed and 
translated into local language(s). 

Important Protection, R&R Indicator to use, measures the 
development, and the 
languages/adaptations carried out 

Output 1.2: Case workers, 
referral partners, and IOM staff 
trained on relevant topics 
including case management 
guidelines, principles of 
assistance, MHPSS, return and 
reintegration, integration of 
cross-cutting issues; minimum 
protection standards; and data 
management.  

1.2.1 Number of case workers trained 
(m/f/country/organization). 

Important Protection, T&S, 
R&R 

 

1.2.2 Number of referral partners trained. Important Protection, T&S, 
R&R 

 

1.2.3 Number of IOM staff trained. Important Protection, T&S, 
R&R 

 

Output 1.3: Vulnerable migrants 
are identified and provided with 
protection and assistance 
services, in line with 
humanitarian principles and 
(where relevant) the case 
management guidelines and 
standards.  

1.3.1 Number of migrants screened for protection 
concerns.  

Important Protection, T&S, 
R&R 

 

1.3.2 Number of migrants provided with immediate 
humanitarian assistance. 

Important Protection, T&S, 
R&R 

 

1.3.3 Number of migrants provided with comprehensive 
services, disaggregated by type of service (e.g., shelter, 
psychosocial support, legal assistance, access to justice, 
gender-based services, etc.) and type of migrant (e.g., 
victim of trafficking, separated and unaccompanied 
migrant child, smuggled migrant with protection 
concerns, etc.)  

Important Protection, T&S, 
R&R 

 

1.3.4 Number of migrants provided with counselling 
services. 

Important Protection, T&S, 
R&R 

 

1.3.5 Number of people with access to justice.  Important Protection, T&S, 
R&R 

 

Output 1.4: Migrants have 
access to tailor-made 
information, counselling, pre-
departure assistance and return 

1.4.1 Number of migrants assisted to return voluntarily to 
their countries of origin, disaggregated by sex, age and 
vulnerability. 

Important Protection, T&S, 
R&R 

 

1.4.2 Proportion of migrants declaring that they were 
satisfied with services provided, inclusive of i) information 

Critical Protection, T&S, 
R&R 

This indicator reflects levels of 
satisfaction of users and it measures 
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Result Indicator45 Priority Pillars/approach Comments 

assistance to their countries of 
origin. 
 

received; ii) counselling and assistance provided; iii) 
voluntariness of continued participation; iv) timeliness of 
return services; and v) travel arrangements made.  

achievement at the outcome level, 
which is why it is considered critical. It 
could overlap with 1.3, although not 
necessarily. 

Output 1.5: Migrants are 
provided with reintegration 
assistance in a clear, timely and 
effective manner. 
 

1.5.1 Number of beneficiaries who have received 
reintegration assistance, disaggregated by type of 
assistance (including medical assistance, housing 
assistance, psychosocial support, childcare support, 
education support, vocational training, job placement, 
microbusiness grant, referral and/or cash assistance). 

Important R&R The relevance of indicators is affected 
by the fact that no indication of the 
extent to which the services are 
relevant to the users is included. The 
indicator measures different concepts 
without disaggregating the target. 

1.5.2 Proportion of beneficiaries declaring being satisfied 
with reintegration services received (disaggregated by 
reintegration counselling and reintegration assistance).   

Critical R&R This indicator reflects satisfaction of 
users and it measures achievement at 
the outcome level, which is why it is 
considered critical. 

Output 1.6: IOM and partner 
case workers have access to a 
community of practice for 
trends identification, best 
practices, lessons learned 
(including on service delivery 
within a COVID-19 context) and 
peer support.  

1.6.1 Number of webinars held.  Secondary Protection, R&R It would be more relevant to measure 
the number of attendants to webinars.  

1.6.2 Number of best practices identified, documented, 
and disseminated to community of practice members.  

important Protection, R&R  

Management Systems adapted 
for case management, data 
collection, and reporting.   

to meet project needs. 

Critical Protection, R&R  

1.7.2 Report application configured and deployed. Secondary Protection, R&R This could be considered in 1.7.1 

1.7.3 Reports and dashboards released. Important Protection, R&R  

1.7.4 Number of IOM staff trained. Important Protection, R&R  

1.7.5 Number of partner staff trained. Important Protection, R&R  

Community-level responses 

Outcome 2: Community 
environments conducive to the 
protection of migrant´s rights, 
sustainable reintegration and 
the prevention of unsafe and 
irregular migration are 
developed. 

2.1 Increase in detection, investigation and prosecution of 
TiP and SoM in line with international human rights 
standards (qualitative). 

Critical Protection/T&S Very important indicator as it is the 
only under outcome 2 showing a 
direct measurement, in this case for 
T&S. 

2.2 Percentage of (potential) migrants (m/f) who 
demonstrate knowledge of safe migration procedures, the 

Secondary Awareness 
raising/ 
Prevention 

Knowledge is just the first step 
towards changing behaviours, 
therefore this indicator should be 
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Result Indicator45 Priority Pillars/approach Comments 

risks of irregular migration, understanding of TiP and 
secondary migration (qualitative) 

considered at the output level. Linked 
to 2.3, that reflects changes in 
ideas/behaviours. 

2.3 Percentage of (potential) migrants (m/f) in target 
communities who report either abandoning, delaying or 
seriously reconsidering their plan to migrate irregularly 
(qualitative). 

Critical Awareness 
raising/ 
Prevention 

 

2.4 Proportion of surveyed returnees, non-migrant 
community members, and key stakeholders in 
communities of return who report having participated in 
the implementation of the community-based 
reintegration activities implemented under the project 
(disaggregated by sex, age, type of respondent). 

Avoidable Return & 
Reintegration 

The indicator only measures 
participation, which is an output level 
measurement. Moreover, it would be 
more relevant to measure actual 
participation based on existing 
records. 

2.5 Proportion of surveyed returnees and non-migrant 
community members in communities of return who report 
being economically self-sufficient and/or socially stable 
(disaggregated by sex, age, type of respondent) 

Critical Return & 
Reintegration 

No targets available, which affects 
achievability. No minimum total 
numbers provided. 

2.6 Proportion of surveyed returnees and non-migrant 
community members who report feeling that returnees 
and non-migrant community members all belong to one 
community (disaggregated by sex, age, type of 
respondent). 

Critical Return & 
Reintegration 

No targets available, which affects 
achievability. No minimum total 
numbers provided. 

2.7 (Added) Increase in the number/proportion of 
enrolled in schools, disaggregated by 

key variables and including specific targets per sex. 

Critical Return & 
Reintegration 

When available, census or official data 
could be used.  

The proposed indicator is just an example of how direct measurement indicators could be used. Additional ideas are indicators measuring the sustainability of economic 
initiates led by returnees. 

Output 2.1 Information on 
migration trends, vulnerabilities 
and protection needs in 
communities with high mobility 
is available and parameters for 
comparative research are 
established.  

2.1.1 Number of communities with high rates of outbound 
migration identified. 
 

Important Protection/R&R  

2.1.2 Number of reports on community trends, 
vulnerabilities and needs produced. 

Important Protection/R&R  

2.1.3 Number of community mappings conducted. Important Protection/R&R  

Output 2.2: Tailored community-
level response plans are 
developed.   

2.2.1 Number of community members consulted 
(m/f/age). 

Secondary R&R Linked to indicator 2.2.3, which is more 
relevant. 

2.2.2 Number of community response plans developed. Important R&R  
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Result Indicator45 Priority Pillars/approach Comments 

2.2.3 Proportion of surveyed returnees and non-migrant 
community members who report that community-based 
reintegration activities implemented under the project 
respond to their identified needs (disaggregated by sex, 
age, type of respondent). 

Critical R&R  

Output 2.3: Local officials and 
stakeholders have improved 
migration management 
capacities. 

2.3.1 Number of government officials and stakeholders 
(m/f) trained to prevent, detect, investigate and prosecute 
TiP and SoM, in line with international standards. 

Important T&S/R&R Repeated in 3.3.1. The number of 
stakeholders trained is measured and 
then certain achievements at the 
outcome level, but there is a gap when 
it comes to measure the quality of the 
services provided, especially by 
partners.   

2.3.2 Number of government officials and stakeholders 
provided with capacity building services (e.g., training, 
mentorship, and resource support) for reintegration of 
returnees with a gender sensitive approach. 

Important T&S/R&R The number of stakeholders trained is 
measured and then certain relevant 
achievements at the outcome level, 
but there is a gap when it comes to 
measure the quality of the services 
provided, especially by partners. 
Indicator added in that line under 
output 2.4 

2.3.3 Number of government officials and stakeholders 
provided with capacity building services (e.g., training, 
mentorship, and resource support) for migrant protection 
with a gender sensitive approach.  

Important Protection The number of stakeholders trained is 
measured and then certain relevant 
achievements at the outcome level, 
but there is a gap when it comes to 
measure the quality of the services 
provided, especially by partners.  
Indicator added in that line under 
output 2.4 

Output 2.4: Returnees and non-

migrant community members in 

communities of return have 

improved access to basic social 

services, employment and 

training opportunities as well as 

community dialogue. 

 

2.4.1 Proportion of surveyed returnees and non-migrant 
community members in communities of return that have 
participated in one or more community dialogues, peer 
support groups, cultural and / or recreational activities 
implemented under the project (disaggregated by sex, 
age, type of respondent, type of activity).  
Proportion of returned and non-migrant community 
members that participated in relevant dialogue activities 
implemented under the project in communities of return 

Avoidable  R&R Indicators not relevant to measure 
related result. A direct measurement 
should consider, rather than 
measuring the participation of 
surveyed users.  
Reformulation included. 
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Result Indicator45 Priority Pillars/approach Comments 

(disaggregated by sex, age, type of respondent, type of 
activity and gender-specific cases). 

2.4.2 Proportion of surveyed returnees and non-migrant 
community members in communities of return that 
participated in one or more community-based 
reintegration activity implemented under the project, 
focused on improving access to basic social services, 
employment and / or training opportunities 
(disaggregated by sex, age, type of respondent, type of 
community-based reintegration activity) 
Proportion of returned and non-migrant community 
members that participated in relevant community-based 
reintegration activities implemented under the project in 
communities of return (disaggregated by sex, age, type of 
respondent, type of activity and gender-specific cases). 

