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Executive summary 

This internal ex-post evaluation of the regional project “Identifying Gaps and Assessing Needs: A 
Comparative Assessment of Counter Trafficking Efforts in Countries in the South Caucasus – 
Azerbaijan, Georgia, Armenia” was carried out as by Sarah Harris, Regional Monitoring and 
Evaluation Officer in IOM’s Regional Office in Vienna several months after the end of project 
implementation. The field visits to Armenia (Yerevan) took place during 15-16 May, to Georgia 
(Tbilisi) during 18-19 May, and to Azerbaijan (Baku and Ganja) during 19-23 June. 

The project had two main intentions. As explained below, the first intention is to provide immediate 
benefit to external stakeholders through the assessment reports. The secondary intention to create a 
standardized assessment tool was intended to be of immediate internal benefit for IOM and then in 
the longer-term to also benefit other CT stakeholders:  

 First, it was intended that validated assessment reports would be useful and used by IOM and 
other stakeholders in each of the three countries. A rapid assessment resulting in evidence-
based recommendations was identified as a useful approach for supporting CT efforts in the 
region. The project document establishes this as the primary objective, as expressed in the 
results matrix. Specifically, the project intended to provide a comprehensive comparative 
assessment of the regional CT landscape that identifies gaps and needs, which both IOM 
Missions and other CT stakeholders could use as a basis for results-oriented interventions, to 
ensure more holistic national approaches and, where possible, build cross-border initiatives. 
The assessment process itself and receipt of validated assessment reports were intended to 
support CT stakeholders to improve understanding and capacity. Though the intention was 
to create one assessment report with a comparative analysis, it was later decided to produce 
three separate reports due to geopolitical issues in the region, which had some implications 
in terms of the stated aims to support regional analysis and cross-border initiatives.  

 At the same time, the project had a secondary objective to develop an assessment tool that 
could be replicated globally, based on experience of piloting in the South Caucasus. The need 
for such a tool is described in the project proposal’s rationale section: there was a need for a 
standardized assessment tool for use globally by IOM staff and consultants, to avoid 
reinventing the wheel each time. The Counter-Trafficking Response Needs Assessment Tool 
(CT-NAT) was developed as a standardized rapid assessment tool with instructions for its 
local adaptation and application. 

The project was managed by the IOM Mission in Azerbaijan, with ongoing technical guidance and 
support from the Regional Office in Vienna. IOM Azerbaijan coordinated the work with the two other 
IOM Missions in Armenia and Georgia. An international expert developed the methodology and 
carried out interviews in January 2016. A validation workshop was held in each country in April 2016 
to discuss findings. Then workshops were held in June 2016 in Armenia and Azerbaijan on the topic 
of identification and referral of victims of trafficking, one gap that was identified in the report for 
those countries. The final version of the report was shared starting in November 2016 in Armenia 
and Georgia, and in January 2017 in Azerbaijan. 

Conclusions 

Relevance. The project was based on identified needs and the project’s approach remains relevant to 
those needs. Though based mainly on IOM’s own strategic needs and its general understanding of 
the situation, with limited direct stakeholder consultation in its design, implementation was 
coordinated with government partners and is designed to promote inclusion and participation by 
government, NGOs, donors and other relevant CT actors in each country. Internally in IOM, the 
project was aligned with the RO Vienna MAD Action Plan, and further replication of the assessment 
tool has since been incorporated in MAD strategic plans at HQ. It was not apparent whether and to 
what extent relevant policies and strategies of identified relevant stakeholders were considered in 
the project design. While all reports referred to the NAP, the assessment was timed to feed into the 
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NAP only in Georgia, and to some extent in Armenia, though apparently not intentionally in either 
case. While most stakeholders noted that there is always a need for such assessments, they also 
noted that it is important to time them to coincide with existing decision-making processes and to 
ensure that it does not duplicate other recent assessments in order to maximize the usefulness. 

Effectiveness. Stakeholders appreciated the reports and found them to be useful. Most stakeholders 
found the report to be very useful or useful to some extent (n=32), and roughly three out of five 
reported having actually used the report. Examples of usefulness cited by stakeholders included 
knowledge and learning, information sharing, an evidence-base for making changes, comprehensive 
understanding of the CT landscape and donor engagement and fundraising. Overall, it appears that 
the project was largely successful in the design of a replicable assessment tool and the production of 
evidence-based assessment reports that contribute to improved CT responses.  

 The CT-NAT tool appears to comprehensively cover all CT areas and align with international 
instruments, standards and best practices, as intended. However, testing of the 
methodology’s usefulness for comparative analysis and validation of the tool by external 
experts is suggested in future. Finally, various potential modifications to CT-NAT were 
identified along with elements to keep in mind for future replications. 

 The assessment reports appear to align with a general need for such report in terms of 
identifying gaps and providing evidence-based recommendations. However, if the intention 
was that the recommendations are acted on and lead to longer-term changes, then it could 
have been more useful to better align and time the reports to feed into existing strategies, 
policies and decision-making processes, particularly the NAPs, and/or linked to follow-up 
projects funded by international donors.  

The project appears to have contributed to increased capacities to address challenges to combatting 
THB, with factors facilitating this being the participative and inclusive process of developing and 
sharing the findings and the additional workshops to target specific gaps. Factors that hindered 
contributions of the project included existence of similar recent assessments and the extent to which 
the project was timed to align with the NAP. Other factors that could potentially obstruct the long-
term aim, which were not fully captured in the results matrix and its assumptions, include (again) 
alignment with existing decision-making processes such as the NAP, availability of further support to 
implement the recommendations, and appropriateness of this CT-NAT methodology to achieving the 
intended long-term aim as compared to alternative approaches. 

Efficiency. Start-up and implementation of the project went smoothly, with a few exceptions. First, 
the CT-NAT tool was not validated with national partners at the start, as originally planned, based on 
perception that it wasn’t needed and on perceived lack of time. Second, issues with translation and 
production of the printed reports led to a few months’ delay in distribution, related to various 
unforeseen issues that came up at the end, as well as limited time allocated for editing and printing 
and budget allocated for staff time and translation costs. 

Impact. The recommendations appear to have contributed to results-oriented and holistic 
approaches at the national level. Some progress has been made in all three countries to implement 
the recommendations, albeit with various degrees of contribution by this IOM report specifically. 
IOM was able to support progress by using cost savings to carry out additional workshops on victim 
identification in Armenia and Azerbaijan. The reports were reportedly useful in identifying gaps, but 
the extent of usefulness in terms of leading to improved CT interventions depends on whether other 
recent reports are available, how the reports are timed to align with national processes, and other 
factors beyond just the report itself.  

There was no identifiable progress in cross-border initiatives. Although needs and gaps were 
identified in a way that is comparable, no comparative analysis was actually carried out. Various 
stakeholders including IOM staff lamented that the planned regional element was lost, both in terms 
of the original plan to have one comprehensive comparative report and in terms of lack of any effort 
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to carry out any even internally a comparative analysis i.e. by the Regional Office. This appears to be 
partly related to staffing changes at the Regional Office, but also to perception that an in-depth 
comparative study would not have been useful. The lack of comparative analysis had implications in 
terms of lost opportunity to further engage and empower national stakeholders, involve 
representatives from outside agencies, and test the extent to which the tool facilitates such analysis. 
Suggested modifications to the tool and lessons learned are provided on pages 28-33.  

Sustainability. A final CT-NAT tool was provided by the consultant along with instructions for future 
replication, including a PDF document with guidance and templates (Needs Assessment Template) 
and an accompanying Excel document (Data Analysis Metrics). Overall, the tool appears to be of high 
quality and well designed for future replication and scalability. However, in addition to the suggested 
modifications and lessons learned on pages 28-33, other elements could be added to future versions 
of the tool. For examples, there are various important considerations raised in the implementation 
plan, many of which are not ultimately reflected or referenced in the final assessment tool. As for 
exit strategy, the general perception of IOM staff was that assessments are one-off products, and in 
this case sustainability was focused on developing an assessment tool that could be further used and 
built upon in future. It was expected that IOM Headquarters would take over its use and promotion. 
In terms of taking forward action on the assessment reports, it appears that the main exit strategy 
was for IOM staff in each Mission to use the report to feed into existing and future projects to 
support the national partners in implementing recommendations. Of the external stakeholders who 
indicated how long the reports would remain relevant (n=26), most felt that they would still be useful 
for 1-2 years (n=17). At the same time, various constraints and limitations were highlighted, such as 
lack of human and financial resources, structural issues related to mandates and legislative 
frameworks, and technical capacity gaps that challenge the ability of stakeholders to act on the 
recommendations. 

Recommendations 

Recommendations for Headquarters IOM staff in Migrant Assistance Division (MAD): 

 Develop and share a strategy for refinement and replication of the tool. Many IOM staff 
interviewed expressed an interest in participating in further discussion, but were unaware of 
any progress to date or future plans since the end of the pilot project. One person suggested 
that champions are needed to take it forward, either at HQ or RO level. Another suggested 
that the CT focal point network could be included in future discussions. 

 Facilitate further discussion and engagement of CT focal points in terms of lessons learned to 
date and future planning for replication of the tool, given that IOM staff did not feel equally 
consulted and included in the process for this pilot, the perception by some that they missed 
what happened in other countries after the comparative assessment was not done, and the 
indications from some staff that further discussion led by HQ would be welcomed. In general, 
suggest to gather wider and more systematic feedback from IOM staff that have piloted the 
tool and those that have replicated the tool to check the perceived quality and capture 
lessons learned in its adaptation and replication for improving future iterations.  

 Suggest to validate the tool with external experts, once further refined and ready for sharing 
externally, since this did not take place to the extent envisaged in the project document, as 
the decision was made to start with a rough tool and refine based on stakeholder feedback. 

 Consider how to pilot comparative analysis across countries, given that this was planned 
initially but not done in the end in this pilot. The CT-NAT was designed to be comparable, and 
appears to be well-suited, but suggest that this be tested and confirmed. Related instructions 
and guidance on such comparative analysis could then be integrated into the CT-NAT. 
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 Consider observations, lessons learned and suggested modifications related to the CT-NAT 
tool and implementation modalities, including those listed on page 20, pages 22-23, and 
pages 28-33. 

Recommendations for Regional Office IOM staff in Migrant Assistance Division (MAD): 

 Support HQ to develop and share a strategy for refinement and replication of the tool, given 
that the tool was piloted in RO Vienna region and the role that the RO can play in facilitating 
inclusion of CT focus points and championing future replication efforts.  

Recommendations for future implementing missions and donors: 

 Suggest to consider more time for editing and printing, and expanding the budget for 
allocated staff and translation costs. 

 Consider alignment with external stakeholder strategies and priorities in future replications, 
based on the ways this pilot was well aligned with external stakeholder needs, and the ways 
in which it was less well aligned (pages 13-14). Suggest in particular to strengthen promotion 
of stakeholder participation and discussion in both project design and implementation, 
ensure added value for stakeholders in light of recent or planned reports by other 
international actors, and better link to existing decision-making processes. In particular, 
consider how the assessment can support the NAP, either by feeding into its development 
(e.g. recommendations that can be included in the NAP, or recommendations on how to 
develop the NAP such as development of specific working groups) or supporting monitoring. 
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1. Introduction 

This ex-post evaluation of the project “Identifying Gaps and Assessing Needs: A Comparative 
Assessment of Counter Trafficking Efforts in Countries in the South Caucasus – Azerbaijan, Georgia, 
Armenia” was commissioned by IOM Azerbaijan, as managing mission for this regional project 
funded by the IOM Development Fund (IDF). This was an independent, internal evaluation conducted 
by the Regional Monitoring and Evaluation Officer in IOM’s Regional Office in Vienna.  

It was an ex-post evaluation that occurred several months after the end of project implementation 
on 31 July 2017, according to the project document and final report, although it should be noted that 
final distribution of printed assessment reports took a bit longer. Printed report distribution began in 
November 2016 in Armenia and Georgia, and in January 2017 in Azerbaijan. The field visits to 
Armenia (Yerevan) took place during 15-16 May, to Georgia (Tbilisi) during 18-19 May, and to 
Azerbaijan (Baku and Ganja) during 19-23 June.  

2. Context and purpose of the evaluation 

2.1 Evaluation context 

IOM has implemented multiple CT actions in the South Caucasus over the past years. As mentioned 
in the project document, although there had been major improvements in efforts to combat THB in 
the region, there was a need to ensure that interventions address the needs of victims on the ground 
and respond to emerging trends (e.g. cases of trafficking for labour exploitation, under-identification 
of male victims, and a rise in the number of children identified as victims), and also ensure targeted 
capacity building of law enforcement bodies. A rapid assessment resulting in evidence-based 
recommendations was identified as a useful approach for supporting CT efforts in the region. The 
project document establishes this as the primary objective, as expressed in the results matrix. 

At the same time, the project document had a secondary objective to develop a replicable, scalable 
assessment tool. The need for such a tool is also described in the rationale, which states that IOM 
country missions in South Eastern Europe, Eastern Europe and Central Asia have developed and 
maintained a deep knowledge base of the CT situation in each country. Using this knowledge, IOM is 
able to engage in capacity building to inform local and regional stakeholders of the challenging to 
combatting THB. However, in addition to knowledge gained through IOM’s work, recurrent country 
assessments are required to ensure that the knowledge remains current and interventions remain 
relevant to the local and regional context – and there was no formal mechanism available to facilitate 
this. There was therefore a need for a standardized assessment tool for use by IOM staff and expert 
consultants, to avoid reinventing the wheel each time. 

Given these needs, the primary objective stated in the results matrix was to improve interventions to 
combat THB in the South Caucasus sub-region by providing a comprehensive comparative 
assessment of the overall TBH situation and past successful interventions. The aim was that 
comparative analysis would generate evidence of the regional CT landscape, which both IOM 
Missions and other CT stakeholders could use as a basis for future results-oriented interventions, to 
ensure more holistic approaches at the national level and, where possible, build cross-border* 
initiatives in the region.  

* Though the intention was to create one assessment report for with a comparative analysis, it was 
later decided to produce three separate reports for various reasons described further below. This has 
implications in terms of the stated aims to support cross-border initiatives.  

To that end, the project involved four outputs (three as planned in the project document, and one 
added using cost savings): 

 Assessment tool – Output 1.1: The project developed and piloted a comprehensive 
assessment tool, the Counter-Trafficking Response Needs Assessment Tool (CT-NAT), based 
on international best practices and global standards to allow for resulting data to be both 
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comprehensive and comparable. The CT-NAT uses a rapid assessment approach that 
considers all existing state, IOM, NGO and other CT mechanisms in the region and measures 
required to address urgent needs. The tool was intended to be standardized, allowing for 
comparable presentation of data and results. It was designed with instructions for future 
replication ‘internally and in other parts of the world.’ During implementation, it was further 
decided that the CT-NAT would stay as an IOM internal, proprietary tool for now, but with 
the intention to share in future with external partners once it is further refined. The idea was 
to start with a rough tool and then refine further based on stakeholder feedback. 

 Assessment reports – Output 1.2: Based on the piloting of the CT-NAT in the South Caucasus 
countries, the project planned to create an assessment report with findings and concrete 
recommendations analysing the data gathered using the CT-NAT tool. In the end, three 
separate reports were created. 

 Regional validation workshop – Output 2.1: The presentation of the findings at a regional 
validation workshop was intended to further serve to engage and empower relevant key CT 
stakeholders and policy makers within the region, as well as serve to build the capacity of 
these project beneficiaries.  

 Training workshops – additional output using cost savings (not in the project document): The 
project was able to use some cost savings to offer two training workshops (one in Armenia 
and one in Azerbaijan) that were not originally planned, which built upon the conducted 
assessments and further contributed to the project’s overall objective.  

Building on the outputs, the project intended to achieve two outcomes: 

 Outcome 1: The assessment tool and reports (Outputs 1.1 and 1.2) were intended to support 
the identification of needs, gaps and successful past CT interventions in the South Caucasus in 
a streamlined manner that is comparable between the countries in the region.  

