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SUMMARY REPORT ON THE EVALUATION OF THE MIGRATION EMERGENCY 

FUNDING MECHANISM (2012–2015) 

 

Background 

 

1. By 2011, the constant increase in the number of emergencies faced by IOM had highlighted 

the need to establish a funding mechanism to facilitate the Organization’s rapid response and 

related interventions. IOM was being increasingly called upon to provide assistance to migrants 

who had nowhere else to turn and could become vulnerable in times of crisis, often being unable 

to access support networks or resources in either the host country or their country of origin. The 

lack of available financial resources prevented IOM from taking swift action; instead, the 

Organization had to await financial commitments from donors.  

 

2. Aware of these limitations, IOM Member States, in the framework of the Working Group 

on Budget Reform, reviewed options for establishing an emergency funding mechanism to improve 

the Organization’s rapid response capacity which would provide quick access to funding in order 

to provide life-saving assistance at the beginning of an emergency. The establishment of the 

Migration Emergency Funding Mechanism (MEFM) was approved through Resolution No. 1229 

of 5 December 2011 at the 100th Session of the Council. MEFM was intended to be used as a loan 

mechanism to bridge the gap between the start-up of emergency operations and the subsequent 

receipt of donor funding, which would be used to replenish the Mechanism.  

 

3. Operative paragraphs 1 and 3 of Resolution No. 1229 specify how MEFM should be used. 

Operative paragraph 1 states that the Mechanism was established with “the purpose of bridging the 

gap between the start-up of emergency operations and the subsequent receipt of donor funding, 

thereby being complementary to other existing emergency funds”, and operative paragraph 3 states 

that: “The Director General is authorized to expend funds … to ensure a rapid response to an 

emergency involving migration, pending receipt of donor contributions”. Paragraph 19 of 

document MC/2335 of 14 November 2011 further clarifies that requests for funds “should seek 

immediate financing for core emergency needs related to international transport”. In terms of 

reporting, Resolution No. 1229 requests the Director General to “submit an annual report on the 

Mechanism and its activities and possible requirements to the Council”.  

 

4. Resolution No. 1229 also stipulates that an evaluation of the Mechanism should be 

conducted every three years. The Office of the Inspector General decided to include such an 

evaluation in its biennial workplan for 2015–2016. The aim of the evaluation was to conduct a 

strategic and operational analysis of the Organization’s use of MEFM during the four-year period 

2012–2015, as well as make recommendations on the criteria for its disbursements, on reporting 

and operational procedures and on challenges and successes, in particular regarding 

reimbursement. 

 

Findings of the evaluation 

 

5. The present report provides a summary of the findings of the full report, entitled Evaluation 

of the Migration Emergency Funding Mechanism (MEFM) (2012–2015), which is being sent to 

Member States separately by the Office of the Director General and is available in English only.  

 

6. With regard to how the Mechanism was used, when following a strict interpretation of the 

criteria for its use, only 4 of the 20 disbursements were directly linked to operations with 

international transport. However, it should be noted that, during the discussions of the Working 
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Group on Budget Reform on the creation of an emergency funding mechanism, “evacuation” and 

“international transport” were not among the first elements justifying the establishment of such a 

fund. Only in subsequent debates had Member States expressed concerns that it could duplicate 

existing funding mechanisms, and, for this reason, the criteria were refined by including the link to 

international transport and evacuations.  

 

7. Another element to be considered, and which was also part of the rationale behind the 

establishment of MEFM, was the need to create a presence rapidly and effectively at the start of a 

crisis to maintain IOM’s effectiveness, flexibility and rapid response, which are often required in 

order to carry out life-saving interventions. However, it is not always possible to determine when 

disbursements are made in the first days of a crisis if the evacuation of migrants is urgently required 

or if only humanitarian assistance is required. It is also difficult to organize operations by 

differentiating between assistance provided to internally displaced persons and that provided to 

migrants. The evaluation also highlighted the problem of disbursements made over a relatively 

long period of time, and suggested that IOM should reconsider its strategy when an emergency has 

become protracted or has turned into a chronic situation. 