Avoidable R&R Indicators not relevant to measure 
related result. Indicators not relevant 
to measure related result. A direct 
measurement should consider, rather 
than measuring the participation of 
surveyed users. 
Reformulation included. 
 

2.4.3 Proportion of surveyed returnees and non-migrant 
community members in communities of return who report 
improved access to basic social services, employment 
opportunities, and/or skills development and vocational 
training (disaggregated by sex, age, type of respondent) 

Critical R&R The indicator includes a set of different 
activities without disaggregating the 
target. 

2.4.4 (Added) Proportion of services that meet essential 
international standards for community-based 
reintegration activities (standards to be defined), 
disaggregated by type of implementer (IOM and key 
partner) 

Critical R&R Linked to comments for indicators 
2.3.2 and 2.3.3. 

Output 2.5: Potential migrants 
(and their families/communities) 
are informed about the risks of 
irregular migration and existing 
legal alternatives. 
 

Number of potential migrants (m/f) reached through 
awareness raising campaigns. 
Indicator 2.2 could be used. 

Secondary AR The indicator provides little valuable 
information on the extent to which 
potential migrants are informed about 
the risk of irregular migration. In this 
particular case outcome indicator 2.2. 
would serve the purpose of measuring 
an increase in knowledge. 
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Result Indicator45 Priority Pillars/approach Comments 

Structural-level responses 

Outcome 3: A conducive 
environment for migrant 
protection, combating 
trafficking and smuggling, and 
promoting safe and dignified 
return and sustainable 
reintegration is enabled.  

3.1 Policymakers and practitioners have the necessary 
data and knowledge on human trafficking and migrant 
smuggling to inform their advocacy, policy development 
and programming.  
Policy makers and practitioners in participating countries 
use data and knowledge on human trafficking and 
migrant smuggling generated to inform their advocacy, 
policy development and programming (the indicator 
should be further specified in the meta-data document) 

Secondary T&S 

This indicator is about having data, but 
not about using it for policy making. It 
should be considered at the output 
level. Not very specific in the type of 
data needed. It is qualitative to 
measures two different issues, 
measurability affected. Reformulation 
included, and a link to output 4.5 and 
relevant indicators should be 
considered.  

3.2 Proportion of key stakeholders surveyed who report 
being more engaged in the fields of voluntary return and / 
or sustainable reintegration assistance, awareness raising 
and / or data collection, management and / or analysis of 
voluntary return and sustainable reintegration issues with 
support of the project (disaggregated by type of key 
stakeholder, governance level, field of engagement) 

Important 
Return & 
Reintegration 

The indicator includes engagement in 
a diversity of actions, seems 
engagement in one of them is 
sufficient to meet the criteria. Not fully 
specific as "key stakeholders" are not 
defined. No disaggregation per 
country considered, which basically 
reflects and overall response rather 
than specific. 

3.3 Proportion of key stakeholders surveyed who report 
having applied the knowledge acquired and skills 
developed or strengthened on voluntary return and / or 
sustainable reintegration policymaking and programming 
(disaggregated by sex, age, type of key stakeholder) 

Critical 
Return & 
Reintegration 

This indicator is key and missed in the 
other two outcomes. Not fully specific 
as "key stakeholders" are not defined. 
No disaggregation per country 
considered, which basically reflects 
and overall response rather than 
specific. 

3.4 (Added) Number of new or revised laws and policies 
enacted that integrate migrant protection, counter-
trafficking, anti-smuggling and reintegration concerns 
reflecting gender-responsive and/or transformative, child-
friendly, and rights-based approaches. It is linked to 
indicator 4.1.1, 3.2.1, 3.2.2 and 3.2.3. 

Critical 
Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Specific targets per pillars and 
crosscutting issues should be 
considered for this indicator. Target 
disaggregation by country should be 
included. 

3.5 (Added) Proportion of participating states that include 
and/or increase relevant migration related items in annual 
budgets, reflecting gender-responsive, child-friendly, and 
rights-based approaches. Linked to indicator 4.1.5 

Critical 
Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Specific targets per cross-cutting issue 
should be considered for this indicator.  
Target disaggregation by country 
should be included. 
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Result Indicator45 Priority Pillars/approach Comments 

Outcome 3 includes references to three pillars, namely protection, T&S and R&R. However, only indicators linked to T&S (indicators 3.1) and R&R (indicators 3.2 and 3.3) 
were identified. A new indicator on Protection as well as a more accurate indicator for T&S are to be considered to measure achievement under all relevant pillars. In 
addition, some very relevant indicators at the output level from Outcome 4 are included for reference, as they represent relevant changes toward ensuring a conducive 
environment for migration issues. Notice this does not add indicators, or measurement efforts, but rather move relevant indicators at their adequate levels.   
 

Output 3.1: Detailed reviews of 

migration governance policies, 
programmes, legislation and 
practices are available and 
inform structural level 
programming.  

3.1.1 Number of national assessments and/or roadmaps 
updated or completed.  

Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

 

3.1.2 Number of specific laws, polices, or regulations 
reviewed.  

Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

No disaggregation per country 
considered, which basically reflects 
and overall response rather than 
specific. 

Output 3.2: Select countries 
have access to technical and 
financial support for policy 
reform.   

3.2.1 Number of new laws and policies developed, in line 
with recommendations and international standards.  

Secondary 
Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Linked to 3.4 (added) and 4.1.1 
(existing) 

3.2.2 Number of existing laws and policies revised, in line 
with recommendations and international standards. 

Secondary 
Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Linked to 3.4 (added) and 4.1.1 
(existing) 

3.2.3 Proportion of new or revised laws and policies 
enacted. 

Important 
Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Linked to 3.4 (added) and 4.1.1 
(existing) 

Output 3.3 Government officials 
and partners have the 
knowledge, skills, and resources 
necessary for them to 
implement laws and policies 
aimed at preventing irregular 
migration and protecting and 
assisting migrants, including 
vulnerable migrants, trafficked 
persons, smuggled migrants 
with protection needs, and 
returnees. 

3.3.1 Number of government officials and stakeholders 
(m/f) trained to prevent, detect, investigate and prosecute 
TiP and SoM, in line with international standards. 
 

Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Repeated (2.3.1) 

3.3.2 Number of government officials and partners trained 
on identification, referral, protection and assistance of 
vulnerable migrants and returnees.  

Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

 

3.3.3 Number of service provider/referral systems 
mappings completed.  

Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

 

3.3.4 Number of coordination and capacity documents 
(e.g., referral mechanisms, standard operating procedures, 
technical guidance, etc.) strengthened, developed, and/or 
implemented.  

Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

 

3.3.5 Number of grants to partners.  Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

 

3.3.6 Number of infrastructure projects completed. Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

 

3.3.7 Number of local knowledge products produced.  Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 
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Result Indicator45 Priority Pillars/approach Comments 

3.3.8 Proportion of key stakeholders whose knowledge 
and skills on migration management, protection, 
voluntary return and / or sustainable reintegration 
policymaking and programming have increased under the 
project (disaggregated by type of key stakeholder, area of 
increased knowledge and skills).  

Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Not fully specific as "key stakeholders" 
are not defined. This indicator is 
disaggregated by country. 

3.4 Governments and partners 
have data, research and 
evidence to inform evidence-
based approaches and policies.  

3.4.1 Methodology document on conducting vulnerability 
profiles published and available for download. 

Important Protection  

3.4.2 Research report on sustainable reintegration 
outcomes published and available for download. 

Important R&R  

3.4.3 Number of knowledge products on priority human 
trafficking topics published.  

Important TS  

3.4.4 Number of CTDC users (m/f), disaggregated by type 
of user.  

Critical TS  

3.4.5 Number of references to CTDC. Important TS  

3.4.6 Number of new CTDC partners from the countries of 
the programme. 

Important TS This indicator could be more specific 
by disaggregating targets by country. 

3.4.7 Number of CTDC pages translated.  Important TS  

Output 3.5: Government 
ministries, departments and 
agencies have improved 
capacity to implement 
coordination, cooperation, 
protection and assistance 
activities along migration 
routes.   

Number of migrants assisted by government counterparts, 
with the technical and/or material assistance of IOM.  

Critical Protection, R&R This indicator is key as changes can 
reveal the action taken as a result of 
capacity building, technical assistance 
and financial support. Target is to be 
defined, and no disaggregation by 
country reflected in the M&E 
framework by country. 

Number of transit centres/referral partners provided with 
technical, financial and/or material support.  

Important Protection, R&R N 
o disaggregation by country reflected 
in the M&E framework by country. 

Number of national / regional / local networks and 
dialogues on migration-related issues supported.  

Important Protection, R&R  

Structural-level responses 

Outcome 4: The programme 
contributes to improved 
information sharing, learning, 
and coordination between and 
amongst governments, IOM and 
development partners.  

4.1 Proportion of surveyed stakeholders who perceive 
improved information sharing, learning, and coordination, 
disaggregated by sex, type of organization, and country.  

Critical Protection, TS, 
R&R 

This is the most operational of the 
outcomes, mainly focused on 
improving coordination toward 
contributing to outcome 3.  
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Result Indicator45 Priority Pillars/approach Comments 

Output 4.1: Participating States 
progressively engage in and 
take ownership of migrant 
protection, counter-trafficking, 
anti-smuggling and return and 
reintegration activities. 
 
This output is linked directly to 
outcome 3 in the ToC, and it is 
more relevant for it than for 
outcome 4 on coordination.  

4.1.1 Number of new or revised policy documents that 
integrate migrant protection, counter-trafficking, anti-
smuggling and reintegration concerns. 

Critical Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Indicator proposed to be reflected 
directly under outcome 3. Target 
disaggregation by country should be 
included. 