 Outcome 2: In addition to the final, written reports, the project intended for the regional 
validation workshop (Output 2.1) to support CT stakeholders improve their understanding of 
and capacity to address needs and gaps in current CT mechanisms, as well as successful 
practices used in the region to combat THB. The additional training workshops in Armenia 
and Azerbaijan were intended to support this outcome by building stakeholder capacity to 
address identified needs and gaps. 

Additionally, Output 1.1 supports the project’s secondary objective to provide an internal tool that 
IOM can further replicate globally. This objective is not included in the results matrix but is stated in 
the narrative, and confirmed by the stakeholders interviewed for the evaluation. 

An international expert developed the methodology and carried out interviews in January 2016. A 
validation workshop was held in April 2016 to discuss findings. Then a workshop was held June 2016 
on identification and referral of victims of trafficking, one gap that was identified in the report. The 
final version of the report was shared starting in November 2016 in Armenia and Georgia, and in 
January 2017 in Azerbaijan. 

2.2 Evaluation purpose 

This ex-post evaluation was carried out several months after the end of the project, to allow time for 
stakeholders to receive final validated reports. The objective was to evaluate effectiveness of the 
achieved results, impact of project deliverables, and sustainability in terms of the overall objective. 
The main intended users are the donor (IDF) and IOM staff in the Migrant Assistance Division (MAD) 
in both HQ and the Regional Office in Vienna. 

The evaluation framework focused on the OECD-DAC evaluation criteria: relevance of project design, 
effectiveness and performance of the project, efficiency of project management and implementation, 
and impact and sustainability of the project.  
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2.3 Evaluation scope 

The evaluation covered the entire period and geographic coverage of the project. Field visits were 
carried out to the capital cities of each of the three countries, where the majority of participants in 
the assessment process were located.  

The evaluation was planned to take place 6-12 months after the end of project implementation, the 
period recommended by the donor (IDF), based on the project end date of 31 July 2017. However, it 
should be noted that the final distribution of the assessment reports took longer than expected 
(during November 2016 to January 2017). Therefore, although there a no-cost extension was not 
requested for the project, the final distribution of the printed reports took place after the project end 
date, in November 2016 in Armenia and Georgia and in January 2017 in Azerbaijan. Therefore, 
evaluation field visits occurred six months after distribution of the report in Armenia and Georgia, 
and five months in Azerbaijan. 

2.4 Evaluation criteria 

The following evaluation criteria were assessed, with various questions posed for each criteria as 
outlined in detail in the attached TOR (Annex 1): 

1. Relevance: extent to which the project objective or outcomes remain valid and pertinent either 
as originally planned or as subsequently modified 

2. Effectiveness: extent to which a project achieves its objectives or produces its desired results 

3. Efficiency: how well the resources (funds, expertise, and time) are used to undertake activities, 
and how well these resources are converted into outputs 

4. Impact: positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a project, 
directly or indirectly, intentionally or unintentionally 

5. Sustainability: the durability of the project’s results, or the continuation of the project’s 
benefits once external support ceases 

3. Evaluation framework and methodology 

3.1 Data sources and collection 

The Regional M&E Officer from RO Vienna led the evaluation. The focal persons in the three missions 
– Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan – provided country specific information, relevant documents, 
and information on follow up actions that illustrate achievements of the project. 

The data collection for the evaluation involved the following:  

 Document review was carried out of project proposal, donor reports, assessment tool, work 
plan, and any other relevant documentation related to implementation of the project (see 
full list of documents reviewed in Annex 7.3); 

 Key-informant interviews were held with relevant government, civil society stakeholders, 
independent experts and donors in the three countries Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Armenia;  

 Electronic surveys were used after the field visits by the evaluator, in consultation with the 
project manager, to reach additional stakeholders in each country; and 

 Interviews were conducted with relevant IOM colleagues from RO Vienna and HQ Geneva 
primarily to gauge the extent to which tool has been or is able to be replicated or scaled up.  
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3.2 Data analysis 

The data analysis primarily relied on qualitative analysis of data collected through documents and 
notes from semi-structured interviews. The evaluator strived to ensure that the assessments were 
objective and balanced, affirmations accurate and verifiable, and recommendations realistic, and to 
follow IOM Data Protection Principles, UNEG norms and standards, and relevant ethical guidelines. 

3.3 Limitations and mitigation strategies 

Given the short visit in each country, not all key stakeholders were available for interviews. This was 
mitigated by sharing surveys to gather inputs from additional stakeholders.  

It should also be noted that the field visit to Azerbaijan was combined with another evaluation 
exercise (a mid-term review of a USAID-funded counter-trafficking in persons project), as both 
involved meetings with the same stakeholders. The evaluator created a clear distinction between the 
two during data gathering and analysis by dividing the meeting with each stakeholder into separate 
segments and keeping separate notes in order to clearly differentiate questions and responses. 

A final data limitation relates to the lack of a comprehensive list of participants that shows the 
varying levels of consultation and participation of individuals in each stage of implementation, which 
would have helped to contextualize responses to interviews and surveys. This was mitigated by cross 
checking the list of interviewed and surveyed stakeholders with those mentioned in the assessment 
reports, assessment interview agendas, workshop agendas, and participant lists provided by each 
Mission. Although incomplete information was available at an individual level, the evaluator was able 
to understand the general involvement of each institution throughout the project, which helped to 
interpret and contextualize the responses.  

4. Findings 

4.1 Relevance 

The evaluator sought to identify the extent to which the project design and implementation was 
aligned with the strategies and policies of any relevant partners and stakeholders, as well as the 
project’s pertinence to beneficiary and stakeholder needs. IOM is included as one of the project’s 
stakeholders, given that the project aimed to respond to a strategic need for an institutional rapid 
assessment tool that can be replicated globally in countries where IOM works to support CT efforts.    

IOM needs. Looking first at IOM as a key stakeholder in this project, the evaluation considered the 
extent to which the project responded to IOM’s own institutional needs. Internally in IOM, the idea 
to develop and pilot an assessment tool was the culmination of longer-term strategic efforts by the 
RO from late 2012, based on a similar project in the Western Balkans also funded by IDF, which was 
completed in 2014: “Needs Assessment Research: The Regional Counter Trafficking Situation in the 
Western Balkans (IDF)” (CT.0698). Implementation was coordinated by IOM Skopje under the direct 
supervision of the IOM Sub-Regional Coordinator for the Western Balkans and RO Vienna MAD team, 
and that was perceived as a successful and useful fundraising tool. However, that was project just 
produced one report rather than a replicable tool. The idea to develop and pilot an assessment tool 
that built on the Western Balkan experience was further discussed at a regional IOM Chiefs of 
Mission meeting and included in the RO Vienna Migrant Assistance Division (MAD) Action Plan for 
2013-2014.1 The intention was to create an IOM proprietary tool to support IOM’s own project 
development and fundraising efforts.  

                                                           
1 Included as Output 2.7, “Availability of a Rapid Assessment Tool of the TIP situation in a country” contributing to Outcome 
2, “As a result of MAD efforts, IOM consistently implements innovative and evidence-based initiatives that effectively 
prevent exploitation and the abuse of (potential) migrants.” 
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IOM has gained extensive experience implementing CT actions, particularly through its presence over 
the last two decades in South-Eastern Europe, Eastern Europe, and Central Asia. Still, though support 
for CT is core to IOM’s mandate to support CT efforts and given the need for periodic assessments in 
each country where IOM works, IOM has no standardized tools for carrying out CT assessments. IOM 
therefore identified the need for a rapid assessment tool that could gather and analyse data in a 
more agile and responsive way, and provide a comprehensive snapshot of the national CT landscape.  

The lack of such a tool was a limitation for IOM, as the Organization is often reinventing the wheel 
with each new consultant hired to carry out another assessment. The RO was receiving consistent 
requests in past years for such assessments. As a leading CT actor and source of knowledge in the 
field, it was of strategic interest for IOM to develop a standardized tool that draws on its vast 
experience and knowledge, and translate it into an internal tool that staff can be trained to use. Even 
if external experts are still needed to apply the tool, it would be a standardized in-house tool that is 
ready and available to use. The idea was that such a tool would decrease duplication of efforts, 
improve compliance and quality of information, and facilitate comparative analysis. 

The aim was that streamlined and standardized identification of needs and gaps would facilitate 
development of IOM interventions, and sensitize donors to areas where there is the greatest need 
for intervention and where projects will produce the greatest impact. IOM stakeholders confirmed 
that these institutional needs continue today. Further replication and roll-out of the assessment tool 
in other countries has been incorporated in MAD action plans at HQ level. 

The intended added value of this assessment tool is that it be comprehensive (covering all relevant 
CT areas), uses common criteria (based on international best practices and global standards), and 
uses a standardized approach (same questionnaire used for all actors), thereby making it replicable in 
other countries (by providing clear, well-formulated instructions for using the tool, including its 
adaptation to country/regional context) – and ultimately providing globally comparable data. 

Such a tool will be useful not only for IOM, but for other CT actors as well. Though designed under 
this project for piloting and internal use only by IOM, the aim is that the tool will be shared externally 
for use by other CT stakeholders once it is further refined and polished. 

Stakeholder needs. In terms of stakeholder needs, the following summarizes the extent to which the 
assessment process and resulting reports responded to stakeholder needs, as well as whether and 
how stakeholders were consulted and involved in project design. While the long-term aim is to 
eventually share the CT-NAT assessment tool externally, the assessment reports were intended for 
immediate use by external CT stakeholders. Additionally, the assessment process (including the 
validation workshops) was designed to be participative and promote dialogue and learning, thereby 
responding to stakeholder needs for improved understanding of needs and gaps in the CT landscape. 

Project design. The approach to develop a standardized assessment tool, while based on IOM’s own 
needs as described above, also responds to an identified need in the CT field generally. The project 
idea was based on IOM’s extensive knowledge and understanding of the CT context in each country, 
and IOM staff noted that this knowledge is good enough that they don’t need to have specific 
consultation before each and every project implemented, and this is IOM’s comparative advantage. 
In this case, staff noted that there is always a need for periodic assessments of the CT situation, 
needs and gaps to ensure that knowledge remains current and that interventions continue to 
address needs of victims and related capacity building priorities, given that trafficking is a rapidly 
evolving phenomenon. IOM staff noted that such reports are beneficial, given the limited resources 
of governments to design and carry out rigorous assessments. Finally, the assessment reports include 
specific, concrete, evidence-based and actionable recommendations, with the aim that these will be 
useful and used by stakeholders. A general need for such CT assessments was confirmed by the 
stakeholders interviewed, who also noted the added value of IOM supporting such efforts given its 
independence as an international organization and its CT knowledge and experience.  
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Selection of South Caucasus as pilot region. The idea to pilot the tool in the South Caucasus was 
initially based on a determination by IOM staff that the proximate location of the countries and the 
diverse range of THB experiences would lend itself to comparative analysis, and that such assessment 
was timely in these countries. The idea was that if countries are too similar, then you won’t have the 
same results and usefulness. In this respect, in terms of design, IOM relied on its own knowledge and 
judgment rather than stakeholder consultation. Still, the relevance and usefulness of this project to 
the South Caucasus countries was confirmed in consultations with government stakeholders. 

At the same time, while stakeholders interviewed highlighted various ways that the assessment 
responded to their needs, many noted specific things that they would have liked or would like in 
future if they had been consulted. The first list below identifies needs with which the project was 
well aligned, and the second identified other needs that the project only partially responded to. 

Stakeholders needs with which the project was well aligned: 

 Need to bring an independent perspective based on international standards and good 
practices. There is a general need for independent assessments by international actors of 
progress in CT efforts. Reports such as this one, including TIP and GRETA, are often used to 
shape development of the NAP. International experts bring a larger field of view and help 
make comparisons.  

 Need to provide a standardized, comprehensive assessment, which many highlighted they 
hadn’t seen before. The methodology developed by IOM assesses all CT dimensions and 
areas, which are the same for all countries, although the content and substance differs. 

 Need to refresh knowledge and provide an up-to-date snapshot. There is always a need to 
refresh knowledge, and reports like this are always helpful for taking stock of what is 
achieved and what they need to focus on. 

 Need to enable a participative process, where the focus is on bringing actors together in a 
way that incorporates different viewpoints and encourages dialogue. This is distinct from the 
process reported by stakeholders for TIP and GRETA reports, and stakeholders appreciated 
the inclusion and participation throughout the CT-NAT assessment – including the initial 
interview or survey, the validation workshop, and the opportunity to comment on the draft. 

 Need to facilitate and promote discussion. Although written reports are useful, there is a 
limit to their usefulness. As one NGO stakeholder noted, “we have plenty of reading 
materials, but what we really appreciate is the opportunity for discussion with other 
stakeholders, as that is more effective in sharing knowledge and promoting understanding of 
the gaps.” NGOs particularly appreciated the promotion of discussion among all CT actors, as 
it is seen to promote improved interaction between civil society and government. 

 Need to support advocacy. Stakeholders stressed that reports by reputable international 
experts bring credibility their work, and helps them to advocate for change. This is the case 
particularly for civil society organizations, who often find themselves at a disadvantage in 
terms of decision-making vis-à-vis the government, but also in many cases for government 
officials who are advocating for changes to legal and regulatory frameworks to better align 
with international standards and conventions.  

Stakeholder needs with which the project was less well aligned: 

 Need to link to existing decision-making processes. While discussion is always helpful, one 
government stakeholder noted that this type of comprehensive assessment could be more 
useful if linked to the NAP, as generally others are not as comprehensive (such as TIP report 
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and GRETA recommendations). In Georgia, for instance, a government official noted that the 
report came at a particularly good time to feed into the NAP development process, and it 
also aligns with other IOM support for capacity building and prevention around CT issues. In 
Azerbaijan, stakeholders had mixed opinions. One appreciated the participative approach 
taken in the assessment and incorporation of some social issues not seen in other reports, 
but felt that the recommendations were not very needed as they already had the TIP report 
and GRETA recommendations. Others in Azerbaijan appreciated the report, however, and 
still continue to refer to the report and share it with others. 

In future, it is suggested to consider aligning to the extent possible with the NAP or other 
relevant strategies, minimally by designing recommendations to feed into NAP development 
and/or implementation and monitoring, and also ideally by timing the assessment to align 
with key decision making moments to maximize the assessment’s impact and involving 
stakeholders in discussion on such linkage and alignment. 

 Need to support monitoring. One NGO stakeholder noted that the tool introduces some 
novelties that could be useful for public actors to improve their work. One government 
stakeholder in Armenia noted that experts had come to develop monitoring indicators, but 
each agency is now doing self-assessment based on their own indicators. That stakeholder 
and others interviewed felt that it could be useful if they could receive the assessment tool 
to explore further uses, for instance for monitoring progress of the NAP. It was noted that 
more results-based monitoring approaches are needed. It is unclear if the CT-NAT would be 
applicable for that purpose, though perhaps it could at least serve as inspiration.  

 Need to assess whether similar reports were done recently. For instance, one Georgia 
stakeholder noted that reports like this are rare and are needed, but the IOM report could 
have been more useful if it hadn’t coincided with GRETA recommendations, which are in 
depth and detailed. Another stakeholder confirmed that the NAP development was based 
more on the GRETA recommendations, but that a few of the IOM report recommendations 
had an added value, related to need to research specific emerging topics.  

 Need to better link to the local context. While international experience is needed, many 
stakeholders highlighted the need to supplement with national expertise and information, 
for instance by involving a national expert on the assessment team. It was also noted that 
any recommendations should be linked to follow-on actions to help put recommendations 
into practice, based on the specific context and challenges in each country. This could include 
a more strategic dissemination of findings (e.g. tailored presentations, brief, summaries, 
etc.), funding of follow-on trainings and other support to target identified gaps (see next 
point below), or better timing and aligning the assessment to feed into existing decision-
making processes such as the NAP. 

