
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation for the  
International Organization for Migration: 

 
Internally Displaced Persons Program in Iraq  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
International Organization for Migration 
and the Institut d’Etudes Politiques  
 
May 2005 
 
The Team was composed of: 
Diana Cartier 
Marie Forestier 
Dominique Gassauer 
Camille Leprince 
Ayman Mhanna 
Amal Moussaoui 
Ayse Yagdigul 
Shora Zamani-Fekri 



Acknowledgements: 
 
The IEP Evaluation Team would like to express its sincere appreciation to the IOM Iraq Mission in 
particular Bishnu Bhandari for organizing all of our meetings during our ten-day field visit to 
Amman, Jordan.  We would like to thank: Rania Dagash, Christelle Giguet, Joana Klemm, Ugo 
Bot.  They are the members of the IDP Team who generously gave up their time during our visit to 
meet with us.  We would also like to extend our gratitude to other members of the mission whom 
we were able to interview based in Iraq.: Rafiq Tschannen, Annika Timonen, Michael Stanisich, 
Rasha Abdel Majeed, Zahra Bolouri, Nicola Nicola, Adrian Sutton, as well as As’ad Khadum  
Thank you to all other members of the Mission who were available to answer questions and 
provide us with logistical support during our stay.  We also greatly appreciate having had the 
chance to speak with Richard Scott and Stephen Lennon who spoke with us from the US and 
Ukraine. 

In addition, Christophe Franzetti, Pasquale Lupoli and Lea Matheson from IOM Geneva’s insight 
were also very helpful.   Abye Makonnen and Sara Abbas at the IOM Paris office also provided us 
with support for our field visit.  Finally, we would also like to extend our thank you to all the 
Implementing Partners’ staff and UN agencies staff that we interviewed either in person in Amman 
or by phone to Iraq.   We also had the unique opportunity to hold a video conference with the 
Ministry of Displacement and Migration from Baghdad.   

A particular thank you goes to Eric Chevallier, our faculty advisor for his guidance and availability 
during this process.  We would also like to acknowledge Marc Levy, Ambrosio Nsingui-Barros, 
Pascaline Lamare, Sophie Guerbadot at Sciences-Po for their support, assistance and 
administrative logistics.   

  
 



IOM IDP Evaluation Report 3 
 
Table of Contents: 
Acronyms ...........................................................................................................................4 
List of Annexes ..................................................................................................................4 
Executive Summary...........................................................................................................5 
1 BACKGROUND ...........................................................................................................7 

1.1 Target Population in Iraq................................................................................................... 7 
1.2 IOM IDP Program.............................................................................................................. 8 

1.2.1 IOM at a Glance ........................................................................................................ 8 
1.2.2 IDP Program.............................................................................................................. 8 

2 METHODOLOGY .......................................................................................................10 
2.1 Documentation Review ................................................................................................... 11 
2.2 Interviews ........................................................................................................................ 12 
2.3 Evaluation Tools.............................................................................................................. 12 

2.3.1 Indicators................................................................................................................. 12 
2.3.2 Report Format ......................................................................................................... 12 

3 EVALUATION OF PROGRAM...................................................................................12 
3.1 Choice of Strategy........................................................................................................... 12 

3.1.1 Mandate .................................................................................................................. 12 
3.1.2 Target Population: Validity, Principles, Definitions .................................................. 13 
3.1.3 Analyzing Strategy Choices..................................................................................... 14 
3.1.4 Conclusions............................................................................................................. 16 
3.1.5 Recommendations .................................................................................................. 16 

3.2 Performance of Program................................................................................................. 16 
3.2.1 Monitoring................................................................................................................ 16 
3.2.2 CAPs ....................................................................................................................... 18 
3.2.3 Emergency Assistance............................................................................................ 19 
3.2.4 Winterization............................................................................................................ 20 
3.2.5 Conclusions............................................................................................................. 20 
3.2.6 Recommendations .................................................................................................. 21 

3.3 Cost Effectiveness........................................................................................................... 21 
3.3.1 Matching the Funds to the Needs ........................................................................... 21 
3.3.2 IOM’s Financial Control ........................................................................................... 22 
3.3.3 Conclusions............................................................................................................. 22 
3.3.4 Recommendations .................................................................................................. 22 

4 EVALUATION OF IOM’S ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSE .....................................22 
4.1 Coordination and Collaborative Response...................................................................... 22 

4.1.1 Cluster 8 Coordination............................................................................................. 22 
4.1.2 Coordination of Implementing Partners................................................................... 23 
4.1.3 Conclusions............................................................................................................. 25 
4.1.4 Recommendations .................................................................................................. 25 

4.2 The Impact of Staffing on Operations.............................................................................. 25 
4.2.1 Conclusions............................................................................................................. 26 
4.2.2 Recommendations .................................................................................................. 26 

4.3 Comparative Advantage and Broader Implications ......................................................... 27 
4.3.1 Comparative Advantage.......................................................................................... 27 
4.3.2 Upholding the IDP Guiding Principles ..................................................................... 27 
4.3.3 Institutional Impact .................................................................................................. 29 
4.3.4 Conclusions............................................................................................................. 30 
4.3.5 Recommendation .................................................................................................... 30 

5 KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ...........................................................30 
5.1 Key Findings.................................................................................................................... 31 
5.2 Recommendations for Iraq IDP Program ........................................................................ 32 
5.3 Recommendations for IOM in Future Missions ............................................................... 32 

Annexes............................................................................................................................33 
 
 



IOM IDP Evaluation Report 4 
 

Acronyms 
AusAID Australian Agency for International Development 
BPRM  Bureau of Populations, Refugees and Migration 
CAP  Community Assistance Projects 
ECHO  European Commission Humanitarian Aid Office 
EWG  Emergency Working Group 
GFP  Governorate Focal Point   
IASC  Inter-Agency Standing Committee 
IDP  Internally Displaced Persons/ People 
IO  International Organisation 
IOM  International Organisation for Migration 
IP   Implementing Partner 
ITI  Iraq Transition Initiative 
MNF  Multinational Forces 
MoDM  Ministry of Displacement and Migration  
NFI  Non-Food Item 
NGO  Non-Governmental Organisations 
OFDA  Office for Foreign Disaster Assistance   
NCCI  NGOs Coordination Committee in Iraq 
NGO  Non-Governmental Organisation 
PDS  Public Distribution System 
UN   United Nations 
UNAMI  United Nations Assistance Mission in Iraq 
UNCT  United Nations Country Team (in Iraq) 
UNHCR United Nations High Commission for Refugees 
USD  United States Dollar 
WATSAN Water and Sanitation  
WFP  World Food Program 
WHO  World Health Organisation 

List of Annexes 
 
Annex A Original Terms of Reference 
Annex B Understanding of the Terms of reference 
Annex C Indicators used per report section 
Annex D List of people interviewed 
Annex E Guiding questions for the interviews 
Annex F Timeline 
Annex G Quantitative analysis of the IDP situation in Iraq 
Annex H Map of Iraq outlining the needs 
 



IOM IDP Evaluation Report 5 
 

Executive Summary 
This report is the product of a four-month evaluation done by students at the Institut d’Etudes 
Politiques (IEP) in Paris for the International Organization for Migration (IOM) on their Internally 
Displaced People (IDP) Program that began in March 2003 in Iraq.  Due to the situation in Iraq, 
since September 2003, the IOM IDP Team has been managing the program remotely from Jordan 
and Kuwait.   

The program consists of three main components: monitoring, community assistance projects 
(CAPs) and Emergency Intervention.   

IOM requested the Student Team to evaluate the program and make recommendations based on 
the original terms of reference given in February 2005.  The evaluation consisted of a 
documentation review with sources being provided by IOM Iraq Mission.  Field research was 
undertaken in Amman, Jordan from 23 April to 3 May 2005.   

Although the Team was not able to assess the direct impact of the program on the beneficiaries 
themselves, it was able to evaluate the progress of the program and its ability to respond to the 
objectives set forth within the context of Iraq.  It was concluded that the program was rather 
successful overall, despite facing several difficulties since its inception in April 2003.  The 
challenges included: 

- The evacuation of all UN and UN partner key staff in August/September 2003 which 
lead all agencies to manage their programs remotely; 

- the deteriorating security situation which led most of the implementing partners (IPs) 
to either evacuate their staff to Jordan or Kuwait or indefinitely pull out of Iraq; 

- the inability to monitor the projects being implemented on the ground due to remote 
management; 

-     high staff turnover within the IDP Team from September 2003 to October 2004.   
It has been concluded through interviews with IOM staff, IPs, and other collaborating agencies that 
the program has had a positive impact overall.  IOM was considered to be flexible and able to 
respond to the needs on the ground through its IPs.  However, the evaluation Team identified 
lessons learnt for each section as well as overall lessons for the entire program.  On this basis the 
following recommendations have been made for the current project and for future programs, to 
ensure continual success. 

Overall Recommendations:  

• Ensure that the CAPs created from now on are directly related to what is deemed priority 
needs: 

a. Either by assisting IPs in reinforcing their capacity  

b. Allocating more funds to the priority needs in the country.   