 

8. Funding requests did not exceed two pages and were in line with the requirements. The 

requests were also approved within the established 48-hour time frames, confirming that access to 

MEFM is easy and flexible and that the Mechanism can be used as one of the first and an immediate 

source of funding. In a few cases, detailed requests were not prepared as access to MEFM had been 

granted at the initiative of the Director General based on discussions with government officials and 

on his own assessment.  

 

9. Other elements of Resolution No. 1229 were also analysed in the full evaluation report. It 

was determined that the request to add the interest accrued to the MEFM balance had been 

respected, and that MEFM had not been subjected to a specific audit by the External Auditors – the 

use of MEFM is reviewed within the annual audit of IOM accounts. The Administration had also 

been authorized to charge an amount of USD 40,000 for administrative and operational support for 

the first year of operation of the Mechanism; however, according to the financial records, this 

amount had been deducted twice.  

 

10. In terms of reporting, IOM adhered to Resolution No. 1229 and paragraphs 19 to 22 of 

document MC/2335. Indeed, a section on MEFM containing the elements requested in Resolution 

No. 1229 is included in the Financial Report and the Annual Report of the Organization, both of 

which are submitted to the Council. Some Member States suggested that more information could 

be included in the Annual Report on the different crises for which MEFM was activated, and on 

the status of reimbursements.  

 

11. Resolution No. 1229 establishes a target balance of USD 30 million for the Mechanism, 

and fundraising efforts were made by IOM to reach this amount. The Mechanism benefited from 

contributions from 12 Member States which totalled USD 11.2 million, representing only 38 per 

cent of the target. However, this target shortfall did not prevent IOM from using MEFM for 20 

emergencies during the period 2012–2015. Nonetheless, the remaining balance as at 31 December 

2015 is low due to the difficulty in obtaining reimbursements.  

 

12. Indeed, reimbursements pose the main challenge to the administration of MEFM. 

Moreover, if this aspect of the Mechanism does not function more effectively, the operational 

balance will soon be rendered ineffective. One of the main reasons for the difficulty in obtaining 

reimbursements is the lack of interest of IOM donors in reimbursing amounts used for evacuations, 
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which represented 71 per cent of the funds to be repaid as at 31 December 2015. Another reason is 

the reluctance of donors to use their contributions for retroactive reimbursements of operations 

funded by MEFM. It is interesting to note that operations that were not fully in line with the criteria 

for the use of MEFM were more successfully reimbursed. 

 

13. Based on the lessons learned in this initial phase, internal discussions are taking place on 

whether the structure of MEFM should be reviewed. For instance, consideration is being given to 

transforming MEFM into a grant mechanism or an operational reserve fund. Regardless of what is 

decided, one of the key questions is that of how to replenish the Mechanism. Any discussion on 

changing the nature of the Mechanism would also require an assessment of the relevance of the 

current criteria, in particular whether they must be strictly applied or based on a broad interpretation 

of Resolution No. 1229, taking into account the historical background and experiences of this initial 

phase.  

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

 

14. Based on the analysis of the information received and reviewed during the evaluation 

exercise, the following conclusions and recommendations were made in the Evaluation of the 

Migration Emergency Funding Mechanism (2012–2015). 

 

15. Conclusion: The Director General should have considered mentioning in his reporting to 

the Council that he had had to approve some disbursements that were not strictly in line with the 

criteria and intent of Resolution No. 1229, and that he had noted that other crises had also required 

immediate funding and rapid response. For instance, two years after the Mechanism had been fully 

operational, dialogue could have been entered into with Member States to seek their guidance on a 

more precise definition of the types of emergencies that would qualify for funding from the 

Mechanism and to discuss the problems being faced owing to the limited scope of MEFM and how 

they could have been addressed. Resolution No. 1229 also refers to the possibility of reporting to 

the Council on the “possible requirements” of the Mechanism. The Director General could have 

proposed solutions vis-à-vis the authorization of disbursements for assisting both displaced 

populations and migrants in serious life-threatening situations, or vis-à-vis the restricted use of the 

Mechanism through a strict interpretation of the requirement pertaining to the evacuation of 

migrants, taking into account the increasing number of other types of migration crises requiring 

immediate actions without guaranteed access to immediate funding.  