 Need for practical, targeted support, such as trainings or study visits, in order to gain expert 
technical knowledge on specific issues and learn about international experience and good 
practices. For instance, the additional workshops organized in Armenia and Azerbaijan (using 
cost savings in the project) were much appreciated. One government stakeholder noted that 
they value their close relationship with IOM, and sharing documents such as this is a positive 
support, but practical trainings are more appreciated. A civil society representative noted 
that while there is a constant need to update knowledge, and this report responds to that, 
there is a greater need for expert trainings given the influx of new actors in the CT field and 
the constant rotation of government staff, for whom the presence of international expert 
trainers can have greater impact than a written report or the advocacy of civil society actors. 

 Need for in-depth research and statistics. One civil society representative noted that they 
only learn about victims of trafficking from those cases receiving assistance or from the 
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courts. Another noted that research is always needed, but a broader research that includes 
more context and background would have met their needs better. Another stakeholders 
noted that IOM’s added value compared to other organizations is its extensive field presence 
and its close relationship with NGOs and direct assistance initiatives, based on which IOM 
should focus on in-depth analysis and data from victims. 

Stakeholder involvement and consultation in project design. Involvement of stakeholders was 
limited in project design. The project was based on IOM’s own needs and on IOM’s understanding of 
the situation and stakeholder needs and priorities, with limited direct consultation during project 
design. IOM still had to present the project and confirm support. Stakeholders in Azerbaijan were 
directly consulted to a greater extent than in Armenia or Georgia, with several rounds of comments 
on the initial project idea, before securing a letter of support for the project. The project was also 
shared with the government in Armenia and Georgia and their support was confirmed. IOM staff 
noted that their local knowledge is good enough assess need, and that consultation is not needed 
before each and every project implementation, and this is IOM’s comparative advantage. There was 
apparently some discussion about whether to involve partners in the design of the project’s 
approach and also on the design of the assessment tool itself; however, the perception of IOM staff 
is that not a lot was lost. Still, given the absence of observable alignment with strategies and policies 
of partners, there could be room for improvement in future. 

While direct consultation during project design was limited, implementation was coordinated with 
government partners and designed to be participatory and inclusive. This is described in more detail 
further below, under Effectiveness.  

Alignment with partner policies and strategies. In terms of whether and to what extent the project 
aligned with international and partner government policies and strategies, four main groups of 
partners are identified in the project document: Government agencies in South Caucasus dealing 
with CT issues; US government agencies (J/TIP2, INL3 and USAID4); EU Delegations; and the Council of 
Europe’s Group of Experts on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings (GRETA). The project 
document also mentions ‘intergovernmental and international organizations working on THB issues 
in the region,’ but doesn’t specifically cite any, though many were included in IOM participant and 
report distribution lists or cited by interviewed stakeholders as relevant (such as UNHCR, UNDP, 
UNICEF, ICMPD, World Vision, Caritas, ILO, and OSCE); however, as IOM engagement with each of 
those appears to vary by country, analysis of alignment with strategies and policies will focus on the 
five groups specifically cited in the project document. 

The evaluator identified whether any relevant policies and strategies were mentioned in project 
documentation or interviews, and then determined to whether there was any observable alignment 
either in terms of project design or implementation. The results are summarized in the table and 
then described in further detail below: 

Partner Relevant policies and strategies 
Alignment in 
design 

Alignment in 
implementation 

Government of Georgia National Action Plan No Yes 
Government of Armenia National Action Plan No Yes, to some extent 
Government of Azerbaijan National Action Plan No No 
J/TIP Annual TIP Reports No Yes, to some extent 
INL CT programming  No Yes, to some extent 
USAID CT programming  No No 
EU Delegation CT programming  No Yes, to some extent 
Council of Europe’s GRETA GRETA recommendations Yes Yes, to some extent 

                                                           
2 J/TIP or ‘TIP Office’ is the Office to Monitor and Combat Trafficking in Persons of the US Department of State. 
3 Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL) of the US Department of State. 
4 United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 
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(1) Governments of South Caucasus region. Each country has a National Action Plan (NAP) that 
provides the key framework for national cooperation against trafficking. Government and NGO 
stakeholders in each country noted that alignment of this project with the NAP would have been 
ideal. However, in terms of project design, there is no apparent intentional alignment with the 
NAP or any other national policies and strategies. Still, in terms of implementation, the 
assessment tool itself refers to the NAP5 and each report highlights gaps in both NAP content and 
its implementation and monitoring. As regards timing to coincide with the NAP, the project did 
(though apparently unintentionally) align and feed into the NAP in Georgia and to some extent in 
Armenia, and it could potentially feed into the NAP in the future in Armenia.   

 Georgia. The timing of this project coincided with the development of the NAP for 2017-
2018 and the recommendations fed into that process, along with other recommendations 
from GRETA, TIP report, and two special reports on child sexual exploitation issues. 

 Armenia. At the time the assessment was carried out, the Working Group was receiving 
inputs from stakeholders for its final NAP implementation report, to feed into the 
development of the 2016-2018 NAP.  

 Azerbaijan. The project was not well timed with development of a NAP in Azerbaijan, as 
current NAP is for 2014-2018. Still, findings and recommendations looked at areas for 
improving the NAP in future, and improving its implementation and monitoring.  

(2) US Government actors. Apart from listing J/TIP, INL and USAID as partners in the project 
document, no explicit link to their strategies or policies was observed in project design or 
implementation. The project document focuses rather on sharing data and expertise. The project 
document mentions that US stakeholders will be invited (at different levels) to join the planning, 
conduct and leverage of the findings of the assessment. INL participated in the assessment 
process in Armenia and Georgia and was briefly mentioned in all three reports,6 USAID 
Azerbaijan was invited to participate in the assessment process7 and was provided with copies of 
the report, and J/TIP’s annual report was referenced throughout the reports for all three 
countries. However, there is no explicit alignment of the project with the strategies or policies of 
each agency in either project design or implementation.   

 J/TIP. Some degree of alignment can be observed with J/TIP in terms of strategic approach 
to supporting CT efforts. According to its website, J/TIP pursues policies, partnerships, and 
practices that uphold the “3P” paradigm of prosecuting traffickers, protecting victims, and 
preventing trafficking. J/TIP’s approach centres around its annual TIP report, the U.S. 
government’s principal diplomatic and diagnostic tool to guide relations with foreign 
governments on human trafficking. J/TIP prioritizes its anti-trafficking programming 
according to the trends and recommendations identified in the TIP Report and in alignment 
with the 3Ps. Many stakeholders interviewed noted that IOM’s report brought an added 
value in being able to provide a rapid assessment using a participatory approach, which 
complemented the J/TIP report. The CT-NAT tool includes desk review of relevant 
documents, but doesn’t specifically mention any that could or should be included. In the 
application of the tool in these three countries, however, the three assessment reports all 
repeatedly refer to the TIP Report, indicating some alignment. US Embassy stakeholders 
noted they would explore how the IOM report could feed into the next TIP report, although 

                                                           
5 For example, the assessment tool mentions the NAP in assessment indicator 5.1 in cooperation and coordination indicator 
(“National Action Plan against trafficking”); and in question 7.1.1 of the survey (“National action plans/policies provide for 
adequate cooperation between State and non-State actors at the national level”). 
6 In the case of the Azerbaijan report, it refers only to the “Embassy of the United States.” However, a review of the efforts 
described by INL on its website (prosecutors trained in investigative skills and prosecutorial strategies) seems to indicate 
that the work cited in the report was funded by INL (training on best practices in investigating and prosecuting trafficking 
cases). In any case, it indicates that the focus on INL’s work (training of prosecutors) was reflected, if not explicitly. 
7 As evidenced by the inclusion of a cancelled meeting with USAID on the agenda of the assessment interviews. 
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it was unclear whether the report would be applicable for their purposes, as they noted 
more interest in ‘hard data’ and statistics.   

 INL. There was no observable alignment to INL strategies or policies; however, an implicit 
alignment to some extent can be inferred, in the sense that the general approach to support 
assessment and monitoring of progress in addressing CT taken by this project aligns with 
INL’s general approach stated on its website. INL fosters cooperation among regional 
partners through initiatives to prevent and address transnational crime, including human 
trafficking. Their efforts aim to support countries in moving to higher tiers according to the 
J/TIP report by supporting research and training: 

i. Armenia. According to INL’s website, their support to CT efforts through its Anti-TIP 
project helped move Armenia’s ranking in the annual TIP Report from the Tier II watch 
list in 2007 to Tier I status in 2013, retained in 2014, 2015 and 2016. The IOM report 
mentions an INL-funded OSCE pilot study on forced labour and labour trafficking. 

ii. Azerbaijan. As part of its TIP project, INL funded trainings on investigative skills and 
prosecutorial strategies, as a result of which Azerbaijani prosecutors successfully 
conducted the nation’s first ever labour TIP case in 2013, according to INL’s website. 
No one from the US Embassy was interviewed for the assessment, and though IOM has 
an ongoing INL-funded project, there was no explicit link. The assessment report does 
mention support from the US Embassy (which could refer to INL) for a training on best 
practices in investigating and prosecuting trafficking cases. 

iii. Georgia. Efforts focus on building local capacity to fight transnational crime, including 
human trafficking. The goal is to support Georgia in Euro-Atlantic integration, including 
an Association Agreement and Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement with 
the EU in the framework of the Eastern Partnership. In 2016, INL’s TIP program helped 
Georgia achieve Tier 1 ranking in the annual TIP Report, according to their website. INL 
was interviewed for the assessment, and the report mentions INL support for trainings 
for investigators on identification and investigation. 

 USAID. Although USAID is mentioned in the project document and final donor report as a 
partner, USAID was not involved in the assessment process (though there was a cancelled 
meeting on the assessment interview agenda for Azerbaijan) and no related strategies or 
efforts were mentioned in project document or in donor reports. Although IOM is 
implementing an ongoing USAID-funded CT project in Azerbaijan, and the evaluator met 
with USAID, the evaluator did not observe explicit alignment with any specific USAID 
strategy or policy, though IOM’s assessment appears to complement efforts in Azerbaijan: 

i. Armenia. No mention of human trafficking on the USAID Armenia website. 

ii. Azerbaijan. The USAID Azerbaijan website states that they are working to improve 
effectiveness in preventing and combating human trafficking through support to 
government and CSOs in raising public awareness, and through technical and financial 
support to CSOs operating shelters for assistance to victims of human trafficking. 

iii. Georgia. No mention of human trafficking on the USAID Georgia website. 

(3) EU Delegations. Strategic alignment with IOM projects is achieved through close bilateral 
communication to find areas of common interest based on broad EU objectives and strategies 
and government priorities. Therefore, no specific strategy was available to analyse, though IOM 
appears to generally maintain communication with the EU Delegation to identify synergies, and 
the EU Delegation in each of the three countries participated in the assessment process. 

(4) Council of Europe’s GRETA. GRETA was explicitly mentioned in the project design, in the planned 
desk review activities: “Conduct Desk Review of existing relevant tools (including assessments 
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tools from other agencies, international framework documents and comparative assessment 
models used by monitoring organizations, e.g. GRETA).” As with the TIP Report, the GRETA 
recommendations were mentioned repeatedly in all three assessment reports, indicating some 
alignment to some extent with GRETA in terms of implementation. The Council of Europe also 
participated in the assessment process in Armenia, and IOM’s report was referenced by GRETA. 

4.2 Effectiveness 

Political sensitivities in the South Caucasus sub-region posed a challenge to achievement of intended 
results as originally conceived. The issue relates to political tensions between Armenia and 
Azerbaijan. At the start of the project, IOM staff discussed whether it would be feasible to develop 
one comparative assessment for the three countries. It was determined that it would be challenging, 
but possible. Later, however, the situation worsened and there was a four-day escalation in April 
2016, marking the worst fighting since a cease-fire was signed in 1994, coinciding with the timing of 
the validation workshops. In the end, IOM staff adjusted the project design and were able to produce 
the intended tool and three separate reports. However, this adjustment had implications in terms of 
the objective to promote regional understanding among both IOM staff and external stakeholders of 
the needs and gaps across all three countries, as well as to promote cross-border initiatives. 

Stakeholder involvement and consultation in project implementation. As mentioned above, 
involvement of stakeholders was limited in the project design phase. IOM relied mostly on its own 
experience and understanding of the situation and needs. The implementation process, however, 
was coordinated with government partners and designed to be participatory and inclusive. IOM 
involved government partners from the start by presenting and explaining the project and confirming 
their support. The project involved government, NGOs, donors and other relevant CT actors in each 
country through participation in interviews and surveys, in the validation workshop, and through 
incorporation of their comments and inputs on the report drafts.  

Of those external stakeholders who commented on their satisfaction with the level of involvement 
(n=27), most were very satisfied (n=20). IOM staff reported that they activity encouraged the 
participation of stakeholders, given that their engagement is crucial for reports of this type. The 
project implementation was designed to promote iterative engagement of stakeholders: the 
international expert leading the assessment team visited each country twice, once to carry out the 
interviews and again for the validation workshop, and IOM translated the full report and shared a 
draft for feedback and comments following each workshop. This participative and inclusive process 
was appreciated by all of the stakeholders interviewed.  

IOM staff reportedly emphasized bringing together ‘all of us’ working on CT. Both government and 
civil society representatives felt that the relevant CT actors were included. Civil society participants 
appreciated the opportunity for discussion with other CT actors, some of whom they weren’t 
interacting with before. Government stakeholders also noted the added value of interaction and 
discussion among CT actors, with one stating that ‘heated discussions’ came out of the questions and 
the discussion of different responses was very useful. IOM staff reported that selection of 
participants based on their ongoing work with local stakeholders in the CT field. None of the 
stakeholders interviewed could identify relevant CT actors that had been missed. However, a few 
respondents made general comments about the need for greater involvement of civil society and 
international organizations and enhanced cooperation between state and civil society. 

One IOM staff noted limited participation from civil society, with limited survey responses and only a 
few participants in the validation workshop. One civil society representative had at first thought the 
report was only meant for government stakeholders, but IOM encouraged their involvement in the 
validation workshop and in the comments on the draft report. Another civil society participant noted 
that the additional workshop was organized based on their feedback, and felt that IOM was 
responding to their needs. 
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Another issue that emerged was occasional discontinuity in individual participation. In the case of 
one Ministry, for example, one staff was interviewed, and then two different staff participated in the 
validation workshop who weren’t aware of the previous interview.  

The initial plan was to involve external stakeholders in design and development of the assessment 
tool itself. In the end, however, IOM decided to keep the tool internal during this project. It was 
developed based on desk research, and with guidance and technical expertise from IOM’s Regional 
Office in Vienna. IOM intends to share it at an undefined future date with external stakeholders, 
once it is further reviewed and refined.  

Internally within IOM, there was also an intention to involve CT focal points in the development and 
application of the tool. Of the IOM staff interviewed, most noted that they had been involved to 
some extent by allowing time for review and inputs into the tool. However, IOM staff did not feel 
equally consulted and included in the process. The idea for the project came from the Regional Office 
in Vienna rather than starting with national assessment and consultations, as is usual practice. Staff 
also reported that they had limited involvement in the design of the tool, and also felt they missed 
the comparative analysis that was initially planned and didn’t understand what had happened in the 
other countries. It is therefore recommended to improve internal discussion and information 
exchange among CT focal points in future, in terms of both strategic planning for how to use the tool 
in future as well as in support for specific replications. 

Quality of the assessment tool. This tool was developed based on desk research, including a needs 
assessment in 2014 in the Western Balkans, and with guidance and technical expertise from IOM’s 
Regional Office in Vienna. Referring back to the intention based on identified needs, the idea was to 
create a tool that is comprehensive, based on international standards and good practices, and is 
standardized, thereby making it comparable across countries. It was also designed to be replicable by 
providing clear, well-formulated instructions for adapting and applying the tool. The tool was 
designed as a rapid assessment (~2 weeks) using a manual coding system (using Excel) for processing 
documents during desk review to avoid costly, technology-intensive approaches that may not be 
feasible to adapt and replicate in a rapid assessment. The interview was also designed to be general 
enough to use for all types of actors, but also readily adaptable for the specificities of each interview 
and for each country context; the tool appears to balance well both standardization and adaptability. 