• Workshops and training sessions should be organized with IPs regarding the understanding 
and implementation of the IDP Guiding Principles.  

• IOM should increase its monitoring of the IPs specifically in regards to their adherence to 
the Principles. This could be done through its national staff that has been hired as private 
consultants.  

• To ensure that the monitoring template fully responds to the needs of the IPs, IOM needs to 
ensure that all IPs are included in the design of the Phase II IDP reporting template.   
Furthermore, a plan should be created to elaborate the roles of both IOM and IPs with 
regards to the MoDM if indeed the Ministry will be taking over ‘normal’ monitoring from June 
2005. 
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• IOM requires Standard Operating Procedures for its IPs to facilitate communication, 
strategy implementation and feedback/reporting.  This will also greatly improve handovers 
between IPs in each governorate when such situations arise.    

• As differences were noted between regions and IOM’s relationships in each region, attempt 
to create ‘guidelines’ for Program Officers to ensure that their work is harmonized.  This 
could potentially limit the effects that staff turnover could have as the operational and 
institutional knowledge remains.   

• IOM needs to look into stronger Human Resource policies. Currently there is no internal 
policy regarding regular performance assessments or leadership planning programs.  This 
was deemed problematic in the IDP program and should be addressed to ensure retention 
of institutional memory and strong leadership. 

• IOM should consider filling the position of protection officer on a long-term basis. 

• In order to transfer the knowledge from this program to other missions, IOM should try, 
where relevant to create policies that will systematize its approach when working with IDPs. 
Such efforts seem to have been started, such as determining a minimum percentage of 
IDPs in one location to validate the implementation of CAPs. 
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1 BACKGROUND 

1.1 Target Population in Iraq 
IDPs Definition 
The UN Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement define internally displaced persons as:  

Persons or groups of persons who have been forced or obliged to flee or leave their homes or 
places of habitual residence, in particular as a result of, or in order to avoid, the effects of armed 
conflict, situations of generalized violence, violations of human rights or natural or human-made 
disasters, and who have not crossed an internationally recognized State border. 

This definition highlights two main features of internal displacement. First, IDPs are displaced 
within their own country, unlike refugees who have left their country to seek protection elsewhere. 
Second, internal displacement is forced upon a person or community due to a variety of 
circumstances, as suggested in the definition. IDPs have a right to return voluntarily, in safety and 
dignity to their places of origin or former habitual residence. 

IDPs in Iraq  
The estimate of the total number of IDPs currently in Iraq is 160,900 families.1  While some people 
have been displaced for over 30 years, new displacement continues to occur due to insecurity, 
particularly in central and southern Iraq. Two distinct periods of internal displacement in Iraq can 
be identified: first, the period prior to the US led intervention in 2003 and second, the period after 
the invasion.2  The caseloads prior to March 2003 encompass those displaced under the regime of 
Saddam Hussein, as a result of discriminatory policies, wars and policies of collectivization or 
‘devillagization’ during the past 30 years. The displacements that took place since March 2003 
were generally caused by conflicts or situations of violence as residents were forced to leave their 
homes.  Most of this displacement has taken place in central and southern Iraq.  The majority of 
people found temporary refuge with their extended families and tended to return soon after the 
cessation of hostilities. A small number of civilians are today still unable or unwilling to return.  The 
displacement after the 2003 war represents just a small part (less than 3%) of the cause of 
displacement.3

IDPs are currently facing several specific issues. IDPs are especially affected by the general 
insecurity faced by the whole Iraqi population, due to their particular vulnerabilities and lack of 
community protection. Their physical safety and security are not assured nor are their needs met.  
Currently, the top four main needs of IDPs are: 

• water and sanitation which represents the needs of 41% of the IDPs; 

• housing which represents 26%; 

• non food items (NFIs) 11%; and  

• health which represents 8%.     

The majority of IDPs suffer from severe deprivation, hardship and discrimination.  Many of those 
displaced live in collective housing (34%), 28% live with host communities and 20% live in public 
buildings.4  A more detailed analysis of the situation of the IDPs can be found in Annex F.   

 
1 Data taken from the database based on April 2005 
2 Monitoring Framework.  DATE 
3 Data analyses from April 2005 
4 All figures analysed from the latest data of April 2005  
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1.2 IOM IDP Program 

1.2.1 IOM at a Glance 
IOM is an intergovernmental organization established in 1951 to respond to the migration needs of 
the 1950s and beyond.  Since its inception, IOM has expanded its work to include assisted 
voluntary returns, labor migration, mass information and integration and emergency and post-
crisis.  IOM is comprised of 109 member states and 24 observers.5  Although not a member of the 
United Nations (UN), IOM works closely with UN agencies and has, in some instances, been a 
member of various UN Country Teams.  IOM is a standing invitee of the Inter-Agency Standing 
Committee, established in 1992 to strengthen coordination of humanitarian assistance by 
formulating humanitarian policy in both emergency and natural disaster zones.6    

IOM functions primarily with direct project funds through bilateral donors and uses very little core 
funding for its projects.  IOM field missions function with a large degree of autonomy due to the 
direct funding each mission receives for its particular projects, thus it has decentralized the 
decision making of the missions to the field missions themselves.    

IOM in Iraq 
IOM worked in Iraq during the Gulf War in 1991 but left Iraq by the mid-90s.  It returned to Iraq 
after the start of the US-led intervention in March 2003.  At this time, IOM had three projects: Iraqi 
Transition Initiative, Medical Evacuation and the Camp management/registration project.  In this 
mission, IOM is a member of the UN framework along with several UN agencies.   

1.2.2 IDP Program 
Original Strategy 
The IDP project is one of eight on-going projects, which IOM is currently implementing in Iraq.  
IOM’s mandate was given in March 2003 in a letter dated 11 March 2003 by Kenzo Oshima the UN 
Under Secretary General for Humanitarian Affaires.  IOM’s past experience in registration and 
camp management in previous missions, as well as its past ability to perform its role in an efficient 
and effective manner, provided it with credibility.  The mandate requested it to “assume a lead role 
in management of the welfare of IDPs in the Center and South sectors” of Iraq.  IOM was asked to 
“take the lead role in camp management and coordinating return transportation and distribution of 
NFIs”.7   It was assumed there would be mass movement of people throughout Iraq and across the 
national borders as had been the case during the 1991 Gulf War when two million people were 
displaced.  This did not materialize in 2003 and IOM’s role had to be reformulated.   

IOM did engage in IDP registration from May 2003 until July 2003 at which time the activity was 
deemed dangerous and frustrating as registration was creating expectations for assistance to IDPs 
which IOM and IPs were not able to meet, thus putting staff in danger.  The process of registration 
had not been carefully thought through and registration receipts were given to IDPs without 
properly explaining the purpose of these receipts.8  By September 2003, after the bombing of the 
UN headquarters on 19 August 2003, all UN (including IOM) staff was evacuated to Kuwait or 
Amman and only national staff remained in Iraq.   

Remote Management and Security 
The evacuation of IOM and UN international staff to neighboring countries, in September 2003, led 
all agencies to resort to remote management by basing themselves in Kuwait or Jordan.  This was 
followed by the evacuation of NGO (Non-Governmental Organizations) international staff in May 
2004 due to the rise of violence and abductions of international staff in Iraq.  Having left the country 
as early as September 2003, IOM has become entirely dependent on the implementing IPs and the 
national staff on the ground.  It therefore redefined its role to include management and coordination 

 
5 See IOM website www.iom.int  
6 http://www.humanitarianinfo.org/iasc/default.asp 
7 Letter from M. Oshima to M. McKinley dated 11 March 2003. 
8 This was later rectified as the receipts were used to assist IDPs in getting PDS ration cards if they did not have any 
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of the implementation of its strategy and ensuring, to the best of its ability, that IPs are effectively 
fulfilling their assigned tasks.  By May 2004, the majority of all lead humanitarian organizations in 
Iraq were functioning through remote management based in either Jordan or Kuwait.   

The security problem continued to affect the work of the IPs on the ground that chose where and 
when they will monitor or implement projects based on the safety of their workers. Decisions 
concerning the implementation of the project are not taken unilaterally, IOM has remained sensitive 
to IPs’ decisions and concerns.  Another consequence of the security problem is that, as stated in 
the IDP strategy, IOM agreed not to work in areas that are considered ‘contentious’ due to land 
claims.  This not only protects their staff but also assures that the projects implemented do not feed 
into the conflicts and the divisions between ethnic groups.  The violence in Iraq has subsequently 
had a tremendous effect in limiting all agencies’ abilities to provide assistance on the ground. 

The security situation has also affected the transparency of agencies and IPs on the ground.  IPs 
are not willing to discuss their work, who they work for, or especially their ties to international 
organizations.  For instance, traveling between Jordan and Iraq is deemed dangerous as staff 
could be targeted due to their work connections.    