 

16. Conclusion: There is a case for adding more mandatory information in the annual reports 

submitted to the Council, or for issuing an annual report on MEFM. It should be noted, however, 

that Member States should not, and do not wish to, micromanage the use of MEFM. Having a 

specific report on MEFM or adding information to existing reports should be considered when 

necessary, for instance as suggested in the first conclusion (above) regarding the Director General’s 

experience and the challenges he faced in the application of the MEFM criteria and any adjustments 

that could be considered. 

 

17. Conclusion: Failure to reach the targeted balance of USD 30 million did not necessarily 

hinder the effective use of MEFM; operations relating to many emergencies were funded by MEFM 

and reimbursed. The main difficulty faced by the Mechanism was the high level of non-repayment 

of disbursed funds, particularly in relation to evacuation operations, which leads to shortages in 

available funds when there is not a regular injection of fresh contributions. Although IOM made 

fundraising efforts to reach the target, the evaluation did not detect a high level of interest, including 
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from Member States, in financing MEFM (12 Member States contributed to the Mechanism). It is 

also important to note that IOM operations, in particular evacuations, can be costly, which is 

justification for maintaining the USD 30 million target, despite the fact that such expensive 

operations were not conducted during the reporting period.  

 

18. Conclusion: The Mechanism is currently facing shortfalls due to the non-reimbursement of 

loans, sometimes due to diverging strategic priorities and other times due to external factors such 

as funding announcements and commitments that have not been fulfilled; furthermore, there is 

donor disinterest and reluctance to use the contributions to reimburse MEFM. IOM management 

could have examined other options for financial support for some operations to avoid relying on 

MEFM over long periods of time. Fundraising efforts focusing on MEFM for specific crises were 

not formally required and dialogue with Member States and donors on the challenges faced 

concerning reimbursements should have been proposed by IOM. 

 

19. Recommendation: Instruction IN/207, which provides guidelines on how the Mechanism’s 

funds should be requested and managed, states that: “Under no circumstances will a request be 

authorized without an appropriate written application.” This rule should still apply. Justifications 

for the release of funds are important for the management of the subsequent loan and for monitoring 

reimbursements and are not required to be very detailed. Exceptions, for instance when the request 

emanates directly from the Director General, should be kept to a minimum, even if there be good 

reason to not strictly apply the rule. 

 

20. Recommendation: Unless otherwise instructed by Member States, for example should they 

decide to examine the possibility of amending Resolution No. 1229 to allow for charging 

administrative and operational support costs every year, the Administration should reimburse the 

amount of USD 40,000, which was charged for a second year. The IOM Administration should 

consider how the amount could be reimbursed through other voluntary contributions, as specified 

in Resolution No. 1229.  

 

21. Recommendation: IOM should consider creating a decision-making mechanism or an 

operations support committee to review operations that are underfunded and that are benefiting 

from MEFM support beyond the first few months after the start of a crisis. The committee could 

explore alternative sources of funds for sustaining the IOM office (including the use of Operational 

Support Income), examine the possible downsizing of the IOM operations, recommend an 

exceptional continuation of the use of MEFM when there is a good chance that the funds will be 

reimbursed, and play a more proactive role in fundraising and in finding solutions for the 

reimbursement of MEFM in support of the IOM office in the field.  

 

22. Recommendation: The evaluation brought to light elements for discussion concerning the 

criteria, scope and reimbursement modalities of the Mechanism. Member States should agree with 

the IOM Administration to enter into discussions on a possible amendment to Resolution No. 1229, 

including on whether MEFM should be a grant mechanism, an operational reserve fund – similar 

to those used in other partner agencies – a loan mechanism or a mixed system. It is also 

recommended that the notion of “rapid deployment for immediate life-saving assistance” be 

central, instead of evacuation being the raison d’être. The IOM Administration should also propose 

various options to replenish the Mechanism, at least for the start of a second three-year period, 

given the challenges associated with relying on voluntary contributions from Member States.  


