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Executive summary  

Project summary 

The project “Improving Information Management and Planning Capacities of Serbian 

Commissariat for Refugees and Migration” was implemented by the International Organization 

for Migration (IOM) mission in Serbia from 1 September 2019 to 28 February 2020. As per IOM 

project proposal, the overall objective of this project was to contribute in improving access to 

Serbian Commissariat for Refugees and Migration (SCRM) services through strengthening the 

monitoring, coordination and planning capacity of SCRM, both at the central and the local level 

through the enhanced information management system.  

The project budget was CHF 70,000 funded by the Swiss State Secretariat for Migration (SEM) 

and managed by the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) through the Swiss 

Cooperation Office (SCO) in Serbia.   

Evaluation summary  

Final evaluation of this project was commissioned by IOM office in Serbia and was conducted by 

Jovana Gusic, an external consultant, during the final month of project implementation 

(February 2020). Meetings with main stakeholders were held between 24 and 28 February 2020 

and draft evaluation report produced in March 2020. 

The evaluation was designed to assess the processes, products and achievements made to draw 

lessons that will inform the development of the next phases of similar projects. Moreover, this 

evaluation aims to assess how sustainable the achievements of this intervention are likely to be 

in reaching its outcomes and the objectives. The donor will use the findings of the evaluation to 

assess results achieved and value for money, and IOM will use the results to inform future 

programming.  

1. Introduction  

Final evaluation of the project “Improving Information Management and Planning Capacities of 

Serbian Commissariat for Refugees and Migration” was commissioned by IOM office in Serbia 

and conducted by Jovana Gusic, an external consultant, during the final month of project 
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implementation (February 2020) and meetings with main stakeholders held during the last 

week of February.  

This report includes the following sections: context and purpose of the evaluation, evaluation 

framework and methodology, findings, conclusions and recommendations. Annexes to the 

report include the evaluation terms of reference, the evaluation matrix used by the consultant 

to guide data collection and analysis, a list of documents reviewed, a list of persons interviewed 

or consulted and the data collection instruments (interview guide). 

2. Context and purpose of the evaluation  

2.1 Evaluation context  

After the migration crisis response measures were formulated by the Government of Serbia 

(mainly in the document called the National Response Plan for an Increased Number of 

Migrants on the Territory of the Republic of Serbia in 2016 and 2017), SCRM invested significant 

resources and efforts in improving the coordination, monitoring and management of the influx 

of migrants, services provided to them in asylum/reception centres, prioritizing migrants’ 

needs. One of the improvements in the system of service provision referred to the 

development of data collection and exchange IT system which is essential for effective SCRM 

planning and the assessment of beneficiaries’ needs in all reception and asylum centers on the 

territory of Serbia. Up to date, several tools have been developed and integrated into a 

comprehensive SCRM Information Management Software (SCRM IMS), intended to be used in 

the everyday work in all central and field locations. Under the EU funded initiative implemented 

between October 2017 and March 2019, a comprehensive SCRM IMS has been created, 

including the SMART software (Software for Management and Reporting), while the SEM 

funded initiative implemented between December 2016 and August 2019 resulted in the 

development of Beneficiaries Database which is to be integrated within the SCRM IMS.  

Due to the fact that there was a funding gap between the end of the aforementioned 

interventions and the IPA funding that is to further strengthen structural capacities of SCRM 

and further adjust and upgrade SMART software, this six-month initiative has been 

implemented to ensure the continuation of the activities of the established system for 

monitoring, coordination and planning capacity of SCRM, both at the central and the local level.  

Its overall objective is to contribute in improving access to SCRM services through 

strengthening the monitoring, coordination and planning capacity of SCRM, both at the central 

and the local level through the enhanced information management system. 

2.2 Evaluation purpose  
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As stipulated in the project proposal and further developed in External Evaluation Terms of 

Reference, this evaluation is to assess the relevance of project design, effectiveness and 

performance of the project, efficiency of project management and implementation, impact and 

sustainability, as well as attention paid in the project implementation to cross-cutting issues 

(gender and human rights). It is to be used by IOM in order to assess performance and impact 

and to inform future decision-making on the use of donor’s potentially available funds.  

2.3 Evaluation scope  

The evaluation covered the entire period of project implementation, from 1 September 2019 to 

28 February 2020 and it took place in Belgrade, Serbia.  

The evaluation was conducted during the last month of project implementation thus allowing 

for all of project outputs to be achieved and verified by the consultant.  

2.4 Evaluation criteria   

According to evaluation ToR, the following evaluation criteria were to be assessed, with specific 
questions/sub-questions formulated for each criterion:    

• Relevance: The extent to which the project objectives, outcomes and outputs are relevant 
to national and regional needs and priorities and are they realistically set.  

• Effectiveness: The extent to which a project achieved its objectives or produced its desired 
results. 

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

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

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

• Cross-cutting issues of gender and human rights: The extent to which issues of gender and 
human rights were considered in the design and implementation of the project. 

 

2.5 Evaluation limitations 

Overall, no limitations to the evaluation process were encountered. Although it will be an 

important part of SCRM IMS, the Beneficiaries’ Database which was developed under the 

previous SEM-funded project has not been integrated and operational at the time of the 

evaluation. This has posed certain limitations to the longer-term assessment of the 

achievement of the output 1.2, as the integration of the Beneficiaries’ Database into a unique 
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SCRM IMS will take place after the next phase of development and upgrade is successfully 

implemented within the EU IPA project.  

 

 

 

 

3. Evaluation framework and methodology  

3.1 Data sources and collection  

Based on the evaluation questions and proposed methodology in the terms of reference (ToR) 

(Annex 1), an evaluation matrix (Annex 2) was developed for the purpose of data collection: for 

each evaluation question in the ToR, the consultant established sub-questions, indicators to 

guide answering those questions and the related data sources needed.  

The evaluation approach was based mainly on the following: 

-  Semi-structured interviews with IOM project management staff, SCRM representatives 

and the donor focal point (Swiss Cooperation Office). A list of persons interviewed is 

included in Annex 3. 

- Document review of project documents (project proposal and budget), relevant IOM 

strategies and guidance. A list of documents is included in Annex 4. 

Based on the evaluation questions set in ToR for the evaluation, guides for interviews were 

developed and used during the interviews (Annex 5).   

 

3.2 Data analysis  

The data analysis was based on qualitative analysis of documents read and notes taken during 

the interviews and meetings with stakeholders. This initial analysis was supplemented by 

reading greater number of relevant documents (project products such as handbook on 

software use, procurement templates and tendering documents) and notes taken after the 

meetings.  

As requested by the evaluation ToR, the consultant ensured that the assessment is conducted 

in objective and balanced manner and that IOM Data Protection Principles and UNEG norms 

and standards as well as relevant ethical guidelines are followed. This was ensured, among 

other, by reading a wide range of project-related documents and by non-inclusion of project 

staff in the interviews with stakeholders. 
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4. Findings   

The section is organized by evaluation criteria. Findings are presented for each evaluation 

question posed in the ToR (Annex 1).  

 

4.1 Relevance  

R1. Do the intended results remain valid and pertinent as originally planned or as subsequently 

modified in terms of direct beneficiary needs (SCRM, reception/asylum centres and migrants)?  