4.1.2 Extent to which policy documents reflect best 
practices in these areas. 

Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

 

4.1.3 Proportion of participating States that include 
related line items in their annual budgets. 

Critical Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Merged in proposed 3.5 

4.1.4 Proportion increase in budget allocated to these 
areas.  

Critical Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Merged in proposed 3.5 

4.1.5 Extent to which these budget lines reflect gender-
responsive, child-friendly, and rights-based approaches.  

Critical Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Indicator proposed to be reflected 
directly under outcome 3. Merged in 
proposed 3.5 

Output 4.2: Knowledge of what 
works in migrant protection, 
counter-trafficking and return 
and reintegration is improved.  

produced.  
Important 

Protection, TS, 
R&R 

 

4.2.2 Number of counter-trafficking models implemented 
and evaluated.  Important 

TS  

Output 4.3: The programme is fit 
for purpose.  
Models, approaches and tools 
introduced and implemented in 
the project are adopted by key 
stakeholders 

4.3.1 Number of governmental agencies and non-
governmental organizations in participating countries 
who adopt models or components developed or 
implemented in the programme.  

Critical Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Target disaggregation by country 
should be considered. 

4.3.2 Number of requests from governments and partners 
in participating countries for training and technical 
support on issues addressed in the programme.  

Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Target disaggregation by country 
should be considered. 

4.3.3 Number of follow up trainings conducted by 
governments and partners using the programme 
materials.  

Important Protection, TS, 
R&R 

Target disaggregation by country 
should be considered. 

4.3.4 Number of downloads from www.yenna.org.  Important AW  

Output 4.4: Collaboration 
between IOM and the Kingdom 
of the Netherlands is improved.  
 
To be deleted, and relevant 
indicators to be moved to 
output 4.3  

4.4.1 Number of requests for information responded to at 
country and HQ levels.  

Secondary 
Protection, TS, 
AW, R&R 

To be moved to output 4.3 

4.4.2 Number of meetings and consultations held. 
Avoidable 

Protection, TS, 
AW, R&R 

To be avoided. 

4.4.3 Proportion of surveyed stakeholders (IOM and Dutch 
staff at country and HQ levels) who perceive improved 
ability to share information, consult and make informed 
and collaborative decisions between the two entities.  

Important 

Protection, TS, 
AW, R&R 

To be moved to output 4.3 

http://www.yenna.org/
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Result Indicator45 Priority Pillars/approach Comments 

Output 4.4: Counter-trafficking 
organizations have increased 
capacity to collect, manage, and 
securely share high-quality and 
standardized human trafficking 
data.  
 
This output is clearly linked to 
outcome 3 and more 
specifically, indicator 3.1.  

Number of government officials and stakeholders (m/f) 
trained to apply international standards on human 
trafficking data. 

  This will inform proposed indicator 3.1. 
Target disaggregation by country 
should be considered. 

Number of counter-trafficking agencies whose data 
management systems have been improved. 

  This will inform proposed indicator 3.1 

Number of counter-trafficking agencies taking steps and 
planning to use data for evidence purposes. 

  This will inform proposed indicator 3.1 
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ANNEX X. TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Terms of Reference for Evaluability Assessment: Cooperation 
on Migration and Partnerships to Achieve Sustainable 
Solutions (COMPASS) Project  

Commissioned by IOM Geneva, MPA  

1. Context  

The International Organization for Migration (IOM) is currently in the inception phase of a new 3-year 
project funded by the Dutch Government titled Cooperation on Migration and Partnerships to Achieve 
Sustainable Solutions (COMPASS). The overall objective of the project is to contribute to the long-term 
outcomes of focus on the protection and assistance of people on the move and decrease irregular 
migration.  

-level, ecological approach to migrant 
protection and assistance; reduction of unsafe and irregular migration; and sustainable and 
satisfactory outcomes for migrants and their families and communities. This approach suggests that in 
order to effect meaningful and sustainable change on individual migrant behaviour, social attitudes 
and practices on migration, and migration management and governance, it is necessary to implement 
interventions at each level: at the individual and family/household level; at the community level; and at 
the national or structural level. This ecological approach is underpinned by three key implementation 
modalities: a service delivery approach, a capacity development approach, and an evidence-based and 
learning approach.  

The project has the following outcomes: 
 

Outcome 1: Migrants and their families are protected, assisted and empowered to pursue sustainable 
resolution of vulnerabilities and reintegration. 

Outcome 2: Evidence-based, community-level programming aimed at preventing unsafe and irregular 
migration and improving sustainable reintegration outcomes is implemented in target communities of 
origin and return.  

Outcome 3: A conducive environment for migrant protection, combating trafficking and smuggling, and 
promoting safe and dignified return and sustainable reintegration is enabled.  

Outcome 4: The programme contributes to improved information sharing, learning, and coordination 
between and amongst governments, IOM and development partners.  

2. Evaluability Assessment purpose  

The purpose of this evaluability assessment is to plan for programme evaluation overall, specifically to 
ations for adjustments, ii) 

identify areas of the programme most suited for eventual impact evaluation and iii) make 
recommendations for improved monitoring and evaluation of the programme. The assessment will 
prepare for effective monitoring and evaluation specifically by assessing if proposed results and 
impacts are clear, coherent, and well-grounded; ensuring that targets and measures are appropriate; 
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and informing the development of the overall and country-specific performance management 
frameworks.  

The evaluability assessment should enable the programme to be refined and improved so that it is 
more likely to achieve its objectives in a cost-effective manner. Additionally, the assessment should set 
the stage for subsequent monitoring and evaluation activities, by ensuring that the system is adequate 

for reliable monitoring and evaluation throughout the programming period, which contributes to 
successful  

3. Scope of the Evaluability Assessment  

The Evaluability Assessment will cover all four project outcomes and related outputs and activities 
across the 12 countries where the project will be implemented namely Afghanistan, Chad, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, Iraq, Lebanon, Libya, Mali, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria and Tunisia as well as activities undertaken 
by IOM HQ in Geneva, Copenhagen, Manila and the Dakar Regional Office.  

The evaluator will be responsible for preparing and carrying out data collection and analysis and 
producing the deliverables outlined below and providing periodic feedback as needed on progress 
and any challenges faced during the execution of this assignment. They will prepare an inception 
report that will provide more details on the methodologies to be used, initial drafts of all data 
collection tools and consultation schedules in coordination with IOM HQ. The evaluator must follow 
the IOM Data Protection Principles, UNEG norms and standards for evaluation, and relevant ethical 
guidelines.  

4. Ethics, norms and standards for evaluation  

IOM abides by the Norms and Standards of UNEG and expects all evaluation stakeholders to be familiar 
with the ethical guidelines of UNEG including the UNEG Code of Conduct as well. The evaluator should 

IOM 
Technical References | Evaluation.  

5. Evaluability Assessment questions  

The Evaluability Assessment should aim to answer the following questions, to be refined and agreed 
upon during the inception stage of the evaluation.  

Theory of Change and Results Matrix* 

Are the proposed results clear, coherent, and well-grounded within the context and within the overall 
theory of change? 

Are the proposed outcomes, outputs, activities, indicators and targets appropriate for the proposed 
results? Are they SMART? How can they be improved?  

Are the assumptions within the programme logic well established? Are there any missing? How can they 
be better articulated?  

Are there any potential unintended consequences missing from the theory of change and results matrix?  

Are cross-cutting issues, such as gender, localization, etc. (exact issues to be defined during the inception 
phase) reflected in the results matrix?  
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Programme Monitoring  

Are the proposed means of verification sufficient to monitor the proposed results, outcomes, outputs 
and indicators? How can they be improved? 

Are existing indicator baseline values sufficient to measure progress? Are any baseline values missing or 
need to be improved? How can missing values best be collected? Are the proposed programme 
monitoring systems sufficient to track the proposed results, outcomes, outputs and indicators? How can 
programme monitoring systems be improved?  

Are the monitoring systems sufficient to collect information on cross-cutting issues, such as gender, 
localization, etc. (exact issues to be defined during the inception phase)? 
How can unintended consequences, both foreseen and unforeseen, be best monitored?  

How can learning be best integrated into the programme monitoring and management?  

Impact Evaluation 

Which areas of the programme are most suited for eventual evaluation and support programme design 
for an impact evaluation? 

What type of impact evaluation would be most appropriate for these programme areas? 

What steps should be taken during programme implementation to plan for the suggested impact 
evaluation?  

* Note that due to the programme implementation timeline, an interim report on the Theory  
of Change and Results Matrix questions will be required after no more than one month from the start of 
the evaluation.  

6. Proposed methodology  

The proposed methodology will involve primarily qualitative data gathering and analysis through 
document review and interviews. IOM will provide programme and organizational documents as well 
as relevant staff in each of the programme locations for consultation. Given the number of countries 
covered in the programme and current travel restrictions due to Covid-19, it is anticipated that all 
consultations and data collection will take place remotely. In addition to programme and 
organizational documents provided by IOM, the evaluator should also refer to other studies, guidance 
documents and information from reputable external sources to ensure that the programme is based 
on and follows good practices and standards from relevant fields.  

7. Evaluability Assessment team  

This Evaluability Assessment will be undertaken by a consultant or firm, with support from the 
programme management and IOM HQ. IOM will be responsible for providing all programme and 
organizational documents as well as connecting the evaluator with relevant programme staff at the 
global and country level. Programme management will also be available for regular check ins or 
questions during the evaluation process.  

8. Deliverables  

The deliverables expected from the evaluator include the following:  
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Inception report, to include refined assessment questions, a detailed methodology, evaluability 
assessment matrix and workplan. The evaluability assessment matrix will demonstrate the  
understanding of the TOR and outline data collection and analysis plans. It should also include any data 
collection protocols. The inception report will be reviewed and discussed with IOM programme 
management and HQ.  

Interim report, containing initial findings of the Theory of Change and Results Matrix questions no more 
than one month after start of the evaluation.  

Evaluability Assessment draft report, using an agreed structure, summarizing all the findings and 
recommendations. IOM programme management and HQ will provide feedback.  

PowerPoint presentation, summarizing the key findings in a systematic way, to be presented to IOM with 
the draft report to solicit feedback.  

Evaluability Assessment final report, incorporating feedback from IOM and containing a one-page 
executive summary.  

All deliverables are to be written in English. The final report should meet the standards laid out in the 
UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports and comply with IOM House Style Manual.  

9. Workplan  

The Evaluability Assessment final report should be delivered to IOM no more than 2 calendar months 
from signing of the contract. Applicants should be available to begin the Evaluability Assessment in 
early April and finish within 2 months.  