Meanwhile, due to the move to Jordan, the UN had to redefine its coordination role within Iraq.  By 
January 2004, a Cluster system had been put into place uniting all agencies and organizations into 
11 clusters.9  As the situation in Iraq was not considered an emergency, the Clusters initially were 
set up to address developmental needs as opposed to humanitarian needs.  IOM and UNHCR 
(United Nations High Commission for Refugees) requested for an IDP and Refugee cluster 
specifically, as it was felt that the needs of these groups would not be specifically addressed.  
UNAMI (United Nations Assistance Mission in Iraq) agreed with this proposal, and Cluster 8 was 
formed.  IOM with the support of UNHCR became the Deputy Chair Task Manager of the group, 
while UNHCR was the Task Manager.  The two agencies agreed on how they would define their 
roles.  IOM was given, in summary the task of assisting the IDPs in displacement while UNHCR 
would be in charge of IDP protection, IDP returnees and refugees.  A chart was drawn up between 
both organizations by February 2004, outlining their respective roles.   

Current Strategy 
During the period of time from September 2003 to February/March 2004, IOM redefined its 
program objectives and decided to incorporate first Quick Impact Projects (QIPs) which later 
became Community Assistance Projects (CAPs) in October 200310 and monitoring within its task.  
Cluster 8 together with various NGO partners and the Iraqi authorities produced the UN Integrated 
Monitoring Framework (finalized by February 2004). This framework was used by IOM and its IPs 
to monitor IDPs by April 2004.  IOM also created guidelines for the CAPs.  The first draft was 
finished by December 2003 and has been revised twice since (August 2004 and April 2005.)    

IOM has one monitoring partner in each of the 15 governorates (originally called Governorate 
Focal Points) and several CAP IPs depending the skills and locations of the NGOs and 
consultants.  Originally, the IOM IDP project consisted of three pillars: monitoring, CAPs and 
Ministry of Displacement and Migration (MoDM) Capacity Building.  This last component then 
became a separate IOM project and it was replaced with the Emergency intervention pillar (April 
2004), which included emergency distribution during crises and the seasonal assistance 
distributions such as winterization to IDPs and vulnerable populations.  IOM gradually intends to 
transfer its monitoring role to the MoDM and concentrate on a more detailed needs assessment 
that will bring more services to the IDPs, vulnerable communities and host population. This phase 
has been called Phase II of monitoring. 

The key objectives of the program are: 

a. to monitor the situation of IDPs in Iraq; 

 
9 The Clusters are: 1) Education and Culture, 2) Health, 3) Water and Sanitation, 4) Infrastructure and Housing, 5) 
Agriculture, Water Resources and Environment, 6) Food Security, 7) Mine Action, 8) IDP and Refugees, 9) 
Governance and Civil Society, 10) Property Reduction and Human Development, 11) Electoral Support 
10 Final donor report for the Government of the Netherlands 
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b. provide immediate relief to IDPs by way of non-food items and sometimes food 
distribution; 

c. provide development and rehabilitation assistance through Community Assistance 
Projects; 

d. build technical capacity of local entities; 

e. co-ordinate with UN, NGOs, Iraqi and non-Iraqi authorities in particular information-
sharing on the status, the needs and location of IDP families in requests for assistance. 

Internal IDP Project Changes 
Since IOM’s participation in March 2003, the IDP project has had a series of internal changes to its 
staff.  There were several key personnel changes from August/September 2003 until October 
2004.  In December 2003, staff from another IOM project, the Iraq Transition Initiative, fused with 
the IDP project; this meant that there were two area program officers per region, one in charge of 
Monitoring and one in charge of CAPs.  By May 2004, the positions were fused into one per region.  
There were also two program coordinators- one in charge of budget and operations and the other 
in charge of concept and monitoring.  During these months, seven program managers came and 
went in less than one year.  From April 2004 to October 2004, the two program coordinators 
shared the responsibility of manager until a permanent replacement was found.  From September 
2003 to March 2005, the IOM Iraqi staff was limited in movement within the country due to UN 
security regulations.  This meant that most were not able to effectively assume their responsibilities 
for IOM.  In April 2005, the staff was given the option to become private consultants for IOM in 
order to freely move around the country and not be limited by the security constraints of the UN. 

Since October 2004, the IDP Team consists of five full-time staff members in Amman: three Area 
Program Officers for the Centre and Diyala, Baghdad and Upper South, and Lower South 
respectively, as well as one Deputy Program Manager and one Program Manager.  Six of the 
former national staff members based in Iraq accepted private consultancy contracts, each 
consultant covering different parts of the country.  Currently there is no national staff/ private 
consultant in the Centre.   

Funding 
This project has thus far been funded by the European Commission and the European 
Commission Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO), the governments of Australia, Denmark, Finland, 
the Netherlands, and the United States of America.  IOM was also able to access Flash Appeal 
funds consolidated by the UN.  The Flash Appeal fund was an incredibly flexible source of funding 
as none of the funds were earmarked.  This freedom permitted agencies to use the money as they 
saw fit through regular updates to the donors.  At present, ECHO has withdrawn its funding 
initiatives for Iraq, and the project is currently completely funded by the United States.11   

Overall, the budget for the program was divided in the following way: 

- Monitoring and Registration received 19,.91% of the funds ($3,031,746) 

- Winterization: 46.35% ($7,056,435) 

- CAPs: 34% ($5,137,391) 

2 METHODOLOGY 
In February 2005 the IEP Student Team was asked to evaluate IOM’s IDP project in Iraq.  The 
request came from IOM Geneva as per a suggestion of the Chief of Mission in Iraq.  The overall 
objective of the evaluation was to “measure the appropriateness and performance of the IOM IDP 
program’s strategy within the dynamic environment and changing factors of Iraq’s declining 
security situation, through its three main components (Monitoring, CAPs and Capacity-building).”12  
It was decided by the beginning of March that the last component would be replaced by the 

 
11 Based on interview with IOM team member, May 2005. 
12 Terms of Reference for Sciences-Po Evaluation 
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Emergency Intervention pillar.  The evaluation consisted of eight main objectives which were 
based on: 

- Evaluate the relevance and validity of the choices of strategies and activities, in particular in 
terms of methodology, for achieving the overall objective of the program;  

- Appraise the appropriateness and performance of the program’s transitioning strategy since 
March 2003 until its current assumed forms;  

- Analyze the cost-effectiveness and efficiency in reaching the program objectives in light of its 
three main components (Monitoring, Community Assistance Projects and Capacity-Building);  

- Analyze the comparative advantage IOM has demonstrated through its IDP program 
implementation vis-à-vis: the UN System, the NGOs and other IPs. The analysis will briefly 
include the relevance to IOM mission statement and to the IOM Iraq Mission role;  

- Analyze the effectiveness of the co-ordination and participatory mechanisms, in particular with 
the beneficiaries;  

- Identify the main lessons learnt of these programmatic changes and adaptation: failures, 
missed opportunities, strengths and weaknesses;  

- Analyze the operational impact of the constraints imposed by the security conditions, by the 
transfer of full responsibility to national staff based in Iraq, including his technical capacity and 
the high staff turnover:  

- Analyze the institutional impact of the implementation of the program on IOM as the appointed 
IDP lead technical agency for the Iraq assistance co-ordination. 

Finally in April, IOM requested to the Team to evaluate the “collaborative response within the 
cluster system and IOM’s ability to uphold the Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement.”13    
According to the terms of reference the Team would also provide IOM with recommendations for 
the project.  The timeline of the project evaluation spans from March 2003 to March 2005.  
However, when appropriate, references have been made to recent project developments beginning 
April 2005.  A detailed description of the Terms of Reference objectives is provided in Annex A.   

The Team started working on the project in early March 2005 receiving most of the pertinent 
documents from IOM.  On April 7th and 8th, two IOM officials came to Paris to discuss the project.  
The Team met with the IDP Program Manager to go through the project strategies and the terms of 
reference and planning for the field visit.  Four Team members went to Amman to conduct 
interviews with IOM staff, IPs, and collaborators from 23 April to 3 May.   

2.1 Documentation Review 
The IEP Team received most of the documents listed in the ToR under the documentation Review 
from IOM Iraq.  Documents included: project strategies, the monitoring framework, UN documents 
relating to the UN strategy in Iraq, and governorate profiles outlining the IDP situation.  The Team 
also conducted its own research on the IDPs in Iraq by consulting various websites such as the 
Norwegian Refugee Council and the HIC Iraq website.   

During the site visit, the Team collected more pertinent documents such as the donor reports, 
examples of the monthly reports received from IPs and a more updated version of the IDP situation 
in Iraq.  These documents were crucial in providing context of the situation, as well as qualitative 
and quantitative data to analyze the performance of the project.   Due to the constant changing 
nature of the IDP project as it adapts to the challenges in the field, it was difficult to fully appreciate 
the context of the strategy and choice of activities before the visit to Amman.     