 

Intended results remain valid and pertinent to beneficiary needs. This project has been 

conceptualized as a six month bridging phase between two projects implemented in recent past 

and funded by EU (“Support to the Information Management, Communication and Planning 

Capacity in Addressing the Migration Management Challenges in Serbia”) and SEM (“Support to 

the Migration Management System in the Republic of Serbia”) respectively and forthcoming EU 

project that has started to be implemented as of December 2019. Given that the first two 

projects resulted in the creation of several IT modules and tools intended to be used by SCRM 

staff in performing their daily tasks (creation of SMART software for management and reporting 

and Beneficiaries’ Database, separately) this project is extremely relevant to direct 

beneficiaries’ needs (both SCRM directly and migrants and asylum seekers in reception centers 

indirectly). It relies on the SCRM need for a unique and comprehensive Information 

Management Software and further upgrades which will continue under the recently initiated 

national IPA project. Moreover, procurement-related activities under this project are relevant 

to direct SCRM need to take over food procurement and distribution from Oxfam and other 

non-governmental organizations as of 2020 and its need to ensure technical support through 

the engagement of a Procurement Officer who was to prepare necessary procurement 

procedures and templates for this take-over. Relevance of the project activities can be seen 

also in terms of reception/asylum staff needs, as their feedback on the functionality of initial 

SMART modules has been taken into account when SMART adaptations were produced under 
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this initiative. Additionally, centers’ staff reporting-related tasks will be now better streamlined 

through the use of SMART system and their entries monitored by SCRM in a coordinated 

manner.   

 

 

 

 

R2. Is the project aligned with and supportive of IOM strategies and the Migration Governance 

Framework? 

 

Although a short and mainly technical initiative, this project is well aligned with several IOM 

strategic and national legislative documents like:   

 

- IOM’s Global Strategy  

- IOM’s Regional Strategy for South-Eastern Europe, Eastern Europe and Central Asia, 

which includes Serbia. The project is in line with strategic objectives of comprehensive 

support to government and effective protection and assistance to migrants. It also aligns 

to various thematic objectives of the IOM regional strategy like 2) Ensuring protection of 

the human rights of all migrants 3) Providing effective protection and assistance to 

vulnerable migrants, including in the context of complex migration flows.  

- IOM’s Migration Governance Framework (MiGOF), in particular its principle one, that 

relates to the support to adherence to international standards and fulfillment of 

migrants’ rights.  

- Action Plan for Chapter 24; 1.2 – Recommendation 2, that refers to rolling out the 

necessary measures to ensure Serbia's readiness to correctly implement EU Acquis in 

the field of legal and irregular migration. 

- Law on Asylum and Temporary Protection in the Article 51 (Asylum centers and other 

facilities for accommodation of asylum seekers).   

 

 

R3. Are there any identifiable ways that the approach should be revised in future, or is it evident 
that additional or complementary activities or projects will need to be implemented? 

 
Being a bridging initiative with clearly stated outcomes and outputs, which directly responds to 

SCRM needs, all collocutors agreed that the project approach was adequate. For the same 

reason, this was a complementary initiative per se (complementing two EU funded and one 

previously implemented SEM project) not requiring additional or complementary activities 

within itself.  



10 
 

Main identifiable gap to be further addressed that was mentioned throughout the evaluation 

process relates to the current state of the Beneficiaries’ Database which is not yet fully 

integrated into unique SCRM Information Management Software (IMS) together with SMART. 

The overcoming of this gap and (at the same time) added value to this project has been 

temporarily achieved through the development of an additional SMART entity in which the data 

on beneficiaries is entered manually.  

 

R4. Is the project document well designed according to IOM project development guidelines and 

logical framework approach, including results, indicators, budget and M&E planning? 

 

The proposal narrative has been written according to IOM project development guidelines in 

the IOM standard proposal template. The rationale clearly lays out the problem and stresses 

the need for improving the system of data collection and data exchange between the central 

level of SCRM and reception/asylum centres, making it clear that external support is needed in 

order to build upon the results of the previous initiatives and ensure continuation of key 

activities, thus enforcing prospects of their sustainability. It links identified challenges to the 

project’s proposed solutions and defines the roles of each partner. Narrative of the project 

description is complete and well written, containing detailed description of activities.  

     

The results matrix is clear, logical and complete outlining two outcomes and three outputs, with 

precisely defined activities that lead to their achievement and correspond to proposed budget. 

Project budget clearly defines the roles of IT experts and procurement officer who are assigned 

the tasks that correlate to described activities.    

Internal monitoring tools were used during the course of the project, mainly using quantified 

indicators from the Results Matrix. Timelines of achieving stated results was monitored mainly 

through coordination meetings that were held among SCRM and IOM staff and the SCO. 

Additionally, as the project envisaged the upgrade of SMART system that produces regular 

reports on the situation in the field, these reports were also used as monitoring tools.  

As for planned evaluation, an internal evaluation was planned in the final month of project 

implementation which has eventually altered into external one, conducted according to the 

same institutional evaluation criteria, i.e. relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and 

sustainability of conducted activities.     

 

 4.2 Effectiveness  

 

Et1. Have the project outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans, 

or are they on track to being achieved? If no, why not? 
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Project outputs and outcomes have been achieved in accordance with the stated plans. At the 

outcome level, technical capacities of SCRM have been enhanced for integrating SMART and 

Beneficiaries’ Database and procurement capacities of SCRM have been improved for the 

takeover of food procurement and distribution responsibilities in line with SCRM mandate. In 

relation to the integration of two mentioned databases, it should be emphasized that measures 

and processes related to upgrades are developed as planned. i.e. upgrades in the SMART 

application on one hand and development of the SRS document for the Beneficiaries’ Database 

as part of SCRM IMS on the other hand. Based on this, as well as on the feedback obtained from 

beneficiaries, further development to enable full and functional integration will be continued. 

At this moment, SMART application uses only cumulative numbers from the Beneficiaries’ 

Database (cumulative numbers are inserted into SMART).   

 

Output 1.1 has been achieved. Two IT experts engaged under this project successfully 

eliminated the malfunction in existing SMART modules, collected information and feedback 

from the staff working in reception/asylum centers on their existing modules’ usage and 

possible improvements in data collection and creation of new SMART modules. According to 

one of the main stakeholders, SMART upgrades programmed in a new way made this 

application more functional now and better tailored to real SCRM needs. These upgrades have 

duly been complemented by adapting the Handbook on SMART Usage (in order to be in line 

with all changes that took place in the software).      

 

Output 1.2 has been partially achieved. Two IT experts have collected inputs from the field staff 

on their needs regarding the future use of Beneficiaries’ Database and the exact type of data 

they need to collect for it. Based on this feedback, an internal Assessment Needs Report of the 

existing database has been drafted and it incorporates a SRS document for integration of 

Beneficiaries’ Database into SCRM IMS.  

 

Output 2.1 has been fully achieved. Procurement officer who was to prepare procurement 

templates and adapt procedures for food procurement and delivery has been engaged with 

some delay (in December 2019), which caused increased workload for him towards the end of 

the project. Although it was initially planned to improve/prepare procurement procedures for 

food distribution only with adherence to national standards, given the EU funding and deriving 

contractual obligations and rules, the procurement officer prepared necessary procurement 

documentation and procedures in line with EU procurement standards (PRAG guidance). This 

project output will ensure smooth transition of procurement related activities through the next 

EU funded project (“EU Support to Migration Management in Serbia – Improving Reception 

Capacity, Protection Services and Access to Education”) that began in December 2019.  
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Despite the above delay, according to a national stakeholder, complete procurement 

documentation (implying guidance on preparation and publishing of tender Contract notices, 

preparation of Terms of Reference(s), technical specifications and other relevant documents 

according to PRAG and responses to procurement questions raised by tenderers during the 

tender procedure, procurement plans – budgets and selection criteria, proposals of draft and 

final contracts and notifications of contracts awarded) was ready on time. These procurement 

procedures are institutionalized by SCRM and at the time of the evaluation, thirteen tenders 

were underway with several of them already contracted under the above project, which would 

not be possible unless the work of procurement officer was diligently done.  