The proposed workplan, to be refined with the evaluator and IOM, is as follows:  

Activity  Responsible Timeline  

Inception meeting  IOM/Evaluator   

Review documents and prepare inception report Evaluator  5 days  

Data collection and analysis  Evaluator  25 days  

Interim report  Evaluator  
No more than one 
month after start  

Draft evaluability assessment report and PPT  
 
Evaluator  

5 days  

Draft report presentation and feedback  IOM/Evaluator   

Review and comments on the draft report  IOM   2 days  

Final report  Evaluator  2 days  

Total  40 days  

10. Professional qualifications  

The evaluator, or members of the evaluation team, will be required to have the following:  

More than 10 years of experience working in monitoring and evaluation, preferably with international 
organizations.  

Proven technical capacity in conducting evaluations and data collection and analysis through qualitative 
methods. Experience in evaluability assessments preferred.  
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Ability to interrogate the evaluability of logical frameworks and theory of change and provide 
recommendations.  

Experience working in migration policy, migrant direct assistance, or cooperation preferred.  

Ability to draft concise and well written reports in English.  
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	Conclusion 3. The original ToC adequately reveals some of the main features of COMPASS. Nonetheless, the proposed ToC complements the existing one as it clearly shows the causal pathways of change expected among outputs and outcomes, as well as the in...
	Q4. Are key cross-cutting issues adequately reflected in the results framework?
	Key finding 4:  The PRODOC clearly reflects the guiding principles for incorporating gender equality issues as described in relevant documents. In this line, the PRODOC includes a gender analysis that informs to certain extent the project scope and ac...
	Gender equality is considered to be specifically focused on addressing the differentiated needs of women and girls. However, there is a growing perception on the potential to explore complementary issues for gender mainstreaming, such as new masculini...
	Localization issues are reflected in the efforts to ensure more equitable partnerships, to provide certain level of funding to partners, the strong support toward developing capacities of partners (especially under the structural level), the focus on ...
	Localization issues are reflected in the efforts to ensure more equitable partnerships, to provide certain level of funding to partners, the strong support toward developing capacities of partners (especially under the structural level), the focus on ...
	The COMPASS design, thought it PRODOC, makes explicit reference to the key principle of the HRBA when working at the individual, community and structural levels. Environmental sustainability is not prioritised in the COMPASS design, although the PRODO...
	The COMPASS design, thought it PRODOC, makes explicit reference to the key principle of the HRBA when working at the individual, community and structural levels. Environmental sustainability is not prioritised in the COMPASS design, although the PRODO...
	Conclusion 4. The COMPASS design follows main institutional gender equality guidelines, and include relevant initiatives that target the specific needs of women and girls. Although no gender marker was found for COMPASS, it can be considered that the ...
	Q5. Is the COMPASS M&E system adequate to provide decent quality and reliable data for decision making?
	Key finding 5:  The COMPASS M&E plan and workplan includes the majority of elements of a fully-fledged M&E system. The only key element not found is the meta-data for indicators. Meta-data for indicators refers to the set of information about a partic...
	Conclusion 5. The COMPASS M&E system is very well designed, and it would be considerably improved and explained by developing a document about indicator meta-data. It is still to be seen the extent to which in-country M&E support would suffice to carr...
	Key finding 6:  COMPASS links the majority of its indicators at the outcome level to the global AVRR M&E framework, which is highly developed. The M&E processes for AVM do not follow a global framework, and therefore COMPASS protection related indicat...
	Despite not being a dedicated M&E tool, MiMOSA will compile relevant outcome data at all levels Several are the limitation identified for MiMOSA to function as an M&E tool, namely the large variation in the degree of compliance among missions, the imp...
	In an overall sense, the COMPASS M&E toolkit are well-designed and explained, although some concerns were raised concerning the extension of the questionnaires, especially those addressing assisted vulnerable migrants. The anonymization of data is als...
	Conclusion 6. Linking COMPASS to overarching M&E frameworks (AVRR M&E framework and the Donor´s Migration Cooperation M&E framework) ensures that relevant procedures and standards will be applied. In this sense, protection related M&E procedures could...
	Q7. What evaluation approaches could be considered for COMPASS?
	Key finding 7:  The proposed approach for the final evaluation includes a program-theory strategy, combined with the use of standard OECD/CAD criteria, explicit consideration of crosscutting issues and a system thinking model to adequately capture the...
	A complementary initiative to the final evaluation would be the development of a mid-term evaluation, that could be focused on a particular implementation approach, pillar or level of the ecological approach, based on the limitations and challenges id...
	A complementary initiative to the final evaluation would be the development of a mid-term evaluation, that could be focused on a particular implementation approach, pillar or level of the ecological approach, based on the limitations and challenges id...
	Conclusion 7. The combination of a targeted final evaluation with the impact evaluation at the community level could provide a holistic view on the achievements of COMPASS as well as strategies to improve future similar initiatives. A considerably foc...
	Conclusion 7. The combination of a targeted final evaluation with the impact evaluation at the community level could provide a holistic view on the achievements of COMPASS as well as strategies to improve future similar initiatives. A considerably foc...
	RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE THE M&E SYSTEM.
	Recommendation 1: IOM should continue supporting existing efforts on developing a fully- fledged M&E system for COMPASS by ensuring a more systematic and comprehensive approach, as follows:
	Priority: Very High.
	Resource implication: Not foreseen.
	Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOS, and involved units at COs.
	RECOMMENDATIONS TO STREGHTEN THE M&E PROCESS.
	Recommendation 2: IOM would strengthen the COMPASS M&E process by:
	Priority: High.
	Resource implication: Only considered in terms of time allocation of IOM staff
	Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOS and involved units at COs.
	RECOMMENDATIONS TO BETTER REFLECT CROSSCUTTING ISSUES.
	Recommendation 3: IOM would ensure a higher responsiveness of COMPASS to crosscutting issues by:
	Priority: High.
	Resource implication: Not foreseen.
	Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOs, Gender experts and focal points and involved units at COs.
	2. BACKGROUND
	2.1 Introduction

	The report also provides information on the context within which the assessment is considered relevant. It also specifies the purpose of the assessment, objectives, scope and methodology, including the key questions and indicators, sampling strategy a...
	2.2 About the object of the assessment

	The IOM has recently started the implementation phase of the 3-year COMPASS programme funded by the Dutch Government. The overall objective of the project is to contribute to the long-term outcomes of focus on the protection and assistance of people o...
	COMPASS considers a multi-level, ecological approach to migrant protection and assistance; reduction of unsafe and irregular migration; and sustainable and satisfactory outcomes for migrants and their families and communities. This approach suggests t...
	The ecological approach is underpinned by three key implementation modalities: a service delivery approach, a capacity development approach, and an evidence-based and learning approach.
	The programme has the following outcomes, based on four pillars: (1) Protection, (2) Smuggling and Trafficking, (3) Awareness and (4) Returns and Reintegration:
	 Outcome 1: Migrants and their families are protected, assisted and empowered to pursue sustainable resolution of vulnerabilities and reintegration.
	 Outcome 2: Evidence-based, community-level programming aimed at preventing unsafe and irregular migration and improving sustainable reintegration outcomes is implemented in target communities of origin and return.
	 Outcome 3: A conducive environment for migrant protection, combating trafficking and smuggling, and promoting safe and dignified return and sustainable reintegration is enabled.
	 Outcome 4: The programme contributes to improved information sharing, learning, and coordination between and amongst governments, IOM and development partners.
	3. PURPOSE, GOALS AND SCOPE OF THE EA
	3.1 Purpose and goals

	In line with the Terms of Reference, the purpose of the evaluability assessment is to obtain a detailed analysis to determine the overall readiness of COMPASS to be evaluated in a reliable and credible fashion.
	Based on the ToR, it is understood that the specific evaluability assessment goals are to:
	 Establish whether the project design and programmatic input facilitates the achievement of the intended result in a cost-effective manner, while checking the overall plausibility and logic of the project design;
	 To determine the extent to which COMPASS has effective measurement frameworks to establish the progress towards the achievement of the desired results, and provide suggestions for its improvement; and
	 Identify areas of the project more suited for an impact evaluation, pinpointing substantive areas and including the most appropriate approaches and evaluation tools for an eventual impact evaluation.
	In summary, the EA assessed the evaluability of COMPASS “in principle “ , which put focus on the design of the project and its quality, and the evaluability “in practice”, that assessed the extent to which the overall frameworks are adequate to provid...
	3.2 Scope

	Following the Terms of Reference, the scope of the EA covered all four project outcomes. The Geographic coverage included the 12 countries where the project is to be implemented plus the activities taking place at IOM Headquarters . The assessment was...
	4. APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY
	The purpose of this section is to present the approach and methodology that guided the data collection, analysis, interpretation processes and the way in which the final deliverables were framed.
	4.1 Approach

	The driving questions for the EA can be summarized as “How good is the COMPASS design to bring about expected changes”? and “What is the availability of relevant systems and capacities which make relevant project data available”? In order to address t...
	The driving questions for the EA can be summarized as “How good is the COMPASS design to bring about expected changes”? and “What is the availability of relevant systems and capacities which make relevant project data available”? In order to address t...
	During the inception phase, the consulting team fine-tuned the main assessment questions, which were validated by the appointed IOM EA reference group and other relevant stakeholders. These questions are included in the EA Matrix, attached as Annex 1 ...
	For each question and sub question, one or more elements were suggested to serve as criteria for judgement. At least one element (criterion) in which to establish judgment was proposed for each question and sub-question, and finally validated by the E...
	Additionally, standards in which to base achievement (or lack thereof) were set by both collecting judgment ratings from relevant documentation using the scoring rubrics, and according to stakeholder’s feedback, past experiences, experience of compara...
	In order to assess evaluability “in principle”, the following key strategies were considered:
	 Assess the overall quality of the COMPASS project design, focusing on the extent to which it reflects the contextual conditions to be faced, its alignment to key goals and strategies, as well as its three implementation modalities.
	 Determine the validity, quality and adequacy of the indicators and outcomes/goals within the results Matrix to determine whether they are SMART  and to capture all key intended and unintended contributions of the project.
	 Assess the theory of change (ToC) of COMPASS to determine its quality and the extent to which fully reflects the contextual conditions faced at the individual and household level, at the community level, and at the national or structural level.
	In order to assess evaluability “in practice”, the following was considered:
	 Determine whether COMPASS has adequate and effective systems and processes in place to implement, monitor, report and evaluate the project, considering crosscutting issues.
	 Determine the areas of the project and methodologies most suited for an eventual impact evaluation.
	The EA addressed a total of 7 questions and 9 sub-questions, as expressed in Annex 3 (Link between original and adapted EA questions). The whole set of questions is summarized in the EA Matrix attached separately in an Excel sheet. A sample of the EA ...
	The assessment considered a system thinking approach, to ultimately put particular efforts on establishing the interlinkages and contributions expected at all the levels considered under the COMPASS ecological approach. The idea of changing from a tra...
	The consulting team developed a systems-based analysis tackling how different factors at each of the three levels interact to support or undermine the achievement of overall programme goals. The analysis aimed at determining the extent to which these ...
	Based on the initial desk review, the team drafted a preliminary systems analysis on the key problems and limiting factors affecting the different levels covered by the programme, as revealed in figure 1.
	4.2 Methodological strategies