On all the above points, the assessment tool appears to have been successful. However, it should be 
noted that the project had planned to carry out a comparative analysis of all three countries covered 
in this pilot, which in the end was not possible due to the geopolitical obstacles and challenges to 
holding a regional workshop. Comparative analysis was therefore not piloted, and there are no 
instructions or guidance on that included in the assessment tool produced by the project. Still, IOM 
staff felt that the tool does allow for comparative analysis by using a standardized approach.   

In creating the tool, the research team assumed certain things were needed for a successful CT 
intervention, in line with international instruments, standards and best practices. The assessment 
tool is designed to capture research findings in six key thematic areas: (1) Trafficking situation and 
trends, (2) Identification and referral, (3) Assistance and protection, (4) Investigation and 
prosecution, (5) Prevention, and (6) Cooperation among stakeholders. The project document states 
that the tool would look at the three key pillars of CT intervention (prevention, protection and 
prosecution), policy and legislation, and also cross-cutting issues such as human rights, human dignity 
and gender. The “3Ps” are clearly captured in the names of the six key thematic areas, with policy 
and legislation covered under each of those areas. In terms of cross-cutting issues, gender and 
human rights are explicitly referred to in various questions and it reflects a victim-centred approach.   

The original intention was to share the assessment tool with external stakeholders, both at the start 
to gather inputs into its design, and then at the end to present them with the final tool – both to 
validate the quality of the tool and promote buy-in and ownership. However, neither was not done in 
the end. The tool was not validated with national partners at the start, based on a perceived lack of 
time and the need to quickly move on to piloting. As one IOM staff noted, “It didn’t seem necessary 
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to get feedback on the development of the tool before starting to apply it. IOM has a good 
awareness of what already existed, and we wanted to get into the field and test ASAP.” As for the 
plan to share the tool at the end, IOM staff reported a decision to keep the tool internal for now to 
ensure that the tool is ‘cleaned, stamped and ready to go’ before sharing externally.  

Some IOM staff indicated that the consultant asked specifically for feedback on the tool during the 
validation workshops, but others noted that the tool itself was not shared. As IOM moves forward 
with replication of the tool and planning for eventual wider sharing, it is therefore recommended to 
seek validation from external experts as was originally planned. 

IOM staff were pleased with the final tool, and noted it is a solid and usable rapid tool that covers all 
the areas it needs to and is also user friendly and easy to understand. Though external stakeholders 
could not directly report on the quality of the full tool, they did share opinions on the quality of the 
interviews and surveys in terms of format and questions asked, and most were satisfied. The few 
critical comments received were related to dissatisfaction with the basic design – i.e. various 
stakeholder would have preferred a more in-depth assessment rather than a rapid approach, while a 
couple would have preferred questionnaires tailored for each agency rather than a standardized 
approach. The survey was designed to take between 15-20 minutes according to the implementation 
plan. Most felt the level of detail was good, although some government actors wanted more space 
for open-ended responses, and some civil society stakeholders would have preferred it to be shorter.  

The limitations noted in each assessment report should also be generally kept in mind, including that 
it was hard to get survey responses and to get similar data in all three countries. The idea of using a 
survey to reach actors outside of the capital cities was good, and it was well designed, but they didn’t 
get many responses. IOM staff had an expectation that the survey would help get data from the 
regions, but if this is to be captured there is a  need for more time, resources and patience, including 
potentially media engagement and field visits outside the capital. 

Overall, most government and civil society stakeholders felt that questions were comprehensive, 
‘well done’ and a ‘proper approach’ that covers all the components it needs to and allows each CT 
actor to share their own specific perspective. One government partner noted that the questions 
were formulated ‘quite interestingly’ and she hadn’t seen such an approach in previous assessments, 
in terms of allowing for a range of options rather than just ‘yes’ or ‘no’ and also for ‘no response’ if 
information is not available or only partially available. A couple stakeholders noted that it would have 
been useful to include the focus groups with victims, in terms representativeness of the data. 
However, IOM staff explained that it was intentional to focus on government and civil society actors 
to avoid having to get into complex ethics issues around interaction with victims given the rapid 
nature of the exercise and fact that it was led by an international expert who may not have sufficient 
knowledge of the local context to ensure ethical conduct of the assessment. 

Other considerations and suggested modifications: 

 Limited responses from some CT actors, particularly those located outside the capital and 
from civil society, which according to one IOM staff made the data less valuable. 

 Quality of the data could be improved by involving national experts in the research team in 
order to provide local expertise and ensure a more complete picture, particularly in light of 
the challenge of ensuring an accurate, complete picture from a rapid assessment.  

 The question apparently emerged during development of the tool about whether and how to 
include IOM staff in the interviews and/or surveys. There is no observable mention of their 
exclusion from the study, and the implementation plan lists IOM staff as a category of 
participants. However, IOM is not listed among interviewed stakeholders in the final 
assessment reports. Suggest to examine this and explain in future replications. 
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 The report is useful, but it is also important to recognize its limitations in terms of staying at 
a general level, which was necessary to have a standardized tool, but which may not catch all 
issues. For instance, one civil society representative noted gaps in the analysis related to 
child protection issues, for which specific criteria may be needed. 

 Finally, some of the suggested revisions or additions listed below under sustainability are also 
applicable in terms of quality of the tool. 

Dissemination of the assessment reports. The reports were disseminated widely to government, civil 
society, academia, and international partners in all three countries. Details on the participation of 
specific stakeholders can be seen in the table in Annex 7.5. 

Quality and usefulness of the assessment reports. IOM staff felt that the reports were well-written, 
readable and easy to understand, had a good level of detail, and were also clear and concise. They 
give a good overview, clearly explain the gaps, and is provide a good snapshot of the situation. One 
IOM staff was concerned about the digestibility of the report as it is at times very dense, but felt that 
the tables and bulleted recommendations are easy and clear.   

At the same time, IOM noted a few methodological challenges such as limited responses from 
surveys and too short a time for visits, which affected the level of comprehensiveness and 
representativeness of the final reports. As a general comment, one IOM staff noted that as a 
standardized rapid assessment tool it had to stay at a very general level, and in so doing it lacks 
adaptation to local contexts and needs that may have helped to improve usefulness of the findings. 
Still, overall IOM staff felt it was a useful product that helps the Organization to improve visibility of 
its work and support fundraising and donor engagement.  

Most stakeholders interviewed and surveyed found the report to be very useful or useful to some 
extent (n=32), and roughly three out of five reported having actually used the report. Of those who 
indicated how they used it (n=24), the stated use included prioritization of actions or development of 
action plans (n=11), development of initiatives (n=6), and sharing the report or using it for advocacy 
purposes (n=6).  

Most of those who indicated they haven't used the report stated they haven't had an opportunity to 
do so yet (n=11), while two cited poor linkage and timing with the NAP. Two noted that the report 
was not useful, one because it duplicated other existing assessments and the other because they 
generally don’t find written reports to be very useful. Roughly half of those who haven't used it yet 
do plan to use it in future, while the other half were not sure. Of those who have used it (n=18), most 
plan to continue using (n=15) and most believe it will be useful for another 1-2 years (n=12).  

Examples of usefulness reported by IOM staff: 

 Donor engagement and fundraising: One IOM Mission reported that key donors were 
involved in the assessment process, and findings were used by Missions to provide donors 
with information on current interventions in the context of ongoing CT programming.  

 Knowledge and learning: IOM staff report using the reports as an internal refresher on needs 
and gaps to support ongoing implementation as well as planning for future CT projects. One 
IOM staff highlighted that the report made some innovative recommendations that they 
hadn’t thought of before related to improvement of victim identification procedures.   
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 Information sharing: IOM reported various examples of sharing the reports with partners, 
including in an inter-agency working group meeting, in response to information requests by 
students and international experts, among others. 

Examples of usefulness reported by government actors: 

 Evidence-base for making changes: Various government respondents noted that reports such 
as this are generally always helpful, by drawing attention to international standards and also 
to specific commitments the government has made, as well as by offering an ‘unbiased 
outside view’ that draws together all areas of CT and all relevant agencies. One official 
reported that they plan to use the report in future to substantiate some of the proposed 
changes and amendments to existing laws and regulations. Another official noted that 
various recommendations fed into their most recent National Action Plan. 

 Comprehensive understanding of CT landscape: Several government actors noted the 
usefulness of seeing what other partners having in mind 
and jointly identifying the gaps, using a standardized 
approach that comprehensively assesses all CT areas and 
dimensions.  

 Knowledge and learning: Government officials reported 
using reports such as this in their daily work as a 
refresher on needs and gaps. One government actor said 
this report brings something new, and becomes a kind of 
handbook as it offers clear and accessible information on 
what is needed. 

 Information sharing: Although less cited among the 
government actors interviewed, a couple government 
actors mentioned they often share the IOM report with 
others and needs more copies.  

Examples of usefulness reported by civil society organizations: 

 Evidence-base for making changes: Assessments carried out by international experts bring an 
extra credibility compared to national civil society actors, whose position is often weaker. 
Therefore, while civil society actors also referred to the usefulness of having an evidence-
base for making changes, they often highlighted the added value of supporting their 
advocacy efforts vis-a-vis the government. The recommendations provided were concrete, 
practical, and actionable. 

 Comprehensive understanding of CT landscape: As 
with government agencies, civil society actors also 
cited the usefulness of having one report that 
describes ‘everything about CT’, and outlines all 
the important points to be addressed from 
different points of view and a variety of 
stakeholders.  

 Knowledge and learning: A couple civil society 
actors reported using the report in their daily 
work, to remind them of gaps and where attention 
is needed.  

 Information sharing: One civil society 
representative noted that the report collects 

“It was useful and enlightening to 
have a comprehensive report that 
draws together all areas of CT, in 
which each agency had the 
opportunity to share. This allows 
each CT actor to see the overall 
picture and how they fit in it, while 
at the same time focusing attention 
on addressing the recommendations 
that are specific to their area.” 
 – Government stakeholder 

“If we have changes, it is 
because of the TIP report, 
GRETA recommendations, or 
reports such as this one.” 
 

“Compared to other reports like 
GRETA and TIP, the IOM report 
includes more points of view.” 
 

 – Civil society stakeholders 
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together all the relevant information that they need, and for this reason they often share it 
or refer to it in discussion with stakeholders, including government actors and donor 
agencies.  

Other considerations and suggested modifications: 

 Opportunities for discussion were appreciated by all parties involved. While there were 
mixed opinions on the extent to which the report was useful, nearly every stakeholder noted 
that bringing together all CT actors to discuss and validate the findings was very useful in 
terms of enabling interaction and provoking discussion. For this same reason, the additional 
workshops in Armenia and Azerbaijan were also greatly appreciated by allowing interaction 
among stakeholders, in addition to helping them to gain specific knowledge and skills. 

 Inclusion of the planned comparative analysis of all three countries could have increased the 
usefulness of the assessment. This was stated by one government official, and several others 
referred to its absence. IOM staff also noted a lack of understanding of the findings in the 
other countries, which a comparative analysis could have helped to provide by pulling 
together and summarizing the findings for all IOM and partners involved. However, again, as 
it was ultimately not included in this pilot, such comparative analysis remains to be piloted 
and further tested in future. 

 Consider the timeliness of the assessment, based on whether similar assessments have been 
done, the specific added value it brings, and the end users. If intended for use by external 
partners, it would have been ideal to time the assessment to align with and feed into the 
NAP, either in terms of development or in terms of monitoring implementation. One 
government stakeholder for instance said it would be useful to have guidance on 
implementation of the NAP, more than these recommendations, as these are not imperative 
to follow while the NAP is. With a few exceptions, the IOM reports were largely perceived to 
be useful and to have added value compared to similar reports such as TIP and GRETA. 
However, the added value decreases if released at the same time as other similar reports, as 
seen in the case of Georgia where the IOM report came out at the same time as the GRETA 
recommendations, which are more in-depth in certain areas than the IOM report.  

 Consider whether a written document is the best format for the target audience in each 
case, as some actors are less used to reading and using such products, preferring rather 
practical activities and discussion. 

 Consider whether an international expert can sufficiently capture the local reality in just a 
three-day field visit, and whether modifications may be needed such as additional time for 
carrying out interviews and/or the addition of a national expert to the research team. One 
stakeholder noted that the assessment tool had to stay at a general level to ensure a 
standardized tool applicable in any country; in so doing, however, it lacks adaptation to local 
contexts and needs, which could help to improve usefulness of findings.  

Increased capacities to address challenges to combatting THB. The project document states that the 
development of concrete recommendations was intended to “contribute to the capacity of 
stakeholders to address challenges in combatting THB in the region and enhance already-existing 
mechanisms.” As noted above, stakeholders largely perceived the recommendations to be useful. 
The reports apparently helped to identify gaps and needs, as any similar assessment would have 
done, but in a more comprehensive way than had been done before. Various examples were 
provided of newly identified gaps and needs in the IOM report, although many noted receiving 
similar recommendations from other international actors such as TIP and GRETA. However, others 
noted that more in-depth or extensive research was more needed than a rapid assessment in terms 
of improving their ability to respond to CT challenges. At the same time, it was not only the written 
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reports and recommendations that increased capacities to address challenges to combatting THB, 
but also the discussion and exchange among CT actors.  

In fact, the report on its own, while useful, is limited in terms of its capacity to directly contribute to 
implementation of recommended changes. The contribution of the project to increased capacities to 
address challenges to combatting THB is through the provision of evidence-based recommendations 
and facilitation of understanding and discussion of those recommendations among stakeholders. In 
addition to the final reports, the assessment process itself was also designed to be inclusive of all 
relevant government and civil society actors, and promote their active participation in the interviews 
and surveys and by coming together to review and discuss the findings in the validation workshops.  

Another indicator of the usefulness of the reports in building capacity of stakeholders is the extent to 
which they have been shared. Of those respondents who indicated whether or not they had shared 
(n=20), roughly half had shared it (n=11). Of those who didn’t share, some noted they hadn’t had the 
opportunity to do so yet, though a couple noted didn’t consider it important or useful to share.  

Overall, the project appears to have contributed to increased capacities to address challenges to 
combatting THB, with factors facilitating this being the participative and inclusive process of 
developing and sharing the findings and the additional workshops to target specific gaps. Factors that 
hindered contributions of the project again included whether similar assessments were recently 
carried out, and whether the project was timed well to align with the NAP.  In Georgia, for instance, 
although recommendations fed into the development of the NAP for 2017-2018, other recent 
reports included GRETA, the TIP report, and two other special reports that were produced on child 
sexual exploitation issues, which reportedly lessened the added value of IOM’s report in this case. 

4.3 Efficiency 

Timeliness and availability of inputs. The project was managed by the IOM Mission in Azerbaijan, 
with ongoing technical guidance and support from the Regional Office in Vienna. IOM Azerbaijan 
coordinated the work with the two other IOM Missions in Armenia and Georgia. The development of 
the project was spearheaded by the Regional Office, and all three Missions were given an 
opportunity to provide input. An international expert was hired as Lead Researcher to develop and 
pilot the methodology, draft the final report, lead the validation workshops, and finalize the reports 
and prepare the final assessment tool with instructions for future replication.  

IOM staff all reported that the implementation went smoothly, and they were pleased with the work 
of the international expert and her work in developing and piloting the tool. Two field visits were 
held in each country, first for the in-person interviews and second for the validation workshop, led by 
both the international expert and with support and participation of RO Vienna staff. The three 
Missions supported logistics, contacts with stakeholders, organization of workshops, facilitation of 
gathering comments on the draft report, and dissemination of the final report to stakeholders. There 
were some initial delays in the start-up phase as the consultant moved her home base, therefore 
necessitating an adjustment in field visit timelines. It was noted that an all-inclusive contract could 
have helped mitigate some of those challenges. 