 
13 Document shared between Sciences-Po and IOM which agreed on the terms of reference of the evaluation.  19 April 
2005. This can be seen in Annex B.  
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2.2 Interviews 
IOM Iraq played a significant role in facilitating the interviews for the IEP Team14 once in Amman.  
Due to the security constraints and the confidentiality nature of the project, interviews were set up 
by IOM itself to explain to the IPs the nature of the meetings.  However the Team had full 
independence during interviews and meetings. The IEP Team met with all IDP program staff, 
senior management at IOM, previous IDP Team members, members of Cluster 8 who worked 
directly with IOM and the majority of the IPs.  Some of the interviews were conducted over the 
phone with Iraq partner staff.  Upon return to France, other interviews were conducted with former 
IDP project staff members that have changed positions.  Donor interviews and one IOM Geneva 
interview were conducted through email due to time constraints of the interviewees.15  In total, the 
Team conducted 39 interviews.  In Amman, the Team observed several meetings: an IDP working 
group meeting, an NGO Coordinating Committee for Iraq (NCCI) as well as a weekly IDP Team 
meeting.  An extensive list of interviewees and questions posed are available in Annexes C and D.   

2.3 Evaluation Tools 

2.3.1 Indicators 
In order to properly address the objectives of the terms of reference, the Team created indicators 
related to the objectives set out for the IDP project under each of the three components.  Indicators 
were also created relating to other roles of IOM: coordination, managing operations, and 
addressing donor demands.   The indicators were divided into two categories, performance and 
success.  Under performance, the Team analyzed effectiveness, efficiency, timeliness and cost-
efficiency.  Under success indicators impact, causality and sustainability were addressed.  The 
breakdown of the indicators proved useful as a tool during the interviews and a basis for the 
evaluation.  Annex B lists the detailed indicators used according to the various sections of the 
report.      

2.3.2 Report Format 
During the evaluation of the data, several key themes emerged and are analyzed throughout the 
report; these include: the impact of remote management on the project, the consequences of 
security constraints, the mandate and strategy which provided a structure to the project, the 
pertinence of the definitions of IDPs and target populations, and the relationship between IOM and 
UNHCR.  The report is divided into two main sections.  The first section is an evaluation of the 
program itself: choice of strategy, performance of program, and cost effectiveness. The second is 
an evaluation of IOM’s organizational response through its coordination and collaboration efforts, 
the impact of staffing on operations, its comparative advantage and broader implications of the 
project.     

3 EVALUATION OF PROGRAM 

3.1 Choice of Strategy  

3.1.1 Mandate  
As mentioned in the background section, IOM’s original mandate in Iraq consisted of registration 
and camp management and was based on the assumption that there would be mass movement of 
IDPs that never materialized.  

 
 

 
14 thereafter referred to as ‘the team’ 
15 Some of the responses were not received in time for the evaluation report and thus were not included in the study. 
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Problems of Mandate 
While IOM was given the mandate of IDPs, UNHCR was entrusted with managing IDP returnees 
and refugees.  Theoretically the mandate appears to clearly separate both organizations’ tasks.  
However, from an operational perspective it was limited by the difficult realities of identifying and 
distinguishing the beneficiaries from non-beneficiaries. 16  From its inception, the mandate was 
perceived by many (both within IOM and externally,) as operationally overlapping, lacking a precise 
definition of the target population, and was therefore considered unclear.17  It was left up to IOM 
and UNHCR to work together on clarifying mandate definitions.  The UN appeared to have given 
both agencies little support in clarifying their mandates and tasks beyond the original Letter, as 
clearly asserted in the IDP strategy document of September 2003.18  It must be highlighted that at 
the time, the UN as a whole was under a tremendous amount of pressure, and was itself 
overwhelmed with its task.19  Therefore, it was not surprising that its ability to aid IOM was limited.  
However, UNHCR and IOM worked together to clarify their respective roles in a joint chart. This 
was finished by February 2004, one year from the inception of the mandate.  Although it would 
have been preferable for this to have been completed earlier, emphasis was understandably 
placed on the operational side of the program. The lack of clearly defined roles complicated project 
implementation on the ground (as we will elaborate in section 4).  The confusion persists today.   

3.1.2 Target Population: Validity, Principles, Definitions 
One problem with the mandate was the lack of clear definitions of target population.  This was 
highlighted by interviewees internal and external to IOM as having consequences on the 
consistency of program implantation in all 15 governorates.   

The target population under IOM’s mandate was described as “populations displaced inside Iraq” 20 
this was explained to the evaluation Team as “people in displacement.”21  Operationally, it is very 
difficult to separate IDPs from their host communities or in some cases from returnees at their 
specific place of displacement.  Frequently, a community of IDPs may reside with host 
communities that are themselves considered to be a vulnerable group. Therefore, IOM and its IPs 
work on the assumption that in a community of displaced and vulnerable people, one cannot aid 
one group without aiding another.  Thus, monitoring analysis and CAPs involved a wider target 
population than just IDPs. 

In some cases, IOM decided to leave final decisions on activity implementation regarding target 
population to the IPs themselves, (specifically in terms of future emergency distribution and 
winterization). While this strategy is advantageous in one sense as it gives credence to the IPs’ 
ability to judge community needs, it also allows for possible inconsistencies in implementing 
projects across the board.  For example, one partner explained that they did not include any IDP 
returnees or refugee returnees in their winterization distribution yet did include vulnerable groups 
such as women, children and handicapped persons. Others decided to include both populations.   

There have been efforts to rectify definition confusions through constant revisiting of the terms and 
clarification of what could be considered unclear.  Within the UN IDP strategy dated August 2004, 
a section is dedicated to properly define IDPs, and target populations in the context of Iraq.  
However, the final copy, which has been revised in April 2005, is trying to define ‘vulnerable 
groups’. 22 Furthermore, IOM has recently incorporated a new policy to determine the eligibility of a 
community to receive aid from IOM IPs: 20% of any given community needs to be composed of 
IDPs in order to justify the implementation of any CAPs.  

 
16 Although confusion between tasks of agencies that work in similar sectors is not unusual, this was noted in particular 
with regards to IOM and UNHCR, by the vast majority of the interviewees as having affected the work in this particular 
program.   
17 Summary of interviews with IOM mission, management and UN agencies April/May 2005. 
18 UN IDP Strategy document August 2004, pg. 5 and interview with IOM Mission May 2005. 
19 Summary of interviews with IOM mission, management, and UN agencies April/May 2005. 
20 Letter from M. Oshima to M. McKinley dated 11 March 2003. 
21 Summary of interviews with IOM team April/May 2005. 
22 This document was not used in the evaluation as it was not ready  
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The importance of properly defining the target population is not only linked to the issues of 
mandate and strategy, but also to the roles of both agencies that have tasks related to IDPs: IOM 
and UNHCR.  For instance, UNHCR is in charge of all returnees (IDPs and refugees)   As a result 
of the recurring displacement of people, the lines defining IDPs and returnees frequently overlap as 
groups of people live in the same location.  This was noted in one area where a group of refugee 
returnees was residing with a group of IDPs and although categorized as “refugee returnees” they 
were not back at their original point of residence and thus could be considered IDPs.23 Both IOM 
and UNHCR have tried to work together in areas that were deemed ‘grey areas’. Furthermore, IOM 
has emphasized that when a need was identified in the field by an IP relating to any vulnerable 
population not covered under IOM mandate, the appropriate agency was contacted to assist this 
group.24   

3.1.3 Analyzing Strategy Choices 
The transition strategy has changed and evolved over the past two years as a response to the 
continuously changing reality in Iraq.  In analyzing the strategy, three major strategy crossroads 
will be discussed (1) The initial registration and subsequent strategy shift (2) Overall relevance of 
the Strategy and (3) The efficiency in implementing the strategy.  

Analysis of Initial Strategy and Subsequent Shift25

As previously mentioned it became evident in the summer of 2003 that the IOM initial strategy of 
registering IDPs could not be implemented.  Ceasing the IDP registration process was an 
important decision, as it quickly shifted IOM’s focus.  Indeed, registration was not useful and 
deemed dangerous for the staff on the ground.   

The shift to remote management also coincided with the decision to stop registration (July 2003) 
and to seek other activities.  During this time of the project, IOM was quick to react to the change 
by rapidly establishing a presence in Amman.  Under extremely stressful circumstances (especially 
for the staff that had suffered due to the security situation,) IOM set up an office within a month 
after the evacuation in Amman and immediately began expanding its contacts of IPs to represent it 
in the field.26   

In September 2003, IOM designed the “IDP Program Future Strategy and Methodology” working 
paper, in which IOM clearly identifies its challenges and its plan to tackle the task at hand. IOM has 
decided not to address the resettlement and return issue, given its close connection to settlement 
of land claims.  In the past, the land claim issue has had a particular security impact on IOM in the 
three Northern Governorates.27  Understandably, IOM clearly chose to pursue their strategy within 
non-contentious areas in the 15 Governorates it was asked to oversee.  Furthermore, the instability 
of the security situation in Iraq rendered the possibility of finding durable solutions at the time of the 
strategy to be overly optimistic.28  The IDP strategy of August 2004 maintained the decisions to 
work in non-contentious areas and not pursue durable solutions.  In addition, it added that durable 
solutions would have to be undertaken through the Iraq government and it was thus concentrating 
on short term projects. 