	The consulting team ensured methodological robustness and a fit for purpose process by:
	Combining qualitative and quantitative strategies by considering a mixed-method concurrent triangulation  approach. The assessment team produced both quantitative and qualitative data concurrently through the use of the EA Matrix and then compared dat...
	Using different and complementary sources of information: The approach considered the triangulation of primary and secondary sources of information and strived to fill eventual information gaps, non-updated information or unreliable information. Avail...
	Following an open and flexible approach. The objectives of the EA required open and flexible approaches that were applied in two stages. The first revision of the EA design was conducted after the inception phase (end of the first phase), when the met...
	In terms of enhancing the validity of the EA, the combination of the proposed methods allowed the triangulation of information, strengthening the validity of the study.
	The assessment ensured data triangulation (use of a variety of data sources), method triangulation (use of a variety of techniques) and investigator triangulation (use of different researches or evaluators).
	In order to ensure the reliability of data-gathering tools, the assessment team conducted several internal quality assurance procedures, such as ensuring that the definition of categories for qualitative data was clear and that all the team members an...
	Ensuring inclusive participation of the main stakeholders involved in COMPASS at all stages of the assessment, mainly through a consultative process.
	Ensuring that a feminist perspective is embedded into the core of the methodology, to be integrated in the list of conclusions, best practices and actionable recommendations, by (1) embedding Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women (GEEW) interse...
	The following methodological strategies and data gathering techniques were carried out:
	The combination of techniques enabled the consulting team to obtain a reasonable view and understanding of the COMPASS programme framework, to be able to answer and provide meaningful recommendations.
	The following is a brief explanation of the research techniques and tools considered for the assessment:
	Document review: The initial desk review informed the inception report, including the EA matrix, the approach and methodology, the sampling strategy and the selection of informants. The consulting team continued to review and synthesize material from ...
	Key Informant Interviews (KII), which were a crucial method in the assessment as they generated key perceptual data, and allow data triangulation, views and opinions of different stakeholders. The assessment team conducted 15 individual interviews and...
	Analysis matrix: the EA Matrix includes a scoring system for some of the questions. This scoring system was developed for those questions where clear and standardized indications of success could be established (e.g., indicators meeting SMART criteria...
	Finally, the overall results of the EA took into consideration the importance of each question toward ensuring the evaluability of the programmes, as reflected in the column “impact on evaluability” included in the EA matrix.  The following table reve...
	4.3 Sampling strategy

	The EA employed a purposive sampling technique, which is a non-probability sample that is selected based on characteristics of a population and the objective of the study. Purposive sampling is also known as judgmental, selective, or subjective sampli...
	All the twelve supported countries were considered for the sample. The sample of targeted countries was designed to illustrate the different situations, highlight what is typical, average (typical case sampling) and will be complemented with and extre...
	Countries sampling. Finally, a total of up to 5 countries were proposed for the sample, Ethiopia, Nigeria, Egypt, Afghanistan and Tunisia. This selection was based on their contribution to the different levels and COMPASS outcomes. Accordingly, it was...
	Informants’ sampling. Informants interviewed included regional and national implementing partners, the IOM technical program, M&E specialists at Headquarters and Regional Offices, Communication specialist as well as other technical staff. As the count...
	4.4 COVID 19-Measures

	The assessment team also reflected on, and factored in, both the direct and indirect causal effects of the COVID-19 pandemic for the evaluability assessment. The assessment team was mindful of this and flexible enough to address the key questions pose...
	Due to travel restrictions, the assessment team was not able to travel and therefore conducted the assessment remotely using online tools. However, there are some challenges associated with this. The use of online methods requires good internet connec...
	4.5 Norms and standards

	The EA was conducted following relevant IOM and UNEG norms and standards. The consultants were fair and carry out the assessment with integrity and honesty. Issues of confidentiality were taken seriously. Data collected and any resulting information a...
	4.6 Quality assurance

	A number of procedures and various steps were included in the implementation of this EA, to guarantee data quality. Regular meetings were held (weekly updates & internal meetings), with an aim to ensure that the entire team was up to speed, that commu...
	Definition of the analysis matrix, all EA tools and all deliverables were subject to internal review. Qualitative tools and answers were regularly processed against the analysis matrix to foresee possible data gaps and take corrective measures (after ...
	5. LIMITATIONS TO THE ASSESSMENT
	6. KEY FINDINGS
	6.1 Q1. Does COMPASS fully reflect the contextual conditions to be faced?

	This section assesses the extent to which the design of COMPASS takes into consideration relevant contextual factors that can spur or limit the impact of its actions. The key areas assessed to determine the level of contextualization of COMPASS is the...
	6.1.1 Analysis of the design process of COMPASS, strengths and weaknesses.

	The design process was developed in two phases, the first phase was eminently top-down and the second followed a bottom-up strategy:
	In the first phase, COMPASS was conceptualized by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) as a result of prioritizing the support toward more holistic and larger interventions. This approach was the seed for the initiative and the explicit adoptio...
	In a second stage, the COs submitted their proposals, which were reviewed and endorsed by national counterparts, Dutch embassies in targeted countries and the IOM regional specialists. Back at Headquarters (HQ), the project managers ensured the alignm...
	Among the key strengths of the design process identified by informants are:
	 The effort made to ensure COMPASS is built on existing and/or previous experiences, taking into consideration good practices and lessons learned. Representatives from all sampled countries and additional ones  highlighted the efforts and success of ...
	 The flexible design and funding process devised based on annual plans and a flexible line of funding for upcoming needs, that allows the adaptation to contextual changes. CO representatives consider an advantage the multi-annual nature of COMPASS an...
	 The leading role played by HQ throughout the process, which reflects the innovative approach of placing HQ units at the core of the global coordination of the intervention. In this regard, representatives from the different targeted countries expres...
	 The strong focus of COMPASS on learning, which is reflected among others in the appointment of a dedicated M&E officer and a comprehensive evaluation strategy. Another clear reflection of that is the importance given to the ToC, and the efforts in t...
	 The ecological approach and the solid overarching framework devised. Despite not being new to IOM operations, the ecological approach has been explicitly considered for the first time, as reflected in the design of COMPASS. The model is based on a s...
	All the aforementioned strengths had a positive impact on the final design of the Project. Conversely, the following are the key limitations of the design process identified:
	 The short time available to carry out the inception period, which has been reported not sufficient to adequately reflect on the design of the project, and which is expected to be fine-tuned for the second and third year of implementation. According ...
	 The need to ensure continuity with other interventions prevented in some cases a clear link to the COMPASS framework. In certain countries it was reported that linkages between existing activities reaching and end and the COMPASS were not clear, but...
	 The overarching and standardized implementation process of COMPASS impacting the existing in-country operational procedures. For example, in Ethiopia, the harmonized approach of the COMPASS impacted the way relevant activities are traditionally carr...
	 The delay experienced in starting the implementation process, linked to what is considered by some informants a time-wise ambitious original plan, that expected to have the final design ready by the end of 2020. This was not possible and the impleme...
	The results of the desk review and interviews show that, in general, COMPASS is adequately linked to the needs identified in each of the sampled countries, as it is mainly focused on their proposal and the work done under previous and existing interve...
	6.2 Q2. Are the output/outcomes statements and indicators under the COMPASS Results Framework adequately designed?

	This section assesses the adequacy of the design of COMPASS outcomes, outputs and indicators. Indicators have been assessed following the SMART criteria. In the case of outputs/outcomes, the criterion of “ownerships” was introduced. The analysis of in...
	6.2.1 Extent to which COMPASS outcomes and outputs are adequately designed.