 

Et2. Were the activities sufficiently well implemented to reach intended results? Would other 

activities have been more effective in reaching the results?  

 

According to several stakeholders, the activities were sufficiently well implemented and they 

reached intended results. This particularly refers to the engagement of two IT experts (IT Data 

Management Focal Point and Software Development Expert) who were previously engaged on 

the creation of SMART software and now continued to work on its upgrade, thus enabling 

institutional memory for this project activity. Moreover, by being placed in the very SCRM 

premises, these two experts were well positioned to closely follow the databases-related needs 

of SCRM staff and timely apply optimal approach and upgrades to SMART as needed.  

 

Et3. To what extent has the project and its outputs met expectations and enhanced the work 
and functioning of the SCRM IMS? 

 

The project and the outputs it has achieved have fully met the expectations of interviewed 

stakeholders and contributed to the improvement of SCRM capacity for monitoring, 

coordination and planning at both at central and local level. As for the upgraded SMART 

software, it is still early to assess the extent to which it has been used by SCRM and reception 

and asylum centers’ staff and what the feedback on the upgrades is, but this is likely to be seen 

in three months time. Nevertheless, the evaluation consultant can confirm that upgraded 

SMART software has incorporated more modules than initially planned, that they are designed 

in more detail and cover more parameters than planned by the project. Also, the work of the 

Procurement Officer resulted not only in producing tendering documentation for food supply 

for migrants, but much broader scope of goods and services to be delivered (such as child food, 

drinking water, internet and food for SCRM field staff). As highlighted by one of the 

stakeholders, it would be recommendable to organize a brief meeting with the donor, EU 

representative, IOM and SCRM in order to present the achievements made and the way they 
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contributed to wider EU-funded initiatives. This has been planned and initiated accordingly as 

confirmed by the Project Manager.    

  

 

 

 

 

Et4. To what extent has the project adapted to changing external conditions in order to ensure 

project outcomes are achieved?  

 

The project was not subject to significant risks or changing conditions due to the fact that it has 

been implemented following direct SCRM needs and that its brief duration did not allow for 

significant changes in the context. Slightly increased pressure on the asylum/reception centers’ 

staff due to the number of approx. 5,600 migrants and centers’ capacities fully filled has been 

avoided by the option in SMART application to enter the reporting data retroactively, in case 

the staff works under higher pressure than normal. Also, an additional entity in the SMART 

application has been temporarily introduced for data entry on the beneficiaries to mitigate the 

non-functionalities of the Beneficiaries’ Database. Potential risks in SCRM IMS could be related 

to changes in internal SCRM procedures and needs (e.g. regarding food distribution or house 

rules in the reception and asylum centers) which affect already defined/created SMART 

entities. In relation to this, the option Change Request has been created for front-end users of 

SMART so as to allow getting these requests for changes in the software.  

The risk posed by the delayed recruitment of the Procurement Officer has been overcome by 

his efficient adjustment to the available timeframe and even increased delivery of additional 

outputs towards the end of the project.  

Project monitoring data were not used per se, but regular meetings held between SCRM and 

IOM, and occasional meetings with the donor served for monitoring the progress made in 

project activities. Progress made in the process of SMART software upgrade has been measured 

by supporting applications designed to monitor the upgrade process such as GIT HUB and 

TRELLO.  

 

4.3 Efficiency  

Ey1. Were the project activities undertaken as scheduled and were outputs delivered on time? If 

not, what is the reason for possible delays?  

 

Planned outputs were delivered on time. The only activity that that was initiated with a delay is 

the recruitment of Procurement Officer who was engaged in the fourth month of project 
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implementation instead in the first month (as stated in the project Work Plan). This was due to 

the longer period of time needed to identify potential candidates as procurement experts of 

this profile and experience are rare and usually unwilling to accept short-term assignments. t. 

However, in close coordination with SCRM procurement unit and efficient reorganization of the 

tasks in relation to the planned activities, the procurement officer managed to deliver and even 

exceed the planned outputs by the end of the project.   

A coordinated implementation work plan was prepared and it is part of the project document. 

Apart from afore-mentioned delay, other activities were conducted as scheduled.  

 

Ey2. What measures have been taken to ensure that resources are efficiently used?  
 

IOM project team (Project Coordinator and IT Data Management Focal Point in particular) took 

various measures to make sure that resources were efficiently used. This included close 

coordination with the main project partner and beneficiary (SCRM) to ensure ongoing 

assessment of priority needs, as well as creation of synergies with other projects and 

interventions (one SEM-funded and two EU-funded initiatives).  Coordination among IOM staff 

and hired IT and procurement experts appears to have been good. One unofficial financial 

monitoring report was shared with the donor towards the end of the project in order to track 

and report on use of funds. By the end of the project and follow-up completion of all related 

payments, 100% of the total budget (CHF 70,000) is expected to be spent as reported by the 

project coordinator.  

Project Steering Committee was not formally established as proposed in the project document, 

but coordination meetings comprising IOM, SCRM and the donor (on both managerial and 

technical level) were regularly held. This was reportedly altered in coordination among the 

project partners and the donor in order to enable efficiency within the short duration of the 

project., Four coordination meetings were held altogether, on a more or less monthly basis and 

they helped to steer the process of SMART upgrade, provided strategic input and review of 

project activities and finally endorsed the project results.  

 

4.4 Impact  
 

I1. What other unintended effects can be observed, whether positive or negative? 
 
It is consultant’s observation that the project had more positive than negative unintended 

effects. Great number of records and reports on the numbers of users, regular and conditional 

services provided in the centers etc. that are prepared by the field staff in the asylum/reception 

centers in various formats (e.g. excel, word, etc.)., will now be replaced by one functional 
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SMART software that will need just one data entry in order to feed the SCRM IMS at the central 

level and export reports on different topics in different formats. Through its option Daily 

Records, which comprises the data on the number of centers’ users, number of children, 

groups, country of origin and distributed meals, SMART software uses the data from the 

Beneficiaries’ Database, thus making its data integrated and useful in SCRM IMS. Overall, it is 

consultant’s impression that the current, upgraded SMART version is much more user friendly 

than the initial one. Coupled with the positive effects of the procurement part of the project 

under which wider scope of tendering procedures and documents than originally planned has 

been produced, upgraded SMART software has the effect of making the entire system of 

reception of migrants and quality of services delivered to them more sustainable in the long 

run.      

Only one possible negative effect with the creation of SMART software as perceived by the staff 

who should work on the data entry could be increasing of workload in the “transition period”, 

i.e. at the beginning of the introduction of the database usage, as they might have to continue 

preparing reports “the old way”/out of the database for some time, until all information starts 

flowing through the SMART.  

 

I2. Did the project take timely measures for mitigating any unplanned negative impacts? 
 
As mentioned earlier in the text, the unplanned negative impact of the project could relate to 

asylum/reception centers’ staff work overload and their inability to update the SMART system 

with necessary data on a regular basis or in a timely manner. Also, some users may be reluctant 

to learn the usage of the new IT software, which has all been mitigated by the option of 

retroactive data entry created by IT experts.  

 

I3. Has the project served to design or inform discussion of follow-up projects (actual or 

planned)?  