Relevance of Strategy  
The first priority of the strategy was to create viable and effective monitoring tools to better assess 
the IDP needs.  This entailed identifying gaps in information, and assessing the NGO capacity and 
validating the creation of the monitoring pillar.  The need for fulfilling short-term humanitarian gaps 
validated the creation of the emergency and winterization pillar.  Finally, the decision to pursue 

 
23 Interview with NGO Partner, Amman Jordan April 2005. 
24 Summary of Interviews with IOM and IPs, April/May 2005. 
25 The team was told that the strategy has been further revised however this copy was not available for the evaluation as 
it was still in draft format.  Based on our understanding, little has changed minus further clarification of definitions. 
26 Interview with IOM mission staff, May 2005 
27 Ibid. 
28 IOM Iraq-IDP Program Future Strategy and Methodology September 2003. 
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QIPs, which subsequently became the CAPs program, clearly addressed the decision to seek 
short-term solutions for IDPs given the security conditions. 

To aid it in its policy framework, IOM also requested three Protection Officers from Australian 
Agency for International Development (AusAID) to help design their strategy shift and to provide 
advice on IDP policies.  Specifically, one of the main areas of concern was the issue of IDP 
evictions from public buildings, a frequent occurrence that continues until this day. The officers 
assisted in designing an Eviction Policy and Guidelines pamphlet29 for the multinational forces 
(MNF) and NGOs operating in Iraq.  This pamphlet was used by NGOs as a credible advocacy 
tool.30    At the same time, it has been said IOM could have agreed internally on a consistent policy 
regarding how to help IDPs find alternative housing upon eviction.  Assistance was provided to  
IDPs facing eviction, but it was ad hoc in nature and inconsistent overall.31   

The relevance and effectiveness of the Strategy needs to be assessed within constraints of  
security in Iraq.  The IOM Team was limited in its ability to use the national staff in Iraq due to UN 
security constraints.  They were thus unable to ensure that the projects were effectively 
implemented and monitored.  According to some at IOM, this posed a problem because the project 
was not as effective as it could have been.32  To curtail this problem, the national staff has been 
given consultancy contracts to ensure that programs are implemented efficiently.     

Furthermore, IPs were unable to implement projects in certain areas based on the security policies 
of their organizations.  IOM formed its network through IPs that had been used by ITI and also 
through the NGO network called the NGO Coordination Committee in Iraq (NCCI).33  IOM was also 
limited in its choice of IPs given the fact that there is a limited number of them operating in Iraq.  
Hence, finding new IPs to implement projects is problematic.  Indeed, due to limited alternatives of 
IPs, it is difficult for IOM to assert pressure in case of issues regarding project implementation.  It 
was suggested that more emphasis on seeking private contractors should be considered to 
implement projects.  The advantages of these contractors are that they are willing to take security 
risks that IPs’ field staff are not permitted to take.  However, they typically cost considerably more 
than IPs due to this reason.   

Efficiency of Strategy Implementation 
Overall, the evolution of the IDP strategy was necessary and coherent with the Iraqi context. 
However, certain aspects need to be recognized regarding the consistency of the changes and the 
efficiency of the project. In the beginning IOM appeared to quickly react to the situation it was 
faced with: notably being evacuated to Amman. However the design of the strategy from 
September 2003 to April 2004 was slow.  It took six months to design the Monitoring Framework to 
be used by IPs in monitoring of target populations.  While IPs were involved in informal monitoring 
to ensure that QIPs (subsequently CAPs) matched the needs on the ground, the time lag was 
problematic.  In particular, the design of the monitoring template took a long time to be formulated, 
as discussions arose regarding the type of needs that require assessment, as well as the nature of 
the information requested from the IDPs, so as not to violate IDPs’ privacy.  

Unusually high staff turnover specifically within the IDP program, as well as at the Program 
Manager level, has been blamed for the inefficiency of a clear strategy implementation.  As 
mentioned in the background section there were human resource changes within the IDP Team 
from December 2003. The IDP Team had two Program Officers per governorate and two Program 
Coordinators.  These changes quickly and clearly became problematic, as staff found it difficult to 
find consistent responses to their questions in terms of policy and operational decisions, and as 
both Managers frequently had differing viewpoints.  At the same time, the IOM Mission witnessed 
the turnover of 7 Program Managers over a period of 8 months.  Furthermore, other staff changes 
occurred, including the non-renewal of contracts due to performance issues.  Undoubtedly all these 
occurrences played a large role in slowing down the strategy implementation. Indeed, IOM’s IDP 

 
29 IOM Iraq-IDP Program Future Strategy and Methodology September 2003. 
30 Interview with IOM team member May 2005. 
31 Interview with IOM team member May 2005. 
32 Interviews with four IOM mission staff, April/May 2005. 
33 Three IOM mission interviews. 
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management staff has indicated that it was not until September 2004, a year following the initial 
strategy formulation, when they felt that the IDP mission specifically had a clear and coherent 
direction.34  However, once the human resource issues were settled, the IDP program was able to 
implement their strategy in an efficient matter.  The strategy was also effective, as evidenced 
through their performance (to be discussed in the following section).   

3.1.4 Conclusions 
Overall, the strategy was affected by the changes in the Iraqi security situation and internal staff 
turnover, as it took a long time to clarify and agree on the choice of activities and the design of 
projects (such as the Monitoring Framework).  However, in the last 9 months, the IDP program has 
stabilized both in terms of staff and direction.  It must be highlighted that the clarification of the 
mandate and target population remains an important task for completion.   

LESSONS LEARNED 
- In order to meet the needs of the target beneficiaries, a clear strategy with also a degree of 

adaptability in the approach is pertinent due to the volatile situation in Iraq. 

- Properly defining target populations from the onset allows for more effective implementation 
and clearer understanding of the objectives by all parties involved.   

3.1.5 Recommendations 
- Clarify the degree of flexibility and limitations within the IOM mandate in Iraq.  This will allow 

IOM to determine whether or not it can move into longer-term projects.  

- Revisit the UNHCR’s and IOM’s role divisions created in February 2004 to ensure full coverage 
of target population and to clarify any inconsistencies. 

- Consider using other types of IPs such as private contractors.  

3.2 Performance of Program 

3.2.1 Monitoring 
Monitoring has provided useful insight into the needs of the target population.  It enabled 
evaluators to make a clear assessment of the reality of the situation and revealed that there were 
not significant movements among the IDP population.  

Monitoring focuses mainly on providing information on general needs and does not sufficiently 
investigate the details of the specific needs. For example, health appears to be at present a 
general need, however detailed information is lacking. Moreover, IPs have emphasised that the 
more urgent medium term needs such as income generation are currently not sufficiently 
addressed by IOM CAPs.35

Monitoring Tools 
Generally, the monitoring tools36 are deemed effective and useful.  Whereas some IPs 
commended the clarity, simplicity and logical coherence of the monitoring template, others had 
difficulties using the templates in the field.  Those having difficulties thus resorted to intermediary 
templates which facilitated data collection and allowed them to obtain information that the IOM 
template does not investigate.37  

 

 

                                                 
34 Findings based on interviews with IOM mission staff, April/May 2005. 
35 Based on interviews with an IOM team member and an implementing partner April/May 2005. 
36 This includes the IDP Recording Template and the centralized database 
37 According to two partner interviews April 2005. 
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Data Collected 
The development of a centralised database has improved the management and access to the data 
on the part of IOM. However a closer analysis of the data is necessary to ensure symmetry 
between the needs identified and the projects implemented.  

Despite relatively precise quantitative aspect of the data, there are three significant weaknesses 
concerning the quality of the data collected: first, there is a deficiency in the depth of qualitative 
information sought; secondly, the verification of information is problematic; thirdly, the needs of 
those most vulnerable within the target population, such as women, are not being identified.38 It 
was highlighted throughout Phase I of the monitoring that the information collected turned out to be 
inaccurate or that extracting the real data was difficult. The most frequently cited example of this 
was the inflation of target population estimates (in terms of their size,)39 which in the long term can 
influence the objective validity of the data collected.   

IPs have found it difficult to cross-check and verify the data obtained because of an absence of an 
integral registration system independent of the IOM monitoring system.40  The PDS registry does 
offer a degree of reliability; however, the inherent weaknesses in the PDS system (mainly the 
reliability of the data,) render it difficult to verify the data obtained from the community leaders. A 
fourth obstacle is the sensitivity with which community leaders are approached, and it is therefore 
difficult and highly sensitive to attempt to cross-check or verify information within the community 
structures. Although the relationship between IPs and community leaders is generally deemed 
positive (see below,) the reliability of the information provided by them is, in some regions, 
questionable. 

Frequency of Monitoring Assessments 
Due to the relative stability of the IDP situation, the frequency of monitoring evaluations was 
deemed excessive by several IPs. The consequences of this are assessment fatigue on the part of 
the beneficiaries because the frequency of the monitoring is not compatible with the assistance 
provided.41 This has caused friction between the IPs and the target population.  