	This section assesses how relevant, specific, realistic, measurable and owned COMPAS outcomes and outputs are. A total number of 26 items (4 outcomes and 22 outputs) were assessed, according to the following definitions:
	 A specific outcome/output is one where (a) there is a direct link between the activities carried out and the stated purpose (i.e., where the purpose can be expected to be achieved as a direct result of project activities), and (b) the phrasing of th...
	 A measurable outcome/output is one where data for the indicators could be reasonably expected to be available at project completion to demonstrate project success. Related indicators should be therefore well designed.
	 An attainable/realistic outcome/output is one where it is likely that the proposed end-of-project situation can be attained within the time frame and budget of the project. Behavioural change, if required for success, must be attainable without the ...
	 A relevant outcome/output is clearly aligned to the identified needs and clearly responds to those. In most cases, it should be gender oriented.
	 Ownership is demonstrated when a wide range of key stakeholders share a common view of outcomes and goals. In other words, it is the extent to which the various stakeholders commonly understand COMPASS goals, outcomes and outputs. This analysis is b...
	Ratings were given for four of the five criteria (ownership follows a qualitative assessment) using a scale of four items, ranging from satisfactory, to sufficiently, partially, and insufficiently. For clarity, these ratings were grouped into the acce...
	In terms of the specificity of outputs and outcomes, 88% of the results assessed (23 out of 26) fell within
	the acceptable range and 12% (1 output and 2 outcomes) under the unacceptable range. All outcomes but outcome 4 include several composite concepts/components in their description, which affects to some extent their degree of specificity. For example, ...
	The only outcome in which all the pillars considered seem not to be fully reflected in their indicators is outcome 3 “A conducive environment for migrant protection, combating trafficking and smuggling, and promoting safe and dignified return and sust...
	The other outcome that was not considered sufficiently specific is outcome 2 “Evidence-based, community-level programming aimed at preventing unsafe and irregular migration and improving sustainable reintegration outcomes is implemented in target comm...
	The output falling within the unacceptable range (output 4.3: “the programme is fit for purpose”) shares the same problem as the aforementioned outcome: the phrasing is not clear enough to provide an understanding of the expected change. This output m...
	Concerning the measurability of goals, there is a clear difference between outputs and outcomes. While no major issues were identified at the output level (meaning data to measure change is expected to demonstrate project success), three out of the fo...
	When it comes to realistic output and outcome design, the analysis shows that all outputs and outcomes fell within the acceptable range, meaning no major issues where identify on the extent to which the end-of-project situation is likely to be achieve...
	Concerning the relevance of results, 88% of the results assessed (23 out of 26) fell within the acceptable range and 12% (1 output and 2 outcome) under the unacceptable range. Outcome 2 is considered partially relevant despite not being adequately for...
	Ownership is demonstrated when a wide range of key stakeholders share a common view of outcomes and goals. This analysis differs from the other criteria since it is purely based on the results of qualitative techniques. Stakeholders were asked to expr...
	Ownership is demonstrated when a wide range of key stakeholders share a common view of outcomes and goals. This analysis differs from the other criteria since it is purely based on the results of qualitative techniques. Stakeholders were asked to expr...
	6.2.2 Extent to which COMPASS indicators are SMART.

	This section assesses the quality of the design of indicators. A total of 90 indicators were assessed to determine the extent to which they comply with the SMART criteria, as explained below:
	 Specific: the indicator should be narrow and focus on the “who” and “what” of the intervention.
	 Measurable: the indicator and targets should have the capacity to be counted, observed, analysed, tested, or challenged.
	 Achievable: an indicator is achievable if the performance target accurately specifies the amount or level of what is to be measured in order to meet the relevant result/outcome.
	 Relevant: an indicator should be a valid measure of the result/outcome and be linked through research and professional expertise.
	 Time-bound: The indicator should specify when the result(s) could be achieved.
	Ratings were given under each of the five criteria in a scale of four items, from” satisfactorily” and “sufficiently” SMART (acceptable range), to “partially” or “insufficiently” SMART (unacceptable range).
	The results of the SMART analysis are revealed in figure 4. The level of adequacy of indicators for each of the criteria considered is high, as in average 81% of indicators meet the different criteria. There are criteria for which the level of complia...
	The most common reasons for indicators not meeting the different criteria are the following:
	Specificity is the second lowest ranked criterion (together with relevance), with 15 indicators (10 at the output and 5 at the outcome level) being considered partially adequate. One of the main reasons for this is the inclusion of concepts in the des...
	Specificity is the second lowest ranked criterion (together with relevance), with 15 indicators (10 at the output and 5 at the outcome level) being considered partially adequate. One of the main reasons for this is the inclusion of concepts in the des...
	Another issue that makes indicators partially specific is the lack of target disaggregation per country. Targets per country are mainly considered for indicators under outcome 1 and outcome 2. However, some relevant indicators under outcome 3 and outc...
	Measurability is linked to the capacity of the indicators to be observed and analysed. It is the highest ranked criterion in terms of indicators within the acceptable range. No major issues were identified in practically all the indicators that could ...
	Measurability is linked to the capacity of the indicators to be observed and analysed. It is the highest ranked criterion in terms of indicators within the acceptable range. No major issues were identified in practically all the indicators that could ...
	Practically 88% of the indicators (79 in total) are considered very good or good indicators, with a higher proportion among these of very good indicators (51 out of 80). Eight indicators were rated as relatively good, as they only met three of the fiv...
	Practically 88% of the indicators (79 in total) are considered very good or good indicators, with a higher proportion among these of very good indicators (51 out of 80). Eight indicators were rated as relatively good, as they only met three of the fiv...
	The analysis on the nature of indicators - quantitative or qualitative - shows that 70% of the indicators (63) are quantitative in nature, whereas 30% (27) are based on perceptions and opinions of informants, or are not expressed in a quantitative man...
	The analysis on the nature of indicators - quantitative or qualitative - shows that 70% of the indicators (63) are quantitative in nature, whereas 30% (27) are based on perceptions and opinions of informants, or are not expressed in a quantitative man...
	Indicators were also assessed based on their level of measurement they really represent (activity/product, output or outcome level). This analysis helps to understand the extent to which the indicators are placed at the adequate level of the results f...
	Based on the results of the overall SMART assessment (where relevance was considered one of the main issues), and the feedback provided by key informants (considering that the number of indicators included in the COMPASS RF is considerably high), the ...
	 Critical indicators: which includes the most important indicators measuring COMPASS achievements. M&E efforts should be especially focused in this kind of indicators, either directly or through proxies (usually important indicators).
	 Important indicators: include key indicators that are usually primary to others or adequately serve as proxies for critical indicators.
	 Secondary indicators: Indicators of lower importance that in most cases are linked or could be linked to more important or relevant indicators. M&E efforts should be only considered when data for primary indicators is not available.
	 Avoidable indicators: Indicators for which other indicators capture more relevant and accurate data, or that were assessed as irrelevant, and/or overlap with other indicators. These indicators could be avoided or only fed indirectly though secondary...
	6.3 Q3. Is the design and approach of COMPASS of good quality?

	This section assesses the quality of the Theory of Change of COMPASS, based on the extent to which it is embedded, coherence, plausible, interconnected, explained, and sensitive to contextual factors.
	According to the Project Document (PRODOC), the ToC is based on a multi-level, ecological approach to migrant protection and assistance, including the reduction of unsafe and irregular migration; and the sustainable and satisfactory outcomes for migra...
	The ecological approach comprises three global implementation modalities:
	The IOM ecological approach has been part of IOM´s approach to migration issues in the past, although COMPASS represent the first programmatic attempt to combine the three levels in one global design. The Theory of Change included in the PRODOC reflec...
	6.3.1 Assessment of the COMPASS Theory of Change

	The analysis of the existing ToC is based on the assessment framework developed for the EA, and which includes a series of criteria, as follows:
	Embedded/clarity: this element refers to the extent to which contents of the ToC are also referred to in other documents to ensure its operationalization. It also takes into consideration that output to outcome pathway is clear.  The pillars of the ec...
	Testable/Coherence: this element studies the degree to which inputs, activities, reach, outputs, outcomes, impacts (specified or expected to be emergent) and the proposed causal linkages between them are clearly indicated. The analysis under this elem...
	Plausibility: the element analyses how likely is that the ToC will generate real changes on the ground at expected times. For that, prior evidence suggests that the activities, if implemented, are expected to trigger the causal chain leading to desire...
	However, there is no specific set of assumptions developed at each level of the causal chain, meaning there is no clear indications of the necessary conditions to be met for each one of the outputs to ensure the achievement of its immediate result /ou...
	Interconnectivity: this element analyses the level of interconnectivity between the three levels of the ecological approach. The PRODOC includes a detailed description of COMPASS, where the interlinkages between the different levels of the ecological ...
	Explained: this element considers the existence of identifiable causal links between events, identifiable causal pathways. As mentioned, the PRODOC implicitly but only to certain extent reveals the existence of causal links and connections between the...
	Context-sensitiveness: the element studies the degree to which the ToC encompass the diversity of contexts it is meant to cover, and it is sensible to the inherent unpredictability of the context which the programmes are implemented. Although the ToC ...
	Owned/Agreed: the element considers the extent to which a shared understanding of the core elements of COMPASS is shared among stakeholders, including contextual factors in which the programmes operate. It also considers the level of participation of ...
	6.3.2 The proposed Theory of Change

	The consulting team, together with the support of IOM representatives, has produced a preliminary new version of the ToC, whose main purpose is to reveal the causal pathways of change expected among outputs and outcomes, as well as the interconnection...
	It is essential to point out that the proposed ToC represents the attempt of the consulting team to capture the complexity of COMPASS. The proposed ToC puts focus on addressing the elements of clarity and coherence, as it clearly reveals the causal pa...
	As mentioned in the Inception report, the assessment considered a system thinking approach, as it ultimately put particular efforts on establishing the interlinkages and contributions expected at all the levels considered under the ecological approach...
	The proposed ToC includes the following key elements:
	 Implementation strategies: represent the key processes that are put into action to achieve first level, short-term outputs. The ToC only reflects the main implementation approach considered for any given output, although it is acknowledged that seve...
	 Pillars: each output and outcome reflect the main pillar/pillars it aims at contributing to: protection, trafficking and smuggling, awareness raising and return and reintegration.
	 Assumptions: are the necessary conditions for the expected changes to occur at the different levels. In some cases, the programmes have limited or no influence in the occurrence of the assumptions, but needs to ensure countermeasures to limit potent...
	 Outputs: represent achievements directly linked to the strategies and activities carried out. They are mainly referred to changes in skills or abilities, or the availability of new services and/ or products.
	 Outcomes: Outcomes represent institutional and behavioural changes in development conditions that occur between the completion of outputs and the achievement of goals.
	 Impact: is the positive long-term effect on identifiable population groups produced by a development intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended. The long-term outcome included in the proposed ToC is the same overall goal considered...
	6.3.3 Reading the underlying theory of the ToC

	The ToC presents the logical bottom-up sequence on how a set of strategies will contribute to the achievement of a number of outputs once considered assumptions are materialized. Then, outputs will contribute to outcomes and these to the global impact...
	The following is an example of how the ToC can be read. The logic followed to achieve output 1.3 at the individual level on the identification and provision of services to vulnerable migrants is…
	 …and IOM and partners have access to a community of practice (and assuming good practices and lessons learned are useful and applicable for practice, and that sharing mechanisms available ensure the accessibility of information to relevant stakehold...
	 Vulnerable migrants will be identified and provided with protection and assistance services.
	In addition, the ToC also reflect feedback loops, where two different results reinforce each other. An example of a feedback loop is found between output 2.2 and output 2.3. The idea behind the feedback loop is that an improvement of the migration man...
	6.4 Q4. Are key cross-cutting issues adequately reflected in the results framework?