All staff reported that start-up and implementation of the project went smoothly. However, two 
points should be noted as regards timeliness of implementation. First, it should be highlighted again 
that the tool was not validated with national partners at the start, as was originally planned, based 
partly on a perceived lack of time and a need to quickly move on to piloting. IOM staff also reported, 
however, that the decision not to validate with stakeholders prior to piloting was because it was not 
necessary. While the planned involvement of stakeholders in the design of the tool may have been 
useful, and may have helped increase buy-in and ownership, the perception of IOM staff is that not a 
lot was lost in deciding to omit this step of the process.  
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Second, there were some reported issues with the final translation and production of the printed 
versions of the reports that led to a few months’ delay in the distribution of final reports. The final 
donor report states that all three reports were sent for final publication by the beginning of June, and 
IOM staff reported that printed reports were distributed in November 2016 in Armenia and Georgia, 
and in January 2017 in Azerbaijan. Factors for the delay reported by IOM staff include extended time 
needed for discussing and reviewing the report with stakeholders, insufficient budget for translation 
and requirements of the IOM Publications Unit and related technical challenges. In short, unforeseen 
issues came up at the end that could have been resolved earlier; in future, it is suggested to consider 
more time for editing and printing. IOM staff also reported that the translation budget wasn’t 
enough for a quality translator, resulting in a need for IOM staff to review and correct the translator’s 
work. Also, there was a high demand for involvement of staff at key moments in the process, such as 
reviewing the report and discussing the report and editing the work of the translator, all of which 
took a lot of time and effort that reportedly was not well covered by the allocated staff costs.   

4.4 Impact  

The project document states that it was intended that the assessment reports would identify and 
highlight gaps in the existing frameworks, and indicate needs and opportunities for future 
interventions along with a list of recommendations targeted at specific actors. Specifically, the 
development of concrete conclusions and recommendations was intended to “contribute to the 
capacity of stakeholders to address challenges in combatting THB in the region and enhance already-
existing mechanisms.” As we saw above under effectiveness, the reports and the assessment process 
were perceived to have been a good and useful approach. Now, in terms of impact, the question is 
whether stakeholders have used recommendations to take action; in other words, to what extent 
have the recommendations been implemented? Specifically, to what extent have the reports been 
used to inform results-oriented interventions and ensure more holistic approaches at the national 
level and build cross-border initiatives in the region? As described below, the recommendations 
appear to have contributed to results-oriented and holistic approaches at the national level, although 
there was no identifiable progress in cross-border initiatives – again, related to the decision to create 
three separate reports rather than one comprehensive report with comparative analysis. 

Implementation of recommendations. The project document states that the assessment reports 
would provide concrete recommendations for policymakers to address identified needs and gaps. In 
considering the extent to which recommendations were implemented, the evaluation considered 
whether the report’s recommendations supported or fed into national policy and decision-making, 
and solicited descriptions from stakeholders of progress to date in addressing recommendations. 

Overall, some progress has been made in all three countries to implement recommendations, albeit 
with various degrees of contribution by the IOM report specifically. Examples of implementation of 
recommendations is presented below, based on reports by the stakeholders and the challenges they 
highlighted, rather than on a comprehensive review of progress against all of the recommendations, 
which was not feasible in the scope of this evaluation. For each, stakeholders stated that the IOM 
report contributed in some way, with the caveat that it repeated some recommendations listed in 
other reports such as TIP and GRETA.  

- Armenia: Recommendations related to identification of VOTs and the additional workshop 
on the topic were reported to align with improvements that government stakeholders were 
already promoting. The hardest recommendations to address were those involving structural 
challenges, such as the recommendations aimed at the labour inspectorate. As in other 
reports like TIP and GRETA, it was recommended that the inspectorate have a full mandate 
to carry out workplace inspections; however, its mandate in this area was restricted. At the 
time of the evaluation, a commission on inspection reform was working on finding solutions, 
to potentially include new draft legislation. At the same time, a checklist was being 
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developed to identify the most severe forms of forced labour and exploitation of children, 
and another draft of the government decree was being circulated that sets out work safety 
and occupational health norms and standards. The State Migration Service was working with 
UNHCR and IOM to address identified gap in questionnaires. Finally, although the mandate of 
OSCE in Armenia is now suspended, IOM staff noted that OSCE had included some of the 
recommendations in their future plans, for example criteria on identification of VoT including 
child victims and study visits to countries having similar experiences with child victims.  

- Georgia: The IOM report coincided with a GRETA report. Had it not been the case, then the 
IOM report may have gotten even more attention. As it was, various stakeholders noted that 
development of the NAP was based more on GRETA recommendations. One new 
recommendation of the IOM report is to target research on gaps in terms of emerging 
trafficking trends and target groups. Government stakeholders reported that research was 
added as a new dimension in government planning based on the IOM assessment report. 
Specifically, they included in the NAP a plan to carry out research on gaps in terms of 
exploitation issues, and plan to include target groups such as border police in future trainings 
on human trafficking. Some changes have been made to victim identification questionnaires; 
other actors were allowed to give inputs, and they have now added a narrative aspect to the 
questionnaire. Civil society stakeholders reported progress on providing access to education 
as an additional service for victims of trafficking. 

- Azerbaijan: Government officials noted that they routinely consider international expert 
recommendations in the design and implementation of their NAP, including identification of 
both the gaps and the relevant authorities in charge of addressing them. However, various 
officials highlighted that the IOM report often refers to GRETA recommendations and TIP 
report recommendations, which they continuously work to address. As one example of 
efforts to address recommendations, a government stakeholder noted efforts to address 
gaps with medical service providers through a training of trainers that offers guidance on 
interaction with VoTs. This was the first training on CT for health care providers. 

IOM was able to support implementation of some of the recommendations by using cost savings to 
carry out additional workshops on victim identification in Armenia and Azerbaijan. In Armenia, the 
workshop was offered to various stakeholders responsible for victim identification and support, while 
in Azerbaijan the workshop targeted the State Migration Service. These workshops were designed to 
increase understanding and promote implementation of the related recommendations. IOM Georgia 
staff reported that they had training needs covered under other ongoing projects. Stakeholders 
interviewed in Georgia confirmed that IOM was continuing to support capacity building, including 
yearly trainings organized with IOM support.  

Results-oriented interventions and more holistic approaches at national level. The previous section 
highlighted examples of efforts to implement recommendations. However, though various concrete 
examples were provided by stakeholders of novel recommendations in the IOM report, for the most 
part it is difficult to link the specific contribution of the IOM reports given the fact that many of the 
same recommendations were highlighted in other expert reports. Other than a few novel findings 
and recommendations, for the most part government stakeholders appeared to have been already 
aware of the challenges. Still, it was helpful to have a report that comprehensively collects together 
the findings and recommendations.  

The reports were reportedly useful in identifying the gaps, but the extent of usefulness in terms of 
leading to improved CT interventions depends on what other reports are out there, how the reports 
are timed to align with national processes, and other factors beyond just the report itself. This 
includes the way the report is promoted, presented, and shared such as through the validation 
workshops. Stakeholders appreciated that the assessment process was highly participatory, and this 
promotion of interaction and discussion among stakeholders was seen to promote further 
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cooperation between CT actors to address recommendations. Merely by asking new questions or 
asking questions in a new way can have an impact in terms of getting stakeholders to think 
differently about an issue, and the opportunity for discussion among other CT actors can contribute 
to building shared knowledge and understanding of the current situation and the gaps that remain.  

Efforts to build cross-border initiatives in the region. The project’s “main objective” according to the 
project document was to use a comparative analysis to generate current evidence of the regional CT 
landscape. The intention was to have a comparative assessment of all three countries as a result of 
this pilot, useful for IOM and for other stakeholders to identify successful practices that may be 
replicated in other countries and learn from the experiences of their neighbours, and find areas of 
common interest for potential cross-border initiatives. This was to be achieved by providing one 
consolidated report that includes a comparative analysis of the three countries, presented at a 
regional validation workshop. In the end, unfortunately, this was not possible due to geopolitical 
tensions that increased during the implementation.  

Therefore, no observable progress was made towards building of cross-border initiatives. Although 
Outcome 1 was achieved by identifying needs and gaps in all three countries in a way that is 
comparable, no comparative analysis was actually carried out; therefore, the project did not achieve 
its intended Objective of providing a comparative assessment of the THB situation in the region.   

Various stakeholders drew attention to the lack of comparative analysis in the interviews, and 
lamented that the regional element was lost, indicating the interest among CT actors for a regional 
comparative approach. The decision to create three separate reports had three noted implications, 
including two related to the stated objective to support regional comparative analysis and cross-
border initiatives, and a third related to piloting the CT-NAT tool: 

 Loss of opportunity to use it to “engage and empower relevant key CT stakeholders and 
policy makers within the region, as well as serve to build the capacity of these project 
beneficiaries” as indicated in project document. This was mitigated by a decision to carry out 
additional workshops in each country – noting, however, that IOM Georgia did not do this as 
they perceived additional workshops to be intended to provide training, which was already 
covered under other projects, thereby potentially missing an opportunity to ‘engage and 
empower’ stakeholders in regards to taking ownership of these specific recommendations.  

 Loss of opportunity to use it for “involvement of representatives from outside agencies, 
especially those linked to potential donors” and “create a positive environment for the 
funding of future projects” as indicated in project document. This could have been mitigated 
by developing alternative dissemination strategies such as local launch events that could 
have similarly promoted engagement and uptake of the recommendations. Still, each IOM 
Mission has attempted to distribute widely and continue to refer to it in their work, and IOM 
Headquarters continues to share the tool with Missions upon request and has included in 
their strategic plans to further refine the tool and support for further replications. 

 Loss of opportunity to pilot the CT-NAT tool in terms of its facilitation of comparative analysis 
across countries and identification of potential cross-border initiatives. Although it is clear 
the reasons why one consolidated report was not produced, it is less clear why IOM did not 
internally produce a comparative analysis using the findings from the three countries. This 
could have been helpful not only to the three IOM Missions involved in learning about the 
findings from the other countries, and identifying potential cross-border initiatives, but also 
in terms of piloting whether comparative analysis is indeed facilitated by the methodology 
developed. A key observed factor in this regard are staffing changes at the Regional Office 
around the time that the project implementation was finalized, though one IOM staff felt 
that an in depth comparative study would not have been useful in any case – which casts 
further doubt on the focus of comparative assessment in the project’s stated objective.  
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Still, although comparative analysis was not carried out in the end, the standardized methodology 
applied in all three countries allows in theory for a comparative analysis to generate evidence of the 
regional CT landscape, thereby largely achieving output 1.2 (report of assessment findings) and 
outcome 1 (streamlined, comprehensive, result-oriented and comparable data). Though one report 
was not produced in the end, thereby not meeting the intended objective of a comprehensive 
comparative assessment, the three separate reports are still in theory ‘comparable’ even though this 
was not tested in practice. 

Finally, it is questionable whether the approach of the project was the appropriate one to achieve 
the intended objective. If we take the project document at face value, the intended long-term 
objective is not to provide IOM with a tool but to promote improved interventions to combat THB. To 
that end, some stakeholders felt that an assessment such as this would be more useful if linked to 
something else to take it a step further. For instance, this could be targeted support to implement 
some of the recommendations, by expanding the focus from just validation or by adding additional 
workshops – as was done in the end with the two additional workshops, but not originally planned. 
Alternately, others felt the assessment methodology may not appropriate for the stated objective. 
For instance, a better approach could be to bring together neighbouring countries not to validate 
assessment findings but rather to start by looking at case studies. This would imply a more practical 
exercise that uses specific cases to identify what went right, what went wrong, and what existing 
systems and mechanisms were used; based on that exercise, the discussion could then move to what 
improvements or new systems and mechanisms are needed in future.    

4.5 Sustainability 

In line with the dual intention of the project to provide a tool that IOM can replicate in other 
countries, and to help IOM and its partners in each country to improve their CT responses, the 
evaluation looked at two questions related to sustainability. The first is whether the tool is replicable 
and scalable, and the second at whether an exit strategy was made or funds made available to 
continue the project benefits. 

Replicability and scalability of the tool. Based on the experience of piloting the tool in these three 
countries in the South Caucasus, the expert consultant finalized the tool and a final version was 
prepared consisting of a PDF document with guidance and templates (Needs Assessment Template) 
along with an accompanying Excel document (Data Analysis Metrics). 

Overall, the tool appears to be of high quality and well designed for future replication and scalability. 
However, there are various important considerations raised in the implementation plan, many of 
which are not ultimately reflected or referenced in the final assessment tool. The following provides 
some observations regarding potential revisions or additions to consider in future replications.  

Revisions or additions to the PDF (Needs Assessment Template) that could be considered: 

(1) Add a template implementation plan that clearly establishes the steps to follow and provides 
guidance on time and resources needed in each phase, including the tasks/role of each party 
involved. This is covered partially by the overview on page 2, but an annexed work plan could 
help colleagues to starting planning out dates and assigning tasks. This could be adapted 
from the implementation plan used by the consultant for this pilot, removing steps related to 
developing the tool, and adding steps related to its adaptation.   

(2) Add a template budget that aligns with implementation plan, with lines pre-loaded for likely 
costs to be considered at each stage of the process, such as translation, interpretation or 
printing costs. For instance, in this pilot, translation of the survey was not initially budgeted, 
leading to IOM staff in the Missions stepping in to support, which not fully planned for. 
Translation issues were also raised in the implementation plan, regarding balancing the 
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additional responses that could be gathered if translated into the local language with the fact 
that this requires time and resources both into local language and later back into English.  

(3) Questions and Code Framework. Why are there no questions and codes for ‘cooperation 
among stakeholders’?  

(4) It is unclear if the ‘Annexes’ section refers to annexes to the report, or annexes to this entire 
tool/template. If the former, suggest making this clearer in the table of contents. If the latter, 
suggest rearranging according to logical order in which the researcher would use each one 
(i.e. aligned to phases of implementation). For instance, Data Analysis Metrics now comes at 
the end of the tool (Annex G), but data analysis would need to be happen before completing 
assessment indicators (Annex E) and before the validation workshop (Annex F). 

(5) Add additional guidance, perhaps in an expanded overview section, such as: 

 Guidance on aspects to consider when adapting to the country / regional context. 
Perhaps this is something that could be gradually developed based on feedback from 
other and future replications of the tool.  

 Guidance on aspects to consider when adapting the tool, in terms of whether to use 
it in whole or in part. The implementation plan mentions that the tool “can be used 
in its entirety as a comprehensive assessment, or used in sections to assess particular 
aspects of CT situation or response,” but no guidance on that is currently given. 

 Guidance on selection of interview participants in terms of ensuring a comparable 
cross-section of functions (i.e. of IOM, IO, State and NGO stakeholders). Provide a 
comprehensive list of further categories and sub-categories of roles. See also point X 
further below.  