 

Being a brief, bridging initiative, the efforts put by the two IT experts and one procurement 

officer into this project will be continued through recently initiated EU funded project that will 

aim to further improve the current SCRM information management system (IMS), including the 

introduction of quality control and evaluation of all services rendered to beneficiaries in 

reception facilities. The project is aimed to develop a tailored software/application which 

should process the transactions on the individual level using the new framework and tools 

technology, thus creating the database on accommodated persons (their registration, including 

biographic data, printed ID cards, services provided to them etc.). This process will be carried 

out by the same IT experts, thus enabling significant institutional memory and complementarity 

with other implemented initiatives.  
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From the donor perspective, this bridging project is important as a basis for creating a range of 

capacity building activities in the longer run, mainly those intended for local level staff working 

on data entry on protection services provided to migrants, since support in the wider area of 

protection of migrants is vital for SCRM.   

 

 

4.5 Sustainability  

S1. Are the benefits generated likely to continue once external support ceases?  

Benefits generated by this project will continue to be used as they are part of the response to 

the systemic need of SCRM for monitoring, coordination and planning of service provision at 

both local and central level. Institutional sustainability has been achieved through creation of 

SCRM based and owned SMART software that will start to be used by the staff once their 

accounts have been duly created and activated, most likely as of 9 March 2020. The Handbook 

on SMART Usage is a comprehensive project product that will serve to guide both SCRM and 

asylum/reception centers’ employees on how to use this software in their everyday work, 

covering the logistical topics (map of centers, the damage inflicted in them, incidents that 

happened, the presence of international or non-governmental organizations in the centers and 

mandatory services provided to migrants). It will continue to generate benefits by providing 

information that can continue to be referred to and used by national and local level users, along 

with increased knowledge among trained centers’ staff who can support future delivery of 

trainings. 

Procurement procedures created under this project will continue to be used not only 

throughout the current EU-funded project and for food distribution only, but in future 

procurement-related work of SCRM as well.      

 

S2. To what extent is the project supported by local institutions and embedded in institutional 

structures that are likely to survive beyond the life of the project? 

 

Since the project activities are at the same time an integral part of regular SCRM work, this 

institution has been fully involved in the design and implementation of this project. The project 

hasn’t been implemented as a stand-alone initiative, but actors involved were working from the 

SCRM as part of the whole institutional system.   

Based on the requests and needs from the local-level staff, the SMART system has been 

upgraded in accordance with their needs, which should guarantee its utility and ownership of 
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those using it. At the time of the evaluation, improved SMART software hasn’t been used on a 

larger scale, which is expected as from March 2020. Procurement procedures for food 

distribution complemented with Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) on food delivery, food 

serving, food quality etc. created under the project were highly institutionalized and embedded 

by SCRM and adopted through internal regulations of relevant sections of SCRM.  

 

 
S3. To what extent have target groups and possibly other relevant stakeholders been involved in 
project planning and implementation? 
 
As direct beneficiary of the project, SCRM was closely involved in project planning and 

implementation. Other relevant stakeholders that were also involved are the staff working in 

the asylum/reception centers all over Serbia and who use SMART software in their daily work. 

Apart from providing valuable feedback on their needs when operating with databases at the 

beginning of this project, this local-level staff participated in the training on usage of SMART 

software held in Plandiste on 24 and 25 February 2020, where they also expressed their 

opinions on the results of its upgrade.  

Staff’s involvement is likely to contribute to sustainability to a great extent as the software that 

is created is a dynamic one and once the effects of its usage are seen in the centers, it can be 

modified according to further needs in future.  

 

4.6 Gender  

G1. Were gender mainstreaming issues taken into account in design and implementation? 
 
Gender was mainstreamed in the project design to the extent which is applicable to the project 

of such a technical nature. In the project document, IOM stated that it would ensure that in 

reporting generated by SMART software, gender segregated data is included at all data entry 

levels, including feedback collection from the field and reporting templates to be designed or 

redesigned; that training curricula would be gender mainstreamed for content in line with IOM 

gender policy principles and that training to be conducted would encourage equitable female 

participation and service provision procedures to be developed would also reflect gender 

sensitive approaches. 

In the project implementation, the consultant could observe that gender balanced project team 

was hired, that feedback collected for the purpose of SMART upgrade has been equally 

collected from both women and man working in SCRM or in the field and that the training on 

SMART usage has incorporated significant number of women (23 women and 17 men). As for 

gender sensitivity of data entered in the SMART application, only cumulative numbers of 

women and men residing or working in centers could be seen, or sex-related data in incidents 
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or complaints sections registered in relevant SMART modules. In conclusion, due to the nature 

of this brief initiative there was no room for apparent promotion of more gender balanced 

participation in project activities.  

 

 
 
G2. Were activities implemented taking into account needs of different groups (women, men, 
girls, boys, migrants identifying as LGBTI, etc.)?  
 
Being a logistical database, the initial SMART software was not intended to take into account 

neither data nor the information on the needs of different groups (women, men, girls, boys, 

migrants identifying as LGBTI, etc.). Once improved under the new EU-funded project, 

upgraded Beneficiaries’ Database will be able to determine the extent to which beneficiaries at 

asylum/reception centers are offered services sensitive to their needs and vulnerabilities. 

Procurement segment of the project that relates to the creation of procurement procedures for 

food distribution singles out the separate procedure for the procurement and distribution of 

child food, which implies that this service provided to migrants takes into account special 

nutrition needs of children.  

 

4.7 Human Rights  

HR1. Has the implementation of the project activities increased access to and respect for 

migrants’ human rights in practical terms, including those with specific types of vulnerabilities? 

 

This effect of the project, for the reason of its duration, could be observable only once the 

upgraded SMART software is fully used by the centers’ and SCRM staff for a certain amount of 

time. The evaluation consultant could observe, when being presented with the SMART 

application’s modules, that one of them entirely covers 150 indicators from 40 EASO standards 

originating from EASO Guidance on Reception Conditions: Operational Standards and Indicators 

focusing on provision of material conditions i.e. housing, food, clothing, health care, non-food 

items as well as a daily expenses allowance to the asylum seekers residing in centers. In 

practical terms, migrants’ human rights are respected though the database option of filing a 

complaint against someone or something in the center, which can then be entered into SMART 

by asylum/reception center staff and duly processed at the central level. As mentioned earlier, 

specific types of vulnerabilities will be able to be specified only once Beneficiaries’ Database is 

fully functional.     
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5. Conclusions and Recommendations  

Conclusions  

1. The intended results are well aligned to direct beneficiary needs, i.e. SCRM and 

reception/asylum centers’ staff directly and migrants and asylum seekers indirectly.  

Responsiveness to needs in the original design and subsequent adaptability and flexibility in 

implementation ensured that the project bridged two EU funded and complemented one SEM 

funded initiative, allowing thus continuity of vital activities as expected. 

2.  The project is well aligned with government policies (Law on Asylum and Temporary 

Protection and Action Plan for Chapter 24) and with national strategic orientation to Serbia’s 

accession to EU.   

3. Going forward, attention is likely still needed in removing malfunctions of the existing 

Beneficiaries’ Database so that, once improved, it could be fully integrated into SCRM IMS.  

4.  The project was effective in achieving all of the planned outputs and outcomes, with 

overachieving in the Output 1.1 (upgrade and creation of more SMART modules than initially 

planned, which are more detailed and more extensive) and Output 2.1 (creation of greater 

number of procurement procedures that relate not only to food procurement and distribution 

but also to internet services, drinking water supply, food for children and centers’ staff).    