	This section assesses the extent to which crosscutting issues (mainly gender equality and localization) are adequately reflected in the COMPASS results framework.
	6.4.1 Extent to which the results framework is gender sensitive.

	IOM Gender Equality Policy 2015-2019 recognizes that a person’s sex and gender shape every stage of the migration experience, whether forced, voluntary or somewhere in between, and therefore, that it is crucial to understand how gender interacts with ...
	The COMPASS PRODOC reflects the commitment toward gender equality when featuring the three levels of the ecological approach, as follows:
	At the individual level, the PRODOC highlights that the implementation approach is both gender sensitive and age-appropriate, and that key factors linked to age and gender are to be identified and addressed in assistance planning procedures. When it c...
	At the community level, gender norms are identified as one of the grassroot causes of unsafe and irregular migration, and the PRODOC describes how community attitudes towards gender and sexual identity among others can have a significant impact on a p...
	At the structural level, no specific gender-related approaches or principles were identified. Nonetheless, specific initiatives were found when it comes to providing data and evidence-based approaches to governments and partners in output 3.4, since g...
	When it comes to the country overviews, they mainly include gender as a category for identifying particularly vulnerable migrants (such as single female and/or female headed households), as well as risk associated with reintegration, mainly GBV.
	In terms of integration of gender consideration into programming tools, all AVRR M&E tools were assessed. All the survey questionnaires include a demographic question about the sex of the respondent, which allows for the disaggregation of the data. Se...
	Finally, some considerations in it comes to gender diversity in recruitment are included for COMPASS, AS IOM’s recruitment policies require an analysis of gender balance in relevant units.
	The aforementioned considerations reflect the efforts made toward ensuring gender equality issues are integrated into the COMPASS design. However, this mainstreaming process is only partially adequate, due to the limited consideration of gender issues...
	When addressing gender equality, the lack of consideration of people with other gender identities was also highlighted. In this line, the organization is drafting a research concept on Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender/Transsexual, Intersex and Quee...
	Gender equality is considered to be specifically focused on addressing the differentiated needs of women and girls, and pieces of research and relevant activities mainstreaming gender usually address this issue. However, there is a growing perception ...
	6.4.2 Extent to which the results framework reflects localization issues.

	The overall objective of localization is an improved aid response, ensuring access for all in need to fast, quality, impactful and sustainable aid that is efficient, effective and fit for purpose. Strategically, localization aims at supporting and enh...
	The analysis on the extent to which localization issues are mainstreamed into COMPASS is based on the following localization components, as per the NEAR framework :
	The qualitative analysis reveals the perceived difficulty for missions to focus on localization. Nonetheless, localization issues are expected to be reflected in the annual survey addressed to partners, which is expected to include elements to measure...
	6.4.3 Extent to which the results framework reflects a Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA).

	The current analysis focuses on the extent to which a right-based approach is reflected in the project design, and more specifically, in the results matrix, as per IOM´s Right-based Approach to programming handbook .
	The COMPASS design, thought it PRODOC, makes explicit reference to the key principle of the RBA when working at the individual, community and structural levels, explaining that all migrants will be empowered to understand and claim their rights, that ...
	When it comes to reflecting HRBA in the results matrix, COMPASS includes outcomes that are clearly inclined to address issues that involve rights, although not explicitly referring to it.
	When it comes to reflecting HRBA in the results matrix, COMPASS includes outcomes that are clearly inclined to address issues that involve rights, although not explicitly referring to it.
	At the individual level, the HRBA is clearly reflected in the output ensuring that migrants access tailor made information (output 1.4), since it is expected that they will be informed about their rights in the destination country. Nonetheless, there ...
	At the community level, outcome 2 has been reformulated, and it now explicitly refers to the rights of migrants . In addition, outcome 2 addresses the increase in detection, investigation and prosecution of TiP and SoM in line with international human...
	At the structural level, there is a clear reference to HRBA under output 4.1, as participant states are expected to include relevant migration issues in their annual budgets reflecting gender-responsive, child-friendly, and rights-based approaches. Im...
	6.4.4 Extent to which the results framework reflects environment sustainability issues.

	Environmental sustainability and climate adaptation are considered among the programming principles at both the individual and structural levels, although little detailed is included on how it would be operationalised. There were some initial discussi...
	6.5 Q5. Is the COMPASS M&E system adequate to provide quality and reliable data for decision making?

	In order to assess the quality of the global M&E system, the assessment takes into consideration the existence of a full-fledged M&E plan and workplan. The distinction between the M&E plan and the M&E wok plan is that the M&E plan is a strategic narra...
	An M&E work plan is usually an annex to an M&E plan. In the case of COMPASS, the M&E plan is attached to the PRODOC and the M&E workplan is included in the Results Monitoring Framework (RMF).
	6.5.1 Analysis of the M&E plan and workplan for COMPASS

	The M&E framework of COMPASS was designed in accordance to the IOM procedures, following internal Result-Based-Management and M&E policies  and guidelines . In an overall sense, the PRODOC provides an overview on how the M&E function is to be ensured ...
	The previous represent the key overall elements that any given M&E framework should ensure. The assessment of the COMPASS´s M&E plan focuses now on more concrete aspects that are also key and reveal the level of integration of the M&E function into th...
	The following analysis takes into consideration 12 different elements , as expressed in table 6.
	Baselines and targets are considered in the RMF. Baseline studies are yet to be conducted though, and currently only baselines with value zero are included in relevant documents. On the other hand, annual targets are defined at all levels and for the ...
	Periodicity of data collection is clearly established in the RMF, where data is expected to be collected monthly, quarterly, annually or at the end of the project. For example, self-reporting indicators at the outcome level will be collected at the en...
	Responsibilities in the data collection and management process are also defined for each indicator in the RFM. M&E activities mainly fall under the responsibility of field staff, the global M&E officer and the project manager. It is essential to clear...
	Accountability measures are reflected in the project design, as complaint mechanism and safeguarding procedures will be established. No further information about this process is included in the PRODOC.
	Meta-data for indicators refers to the set of information about a particular indicator that allows for a clear
	understanding of the concepts it aims to measure. Indicator metadata includes a clear definition of the indicators, the method(s) for its estimation/or calculation, the data type, explanation of the numerators and denominators, data sources, levels of...
	Costs per activity are defined in the budget for year one, which also includes a budget line for M&E activities. The budget for year one allocates a total of 100,000 USD for Monitoring activities, excluding the cost of the designated M&E official. The...
	Data disaggregation is considered at all levels, mainly referred to the targeted population, type of partner and the type of service. The data of migrants assisted under the programme will be disaggregated by age (child, adult, elderly); sex (female, ...
	Monitoring risks referred to the series of assumptions, internal and external, that might have an impact on the M&E process. The risk analysis and mitigation section included in the PRODOC is mainly linked to the implementation process rather than its...
	In terms of M&E databases, COMPASS will use a series of internal systems, mainly the IOM´s Displacement Tracking Matrix (DTM) and MiMOSA. Each one of these systems have a specific purpose and allows the management and analysis of specific data. The DT...
	Finally, when it comes to key reporting documents, quarterly monitoring reports are to be submitted by COs. No template is included in the RMF provided. For project activities not captured in MiMOSA such as awareness raising events, trainings, coordin...
	6.6 Q6. Are the current M&E processes and tools adequate to meet expected results?

	Following the previous assessment, this section looks specifically into the quality of the M&E processes and tools of COMPASS. The assessment takes into consideration the extent to which these processes are clearly defined and homogenized, as well as ...
	6.6.1 The COMPASS M&E processes

	As described in the analysis per indicator, the COMPASS M&E process collects data linked to five different areas, namely Protection, R&R, T&S, Awareness Raising, Prevention and Coordination. The operational approaches adopted to monitor and evaluate t...
	The AVRR M&E framework was considerably improved in 2018, when a comprehensive framework was rolled out and subsequently revised in 2021. The main idea was to create an environment that helped compare results between programs, conduct comparative anal...
	Conversely, the AVM M&E framework has not received such an attention and COMPASS has no protection related indicators linked to global M&E frameworks. This effectively means that, although protection related activities are linked to relevant guideline...
	Concerning the T&S initiatives, the COMPASS indicators at the outcome level are mainly linked to the donors Migration Cooperation M&E framework, which means that specific procedures and standards will be applied to ensure relevant indicators (2.1”Incr...
	Similarly, Prevention related actions (linked to outcome 2 and indicators 2.2 and 2.3 on perceptions of potential migrants), are directly linked to the donors Migration Cooperation M&E framework, and will be based on pre-post intervention studies cond...
	As for the AW initiatives, COMPASS only reflects one indicator for the relevant output (2.5.1 on the number of potential migrants reached through AW campaigns). The data collection process for this indicator should be straightforward, although the inf...
	Finally, in term of coordination, the M&E process tackles outcome 4 (through indicator 4.1 on the perception of stakeholders on an improved coordination). These M&E activities are not linked to other global frameworks and therefore will be designed ad...
	6.6.2 Analysis of the M&E tools

	As already mentioned, two are the main tools considered for the COMPASS M&E function, the DTM and MiMOSA.
	DTM collects a substantial volume of data and analysis on migration flows and thematic areas of research,  and further aims to expand upon the existing evidence base on migration trends available to stakeholders in relation to displacement and returns...
	According to the PRODOC, IOM will be working on further integration of protection concerns into DTM processes, applying this in the course of the programme, and progressively developing and deploying models and procedures for integrated protection/DTM...
	MiMOSA is the institutional global case management system, and allows the tracking of individuals receiving various sorts of assistance, over different locations. MiMOSA also allows the central control of access to information, with special procedures...
	COMPASS case records will feed some of the most relevant indicators at the outcome level, namely on migrants reporting acceptable levels of well-being (indicators 1.1 and 1.5). In addition, it is expected that the results of the AVRR M&E survey tools ...
	Outcome indicators for which AVRR toolkits are not available or not relevant, will be fed either through case management MIMOSA records (indicator 1.1), national statistics (indicators 2.1), the impact evaluation through the pre and post intervention ...
	6.6.3 The Knowledge management strategy

	COMPASS implicitly includes a Knowledge Management (KM) strategy as part of output 4.2, aimed at generating knowledge on what works in migrant protection, counter-trafficking and R&R.  This is due to the use of core systems to improve the quality and ...
	Established in 2017 and funded by the European Union, the EU-IOM Knowledge Management Hub  has played a particularly crucial role in harmonizing return and reintegration approaches as well as monitoring and evaluation activities and knowledge products...
	Additionally, other resources more aligned to awareness raising activities and C4D can also contribute to collects and share the knowledge generated throughout the project. These resources are YENNA and WakaWell. Yenna  is an online learning platform ...
	Finally, the CTDC  is the first global data hub on human trafficking, and comprises data contributed by organizations from around the world. CTDC is a flagship initiative, since it is the only source of data on human trafficking available for several ...
	The overall knowledge management and dissemination management lies in the designated M&E officer, who is to ensure that the programme is being implemented in such a way that broader learning is possible, and will ensure that lessons learned from the p...
	6.7 Q7. What evaluation approaches could be considered for COMPASS?