Collaboration with Target Population 
Collaboration with local communities is a very constructive aspect of the assistance because it 
allows for an eased collaborative relationship between IPs and the target population.  In some 
cases it has proved vital to assure a minimum degree of security assurance for the staff of IPs. In 
one region, the release of an IP national staff taken hostage was facilitated, if not granted, because 
of the well-established ties between the IP and the community leaders. In some governorates 
however, this interaction is more difficult than in others as the collaboration between Iraqis and any 
foreign organisation, and the current Iraqi government (i.e. MoDM,) can pose severe security 
threats for individuals.42

Training 
Through IOM’s training sessions, IPs are able to train local NGOs and their national staff in the 
field.  Remote management poses a significant obstacle on the part of IOM to facilitate training 
sessions, and this was overcome by mobilising IPs with greater experience in monitoring, to train 
their counterparts in other governorates. However, the direct training of IPs national staff in the 
field is relatively weak in relation to the capacity gaps that some of the IPs have identified and 
voiced.43  

Although training sessions are conducted regularly, the transfer of knowledge acquired through 
training from the IOM office to the field is rendered difficult by distance. Originally IPs were allowed 
to send who they wanted for training in Amman, however, in response to the lack of transfer, IOM 

 
38 The cultural specificity of Iraq renders contact to women difficult both in terms of monitoring and recruiting women 
for IP monitoring teams. This explains why gender balance is difficult to achieve in the monitoring teams. 
39 Based on summary of four implementing partner interviews, April/May 2005. 
40 To date numerous registration sources exist: the PDS system and WHO health surveys (Monitoring framework) 
41 Based on two partner interviews April 2005. 
42 Based on one partner interview, Amman, April/May 2005.  
43 Summary of partner interviews 
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recently (April 2005) made it mandatory that national staff comes to Amman for training.  It is not 
always possible to send the staff member to Amman for training as they have too much work to be 
able to leaving for a few days.  Furthermore, due to security restrictions and concerns, it is not 
always possible to travel to Jordan.  To counter this problem, other IPs sometimes provide training 
to each other and now, since March 2005, the IOM national ‘staff’ can be used to provide training 
to IPs.  In general IPs feel that they need more training, for all aspects of their work, in spite of their 
lack of time and the difficulty of travelling to Amman.   

Phase II Monitoring 
As mentioned in the background section, IOM intends to restructure monitoring and adapt it to the 
current situation, as prescribed by the Monitoring Framework. According to some IPs, the 
transferral to Phase II of the Monitoring Framework could have been done earlier.44

This phase will also imply a more direct relationship with the target population rather than relying 
heavily on the community leaders.45 At present, the security hazards hinder this access; however 
more accurate detail could be uncovered through the monitoring.46 This is true especially since the 
mobility of the IDP population has proven to be more stable than anticipated at the beginning of the 
intervention.  

Already, since the end of April 2005, the monitoring grants have been reduced from approximately 
$60,000 for 3 months to $20,000 for 3 months.47  This was done as IOM realized a significant part 
of the budget was dedicated to this activity, and the elevated sum proved to be a disincentive for 
IPs to implement CAPs.  The gradual transferal of monitoring capacities to the MoDM and the entry 
into Phase II also explains this reduction. 

MoDM 
The transfer of monitoring task to the MoDM is generally deemed feasible and necessary 
according to some IPs, despite a number of tensions that are expected to emerge in some 
governorates. The current lack of capacity on the part of the MoDM48 needs to be addressed 
through a complete and thorough handover process and training scheme. 

3.2.2 CAPs 
The strategy adopted in 2004 introduced an implementation mechanism to respond to the needs 
identified throughout the monitoring, and has provoked positive outcomes. However, security 
constraints and limited capacities on the part of the IPs, has made the implementation of CAPs that 
directly respond to the needs of the target population challenging.49  

Project Implementation Needs 
Out of the CAP funds, 18.11% went to the “Non Food Items” budget line, 4.04% on “School 
Rehabilitation”, 3.33% on health facilities, 2.33% on “Water and Sanitation”, and 1.32% for 
community based activities.  The remaining 10 other needs, such as agricultural rehabilitation, 
capacity building and protection awareness, received 4.62% of the remaining CAP budget.50  
Hence, 34% of the entire budget is allocated to CAPs. 

The needs identified through monitoring are not always adequately addressed in the CAPs 
implemented.  For example, According to the governorate profiles of January 2005 and the needs 
assessment from 28 April 2005, Water and Sanitation appeared to be the top priority as 41% of all 
IDPs in nearly all the regions identified it.  However, WATSAN projects were implemented in only 
four of the 15 governorates: more than half of the WATSAN funds were allocated to Ninewa and 

 
44 “Phase II” implies a more monitoring approach where the needs of the target population are identified in a more 
precise and specific manner (Monitoring Framework). 
45 Monitoring Framework April 2004. 
46 Based on two partner interviews and one UN agency interview April 2005. 
47 Interview with IOM team member,  April 2005. 
48 Summary of interviews at IOM and with partners. 
49 Based on two IOM team member interviews April 2005. 
50 Analysis of data collected April 2005. 
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the other half was split between Muthana, Baghdad and Babylon.51  The performance and 
coherence of the projects implemented closely depends on the capacity of the IPs. For example, 
WATSAN remains an area that requires further attention.52  IOM cannot impose projects on IPs 
that they are not prepared to pursue.   

Furthermore, the difficulty in verifying the work of the IPs makes it hard to assess project progress.  
However, IOM has put in place certain control and verification measures, such as requesting IPs to 
check on each other in order to make sure that projects are being implemented appropriately.   

Project Design 
Certain IPs have created IDP committees within a specific location to discuss concerns and 
suggest projects which could be implemented.  A few IPs have relied on focus groups and 
interviews with beneficiaries to design projects granting a clear insight into the specified needs of 
the target population and particularly vulnerable people within that category (e.g. women). This has 
proven very successful in the governorates where this form of proactive dynamic collaboration has 
been applied. 

Time Limits 
Although projects are funded for three month durations, the possibility of extending is almost 
always granted if it is deemed necessary and effective.  The reason for the three-month funding is 
that projects aim to address short-term humanitarian needs rather than developmental ones.  
However, certain projects, such as the legal centres, are more ‘development’ focused and thus 
may merit more than three-month funding.  

3.2.3 Emergency Assistance 
In 2004, four main urban emergency situations developed that caused a significant stream of IDPs, 
namely in Najaf and Fallujah.53 IOM’s role was essentially to provide NFIs, easily consumable food 
items, water and emergency health kits for the target population. 54  

Security is a higher constraint issue in case of emergency assistance, since IPs do not always 
have access to IDPs during the crisis and there are risks of raids occurring. Moreover, logistics are 
severely hampered, for instance distribution had to be suspended in Amirya on 31 December 
2004.55  

IOM’s ability to respond to crisis situations is effectively due, in large part, to its broad information 
base managed through its monitoring data base. Identifying the needs for the sporadic movements 
of the conflict-related groups are easier since the information is simply updated. Nevertheless, 
tracking IDP movements is a major challenge as there have been cases where IDPs have briefly 
returned to their hometown to check on their belongings and then leave again.56  

For security reasons, the construction of IDP camps strictu sensu was not endorsed by the local 
population or IOM.  However the distribution of tents did prove to be useful to the target population 
that used them to ensure greater comfort in private compounds for displaced relatives.57  

One of the main developments has been the installation of depots58 in Baghdad and Samawa with 
two more being planned in Kirkuk and Mosul. IPs were given the responsibility for managing the 
stock in the depots, which other IPs working in the region can access.59 This allows for a rapid and 
efficient response mechanism in the some of the most volatile areas of the country. There is a 

 
51 Ibid.  
52 Based on an IOM team member and partner, April 2005.  
53 Subsequently the majority returned. 
54 Based on an IOM mission member and the OFDA Donor Report for March 2004 – September 2004 
55 Emergency Working group meeting minutes – EWG 
56 Ibid 
57 Based on IOM team member interview, May 2005. 
58 These depots store supplies such as NFI’s and easily consumable food items 
59 Based on IOM team member and implementing partner April 2005. 
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system to ensure that the supplies are always replaced and ready to be delivered in case of an 
emergency. Contingency funds are made available to procure food and water. 

Although IOM addresses the major needs by distributing emergency kits, coordination between IPs 
is an issue60in practice and because of this difficulty, the same items happened to be distributed 
twice to the same population in one instance.61  Coordination during acute crisis is by definition 
difficult; however this weakness of coordination may hamper the efficiency of the primary goals of 
emergency assistance. In an effort to compensate for this shortcoming, UNAMI convenes 
Emergency Working Groups to coordinate humanitarian response during the time of crises and 
IOM is an active participant. 

3.2.4 Winterization 
The current winterization package includes NFIs of a durable nature (blankets, heating stoves 
etc.). The package is adapted to local needs; however, the need to distribute these on a yearly 
basis is questionable. In some areas, it was observed that the recipients have sold the goods 
received on the local markets.  IOM and its IPs are aware of this but see this indirectly as an 
income-generating activity.62 It must be added that IPs have highlighted the importance to 
concentrating on satisfying other needs, such as income generation, which are seen as priorities in 
the monitoring data. 

In the past two years, the delay in funding has hampered the adequate and timely implementation 
of the winterization initiative. An improved budgetary planning mechanism could improve this and 
assure that the procurement and subsequent distribution of the winterization packages is delivered 
on time. Several IPs encountered difficulties in distributing the goods due to weak coordination with 
other IPs regarding the procurement and delivery of supplies63. At times the delivery is extended to 
several months, and in some governorates the operation was concluded in the spring,64 when the 
distributed items were no longer urgently needed. 

3.2.5 Conclusions 
Monitoring was deemed successful and appropriate and the transfer to a more detailed needs 
assessment is necessary.  Although CAPs do not always match the priority needs of the 
communities, projects are designed in coordination with local committees or focus groups and are 
also based on IPs’ capacities.  Winterization has not always been distributed on time and appears 
not to be seen as urgently needed.  Emergency distribution is vital and effective, largely due to the 
depots which have been made available for all actors.   

LESSONS LEARNED 
- The provision of direct training from IOM for IPs enables the retention of valuable information 

and expertise that subsequently facilitate the implementation of the program. 

- IPs are better able to validate their monitoring data and match the CAP to the needs of the 
target populations due to their strong relationships with beneficiaries and community leaders. 

- IOM can effectively use its IP network to help it ensure the sharing of knowledge and 
information by having IPs train each other in the field as the need arises.   

- Emergency depots facilitate the coordination of goods distribution and the rapidity of the 
humanitarian response in times of crisis. 

- Better budget planning and efficient coordination will ensure timely seasonal distribution.   

                                                 
60 Based on IOM team member May 2005. 
61 EWG 
62 Based on IOM team member May 2005.  
63 Based on one implementing partner and IOM team member, April 2005.  
64 Based on two partner interviews, April 2005.  
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3.2.6 Recommendations 
Monitoring 
- Analyze the data from monitoring in order to improve the anticipation of capacities and to 

respond to the beneficiaries’ needs. This should be better facilitated by creating specific targets 
to be met per governorate, per sector.  

- To work in close collaboration with MoDM Capacity Building program and to draw up a detailed 
plan elaborating the transfer of monitoring to MoDM. IOM’s and IP’s roles needs to focus on 
developing the capabilities of the Ministry’s staff and taking in consideration the concerns IDPs 
groups have mentioned.65 

CAPs 
- Attempt to improve the links between CAPs implemented and the most urgent needs identified 

through monitoring.   

- Following the example of some IPs, involve the local communities to a greater extent in project 
design by the establishment of local committees in all governorates.  This would permit the 
CAPs to better match the needs of the target population. 

 
Emergency Intervention 
- Reduce the winterization program so that distribution can be done or supplemented on a needs 

basis per governorate. 

- Plan the allocation of funds in advance in order to respond more rapidly to emergency 
situations. 

3.3 Cost Effectiveness  
Two major questions can be asked regarding the cost-effectiveness of the project (1) To what 
extent is it possible to match the breakdown of the costs of the projects and the needs assessed in 
IDP monitoring? and (2) How effective is IOM’s control on the use of funds by the IPs?  The Team 
used data from the database update of April 2005 and governorate profiles of January 2005 to 
analyze the cost-effectiveness. 

3.3.1 Matching the Funds to the Needs 
During the period 15 May 2003 to 28 April 2005, 46% of the amounts granted went to winterization 
(around 7 million USD out of a total of 15 million); 20% was dedicated to monitoring and hence, 
34% was used for CAPs. A contingency fund is allocated separately for emergency distributions 
during crises.  

Five governorates (Salah Al-Din, Diyala, Baghdad, Babylon and Muthana) have been granted a 
part of the budget proportionally higher than the percentage of IDPs settled there. For example, 
approximately 8% of the IDP population is settled in Diyala, while around 15% of the budget is 
granted to projects in this region. Baghdad, receives 17% of the budget while it only has 10% of 
the IDP population.  However, Basra, Kerbala, Najaf and Thi’Qar have a greater number of IDPs 
yet a smaller part in the budget. The situation is most acute in Basra, where 18% of IDPs are 
located yet only 3% of the budget has been allocated to the governorate.  In Missan, the situation 
is the most balanced as it receives 15% of the CAP budget and has 15% of the IDP population. 

These findings are explained by the security constraints and the capacities of the IPs.  IPs decide 
for themselves on where they will work depending on the security situation on the ground.  They 
are limited in their ability to implement projects by the skill capacities they possess and the staff 
they have on the ground.     

 
65 In one IP interview, it was explained that certain IDP groups are fearful of being monitored by the government due to 
their ethnicities. 
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What could statistically be described as an inappropriate distribution of funds is more accurately a 
reflection of IOM’s flexibility in the allocation of funds.  Due to the emergencies and unpredicted 
priorities in Iraq, IOM will transfer funds from one budget line to the next depending on the needs.  
For example, when the Marsh lands were affected by floods, IOM transferred credits from “Shelter” 
to “Non-Food Items” budget lines to respond to the needs.  It then made sure that the remaining 
funds under “Shelter” were effectively committed to shelter needs. In Ninewa, funds were 
transferred from Shelter and Rehabilitation to Winterization. 

3.3.2  IOM’s Financial Control  
IOM is strict on its requirements to approve a project yet remains flexible with its IPs in that it 
assists them in meeting their requirements.  In order to approve project proposals, IOM uses 
precise guidelines defining the content and format of the grant application the implementing partner 
must submit.  IOM will work directly with IPs to ensure that the proposals meet the requirements.  
Hence, they are able to accept 97% of the applications, having worked through them already with 
IPs.  This process of approving a project varies depending on the strength of the proposal. 

IOM’s primary level of control over project implementation is ensuring that IPs respect the 
milestones imposed by the CAP guidelines.  It is understood by all parties that IOM will withhold 
payment until objectives and requirements are met, such as submission of all receipts, expenditure 
review and supporting evidence.  In partner interviews, most IPs seemed to agree with these 
requirements.   

3.3.3 Conclusions 
Despite all the constraints that have lowered IOM’s IDP program’s capacity to directly address the 
most urgent needs of its target population, it has managed to have effective controls on its budget 
that has allowed it to continue implementing project in a healthy financial situation. 

LESSONS LEARNED 
- A rigorous project application procedure provides for an additional control filter for the quality of 

the CAPs proposed.  

- Despite the challenging security context, the milestones agreed upon between IOM and IPs 
can and should be respected in order to assure financial and quality control of the project.   

3.3.4 Recommendations 
- The cost of winterization should be reduced as it receives the largest percentage of the budget 

and, as explained in the performance analysis, more CAPs are required;  

- Increase the budget line and the number of Water and Sanitation projects; 

- Give a greater priority to Basrah governorate by attempting to reach a balance between the 
large numbers of IDPs there and a relatively insufficient number of projects; 

- Address the issue of the incapacity of some IPs to implement the necessary projects because 
of inherent weaknesses and not because of a lack of funding. 

4 EVALUATION OF IOM’S ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSE 

4.1 Coordination and Collaborative Response 

4.1.1 Cluster 8 Coordination 
Remote management has led to changes in the structure of assistance not just on an 
organizational level but also in terms of the United Nations intervention in Iraq.  The Cluster system 
was created in direct response to remote management concerns to ensure that agencies work 
effectively together, communicate and coordinate the work they implement.  IOM has been 
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coordinating closely with the UN through the Cluster system, and particularly within the Cluster 8, 
through its role as Deputy Task Manager.  This is a precedent for IOM to be closely linked with the 
UN and be an official Country Team member.     

It was expressed in several interviews that the Cluster 8 is one of the clusters which works the best 
under the cluster system.  This is partly due to its ability to incorporate the views and suggestions 
of various actors.  For example the IDP Working Group (IDP WG) was created to provide the 
Cluster with suggestions and possible activities.  The IDP WG consists of NGOs, UNHCR and 
IOM.66  Furthermore, according to some of the interviews, this is also due to the efforts of the 
people around the table to work together and coordinate.   

In general, the Cluster 8 has proven to be very effective for co-ordination purposes, specifically for 
projects requiring the support of the both IOM and UNHCR.  Bringing both parties to the table to 
discuss the split in funding or task allocation has been a necessary and efficient method of 
coordination, according to the four IPs that work with both organizations in the field.  Furthermore, 
UN agencies can be regularly updated by the activities that each organization is involved in.  This 
is particularly useful for IOM who sees itself as a ‘gap-filler’ (see Comparative Advantage section).  
IOM can also assist its IPs by informing other agencies on possible projects and proposal which 
they may be able to fund.  In the Cluster context, agencies are forced to share information with 
each other.67  

Field Analysis of the Co-ordination Experience between IOM and UNHCR 
The cluster system has also helped improve the relationship and collaboration between IOM and 
UNHCR. Both IOM and UNHCR cited the success of Cluster 8 in bridging some of these 
differences and forcing both of them to work together as a key accomplishment in the Iraq mission.  
Indeed, UNHCR cited the Iraq mission as a historic co-ordination effort between both 
organizations.  It is important to note that the majority of IPs as well as internal IOM staff and other 
UN agencies have commented on frictions between both IOM and UNHCR that might have led to 
problems of implementing projects.  However, the degree to which this has impacted the field work 
cannot be fully determined in our analysis.  