5. Stakeholders were satisfied with the project and its outputs, and in particular appreciated 

the flexibility of hired IT and procurement experts to adapt quickly to emergent needs and 

priorities, while still achieving the aim of improving the work and functioning of SCRM IMS and 

successful overtaking the food procurement and distribution from non-government actors to 

SCRM.  

6. Planned outputs were delivered on time despite the delayed recruitment of the Procurement 

Officer who efficiently adapted to the available timeframe and managed to produce his 

deliverables including necessary procedures and documents as per EU procurement guideline, 

while taking into account national standards when needed).  

7. The project succeeded in its initial aim to ensure continuation of the activities that 

established SCRM IMS under previous EU funding and the national IPA funding portfolio that 

started in December 2019 by creating a user friendly software system that will significantly ease 
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the burden of complex reporting tasks of the asylum/reception centers’ employees and 

contribute to better planning and monitoring of needs of/in the centers, as well as to a wider 

range of capacity building activities relating to better service provision on the local level.  

8. Benefits generated by this project are likely to continue in future as they are highly 

institutionalized by SCRM on both central and local level and since SCRM have taken ownership 

of project products (SMART software, handbook on its usage and pertinent trainings, 

procurement procedures and templates).  

9.   Gender was mainstreamed to some extent in the project design, by entering gender 

segregated data at all entry levels, reflecting gender specific requirements in SMART application 

and participation in relevant trainings. Due to its technical nature, there was no room for 

further and greater promotion of gender balanced participation in project activities.  

 

10. Having included reporting and data entry as per EASO standards in SMART application 

(following EASO Guidance on Reception Conditions: Operational Standards and Indicators), the 

reporting now contributes to the enhancements of asylum seekers’ human rights, in particular 

to their monitoring and possibility to file a complaint.  

 

Recommendations  

 

1. It is recommended to strategize on how best to proceed with the development of the 

Beneficiaries’ Database based on the SRS document, taking into account the information 

generated from the previous work and the malfunctions of the previous version (e.g.  correcting 

program codes from the previous version might not solve the malfunctions and could take 

much more time than creating new codes and version of the database). 

 

2.  It would be vital that developed Beneficiaries Database within a fully functional SCRM IMS is 

in line with relevant EU and national legislation on data protection principles.   

 

3. It is recommendable to organize a coordination meeting with the participation of SCO, EU 

representative, IOM and SCRM in order to present the achievements made under this initiative 

and the way it contributed to wider EU-funded initiatives.    

 

4.  Organizing of broader array of capacity building activities on both central and local level on 

the provision of protection-related services and pertinent reporting through unified SCRM IMS 

(from local-level data entry, its processing etc.) is highly recommendable.   
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8. Annexes  

Annex 1 – Evaluation ToR  

 
Terms of Reference 

 
Final external evaluation of the project (Individual Consultancy) 

 “IMPROVING INFORMATION MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING CAPACITIES OF SERBIAN COMMISSARIAT 
FOR REFUGEES AND MIGRATION” 

 
Commissioned by: IOM Serbia Country Office 

 
1. Evaluation context 
 
Once migration crisis response measures by the Government of Serbia were established in 2017, further 
support was needed to strengthen the capacity of the SCRM, mandated to manage migration in the 
Republic of Serbia, both at the central and the local level. This includes development of a system and 
capacities for improving data collection and exchange which are essential for effective planning and 
migration management, specifically in relation to assessment of beneficiaries’ needs, reception and 
service provision in reception and asylum centers. Up to date, several tools have been developed and 
integrated into a comprehensive SCRM Information Management Software (SCRM IMS), intended to be 
used in the everyday work in all central and field locations. 

Overall project objective: The overall objective of the project is to contribute in improving access to 
SCRM services through strengthening the monitoring, coordination and planning capacity of SCRM, both 
at the central and the local level through the enhanced information management system. 

Specific objectives: 

• Ensure the continuation of the activities of the SCRM system for monitoring, coordination and 
planning, both at the central and the local level; 

• Provide further upgrade and adjustments of the Software for Management and Reporting 
(SMART) for regular monitoring and planning of the needs in the asylum and reception centers; 

• Prepare the integration with the Beneficiaries’ Database within the SCRM software; 
• Ensure technical support to SCRM for the procurement processes needed, with the specific 

focus on food procurement and distribution. 

2. Evaluation purpose  
 
The overall objective is to assess the relevance of the project’s design, its effectiveness and 
performance, efficiency of the project management and implementation as well as the impact and 
sustainability, with attention to cross-cutting issues (i.e. gender and human rights). 
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The evaluation will be used primarily by IOM, to assess performance and impact and to inform future 
decision-making on the use of donor’s potentially available funds. The evaluation was designed to be 
conducted in the final month of the project. 
 
 
3. Evaluation scope 
 
The evaluation will cover the entire period of implementation (1 September 2019 – 28 February 2020.) 
of the project “Improving Information Management and Planning Capacities of Serbian Commissariat for 
Refugees and Migration”. The evaluation will take place in Belgrade, Serbia. 
 
 
4. Evaluation criteria 
  
The evaluation will use the five main OECD-DAC criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact 
and sustainability as well as cross-cutting issues of gender and human rights. Also, in terms of gender, all 
findings will be disaggregated by sex (as relevant and to the extent possible) and analysed and reported 
on accordingly.  
 
5. Evaluation questions 
 
Relevance 

• Do the intended results remain valid and pertinent as originally planned or as subsequently 
modified in terms of direct beneficiary needs (SCRM, other stakeholders relevant/mandated for 
migration management and migrants)?  

• Is the project aligned with and supportive of IOM national, regional and/or global strategies and 
the Migration Governance Framework? 

• Are there any identifiable ways that the approach should be revised in future, or is it evident 
that additional or complementary activities or projects will need to be implemented? 

• Is the project document well designed according to IOM project development guidelines and 
logical framework approach, including results, indicators, budget and M&E planning? 

 
Effectiveness 

• Have the project outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans, or 
are they on track to being achieved? If no, why not? 

• Were the activities sufficiently well implemented to reach intended results? Would other 
activities have been more effective in reaching the results?  

• To what extent has the project and its outputs met expectations and enhanced the work and 
functioning of the SCRM IMS? 

• To what extent has the project adapted to changing external conditions in order to ensure 
project outcomes are achieved?  

 
Efficiency 

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

• What measures have been taken to ensure that resources are efficiently used?  
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Impact 

• What other unintended effects can be observed, whether positive or negative? 

• Did the project take timely measures for mitigating any unplanned negative impacts? 

• Has the project served to design or inform discussion of follow-up projects (actual or planned)?  
 
Sustainability 

• Are the benefits generated likely to continue once external support ceases?  

• To what extent is the project supported by local institutions and embedded in institutional 
structures that are likely to survive beyond the life of the project? 

• To what extent have target groups and possibly other relevant stakeholders been involved in 
project planning and implementation? 
 

Gender 

• Were gender mainstreaming issues taken into account in design and implementation? 

• Were activities implemented taking into account needs of different groups (women, men, girls, 
boys, migrants identifying as LGBTI, etc.)?  

 
Human rights 

• Has the implementation of the project activities increased access to and respect for migrants’ 
human rights in practical terms, including those with specific types of vulnerabilities? 

 
IOM is interested in all conclusions that can be reached by the evaluation on the above questions, but 
the recommendations and lessons learned should give particular focus if possible, to whether the 
project contributed to improving access to SCRM services as a result of improved functionalities, 
operation and usage of SCRM IMS. Also, to the extent possible, attention should be paid to the 
contributions from other IOM interventions to the SCRM IMS and how this project enabled the building 
of capacities and resources from/under other related projects. 
 
6. Evaluation methodology  
 
The methodology, to be refined and adapted during the inception phase, will potentially include: 
 

• Review of project documents (project proposal and budget); relevant IOM strategies and 
guidance;  

• Key informant interviews with IOM project management staff, state authorities, experts and 
donor focal point; 

 
The monitoring data to be provided to the evaluation team will include: information on baselines and 
progress against indicators in the results matrix, feedback from state counterparts and authorities 
involved in project implementation on the extent to which the project met expectations and enhanced 
the availability and quality of social protection for migrant population in Serbia in a situation of 
increased migratory pressure to the existing capacities. 
 
The evaluator will create an Inception Report that will provide more details on the methodologies to be 
used, to include an evaluation matrix, initial drafts of interview guides, and agenda for interviews and 
field visits (to be coordinated with IOM Serbia). 
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Finally, the evaluator must follow the IOM Data Protection Principles, UNEG norms and standards for 
evaluation, and relevant ethical guidelines.  
 
 
 
7. Evaluation team 
 
The evaluation will be carried out by a qualified and experienced evaluation consultant. The evaluation 
approach has to follow standard international practices in project evaluation. 
 
8. Evaluation deliverables 
 
The deliverables expected from the Evaluator include the following: 
 

• An inception report will be prepared by the Evaluator and shared with IOM Serbia. The report 
should include an evaluation matrix and a draft interview guide, along with any other needed 
data collection tools. The inception report will also update the time plan for the realisation of 
the evaluation, if needed.  
 

• Following the review of project documentation and key informant interviews, the Evaluator will 
prepare a short presentation of the initial findings and tentative conclusions and 
recommendations. This will be used to debrief the evaluation manager and other relevant 
parties, to identify and address any misinterpretations or gaps.  
 

• Building on the debrief and initial feedback received, the Evaluator will produce a draft report 
that will be shared with the evaluation manager for review. The evaluation manager will 
consolidate all feedback and present it to the Evaluator. Feedback should focus on technical 
aspects and not on the conclusions or findings, unless those are based on inaccurate or 
incomplete information, in which case corrected or supplemental information should be 
provided.  

 

• Once feedback is provided by the evaluation manager, the Evaluator will prepare the final 
report. The report will follow the IOM Project Handbook template for evaluation reports. The 
Evaluator will also prepare a two-page Evaluation Brief to facilitate sharing of the key findings, 
conclusions and recommendations, following the IOM template and guidance for evaluation 
briefs. 

 
All deliverables are to be written in English and meet good language standards, as well as IOM 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) standards. The final report should meet the standards laid out in the 
UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports.  
 
9. Evaluation work plan 
 
Upon selection of the evaluator, the Evaluation Manager will arrange a meeting to discuss the ToR and 
any initial questions. The Evaluation Manager will also provide all relevant project documents, to include 
a list of stakeholders and a tentative, proposed agenda. Based on the TOR, the Evaluator will carry out a 
review of documents provided by the evaluation manager and draft the Inception Report for review by 
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the evaluation manager. The evaluation manager will arrange an initial management meeting to ensure 
a common understanding of the evaluation process, to confirm final logistics, and review and give inputs 
into data collection plans as outlined in the Inception Report.  
 
Field logistics will be the responsibility of the evaluation manager, including arranging meetings, 
transportation, and interpretation services for meetings and field visits. An informal debrief should be 
included at the end of the field visit, and then a more formal debrief presentation should be held in the 
week following the visit on the initial findings following conclusion of the data collection and preliminary 
analysis. This will allow for any obvious oversights, misinterpretations, or information gaps to be 
identified and addressed before the evaluator begins drafting the full report. 
 
Once approved by the evaluation manager, the report will be shared with the donor (by evaluation 
manager), with IOM’s Office of the Inspector General (by the Regional M&E Officer for RO Vienna), and 
with other migrant protection and assistance specialists as needed (by the relevant Regional Thematic 
Specialist for RO Vienna).  
 
The following timeline is proposed, to be discussed and confirmed with the selected evaluator. The 
evaluation is expected to start during February 2020, with the interviews to be organized in the second 
half of February and the final report delivered by the end of February 2020. 
 
The evaluation is to be conducted in up to 10 working days in the following tentative timeframe: 
 

Activity Responsible Timeline 

Compile and share relevant documentation Evaluation manager As soon as an evaluator is engaged 

Review documents and draft inception report Evaluator 1.5 days 

Review and comment on inception report Evaluation manager Within 1 day of receiving report 

Finalize inception report, data collection tools Evaluator 1 day 

Finalize logistical arrangements and agenda Evaluation manager As soon as possible 

Interviews with main stakeholders Evaluator 2 days 

De-brief to evaluation manager Evaluator 0.5 day 

Draft report  Evaluator 3 days 

Comments on draft report Evaluation manager Within 1 day of receiving report 

Final report and evaluation brief  Evaluator 2 days 
 
 

 
The quality of the evaluation report will be assessed based on the criteria of utility, credibility and 
appropriateness including but not limited to: 
 

• The report has to be written in clear language (English); 

• The information in the report has to follow the IOM Project Handbook template for evaluation 
reports, including: 1) Title Page, 2) List of acronyms and abbreviations, 3) Table of contents 
including list of annexes; 4) Executive Summary, 5) Introduction 6) Context and purpose of the 
evaluation (including scope, criteria and possible limitations), 7) Evaluation framework and 
methodology, 8) Findings (summary and explanation of findings and interpretations), 9) 
Conclusions and Recommendations, 10) Annexes; 

• The information in the report has to be complete, well-structured and well presented; 

• The information in the report has to be reliable (evidence based and well documented findings);  
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• Recommendations have to be concrete and implementable; 

• Adherence to IOM monitoring and evaluation (M&E) standards; 

• Human rights and gender equality perspective has been taken into account. 
 
 
 
Skills and Competencies 
 

• Excellent analytical skills. 

• Strong writing skills.  

• Ability to synthesize research and reach empirically based conclusions on related subject. 

• Proven capacity to produce reports. 

• Knowledge of inter-disciplinary development issues. 

• Result-oriented and responds to feedback positively. 

• Effective application of Results-Based Management. 

• Good communication, coordination and facilitation skills. 

• Ensures quality of work in a timely manner and meets deadlines. 
 
Qualifications and Experience 
 

• High academic degree in relevant field of humanities, social science, economy or business 
administration. 

• Minimum 5 years of relevant professional experience, preferably in international/multilateral 
development context. 

• Experience in evaluating and monitoring development activities and projects. 

• Understanding of the migration context in Serbia.  

• Understanding of current policies, legislation and international standards related to migrant 
protection and assistance. 

• Familiarity with the international evaluation standards. 

• Computer literacy, knowledge of software packages and handling of web-based monitoring 
systems. 

• Excellent knowledge of written and spoken Serbian and English. 
 

Other requirements 
 
The evaluator must adhere to the IOM Data Protection Principles (IN/138) and maintain 
confidentiality. The evaluator must adhere to UNEG norms and standards for evaluation, and relevant 
ethical guidelines. 
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Annex 2 – Evaluation Matrix  

CRITERIA AND QUESTIONS (from the ToR) SUB-QUESTIONS AND INDICATORS DATA SOURCES 

Relevance  

Evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators Documents (desk review) 
Stakeholders 

IOM Govt  Donor 

R1. Do the intended results 
remain valid and pertinent as 
originally planned or as 
subsequently modified in terms 
of direct beneficiary needs 
(SCRM, reception/asylum 
centers and migrants)? 

 

To what extent has the context shifted during 
and since the project implementation? 

Documented assessments and 
stakeholder perceptions. 

Project documents X X X 

How well have intended results aligned to 
beneficiary needs (state authorities and the 
reception/asylum centers)?   

Changes to social, political, 
security and economic context. 

Project documents 

Donor reports 

X X X 

Were there any modifications to the 
outcomes, activities or budget since initial 
design? How well did they respond to 
objectives and needs? 

Formal or informal modifications 
to the project design. Assessment 
of alignment to objectives/needs. 

Project documents X X  

R2. Is the project aligned with 
and supportive of IOM 
strategies and the Migration 
Governance Framework? 

 

 

To what extent does the project align with the 
IOM Strategies? MiGOF? IOM global strategy? 

Alignment with IOM global 
strategies. 

IOM Strategy, MiGOF, 
global strategies 

X   

Alignment and coordination with other IOM 
projects and efforts of government and other 
actors? 

Alignment with other efforts, and 
consultation and coordination 
efforts to ensure alignment 

Project documents X X  

R3. Are there identifiable ways 
that the approach should be 
revised, or is it evident that 
additional complementary 
activities or projects will be 
needed? 

Did the project approach respond well to the 
identified needs?  

Are there any identifiable gaps that can be 
observed now, or are foreseen in the future? 

Perceptions of stakeholders of the 
relevance of the project approach, 
and identification of current or 
likely future gaps.  

Alignment with needs and gaps. 

SRS document for SMART 
upgrade 

Handbook on software 
use 

Assessment report of 
Beneficiaries’ database  

Templates, tendering and 
procurement documents  

X X  

R4. Is the project document well 
designed according to IOM 
project development guidelines 
and logical framework 
approach, including results, 
indicators, budget and M&E 
planning? 

Overall, was the project proposal and budget 
well designed? 

Comparison of project documents 
to IOM Project Handbook (first 
edition, in effect during project). 

Project documents 

IOM Project Handbook 

X   
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Is the results matrix clear, logical and complete 
– including results chain (vertical logic) and the 
indicators and assumptions (horizontal logic)? 

 

Assessment of logic and 
coherence of results matrix 
compared to IOM standards. 

 

Project documents 

IOM Project Handbook 

 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 

 

 Was the M&E planning well designed? Comparison of project documents 
to the SDC guidance provided at 
time of activation. Assessment of 
M&E plans and tools used. 

SDC  guidance 

M&E plans and tools 

X  X 

Effectiveness 
 

Et1. Have the project outputs 
and outcomes been achieved in 
accordance with the stated 
plans, or are they on track to 
being achieved? If no, why not? 

Output 1.1. Improved SMART software, 
including relevant tools, is made available to 
SCRM staff at field and central level  

Increase in inputs from the field 
staff to the database (reflected 
through gender participation as 
well); availability of SRS document 
and handbook  

Project team’s monthly 
reports, questionnaires 
from the filed  

 

X X  

Output 1.2  Functional assessment of existing 
Beneficiaries Database and its further use 
carried out informing future IMS technical 
improvements  

Availability of assessment report 
of existing database; availability of 
SRS document; number of staff 
attending preparatory training  

Assessment report, SRS 
document 

 

X X  

Outcome 1 Technical Capacities of SCRM 
enhanced through integrating SMART and 
Beneficiaries’ Database  

 Tools and processes of databases’ 
integration institutionalized by 
SCRM 

Reports from software 
experts 

X X  
 
 
 
 

 Output 2.1 Procurement documentation for 
future food procurement and distribution 
prepared in line with current national 
standards and requirements  

Number of tendering and 
procurement documents 
produced  

SCRM reports  X X  

Outcome 2 Procurement capacities of SCRM 
improved for the takeover of food 
procurement and distribution responsibilities 
in line with SCRM mandate  

Procurement procedures 
institutionalized by SCRM  

SCRM reports  X X  

Et2. Were activities sufficiently 
well implemented to reach 
intended results? Would other 
activities have been more 
effective? 

 Stakeholder perceptions of 
effectiveness of activities, and 
potential alternative options. 

N/A X X X 

Et3. To what extent has the 
project and its outputs met 
expectations and enhanced the 

 Stakeholder perceptions of 
meeting expectations and 

N/A X X  
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work and functioning of the 
SCRM IMS? 

functioning of SCRM IMS  

Et4. To what extent has the 
project adapted to changing 
external conditions in order to 
ensure project outcomes are 
achieved? 

To what extent did the project mitigate 
challenges in carrying out the activities, to 
ensure that outcomes were reached? 

Was monitoring data used by IOM and/or 
presented to partners, and based on that were 
recommendations made for adjustments? 

Explanations of mitigation 
measures employed, and 
stakeholder perceptions of 
potential alternative options. 

Meeting minutes or 
emails discussing 
mitigation measures 

X X  

Efficiency Ey1. Were the project activities 
undertaken as scheduled and 
were outputs delivered on 
time? If not, what is the reason 
for possible delays?  

Was a coordinated implementation work plan 
prepared in close consultation with concerned 
partners? And if so, was it used? 

Documentation of workplan and 
reports of its use during 
implementation of the project. 

Work plan X X  

Were any activities delayed or cancelled, and if 
so what are the reasons?  

Documentation and explanations 
of delays. 

Work plan 
 

X   

 Ey2. What measures have been 
taken to ensure that resources 
are efficiently used? 

Was a Project Steering Committee established? 
How often did it meet? Who were the 
members? Did they help to steer the process, 
provide strategic input and review and endorse 
project progress and results? 

Documentation of regular 
coordination with project partners, 
and explanation of their 
involvement in steering the project 
implementation.  

PSC meeting minutes X   

Impact I1. What other unintended 
effects can be observed, 
whether positive or negative? 

 Stakeholder perceptions  Project documents   X X  

I2. Did the project take timely 
measures for mitigating any 
unplanned negative impacts? 

 Stakeholder perceptions and 
explanations of measures taken. 

Project documents, 
SCRM reports 

X   

I3. Has the project served to 
design or inform discussion of 
follow-up projects (actual or 
planned)? 

 Specific examples and explanation 
of relation to this project.  

Project documents  X X X 

Sustainability S1. Are the benefits generated 
likely to continue once external 
support ceases?  

Institutional sustainability: To what extent are 
integrated database, handbook and 
procurement procedures likely to continue to 
be used?  

Stakeholder perceptions of likely 
future use of project products. 

N/A X X  

S2. To what extent is the project 
supported by local institutions 
and embedded in institutional 
structures that are likely to 

Supported: To what extent have SCRM  and 
other local institutions been involved in the 
design and implementation of the project? 

Supported: To what extent has the SCRM and 

Degree of involvement of 
stakeholders. Stakeholder 
perceptions of local support and 
ownership. Examples of 

SCRM Reports  X X  
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survive beyond the life of the 
project? 

reception centers  taken ownership of the 
products (improved SMART software, 
functional assessment report and procurement 
documentation)? 

Embedded: Have food procurement 
procedures and SOPs for food distribution 
been institutionalized, e.g. through internal 
regulations/arrangements of relevant sections 
of the SCRM? 

institutionalization. 

S3. To what extent have target 
groups and possibly other 
relevant stakeholders been 
involved in project planning and 
implementation? 

Beyond SCRM and other local institutions 
(covered above), to what extent have target 
groups or other relevant stakeholders been 
involved in planning and implementation?  

Stakeholder perceptions  SCRM Reports  X X  

If so, to what extent did their involvement 
likely contribute to sustainability? 