	This last section identifies key areas and potential evaluation approaches to be considered for COMPASS, taking into account donor evaluation requirements, IOM´s evaluation policy and international evaluation standards.
	6.7.1 Potential approaches for conducting the final evaluation.

	The evaluation proposal presented puts particular focus on the different levels of the ecological approach and aims at complementing the impact evaluation study planned at the community level. In order to do so, the overall final evaluation approach c...
	In order to address these concerns, the evaluation could be based on a program theory approach. The program theory perspective states that every program is built upon explicit or implicit models on how the intervention will cause the desired results. ...
	For the purpose of capturing the dynamics affecting each level of intervention, the methodology should include a system thinking approach that puts efforts on establishing the interlinkages, synergies and contributions achieved at all levels (individu...
	For the purpose of capturing the dynamics affecting each level of intervention, the methodology should include a system thinking approach that puts efforts on establishing the interlinkages, synergies and contributions achieved at all levels (individu...
	6.7.2 Potential methodologies to be considered for the final evaluation.

	Once the overall approach for the design of the evaluation is addressed, this section describes the proposed methodology to be considered at all the three levels of intervention. In an overall sense, the evaluation could consider a mixed-method approa...
	At the individual level, the evaluation should examine internal and external factors affecting the ability of the projects to protect, assist and empower migrants. As already considered in the RF, changes at the outcome level should be defined as the ...
	In addition to OH, a cohort study could be considered to follow up a sample of target users to measure change and collect extra evidence on perceived changes. Previous IOM experiences in cohort studies (such as in Cameroun) would ensure the adoption o...
	At the community level, and considering the already planned impact evaluation, the focus of the evaluation should be put on the awareness raising activities. As described in section 6.6.1 of the report, the current measurements for this area of work a...
	At the structural level, a focus could be given to determine the extent to which capacity building activities led to expected changes. In that regard, a Kirkpatrick model could be developed . This approach identifies four levels to evaluate trainings ...
	6.7.3 Complementary evaluation activities.

	A complementary initiative to the final evaluation would be the development of a mid-term evaluation. Since this type of evaluation is not included in the COMPASS evaluation plan, and therefore no budget allocated to it, the proposal would be to carry...
	7. CONCLUSIONS
	Conclusion 1. The COMPASS design is innovative and thoroughly developed. It is built on lessons learned and good practices from previous and existing interventions, with a clear sense of continuity. Its holistic view is soundly depicted through the ec...
	Conclusion 2. Measurement frameworks are relevant and to a great extent, fit for purpose. However, outcome design is negatively affected by certain formulation issues and measurement approaches, that do not represent such a challenge at the output lev...
	Conclusion 3. The original ToC adequately reveals some of the main features of COMPASS. Nonetheless, the proposed ToC complements the existing one as it clearly shows the causal pathways of change expected among outputs and outcomes, as well as the in...
	Conclusion 4. The COMPASS design follows main institutional gender equality guidelines, and include relevant initiatives that target the specific needs of women and girls. Although no gender marker was found for COMPASS, it can be considered that the ...
	Conclusion 5. The COMPASS M&E system is very well designed, and it would be considerably improved and explained by developing a document about indicator meta-data. It is still to be seen the extent to which in-country M&E support would suffice to carr...
	Conclusion 6. Linking COMPASS to overarching M&E frameworks (AVRR M&E framework and the Donor´s Migration Cooperation M&E framework) ensures that relevant procedures and standards will be applied. In this sense, protection related M&E procedures could...
	Conclusion 7. The combination of a targeted final evaluation with the impact evaluation at the community level could provide a holistic view on the achievements of COMPASS as well as strategies to improve future similar initiatives. A considerably foc...
	Conclusion 7. The combination of a targeted final evaluation with the impact evaluation at the community level could provide a holistic view on the achievements of COMPASS as well as strategies to improve future similar initiatives. A considerably foc...
	8. RECOMMENDATIONS
	The following recommendations present activities considered crucial to ensure that high-level COMPASS results are fully measured and reported in a reliable and valid manner. These recommendations will also contribute to feed into future evaluations. T...
	RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE THE M&E SYSTEM.
	Recommendation 1: IOM should continue supporting existing efforts on developing a fully- fledged M&E system for COMPASS by ensuring a more systematic and comprehensive approach. This could be done by:
	Priority: Very High.
	Resource implication: Not foreseen.
	Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOS, and involved units at COs.
	RECOMMENDATIONS TO STREGHTEN THE M&E PROCESS.
	Recommendation 2: IOM would strengthen the COMPASS M&E process by:
	Priority: High.
	Resource implication: Only considered in terms of time allocation of IOM staff
	Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOS and involved units at COs.
	RECOMMENDATIONS TO BETTER REFLECT CROSSCUTTING ISSUES.
	Recommendation 3: IOM would ensure a higher responsiveness of COMPASS to crosscutting issues by:
	Priority: High.
	Resource implication: Not foreseen.
	Responsibility:  COMPASS Project manager, COMPASS Global M&E Officer, ROMEOs, Gender experts and focal points and involved units at COs.
	9. ANNEXES
	ANNEX I – SAMPLE OF THE EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT MATRIX
	ANNEX II – SAMPLE OF THE RESULT AND INDICATOR ASESSMENT

	The following table only reveals some of the variables considered for the analysis of results and indicators. The complete version is provided as a separate excel sheet.
	ANNEX III. LINK BETWEEN ORIGINAL AND ADAPTED EA QUESTIONS
	ANNEX IV.  LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED
	ANNEX V.  LIST OF INFORMANTS
	ANNEX VI.  ANALYSIS OF LEVEL OF CONTEXTUALIZATION OF SAMPLED COUNTRIES

	Afghanistan: the context analysis and country overview reveals categories of particularly vulnerable migrant based on age (unaccompanied migrant children & unaccompanied elderly), gender (single female & female headed household) and particular vulnera...
	Afghanistan: the context analysis and country overview reveals categories of particularly vulnerable migrant based on age (unaccompanied migrant children & unaccompanied elderly), gender (single female & female headed household) and particular vulnera...
	Concerning the design process, the CO received the suggestion of being part of COMPASS, and the entire process was conducted bilaterally with HQ, without the involvement of the donor. The perception of the CO officials interviewed is that the final PR...
	Three additional projects will be implemented simultaneously with COMPASS:
	Egypt: the country analysis is in this case considerably limited compared to other countries. The analysis highlights the increasing number of traffickers and smugglers using existing migration routes in the area.
	Egypt: the country analysis is in this case considerably limited compared to other countries. The analysis highlights the increasing number of traffickers and smugglers using existing migration routes in the area.
	The CO was contacted by HQ as per request of the donor, and the qualitative analysis shows that CO representatives were satisfied with the inclusion of the ecological approach, since it comprises and reflects all the activities already being carried o...
	Together with COMPASS, four additional relevant projects informed and/or will be implemented concurrently in the country:
	Ethiopia is one of the major countries in the region, in terms of migration and mobility. The country analysis highlights the flow of migrants returning to the country, and the fact that government efforts, although significant are not yet reaching ou...
	Ethiopia is one of the major countries in the region, in terms of migration and mobility. The country analysis highlights the flow of migrants returning to the country, and the fact that government efforts, although significant are not yet reaching ou...
	At the CO, the harmonization process done by HQ is considered very relevant, since they had to developed one project to fit all COs requirements. COMPASS is seen innovate in the way it addresses certain issues, such as localization issues, considering...
	A total of 6 interventions will be carried out concurrently with COMPASS, and their levels of complementarity are presented:
	Nigeria remains a country of origin, transit, and destination country for trafficking in persons and smuggling of migrants. The context analysis include in the PRODOC shows the limitations and challenges Nigeria faces at all the three different levels...
	Nigeria remains a country of origin, transit, and destination country for trafficking in persons and smuggling of migrants. The context analysis include in the PRODOC shows the limitations and challenges Nigeria faces at all the three different levels...
	The donor proposed Nigeria to be involved in the community- based actions given the existing experience in the area of community-based interventions. As a result, the project in Nigeria is mainly focused on actions at the community and the structural ...
	In Tunisia, the context analysis highlights the continued need for immediate assistance and longer-term protection to victims of trafficking and vulnerable migrants. The MPA Division runs different projects, mainly focused on service delivery, legal a...
	In Tunisia, the context analysis highlights the continued need for immediate assistance and longer-term protection to victims of trafficking and vulnerable migrants. The MPA Division runs different projects, mainly focused on service delivery, legal a...
	The qualitative analysis shows how COMPASS is not considered innovative, but rather complementary to other initiatives being carried out in the country. However, credit is given to the project for the efforts put toward supporting national stakeholder...
	A total of 5 interventions will be carried out concurrently with COMPASS, and their levels of complementarity are presented:
	ANNEX VII.  OUTCOME MAPPING
	ANNEX VIII.  INDICATOR META-DATA PROPOSAL
	ANNEX IX. PROPOSED RESULTS FRAMEWORK
	ANNEX X. TERMS OF REFERENCE

	The project has the following outcomes:

