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1.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The IOM project for Economic Revitalization and Employment Generation
(EREG) was developed as an integrated response to problems encountered
with the sometimes uncoordinated assistance intended to address the
problems of return and reconstruction that were being encountered in Bosnia
and Herzegovina.

The project, which combines disparate elements including reconstruction,
return, micro-enterprise development, capacity building, and training, was
conceptually a creative and appropriate approach to the problems that existed
in Bosnia at the time that it was developed.

However, the process of developing the project was flawed by insufficient
consultation with the implementing office and resulted in a document which
was neither clear nor served as an adequate guide to project implementation.
The consequence of this flawed development process was time-consuming
discussion between the development and implementing offices, which
delayed actual start-up of the project.

Furthermore, the nature of the project, most particularly that of reconstruction,
called for a professional profile which is not common in IOM, and the lack of
staff with that profile in the early stages of the programme had an impact on
those reconstruction projects.

The initial problems were overcome, and, although they continued to have an
effect on certain of the components, the project accomplished what it set out
to do.  The project took longer to conclude than the somewhat unrealistic time
projected, but the number of reconstruction sites foreseen was achieved and
the numbers of returns exceeded, while the project remained within the
budget allocated.

The impact of the project has been difficult to assess, partly because of the
delay in start-up, partly because impact tends to be more measurable at a
later point in time.  An impact evaluation at a later date may be useful.
However, the reconstruction sites have all met community needs, have been
clearly connected to return, and have been utilized as intended.  Qualified
returns have been placed in sectors important to the general return process
and economic development and entrepreneurs are making great efforts to
succeed in their businesses.  Additional employment has already been
generated, but evidence for other, less tangible impacts was very scarce.

While this project was well-suited to IOM’s overall objectives and general
approach to migration, some of the components –particularly physical
reconstruction and micro-enterprise development- are outside of IOM’s
normal areas of expertise.  IOM must very carefully consider how best to
implement such components, as expertise external to the Organization must
be obtained.  This may be best done by implementing through agreements
with agencies specialized in those fields, rather than by IOM implementing
directly.
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