Stakeholder perceptions  SCRM Reports  X X  

Gender 
 
 

G1. Were gender mainstreaming 
issues taken into account in 
design and implementation? 

 Evidence of integration of gender 
mainstreaming using IOM checklist 
from project handbook. 

Project document 

 

X   

G2. Were activities 
implemented taking into 
account needs of different 
groups (women, men, girls, 
boys, migrants identifying as 
LGBTI, etc.)?  

 Inclusion of gender-specific needs 
into SMART software and 
Beneficiaries’ database 

 

 

SCRM Reports; 

Reports from software 
experts  

 

X X  

Human rights 
 

HR1. Has the implementation of 
the project activities increased 
access to and respect for 
migrants’ human rights in 
practical terms?  

What factors supported or hindered the ability 
of the project to contribute to improving 
migrant rights? (e.g. upgrade of beneficiaries’ 
database, needs assessment report etc.) 

Inclusion of updated migrant data 
(numbers, vulnerabilities, services 
provided) in the database 

Questionnaires from the 
field  

X X  



32 
 

Annex 3 – List of documents reviewed  

 

-  IOM Project Document, including proposal and budget  

- ToRs of IT Experts and Procurement Officer  

- Handbook on SMART Usage (for SCRM field staff) 

- Agenda of the Training on SMART Usage, Plandiste (24-25 February 2020) 

- IOM regional strategy for RO Vienna 

- IOM Migration Governance Framework (MIGOF) 

- EU Action Plan for Chapter 24 (March 2015 version)  

 

 

 

Annex 4 – List of persons interviewed or consulted  

 

 

Ms. Jelena Ribac, Project Coordinator, International Organization for Migration (IOM) 

Ms. Jovana Mihajlovic, National Programme Officer, Swiss Cooperation Office Serbia (SDC) 

Ms. Svetlana Velimirovic, Deputy Commissioner, Commissariat for Refugees and Migration 

Mr. Igor Jaksic, IT Data Management Focal Point, International Organization for Migration (IOM) 

Mr. Milan Markovic, Software Development Expert, Commissariat for Refugees and Migration 

Mr. Vojislav Veljkovic, Procurement Officer, Independent Consultant  
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Annex 5 – Interview Guide 

The below Interview Guide was used as a guide in the semi-structured interviews with IOM staff, SCRM 
representatives and the Donor. During the course of the interview, the evaluation consultant omitted 
some or asked additional or follow-up questions depending on the direction of each conversation and 
the role of interviewee in the project. 
 
Interview Guide 

• Can you describe your role in this project? (design, implementation, etc) 

 
Relevance 
 

R1. Do the intended results remain valid and pertinent as originally planned or as subsequently 
modified in terms of direct beneficiary needs (SCRM, reception/asylum centres and migrants)?  
 
- To what extent has the context shifted during and since the project implementation? 
- How well have intended results aligned to beneficiary needs (state authorities and the  
reception/asylum centers)?   
- Were there any modifications to the outcomes, activities or budget since initial design? How 
well did they respond to objectives and needs? 
 
R2. Is the project aligned with and supportive of IOM strategies and the Migration Governance 
Framework? 
 
- To what extent does the project align with the IOM Strategies? MiGOF? IOM global strategy? 
- Is the project aligned and coordinated with other IOM projects and efforts of the government 
and other actors? 
 
R3. Are there any identifiable ways that the approach should be revised in future, or is it evident 
that additional or complementary activities or projects will need to be implemented? 
 

              - Did the project approach respond well to the identified needs?  
              - Are there any identifiable gaps that can be observed now, or are foreseen in the future? 

 
R4. Is the project document well designed according to IOM project development guidelines and 
logical framework approach, including results, indicators, budget and M&E planning? 
 
- Overall, was the project proposal and budget well designed? 
- Is the results matrix clear, logical and complete – including results chain (vertical logic) and the 
indicators and assumptions (horizontal logic)? 
- Was the M&E planning well designed?  
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Effectiveness 
 

Et1. Have the project outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans, 
or are they on track to being achieved? If no, why not? 
- Output 1.1. Improved SMART software, including relevant tools, is made available to SCRM 
staff at field and central level 
- Output 1.2  Functional assessment of existing Beneficiaries Database and its further use carried 
out informing future IMS technical improvements 
- Outcome 1 Technical Capacities of SCRM enhanced through integrating SMART and 
Beneficiaries’ Database 
- Output 2.1 Procurement documentation for future food procurement and distribution 
prepared in line with current national standards and requirements 
- Outcome 2 Procurement capacities of SCRM improved for the takeover of food procurement 
and distribution responsibilities in line with SCRM mandate 
 
Et2. Were the activities sufficiently well implemented to reach intended results? Would other 
activities have been more effective in reaching the results?  
 
Et3. To what extent has the project and its outputs met expectations and enhanced the work 
and functioning of the SCRM IMS? 
 
Et4. To what extent has the project adapted to changing external conditions in order to ensure 
project outcomes are achieved?  
 
 - To what extent did the project mitigate challenges in carrying out the activities, to ensure that 
outcomes were reached? 

- Was monitoring data used by IOM and/or presented to partners, and based on that were 
recommendations made for adjustments? 

 
Efficiency 
 

Ey1. Were the project activities undertaken as scheduled and were outputs delivered on time? If 
not, what is the reason for possible delays?  
 
- Was a coordinated implementation work plan prepared in close consultation with concerned 
partners? And if so, was it used? 
- Were any activities delayed or cancelled, and if so what are the reasons? 
 
Ey2. What measures have been taken to ensure that resources are efficiently used?  
 
- Was a Project Steering Committee established? How often did it meet? Who were the 
members? Did they help to steer the process, provide strategic input and review and endorse 
project progress and results? 
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Impact 
 

I1. What other unintended effects can be observed, whether positive or negative? 
 
I2. Did the project take timely measures for mitigating any unplanned negative impacts? 
 
I3. Has the project served to design or inform discussion of follow-up projects (actual or 
planned)?  

 
Sustainability 
 

S1. Are the benefits generated likely to continue once external support ceases?  
 
- Institutional sustainability: To what extent are integrated database, handbook and 
procurement procedures likely to continue to be used? 
 
S2. To what extent is the project supported by local institutions and embedded in institutional 
structures that are likely to survive beyond the life of the project? 
 
 - Supported: To what extent have SCRM and other local institutions been involved in the design 
and implementation   of the project? 

- Supported: To what extent has the SCRM and reception centers  taken ownership of the 
products (improved SMART     software, functional assessment report and procurement 
documentation)? 

- Embedded: Have food procurement procedures and SOPs for food distribution been 
institutionalized, e.g. through internal regulations/arrangements of relevant sections of the 
SCRM? 

 
S3. To what extent have target groups and possibly other relevant stakeholders been involved in 
project planning and implementation? 
 
-  Beyond SCRM and other local institutions (covered above), to what extent have target groups 
or other relevant stakeholders been involved in planning and implementation? 
 
- If so, to what extent did their involvement likely contribute to sustainability? 
 

Gender 
 

G1. Were gender mainstreaming issues taken into account in design and implementation? 
 
G2. Were activities implemented taking into account needs of different groups (women, men, 
girls, boys, migrants identifying as LGBTI, etc.)?  
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Human rights 
 

HR1. Has the implementation of the project activities increased access to and respect for 
migrants’ human rights in practical terms, including those with specific types of vulnerabilities? 
 
- What factors supported or hindered the ability of the project to contribute to improving 
migrant rights? (e.g. upgrade of beneficiaries’ database, needs assessment report etc.) 

 

 