 Guidance on determining whether and how to use interview versus survey tools. The 
implementation plan states that “the survey will be designed to be self-administered 
or researcher administered” and notes in the final tool “it will be provided as a 
‘manual’ version that can be adapted to different assessments and sent via email, or 
even be conducted on the phone or in person.” It notes that “emphasis should be on 
tools that can be used in person rather than with significant advance time” given the 
focus on use of the tool for rapid assessment. However, the strategy for application 
of each tool is not clear. In this pilot, interview and surveys were administered in 
parallel (deadline for return of survey was 31 January, and interviews carried out 
during 10-31 January). Some additional observations for future consideration: 

i. It is noted that eligibility criteria for the survey will be non-participation in in-
depth interviews; however, according to the implementation plan, surveys 
were distributed concurrently with in-country assessment. This raises ethical 
issues when participants may potentially complete a survey that will not be 
considered, amounting to waste of participants’ time. The implementation 
plan notes that “to avoid this, it is suggested that the survey tool be 
disseminated once the in-depth country interviews have been confirmed, to 
provide for effective use of exclusion criteria.” The evaluator could not 
confirm if this happened in practice in this pilot, but suggests this guidance 
be incorporated into the tool for future replication.  

ii. The implementation plan states that the pilot would use a snowballing 
approach by asking respondents to share the survey with their colleagues in 
the country or others who may be interested in participating. This is also not 
mentioned in the instructions in the tool, but could be included in future. 
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iii. The implementation plan notes that survey-type questions will be integrated 
into the interview tool. It is not clear the extent to which this was done, 
though the Excel suggests coding yes or no for various questions. It is noted 
that it can later be determined whether to keep those in future based on 
whether they were effective in this pilot. The evaluator could not locate data 
to answer this question, and suggest this question be included in requests 
for feedback from other and future replications. 

iv. In comments on the implementation plan, IOM staff suggested that the 
survey tool be tested in this pilot and later determine future feasibility. The 
evaluator was unable to make a judgment on this based on gathered data, 
and suggests this be considered in planning for future replications. 

 Guidance on aspects and potential limitations to consider, such as whether to use 
recordings to aid notetaking (trade-off of potential inaccuracies versus potentially 
inhibiting or intimidating respondents), and use of translation and how it impacts on 
the interpretation of questions and answers and also costs involved.  

 Consider adding additional tips, which could be gradually expanded upon and refined 
in future replications based on feedback and lessons from each replication. For 
instance, based on is observed in this pilot project, you could remind the researcher 
to bring printed copies of the surveys to the in-person interviews to facilitate 
gathering of inputs from additional respondents; suggest to consider ways to 
encourage greater responses from surveys (in light of the fact that survey response 
rate was extremely low in this pilot project); or emphasize measures to ensure 
anonymity of respondents such as delinking respondent profiles and protecting and 
limiting the sharing of data from interviews and surveys. 

(6) Annotated Outline of Report. Suggest to add list of suggested annexes, including the adapted 
interview and survey tools. In section 1.2 it mentions to ‘include an annex’ but not clear what 
that should include. Throughout 2.3 it sometimes refers to a ‘metrics table’ and at other 
times to an ‘indicator table’ – not clear what those are, and if they are the same thing. 
Section 2.8 could clarify how to indicate priority level (i.e. varying numbers of dots). 

(7) Stakeholder Matrix (Annex B): The draft tools in the Implementation Plan included a 
stakeholder matrix with columns for tracking their role in the assessment (received survey, 
in-person interview, participation in validation workshop, and other). Not clear why this 
wasn’t kept in the final version of the tool, perhaps to simply, but suggest it could be 
something considered in future replication as useful information to keep track of level and 
continuity of engagement of each stakeholder. 

(8) Survey Tool (Annex D). The instructions note that a hard copy of the survey could be 
provided to ‘focus group participants’ to fill in, but focus groups are apparently not 
mentioned elsewhere.  

(9) Validation Workshop Documents (Annex F). Current version provides proposed agenda and 
some basic guidance on discussion questions and handouts. Suggest to expand the guidance 
for validation workshop facilitation, by providing a PowerPoint template along with tips on 
how to gather structured feedback. The Implementation Plan mentioned that a PowerPoint 
slide desk will be provided for ready use as a template; this was not apparently included in 
the tool, but could be easily included in future. Also, as existing guidance is minimal, suggest 
to follow-up with IOM colleagues who have replicated the tool to see if guidance was 
sufficient.  

(10) Data Analysis Metrics (Annex G). Suggest to clarify what exactly is meant regarding delinking 
respondent profile data. This is an important issue, so it should be very clear what is meant. 
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Again, not clear exactly how and when to apply the various concept codes noted on pp. 3-8 
of the PDF, especially as additional concept codes are offered as suggestions in the Excel. 

Revisions or additions to the accompanying Excel (Data Analysis Metrics) that could be considered: 

(1) Survey Metrics worksheet: 1.2: (1) The first table has two columns per role, but instructions 
on what to place in each column are not clear (apparently first column should be the sub-
category of role from list further below, and second column should be ‘1’); (2) No 
comprehensive list is given (here or in PDF) that shows categories and sub-categories – the 
Stakeholder Matrix in the PDF has another macro level of categorization (state actors, 
international organizations, NGOs/Other) which is also not clearly explained anywhere. 2.1: 
Make sure instructions are clear to keep order according to how it is listed in the survey. For 
instance, it has to be “Origin Transit Destination”; if you type “Transit Origin Designation” it 
won’t register that. 2.2: There is no place to list ‘Other-please specify’ responses. The survey 
question does not ask for ranking of all three, only the most prominent one. 2.5: Survey 
question doesn’t mention ‘neither’ as an option. 2.6: Refers to ‘coding framework’ but not 
clear which codes are applicable here. 3-7: In each case the Excel leave room for ‘Written 
Response’, but there is no option for written response in the survey. 8.1: No room to specify 
for ‘other’. Not clear which coding framework to use. 

(2) Interview metrics. 1.1: Not clear what to put under ‘Specify’. Male and female are sometimes 
suggested as concept codes, but not always. Also, sometimes suggested codes are suggested 
in red text, and other times listed in the table. Suggest to review and ensure coherence. 3.5: 
Repeats the response list and codes. 

(3) Comparative indicators: Suggest to clarify that additional tabs be created for each country, if 
that is the intention.   

(4) Suggest to check all automatic calculations. A few errors were noted. 

Lessons learned relevant to future replication of the tool. The evaluator asked stakeholders 
whether they could identify any potential challenges, lessons learned or tips that would be good to 
keep in mind for future replications. The following provides a list of the various inputs received: 

- Consider potential downsides to using a ready-made tool. While IOM staff interviewed 
perceive that it would be useful to be able to provide consultants with a ready-made tool to 
avoid reinventing the wheel each time and to facilitate gathering comparable global data. 
However, it was noted that others in IOM (e.g. Research Unit) has a different vision of this, 
for example in terms of challenges related to losing out on fuller country level detail or not 
attracting good experts if we impose the use of our tool. 

- Pay attention to the quality and composition of the research team. This includes whether to 
have international or local expert, or a mixed team, and to ensure identification of high 
quality and independent consultants with strong CT expertise that can adapt and apply the 
tool, carry out quality analysis, and facilitate participation and feedback with stakeholders. 
Consider setting out minimum standards or template TOR with suggested requirements. 
Repeated suggestions were to include either include more experts or more time, and 
consider involving national experts. 
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- Strive to time and align the assessment in terms of other reports and existing decision-
making processes, particularly the NAP. This should be duly considered in the design and 
planning, ideally through direct stakeholder consultation, in order to maximize the impact. 

- Consider the intended use of the tool by the national partners, if truly intended for use by 
national partners and not just for IOM project development and fundraising. For instance: 

 To help a country adhere to another tier. If this is the goal, then such a report could 
help countries to better align with international requirements. However, for Tier 1 
countries, it may only be useful only if links to something else or goes a step further.  

 To support advocacy. If we just want to have an international expert produced 
evidence-based recommendations in a polished report that can be shared and 
referred to, i.e. use for advocacy, then that is something that this report apparently 
served to do. 

 To support national partners to act on recommendations. If this is the goal, 
additional support beyond just the assessment process and report itself may be 
needed to translate into and inspire concrete actions. This could include targeted 
support to implement some 
recommendations, such as through the 
additional workshops that were added to 
this pilot. Other efforts could be made 
to facilitate linkage between 
recommendations and the way to put 
those recommendations into practice 
given specific context and challenges in 
each country, for instance by building 
this into the assessment process itself 
(for which it may be useful to involve a 
national expert on the assessment 
team), or considered in terms of the 
timing and alignment with national 
decision making processes like the NAP, 
for example. 

- Consider the intended use of the tool for 
regional initiatives. If intended to support 
regional approaches and initiatives, the idea of 
bringing together neighbouring countries is 
good. However, other approaches could be 
better suited for promoting regional initiatives. 
For example, one stakeholder suggested to use 
case studies as a starting point for development 
of cooperation mechanisms to respond and refer as a first step, before moving on to capacity 
building to be able to identify and distinguish between different types of victims, and finally 
onto improving prevention mechanisms. 

- Ensure sufficient time and resources for stakeholder engagement, including allocation of 
IOM staff time in the budget. The participation of stakeholders in the assessment process, 
through validation workshops and feedback on the reports, was a key value added of the 
piloted methodology and highly appreciated by the stakeholders interviewed.  

“If you want to provoke, change 
mindsets, and get people thinking, then 
you need to think about how a report 
can contribute to that. For instance, by 
linking the report to other initiatives such 
as international days against trafficking. 
Such events shouldn’t be just a one-off 
but used to increase visibility of or launch 
other initiatives, to share what has been 
achieved and undertaken throughout the 
year. Reports such as this could be tied to 
those events. In general, reports should 
be part of a more comprehensive 
strategy intended to bring people 
together to work toward making 
changes.” – Government stakeholder 

“The validation workshop was 
useful for navigating and finding 
consensus among divergent 
opinions. Some criticisms came 
out at the validation workshop, 
but the consultant navigated 
those and drew on a range of 
different sources, and the 
discussions helped to arrive at a 
common denominator.”  
– Government stakeholder 
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- Suggest to think about potential power dynamics between government and NGOs when 
promoting ‘participation’ to make sure all voices can be heard, if that is the intention rather 
than just focusing on government inputs. 

- Consider seriously any potential political sensitivities and challenges. In this case, a few 
adjustments were made to this pilot project in the course of implementation that had 
important implications for the project’s overall success, particularly the decision to have 
separate reports and validation workshops. It was therefore suggested that such political 
sensitivities should be seriously considered in future replications. In the end, IOM staff 
adjusted and were able to produce the intended tool and three separate reports. However, 
the lack of the planned comparative analysis was lamented by various IOM and external 
stakeholders. It also means that the extent to which the methodology facilitates comparative 
analysis was not in the end included in this pilot, and therefore remains to be tested.   

- Ensure sufficient time is provided for field visits. While noting that this is a rapid assessment 
tool with limited time during visits, it must be considered that some people are new to their 
position or may have limited knowledge, and if the assessment is too rapid then it doesn’t 
allow sufficient time with each stakeholder. Often, the knowledge is held by certain 
individuals and if those persons are not available for interviews at the time of the visit then 
you may not have a complete picture and the quality of data will suffer as a result. The 
agendas should therefore be well timed and planned, and this will vary by country.  

- Consider other report formats, as the report doesn’t have to look like those from this pilot. 
Other formats could be considered based on best format for end users in each country. 

- Be aware of inherent data limitations in the design of the CT-NAT. This includes uneven and 
limited data given that some data is not always accessible by IOM, for example confidential 
data by LE or government. IOM therefore relies in this tool on the subjective views of 
stakeholders, meaning that final the assessment report and recommendations are more 
representatives of stakeholder perceptions than of the actualities of effectiveness of the CT 
response. There is also potential sampling and selection bias, given the format of the tool 
and the lead role of IOM. Stakeholders and their perspectives may be representatives of the 
IOM approach to CT, and it is possible that those who opted to participate in the assessment 
may have particular positive or negative feelings that differ from those who did not 
participate. Also, interviews are only done in certain geographical locations or with certain 
stakeholders that are easy to reach, missing out on other perspectives. 

- Be prepared for likely data limitations in implementation of the CT-NAT, and introduce 
mitigation measures or revise the intended scope. It is suggested that the limitations listed in 
the assessment reports are kept in mind, including that it was hard to get survey responses 
and hard to have access to similar data in all countries. One stakeholder suggested you could 
get better responses and thereby better data with more time, resources, and patience, and 
maybe also with more media engagement and field visits outside the capital. Another 
stakeholder noted that to capture rural data you may need more effort; if you aren’t 
prepared to make such effort, you may alternately decide to focus only on capitals. It may 
not be possible to fit all data into a rapid assessment report, but limitations should be 
considered and clearly stated in each report. This also helps to point out to Missions where 
they can do further research and assessment in future. 

Exit strategy. The general perception of IOM staff was that assessments are one-off products, and in 
this case sustainability was focused on developing an assessment tool that could be further used and 
built upon in future. It was expected that IOM Headquarters would take over its use and promotion. 
IOM HQ staff noted that further roll out of the tool was included in the MAD strategic plan, and it 
appears that MAD is awaiting the right timing and resources to move forward according to an 
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envisaged series of stages, starting with further replication globally and eventually data warehousing 
as the tool is used more. There has been some limited further promotion at the RO level, including 
for instance a presentation of the tool at a regional workshop for in Central Asia in April 2017.  

In terms of taking forward action on the assessment reports, it appears that the main exit strategy 
was for IOM staff in each Mission to use the report to feed into existing and future projects to 
support the national partners in implementing recommendations. As with any assessment, it needs 
to be shared and promoted, and longer-term success depends largely on that. The implicit exit 
strategy in terms of promoting action on the recommendations was to encourage buy-in and 
ownership through a participative process that includes a validation workshop involving for example 
prioritization of areas to focus attention on. Stakeholders appreciated the participative process, 
though the sharing and dissemination of final reports appeared to have been limited to distribution 
of printed and electronic copies. One government stakeholder noted that buy-in and understanding 
of the report and its recommendations could have been improved by presenting the findings in 
different formats, such as tailored and interactive presentations and discussions. However, this 
would have involved additional staff time and resources, and may go beyond the scope of what can 
be expected of IOM, given that each agency is responsible for its internal knowledge management. 

Of the external stakeholders who indicated how long the reports would remain relevant (n=26), most 
felt it would be useful for 1-2 years (n=17), while a few others (n=7) felt it would be useful for 3-5 
years. However, this varied by country, with some stakeholders noting the slow pace of change, 
meaning that many of the recommendations would likely take several years to address, particularly 
those involving structural challenges. At the same time, it was highlighted that trafficking is a rapidly 
evolving phenomenon, and therefore repetition of similar assessment may be needed to capture 
new and emerging trends.  

Though stakeholders agreed that reports would remain relevant for another couple of years, various 
implementation constraints and limitations were highlighted. This includes lack of human and 
financial resources for carrying out the recommendations, structural issues related to mandates and 
legislative frameworks, and technical capacity gaps. Also, as one stakeholder noted, quite a few 
recommendations are hard to implement because of lack of information and lack of leverage to at 
least follow-up to see whether recommendations are implemented. As with any international 
initiative like this, implementation is often left to the discretion of each agency, which is challenging. 
In Armenia, stakeholders noted there was an ongoing need for financial and technical support. In 
Azerbaijan, lack of funding is a huge constraining factor, not just among the CT NGOs but among all 
NGOs in the country. In Georgia, government stakeholders noted that they receive good support 
from EU and US through IOM and ICMPD, and IOM plays an important role in capacity building. Some 
of the structural challenges also go beyond CT specifically. For example, in Georgia, they are making 
progress on providing access to education as an additional service for victims of trafficking; however, 
there is a lack of guidance on long-term rehabilitation services and deficits in terms of employment 
support, a sector that is underdeveloped in Georgia. 

5. Conclusions 

The project had a dual intention of providing IOM with a standardized rapid assessment tool to 
facilitate project development and fundraising, and providing external stakeholders with assessment 
reports providing a comprehensive snapshot of the CT landscape with concrete recommendations to 
address identified gaps and needs. Although this dual intention was stated in the project document, 
the results matrix focused on ‘external use’ of assessment reports, while interviews with IOM staff 
indicate that ‘internal use’ of an IOM proprietary tool was the main impetus for the project idea.  

In terms of relevance, it appears that the project was based on clearly identified needs and the 
project’s approach remains relevant to those needs. Though based on IOM’s own strategic needs and 
its general understanding of the situation, with limited direct stakeholder consultation in its design, 
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implementation was coordinated with government partners and is designed to promote inclusion 
and participation by government, NGOs, donors and other relevant CT actors in each country. 
Internally in IOM, the project was aligned with the RO Vienna MAD Action Plan, and further 
replication of the assessment tool has since been incorporated in MAD strategic planning at HQ. 
However, it was not apparent in the data gathered for this evaluation whether and to what extent 
any relevant policies and strategies of identified relevant stakeholders were considered in the project 
design. The most relevant for government and civil society were the NAP; while all reports referred 
to the NAP, the assessment was timed to feed into the NAP only in Georgia, and to some extent in 
Armenia, though apparently not intentionally in either case. While most stakeholders noted that 
there is always a need for such assessments, they also noted that it is important to time them to 
coincide with existing decision-making processes and to ensure that it does not duplicate other 
recent assessments in order to maximize the usefulness, and this should be considered in future. 

In terms of effectiveness, stakeholders appreciated the reports and found them to be useful. Most 
stakeholders found the report to be very useful or useful to some extent (n=32), and roughly three 
out of five reported having actually used the report. Examples of usefulness cited by stakeholders 
included knowledge and learning, information sharing, an evidence-base for making changes, 
comprehensive understanding of the CT landscape and donor engagement and fundraising. Overall, 
it appears that the project was largely successful in the design of a replicable assessment tool and the 
production of evidence-based assessment reports that contribute to improved CT responses: 

 Looking first at the intention to develop and pilot an assessment tool for IOM, it appears that 
the project was successful. The CT-NAT tool appears to comprehensively cover all CT areas 
and align with international instruments, standards and best practices, as was intended. 
However, testing of the usefulness of the methodology for comparative assessment and 
validation of the tool by external experts is suggested in future, as these were not carried out 
in this pilot as originally planned in the project document. Finally, a few observations were 
made related to potential modifications to CT-NAT and other elements to keep in mind when 
carrying out future assessments. 

 Looking next at the intention to provide a useful report for external partners, the approach 
appears to have been based on a good understanding that this sort of report is in general 
always useful, in terms of identifying gaps and providing evidence-based recommendations. 
However, if the intention was that the recommendations are acted on and lead to longer-
term changes, then it could have been more useful to better aligned and timed to feed into 
existing strategies, policies and decision-making processes, particularly the NAPs. Such 
assessments are needed by CT stakeholders, and were greatly appreciated, but need to be 
linked up to follow-up projects funded by international donors and/or closely aligned with 
national processes.  

The project appears to have contributed to increased capacities to address challenges to combatting 
THB, with factors facilitating this being the participative and inclusive process of developing and 
sharing the findings and the additional workshops to target specific gaps. Factors that hindered 
contributions of the project again included whether similar assessments were recently carried out, 
and whether the project was timed well to align with the NAP. Other factors that could potentially 
obstruct the long-term aim, which were not fully captured in the results matrix and its assumptions: 
First, for recommendations to lead to action, in addition to being concrete and actionable (which 
they were) they also need to align with or feed into existing decision-making processes. Second, 
national actors need further support to implement many of the recommendations, including 
technical expertise provided through trainings or study visits and funding to support implementation 
of recommendations. Finally, it is questionnaire whether this CT-NAT methodology was the most 
appropriate approach to achieving the intended long-term aim.  

In terms of efficiency, start-up and implementation of the project appeared to go smoothly with two 
exceptions. First, the CT-NAT tool was not validated with national partners at the start, as originally 
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planned, based partly on perception that it wasn’t needed, but also a on a perceived lack of time. 
However, the perception is that not a lot was lost. Second, issues with translation and production of 
the printed reports led to a few months’ delay in distribution, given various unforeseen issues that 
came up at the end that could have been resolved earlier; in future, it is suggested to consider more 
time for editing and printing and expanding the budget for allocated staff and translation costs. 

In terms of impact, the recommendations appear to have contributed to results-oriented and holistic 
approaches at the national level. Some progress has been made in all three countries to implement 
the recommendations, albeit with various degrees of contribution by this IOM report specifically. 
IOM was able to directly support progress on some of the recommendations by using cost savings to 
carry out additional workshops on victim identification in Armenia and Azerbaijan. The reports were 
reportedly useful in identifying gaps, but the extent of usefulness in terms of leading to improved CT 
interventions depends on whether other recent reports are available, how the reports are timed to 
align with national processes, and other factors beyond just the report itself. Finally, there was no 
identifiable progress in cross-border initiatives. Although needs and gaps were identified in a way 
that is comparable, no comparative analysis was actually carried out. Various stakeholders including 
IOM staff lamented that the planned regional element was lost, and it is not clear why IOM did not at 
least carry out a comparative analysis internally, although one main factor appears to be staffing 
changes at the IOM Regional Office. This lack of one report with comparative analysis had 
implications in terms of the loss of opportunity to further engage and empower CT stakeholders, to 
further involve representatives from outside agencies, and to test the CT-NAT tool itself in terms of 
the extent to which it facilitates such comparative analysis. Various suggested modifications to the 
tool are provided on pages 28-33 of the report, along with lessons learned to be considered in future 
replications. It is recommended to develop a feedback mechanisms to continue to systematically 
gather other observations and lessons learned from each replication. 

In terms of sustainability, a final tool of the CT-NAT tool was provided along with instructions for 
future replication, including a PDF document with guidance and templates (Needs Assessment 
Template) and an accompanying Excel document (Data Analysis Metrics). Overall, the tool appears to 
be of high quality and well designed for future replication and scalability. However, there are various 
important considerations raised in the implementation plan, many of which are not ultimately 
reflected or referenced in the final assessment tool. As for exit strategy, the general perception of 
IOM staff was that assessments are one-off products, and in this case sustainability was focused on 
developing an assessment tool that could be further used and built upon in future. It was expected 
that IOM Headquarters would take over its use and promotion. In terms of taking forward action on 
the assessment reports, it appears that the main exit strategy was for IOM staff in each Mission to 
use the report to feed into existing and future projects to support the national partners in 
implementing recommendations. Of the external stakeholders who indicated how long the reports 
would remain relevant (n=26), most felt that they would still be useful for 1-2 years (n=17). At the 
same time, various constraints and limitations related to carrying out recommendations were 
highlighted, such as lack of human and financial resources, structural issues related to mandates and 
legislative frameworks, and technical capacity gaps. 

6. Recommendations 

The following recommendations are proposed based on findings and conclusions described above. 

Recommendations for Headquarters IOM staff in Migrant Assistance Division (MAD): 

 Develop and share a strategy for refinement and replication of the tool. Many IOM staff 
interviewed expressed an interest in participating in further discussion, but were unaware of 
any progress to date or future plans since the end of the pilot project. One person suggested 
that champions are needed to take it forward, either at HQ or RO level. Another suggested 
that the CT focal point network could be included in future discussions. 
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 Facilitate further discussion and engagement of CT focal points in terms of lessons learned to 
date and future planning for replication of the tool, given that IOM staff did not feel equally 
consulted and included in the process for this pilot, the perception by some that they missed 
what happened in other countries after the comparative assessment was not done, and the 
indications from some staff that further discussion led by HQ would be welcomed. In general, 
suggest to gather wider and more systematic feedback from IOM staff that have piloted the 
tool and those that have replicated the tool to check the perceived quality and capture 
lessons learned in its adaptation and replication for improving future iterations.  

 Suggest to validate the tool with external experts, once further refined and ready for sharing 
externally, since this did not take place to the extent envisaged in the project document after 
a decision was made to start with a rough tool and refine based on stakeholder feedback. 

 Consider how to pilot comparative analysis across countries, given that this was planned 
initially but not done in the end in this pilot. The CT-NAT was designed to be comparable, and 
appears to be well-suited, but suggest that this be tested and confirmed. Related instructions 
and guidance on such comparative analysis could then be integrated into the CT-NAT. 

 Consider observations, lessons learned, and suggested modifications related to the CT-NAT 
tool and implementation modalities, including those listed on page 20, pages 22-23, and 
pages 28-33. 

 Consider alignment with external stakeholder strategies and priorities in future replications, 
based on the ways this pilot was well aligned with external stakeholder needs, and the ways 
in which it was less well aligned (pages 9-11). Suggest in particular to strengthen promotion 
of stakeholder participation and discussion in both project design and implementation, 
ensure added value for stakeholders in light of recent or planned reports by other 
international actors, and better link to existing decision-making processes. In particular, 
consider how the assessment can support the NAP, either by feeding into its development 
(e.g. recommendations that can be included in the NAP, or recommendations on how to 
develop the NAP such as development of specific working groups) or supporting monitoring. 

Recommendations for Regional Office IOM staff in Migrant Assistance Division (MAD): 

 Support HQ to develop and share a strategy for refinement and replication of the tool, given 
that the tool was piloted in RO Vienna region and the role that the RO can play in facilitating 
inclusion of CT focus points and championing future replication efforts.  

Recommendations for future implementing missions and donors: 

 Suggest to consider more time for editing and printing, and expanding the budget for 
allocated staff and translation costs. 
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7. Annexes 

Annex 7.1 – Evaluation terms of references 
Annex 7.2 – Evaluation matrix 
Annex 7.3 – List of documents reviewed 
Annex 7.4 – List of persons interviewed or consulted 
Annex 7.5 – Stakeholder participation in project implementation and evaluation 
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Annex 7.1 – Evaluation terms of references 
 

Terms of Reference for Ex-Post Evaluation of  

“Identifying Gaps and Assessing Needs: A Comparative Assessment of Counter Trafficking Efforts in 
Countries in the South Caucasus – Azerbaijan, Georgia, Armenia” 

 

Background of the Project:  

Over the last half decade, IOM has implemented multiple counter-trafficking (CT) actions in the South 
Caucasus.8 Although there have been major improvements in efforts to combat Trafficking in Human 
Beings (THB) within the region, as the modus operandi of traffickers evolve, states need to ensure that 
interventions continue to address the needs of victims on the ground, while at the same time focusing 
on the targeted capacity building of law enforcement bodies. This has become particularly true in light 
of recently identified global trends, e.g. the increased incidence of THB for purposes of labour 
exploitation, the recognized under-identification of male victims and an observed rise in the number 
of children being identified as victims. Experience has been gathered through the implementation of 
past interventions, from which stakeholders may learn which actions were successful and which 
require additional efforts.  

The project’s main objective was to use a comparative analysis to generate current evidence of the 
regional CT landscape, on which to base future results-oriented interventions and ensure more 
holistic approaches at the national level and, where possible, build cross-border initiatives in the 
region. 

The project developed a streamlined comprehensive assessment tool, in line with international 
standards, to serve as a basis for the comparative needs assessment of all existing state, IOM, NGO 
and other CT mechanisms in the region and measures required to address urgent needs. The use of 
the tool aims to produce results by identifying and highlighting the gaps in the existing frameworks, as 
well as the successful practices that may be replicated in the other countries. It was designed for future 
replication internally and in other parts of the world. The project was implemented individually in each 
country with the following outputs:  i) a comprehensive and streamlined assessment tool of CT 
intervention, ii) a  report analysing and comparing existing CT mechanisms that each country already 
has in place and indicating needs and opportunities for future interventions; iii) list of 
recommendations for policymakers  and, iv) a presentation of the tool, comprehensive final report and 
list of recommendations/successful at a regional validation workshop. 

Objective of the Evaluation:   
 
The objective for the ex-post evaluation is to evaluate effectiveness of the achieved results, impact of 
project deliverables but most importantly sustainability of the project actions in terms of the project’s 
overall objective, which is to generate evidence of the regional CT landscape to provide a basis for 
future results-oriented interventions and ensure more holistic approaches at the national level and, 

                                                           
8 Examples include: CT.0587, CT.0799 “Enhancing Measures and Cooperation to Effectively  Combat Trafficking in Persons 
through Capacity Building and Technical Assistance in Azerbaijan”; CT.0860 “Preventing Trafficking in Persons through 
Capacity Building and Awareness Raising in Azerbaijan”; CT.0715 “Preventing Trafficking in Persons through Capacity 
Building and Awareness Raising in Azerbaijan”; CT.0709 “Capacity Building to Enhance Proactive Identification of Victims of 
Trafficking among Flows of Mixed Migrants in the Adjara Region of Georgia”; CT.0619 “Solidifying Awareness on Trafficking 
in Persons in Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia through Education”; CT.0579 “Building Capacity to Enhance Georgia’s 
Referral Mechanism and International Law Enforcement Cooperation in the Field of Counter-Trafficking”; CT.0628, 
Enhancing Operational Contacts between Georgian and Turkish Law Enforcement Structures to Combat Trafficking in 
Persons. 
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where possible, build cross-border initiatives in the region. The evaluation is being carried out now, a 
year after project implementation ended, to allow for sufficient time for stakeholders to receive final 
validated reports. 

The ex-post evaluation framework will focus on the usual OECD-DAC evaluation criteria of the 
relevance of project design, the effectiveness and performance of the project, the efficiency of project 
management and implementation and a particular focus on the impact and sustainability of the 
project. The criteria were identified as per the ‘IOM Evaluation Guidelines’ of January 2006 in Annex 2 
and Module 6 “Evaluation” of the IOM Project Handbook.   
 
The evaluation will specifically focus on the following questions: 
 
Relevance  

i) Was the project aligned with international and partner government policies and strategies to 
combat THB?  

ii) Do the expected outcomes and outputs remain valid and pertinent in terms of the beneficiary 
and stakeholder needs to which the project was designed to respond? Were stakeholders 
consulted and involved in project design?  

 
Effectiveness  

iii) To what extent and in what ways were stakeholders consulted and involved in the project 
implementation? 

iv) Does the assessment tool comprehensively cover the three key pillars of CT intervention 
(prevention, protection, and prosecution) and partnership? 

v) Have the relevant stakeholders received the assessment reports? Have the stakeholders found 
the reports to be useful?  

vi) Have local and regional stakeholders increased their capacities to address the challenges in 
combating THB in the region and enhance already-existing mechanisms?  

 
Efficiency  

vii) To what degree were inputs provided or available in time to implement activities from all parties 
involved? 

 
Impact  

viii) To what extent have the recommendations of the reports been implemented?  
ix) To what extent have the reports been used to inform results-oriented interventions and ensure 

more holistic approaches at the national level and build cross-border initiatives in the region?  
 
Sustainability  

x) What is the extent to which the tool designed is replicable in diverse contexts and scalable so 
that it can be streamlined to provide a rapid assessment of the THB and CT situation of any 
particular country within which IOM works? 

xi) Did the project make an exit strategy and were funds made available by government or other 
stakeholders/donors to continue the project benefits (institutional ownership)?  

 
Methodology of the ex-post evaluation:  

 The M&E Officer from RO Vienna will lead the evaluation. The focal persons in the three 
missions- Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan will support the M&E Officer to provide country 
specific information, relevant documents, and information on follow up actions that illustrate 
achievements of the project; 
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 Document review will be carried out of project proposal, donor reports, assessment tool, 
reports for all three countries, work plan, M&E plans or reports, and any other relevant 
documentation related to implementation of the project; 
 

 Key-informant interviews will be held with relevant government and non-government 
stakeholders in the project countries: Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Armenia. Discussions will be 
held with independent experts and donors to understand the responses to the challenges 
and recommendations identified in the report in the respective countries;  
 

 Electronic surveys may potentially be developed and carried out (to be determined after the 
field visits by the Evaluator in consultation with the project manager) to check projects 
effectiveness, impact and sustainability and reach as many stakeholders as possible; and 
 

 Interviews will also be conducted with relevant IOM colleagues from RO Vienna and HQ 
Geneva to gauge the extent to which tool has been or is able to be replicated or scaled up. 
The list of focal IOM colleagues will be consulted with the project missions. 

Reporting:  

The evaluator will deliver a final report as per the guidelines specified in the IOM Development Fund 
Project Evaluations guidance document. Refer to Annex A. Additionally, the evaluator will fill out the 
evaluation form on project outcome/impact seed funding follow up. Refer to Annex B.  

Resource and time:  

A total budget of USD 3,015 has been allocated for the ex-post evaluation. The budget covers 
expenses for IOM staff’s travel and Daily Subsistence Allowance in Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Georgia.   

Task Time period  Time duration  Remarks  
Document review  May 10-12 3 working days  
Field visit to Georgia and 
Armenia 

May 15-16 
(Armenia) 
May 17 (travel to 
Georgia) 
May 18-19 
(Georgia) 

5 working days   

Sending out questionnaire (TBC) Middle May (TBC)   
Field visit to Azerbaijan  June 19-23 (exact 

dates TBC) 
2 working days  The field trip will 

potentially be combined 
with support for another 
project implemented by 
IOM Azerbaijan.  

Deadline for questionnaire 
submission (TBC) 

Middle June (TBC)   

First draft report  July 7    
Final report  July 21    
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Annex 7.2 – Evaluation matrix 

Evaluation questions 
Sub-questions Indicators / Data 

1) Was the project aligned with 
international and partner 
government policies and strategies 
to combat THB? 

Who are the relevant international and government partners related to 
combatting THB? 

Description of partners and how they are relevant. 

What are the relevant policies and strategies that the project should align with, 
whether your own or others that you want to mention?  

Indication of relevant policies and strategies. 

Were policies and strategies of any partners considered in the design of the 
project? Specifically, how? 

Explanation of specific ways that relevant policies and 
strategies were considered. 

Do you feel that this project was well aligned with those policies and strategies?  Explanation of whether and how the project was 
relevant to policies and strategies. 

2) Do the expected outcomes and 
outputs remain valid and pertinent 
in terms of the beneficiary and 
stakeholder needs to which the 
project was designed to respond? 
Were stakeholders consulted and 
involved in project design?  

What were the needs that this project was designed to address, and how did the 
approach taken by the project serve to meet those needs? Is this something that 
continues to be needed? 

Description of the needs to which the project responds, 
and whether those needs have changed. 

Who are the relevant stakeholders, if any, that should have been involved in the 
project design? 

Indication of relevant stakeholders. 

Which stakeholders were consulted and involved in project design, and 
specifically how? 

Description of consultation and involvement. 

3) To what extent and in what ways 
were stakeholders consulted and 
involved in the project 
implementation? 

To what extent and in what ways were relevant stakeholders consulted and 
involved in the implementation of the project?  

Description of type and degree of consultation and 
involvement. 

Are the stakeholders satisfied with the level and type of involvement, and do 
they see any aspects that could be improved in future? 

Level of satisfaction and feedback. 

4) Does the assessment tool 
comprehensively cover the three key 
pillars of CT intervention 
(prevention, protection, and 
prosecution) and partnership? 

Are you satisfied with the quality of the tool? Does the tool comprehensively 
cover all the areas it was intended to? Are there any gaps that you see? Anything 
that you can already see would need to be changed or adjusted? 

Explanation of any gaps in what the tool covers. 

Have you promoted the use of the tool by other Missions? (Overlaps with 
sustainability; if shared it is an indicator that it was found to be good.) 

Whether the tool has been shared within IOM to other 
Missions. 

5) Have the relevant stakeholders 
received the assessment reports? 
Have the stakeholders found the 
reports to be useful?  

Did stakeholders who received the report find it to be useful? How so? Are any 
parts of the report more useful than others? 

Concrete examples from stakeholders on what was 
useful about the report. 

Any modifications that would have made the reports more useful? Examples of what could be improved. 
Have you shared the report with any other institutions or organizations? Indication of whether the report has been further 

shared, as indication that they found it useful. 
6) Have local and regional 
stakeholders increased their 

Do stakeholders feel that they are better equipped to respond to challenges in 
combatting THB? If so, in what areas and in what ways? 

Stakeholder perceptions and examples. 
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Evaluation questions 
Sub-questions Indicators / Data 

capacities to address the challenges 
in combating THB in the region and 
enhance already-existing 
mechanisms?  

Did the validation workshops in all three countries help to increase capacities to 
address challenges? 

Stakeholder perceptions and examples. 

Did the additional workshops (Armenia, Georgia) help increase capacities to 
address challenges? 

Stakeholder perceptions and examples. 

7) To what degree were inputs 
provided or available in time to 
implement activities from all parties 
involved? 

A. In relation to project start up, in particular hiring the consultant? Review of documents. Explanations of project staff and 
RO/HQ staff who were involved in supporting the 
project. 

B. In relation to completing the assessment tool? 
C. In relation to carrying out the validation workshops? 
D. In relation to carrying out additional workshops (Armenia, Georgia)? 
E. In relation to sharing and disseminating the final report? 

8) To what extent have the 
recommendations of the reports 
been implemented?  

How have the assessment report recommendations supported or fed into 
national policy and decision-making? 

Perceptions and reports of stakeholders.  

Are there examples of any of the recommendations being implemented, and 
how so? 

Descriptions of how the reports and recommendations 
have been used. 

9) To what extent have the reports 
been used to inform results-oriented 
interventions and ensure more 
holistic approaches at the national 
level and build cross-border 
initiatives in the region?  

Are there cases of reports and recommendations being used to inform new 
initiatives or enhance existing initiatives and mechanisms? For example, by 
making them more results-oriented and evidence-based, or making approaches 
more holistic? 

Descriptions of how the reports have been used by 
stakeholders. 

Is there any way that the report and its recommendations have helped to plan or 
to improve bilateral or regional approaches? 

Descriptions of how the reports have been used by 
IOM. 

How have the reports been used by IOM at HQ, RO and Mission level?  Descriptions of how the reports have been used by 
IOM. 

Any further use of the assessment tool at HQ, RO and Mission level? Descriptions of how the tool has been used by IOM. 
10) What is the extent to which the 
tool designed is replicable in diverse 
contexts and scalable so that it can 
be streamlined to provide a rapid 
assessment of the THB and CT 
situation of any particular country 
within which IOM works? 

What efforts were made during the design and implementation of the tool to 
make sure it is replicable and scalable? 

Description of how the tool was designed to be 
replicable.  

Does any part of the experience of pilot testing in these three countries indicate 
that the tool needs more work or adjustment before it is replicated? 

Description of the experience of pilot testing. 

What are the current HQ and RO discussions on sharing and replicating the tool? Description of current impressions of replicability and 
intended replication. 

Has the tool been shared and promoted with other Missions? Are any 
replications planned or underway? 

Concrete plans and examples. 

Any challenges foreseen in the replication process? Any other lessons learned or 
tips that you want to note for future replications? 

Stakeholder perceptions. 
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Evaluation questions 
Sub-questions Indicators / Data 

11) Did the project make an exit 
strategy and were funds made 
available by government or other 
stakeholders/donors to continue the 
project benefits (institutional 
ownership)?  

For how long do you foresee that the reports will remain relevant? Would the 
stakeholders be interested to repeat this approach in future? 

Stakeholder perceptions. 

Was any exit strategy planned or foreseen to be needed at the start, or did any 
need emerge during implementation? Was there any need for additional support 
in terms of buy-in and understanding of report and its recommendations? 

Project document. Donor reports. Stakeholder 
explanations and perceptions. 

Will the government be able to fund the recommendations suggested? Will 
additional support be needed to implement, and have any partners been 
identified to provide that support? 

Stakeholder explanations and perceptions. 

What is the current level of government ownership of the findings and 
recommendations of the reports? 

Stakeholder explanations and perceptions. 
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Annex 7.3 – List of documents reviewed 

Project document 
Draft implementation plan 
Final donor report (narrative) 
Assessment reports for Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia 
CT-NAT assessment tool (PDF with instructions, Excel sheet) 
Participant lists and agendas  
Websites of the EU Delegation, INL and USAID in Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia 
PowerPoint Presentation by RO Vienna in Central Asia in April 2017 
 
 
Annex 7.4 – List of persons interviewed or consulted 
 
IOM stakeholders 
- Anh Nguyen, Head of Migrant Assistance Division (MAD), IOM Headquarters in Geneva 
- Myra Albu, Programme Coordinator, Migrant Assistance Division (MAD), IOM Mission in Bosnia 

and Herzegovina  
- Denise Lassar, Regional Migrant Assistance Assistant, Migration Assistance Division (MAD), IOM 

Regional Office in Vienna 
- Serhan Aktoprak, Chief of Mission, IOM Mission in Azerbaijan 
- Shareen Tuladhar, Programme Officer, IOM Azerbaijan 
- Konul Karimova, Programme Assistant, IOM Azerbaijan 
- Ilona Ter-Minasyan, Chief of Mission, IOM Mission in Armenia 
- Nune Asatryan, Programme Officer, IOM Azerbaijan 
- Ilyana Derilova, Chief of Mission, IOM Mission in Georgia 
- Marc Hulst, Programme Officer, IOM Mission in Georgia 
- Anna Kakushadze, Programme Assistant, IOM Mission in Georgia 

Armenia stakeholders 
- Ms. Eleonora Virabyan, Member of the Identification Commission, MLSA 
- Mr. Stepan Shahumyan, Chief Specialist, State Inspectorate of Health, Ministry of Health 
- Mr. Gevorg Nersisyan, Head, Border Guards Troop, National Security Service (NSS) 
- Mr. Manvel Mayilyan, Deputy Head, Border Guards Troop, National Security Service (NSS) 
- Ms. Irina Davtyan, Deputy Head, State Migration Service (SMS) 
- Ms. Hasmik Edilyan, Member of VOT Identification and Support Council, NGO Democracy Today 

Georgia stakeholders 
- Ms. Ketevan Sarajishvili, Acting Head, Public International Law Department, Ministry of Justice 
- Mr. Lasha Jinjikhadze, Deputy Director, State Fund for the Protection and Assistance of Victims of 

Human Trafficking  
- Ms. Diana Rostiashvili, Combatting Human Trafficking and Illegal Migration Division, Ministry of 

Internal Affairs 
- Mr. Gia Gogiberidze, Anti-Violence Network of Georgia 
- Mr. Mike McMahon, INL Director, Embassy of the United States of America 
- Mr. Daniel M. Capone, Political Officer, Embassy of the United States of America 

Azerbaijan stakeholders 
- Mr. Ilkin Gurbanov, Division Chief, Main Department on Combatting Human Trafficking 
- Mr. Vahid Gahramanov, Chief of Head Department of Migration, Policy and Legal Support, State 

Migration Service 
- Ms. Balabayova Nazakat, Head of Center for Assistance to Victims of Human Trafficking, Ministry 

for Labor and Social Protection of the Population 
- Kubra Alakbanova, Psychologist NGO Tamas 
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- Ms. Mammadova Sudaba, Chairperson, NGO Tamas 
- Ms. Anur Shikhli, Social Worker, NGO Tamas 
- Kamala Aghazada, Director, NGO Azerbaijan Children’s Union  
- Mehriban Zeynalova, Director, NGO Clean World Public Union 
- Ms. Maryam Haji-ismayilova, International Aid and Cooperation Officer, Delegation of the 

European Union to Azerbaijan 
- Ms. Aybaniz Ismayilova, Project Management Specialist, Office of Governacne and Economic 

Resiliance, USAID Azerbaijan  
- Mr. Ruslan Veliyev, Advocate, Bar Association of Azerbaijan Republic 

 

 
 



47 

Annex 7.5 – Stakeholder participation in project implementation and the evaluation 
 
Georgia 

Stakeholder 
Participant in project implementation Participant in evaluation 

Interview or survey Validation workshop Another workshop Received report Interview Survey 
State Fund for Protection and Assistance of Victims (Statutory) of Human Trafficking X X  X X  
International Centre for Migration Policy Development (ICMPD) X X     
Tbilisi State University X X  X   
Saba University    X   
Georgian Young Lawyers Association X X     
“Tanadgoma” X X     
“Civil Development Agency” X      
Unnamed NGO      X 
Anti-Violence Network of Georgia X X   X X 
Ministry of Justice X   X X X 
High School of Justice    X   
Prosecutor's Office  X  X  X 
Secretariat to the State Commission on Migration Issues    X   
Ministry of Foreign Affairs    X   
INL, US Embassy X X  X X  
Ministry of Internal Affairs, including the CT Task Force in Batumi X X  X X X 
Independent expert  X     
EU Delegation X   X   
Ministry of Labour, Health and Social Affairs    X   
UNICEF    x   

 

Notes:  
- Participation in interviews is based on agenda of assessment interviews annexed to interim donor report. 
- EU Delegation was not listed in the agenda of assessment interviews, but is mentioned in acknowledgements to the report.  
- Indication of who received a report is based on a distribution list provided by IOM staff. 

 

Armenia 

Stakeholder 
Participant in project implementation Participant in evaluation 

Interview or survey Validation workshop Another workshop Received report Interview Survey 
Ministry of Justice X X  X  X 
Ministry of Education and Science X   X   
Police X X X X   
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) X X  X  X 
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Ministry of Emergency Situations of Armenia (MOES)  X  X   
Health Inspectorate, Ministry of Health X X X X X  
Investigative Committee X X  X   
Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs (MLSA) X X X X X  
National Security Service, Border Guards Troop X X  X X  
Office of the Human Rights Defender (Ombudsman) X X  X   
Office of the Prosecutor General X   X   
Prosecutor  X X X   
State Migration Service (SMS) X X X X X  
Unnamed government or ministry 1    X  X 
Unnamed government or ministry 2  X  X  X 
Unnamed government or ministry 3 X X  X  X 
Yerevan municipality   X X   
International Labour Organization (ILO) X X  X   
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) X X  X   
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)  X  X   
OSCE X X  X   
EU Delegation  X  X   
Council of Europe  X  X   
German embassy  X  X   
US Embassy  X  X   
INL, US Embassy X   X  X 
Independent expert X   X   
Unnamed NGO X X X X  X 
Audio-Visual  X  X   
United Methodist Committee on Relief (UMCOR) Armenia X X X X  X 
Hope and Help NGO X X X X   
Democracy Today X X X X X  

 

Notes:  
- Participation in interviews is based on agenda of visit annexed to interim donor report. 
- No documented distribution of report. Assumed that everyone who participated in the assessment process received a copy of the report. 

 

Azerbaijan 

Stakeholder 
Participant in project implementation Participant in evaluation 

Interview or survey Validation workshop Another workshop Received report Interview Survey 
Counter-trafficking Main Department, Ministry of Internal Affairs X X  X X  
Ministry of Foreign Affairs X   X   
State Migration Service X  X X X  
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State Border Service X   X   
State Security Service    X   
State Committee for Women, Children and Family Affairs X   X   
Ombudsperson’s Office X X  X   
General Prosecutor’s Office X   X   
Ministry of Justice    X   
Academy of Justice    X   
State Shelter for Trafficking Victims X   X   
Victim Assistance Centre, Ministry of Labour and Social Protection  X   X X  
State Labour Inspection Service, Ministry of Labour and Social Protection  X   X   
Ministry of Education    X   
Ministry of Health    X   
Ministry of Youth and Sports    X   
Ministry of Culture and Tourism    X   
State Customs Committee    X   
Clean World Public Union  X    X  
Azerbaijan Children Union  X    X X 
Azerbaijan Red Crescent Society  X      
Woman Initiatives and Support to the Solution of Social Problems Public Union X     X 
“Tamas” Regional Development Public Union X X  X X  
“Education” Public Support Association of Youth of Azerbaijan  X     X 
USAID    X X  
US Embassy    X   
Delegation of the European Union to the Republic of Azerbaijan  X  X X  
Norway    X   
Embassy of the United Kingdom    X   
Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation  X  X   
United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA)    X   
UNICEF    X   
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)    X   
International Centre for Migration Policy Development X X  X   
International Labour Organization X   X   
Trade Unions       
NGO Coalition       

 

Notes:  
- Participation in interviews is based on agenda of assessment interviews annexed to interim donor report, and list of acknowledgment in the assessment report. 
- Indication of who received a report is based on a distribution list provided by IOM staff.  