Examples of a positive coordination effort between both parties included the effort to assist the IDP 
population affected by the Lower South Floods and the second Fallujah crisis.68 The latter, marked 
the implementation capacity of the lessons learned from the ‘Fallujah 1’ crisis at IOM and UNHCR. 
In terms of coordination and assistance provided, there were significant improvements 
implemented to ensure that the response mechanisms would be improved, which were tested in 
Fallujah 2 crisis. In the second Fallujah crisis, IDP returnees required assistance but UNHCR was 
not capable of reaching them and IOM was asked to step forward and deliver items of food and 
emergency, which it did effectively.     

The working relationship among both highly depends on personalities and the personal rapport that 
managers within both organisations can achieve.69  The importance of their relationship is not only 
significant for their joint projects but also assists the IPs working in the field that have relationships 
with both of the agencies.  There were instances where IPs proposed a project to IOM and were 
subsequently advised to also propose it to UNHCR to improve the chances of the proposal being 
approved by at least one of the organizations. The most common problem encountered in these 
cases were the overlapping target population mandates that limit the activity of both organizations. 
In the past it has happened that some projects are not approved by either organization because 
their specific target population was not sufficiently affected by the project proposal. 

4.1.2 Coordination of Implementing Partners 
Iraq sets a precedent in terms of the degree of coordination with IPs in a remote management 
scenario.  Regular meetings, reporting and training are effective coordination tools for analysis.    

 
66 Private companies, coalition forces and donors participate upon invitation  
67 IOM mission interview, May 2005. 
68 Please refer to the timeline in Annex F.  
69 IOM mission interviews, April/May 2005.   
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Training  
As mentioned in the performance section, one of the main challenges presented by remote 
management has been the transfer of knowledge and capacities.  There have been instances were 
knowledge gained through training session has been lost as the information must pass through 
various staff before getting to the implementers on the ground.  This is the case for the majority of 
the NGOs who have offices in Amman.   

Training is mainly provided on a case-by-case basis, once a Program Officer identifies this as a 
gap in capacity.  The ability to identify gaps in training depends a lot on the level of direct 
communication between the staff on the field and Program Officers in Amman.  As Program 
Officers maintain a high degree of independence, there are also differences in terms of their work 
priorities and hence a varying degree of training needs in each region.   

Most training is done on reporting, especially financial reporting. Ten of the twelve IPs interviewed 
requested the need for more training.  The vast majority of the IPs interviewed expressed the view 
that the IOM office was open to suggestions on training.      

Collaboration between IPs 
Collaboration between IPs is strongly encouraged by IOM because it facilitates the implementation 
of projects and responding to emergency situations.  IPs also appreciated being able to collaborate 
with other IOM IPs in Iraq.70  In certain governorates though, coordination between IPs themselves 
suffers from competition or other difficulties.  The staff turnover in the international organizations 
also made it difficult to create strong partnerships between organizations. 

NGO Turnover 
Handovers from one partner organization to another has not always proved to be very effective.  
Two of the IPs expressed problems with the data collected by the previous IPs they replaced.  One 
explained that they had not been given sufficient documentation to successfully take over and thus 
spent a lot of time trying to rectify past mistakes rather than go forward in their activities.  IOM is 
not involved in determining the information passed on from an outgoing IP to another, thus allowing 
some of the transfers to be less effective than others.   

Communication 
Ensuring that channels of communication are more available now is all the more important due to 
remote management.  Most information is shared between all actors through regular meetings and 
writing reports, emailing and internet chatting. 

The security situation in Iraq has hampered the channels of communication between IOM and its 
IPs.  Initially access was dangerous and difficult.  Remote management also constitutes another 
hurdle to the rapidity and effectiveness of communication.  In some instances, there were four 
layers of communication between IPs’ national staff and IOM’s Program Officers.    

IOM has tried to counterbalance the difficulties of communication by installing satellite emailing 
stations in their IPs’ offices or by providing them with cell phones and by reducing the layers of 
communication.  It is not possible to hold weekly meetings with IPs as was the case when IOM was 
still in Iraq.  Instead monthly meetings are organized and when possible, national staff attends 
these meetings.  IOM is regularly informed of the situation on the ground.   

Reporting  
IOM requires IPs to report regularly with pictorial evidence.  The degree of activity reporting 
depends on the situation, whereby during an emergency, reporting should be done daily or weekly, 
and at other times it must be conducted biweekly.  Although according to one IOM staff member, 
IPs have said that reporting is deemed heavy,71 it is one of IOM’s only ways to monitor the situation 
and activities on the ground.  Reports must be sent to Program Officers and to Amman.  Delays 
have occurred in submitting reports to IOM and this is communicated to IPs who try to rectify the 
problem as soon as possible.  According to two IPs and one IOM staff member, the quality of the 

 
70 Five IP interviews, April/May 2005. 
71 Interview with IOM team staff, April 2005 



IOM IDP Evaluation Report 25 
 
reports, in terms of style and relevance, is not always up to standard.  The problems of reporting – 
delays and quality – have been attributed to the security situation.  However, three IOM members 
believed the problems of the reporting where also linked to the IP’s lack of accountability and the 
fact that they do not always feel compelled to report back.72  In reality, IOM has very little leverage 
to deal with this problem.  Three of the IPs felt that they were not significantly informed about the 
situation of other IPs and in the other governorates. 

4.1.3 Conclusions 
Cluster 8 coordination has been effective in ensuring that the agencies work together to avoid 
duplication of their work and address the beneficiaries’ needs.   

Overall, the twelve interviews conducted with IPs revealed the general satisfaction with IOM’s role 
as coordinator.  Frustrations were addressed mainly towards remote management and the 
communication challenges posed in the Iraqi context.  

 

LESSONS LEARNED 
- Handover procedures between IPs have been challenging in some instances and require 

attention. 

- Reporting on the projects and training of IPs, while challenging in the remote management 
context must remain key priorities.  Consistent communication does ensure accountability and 
success with project implementation. 

4.1.4 Recommendations 
Cluster 8 Coordination 
- Ensure that IOM and UNHCR continue to co-ordinate together and improve their relationship in 

order to minimize any adverse affects on projects in the field. 

NGO Coordination 
- Elaborate a strategy to ensure a smooth transfer of responsibilities from one partner to another 

during handovers, by creating turnover guidelines with standard procedures. 

- Ensure that information is shared amongst all IPs through monthly updates of the current 
projects taking place throughout the country, or proposals that have been approved and will be 
implemented.  This could help increase partnerships between IPs as they will be better 
informed about projects.   

4.2 The Impact of Staffing on Operations 
The new situation of remote management was unexpected and IOM needed to rapidly adjust to it 
by reorganizing its staff and refocusing its strategy. 

Weaknesses of Internal Staff Organization 
IOM suffered from several weaknesses in terms of staff organization.  When the ITI and IDP staff 
were fused together, the original intent was the transfer knowledge from one staff group to another 
and share experiences.  There was disagreement as to how effective the fusion of the projects and 
the transfer of knowledge was between the two groups, tensions were common and there 
appeared to be a division between the ‘Monitoring’ group and the ‘CAPs’ group.  This period, from 
January 2004 to May 2004, affected the projects as communication with IPs was not clear, as was 
the communication between the team members.73  The rate of approval of projects was reduced 
during this time.  This was linked to both the internal issues and the worsening security situation in 
Iraq.  Moral was generally low due to the frustration and stress of the situation.   
                                                 
72 Summary of three IOM staff member interviews, April/May 2005.,   
73 IOM mission staff interview, May 2005. 
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IOM attempted to manage with the issues it was facing at the time.  However, due to the absence 
of formal staff evaluations or an internal approach in dealing with these issues, there were no 
coherent ways of addressing staffing problems.  IOM does not have a regular staff feedback 
program that could also offer course correction, which could have also helped reduce the amount 
of staff turnover within the IDP Team.  This is due in part to the fact that IOM’s employment 
contracts are six months long.  Thus, the short term nature of the contract should act as a natural 
filter in retaining effective staff.  A formalized feedback system has been requested by IOM 
management staff in Amman, however, nothing has yet to materialize. 

Current IDP Leadership  
Since October 2004, the IDP Team has stabilized.  However, there are concerns regarding 
maintaining continuity of staff and institutional knowledge.  Within this context, the discussion 
regarding future leadership planning needs to focus on the capacity building of the current staff.  
There are potential negative consequences if this does not happen as previous experiences 
demonstrates.   

The Role of the IDP Staff  
The debate about the internal staff structure also results from the lack of coherence and continuity 
in guidance that has resulted from the several changes of program managers.  This has led to 
greater independence of the program officers but at the same time, it has also increased the 
diversity of their methods and made their work more challenging.  It was noted through interviews 
that Program Officers have varying approaches toward their IPs and the decisions they make are 
quite independent.  Information and decisions have not been traditionally harmonized between 
them.   Having one IOM Program Officer in Kuwait has also been challenging in ensuring that there 
is a consistency in methods and that the IDP Team is fully aware of all internal decisions.  There 
have been efforts to reduce any discrepancies through weekly IDP meetings and informal sharing 
of their experience.   

Recently, since March 2005, the IOM national staff was given consultancy positions to respond to 
the need for staff on the ground and to permit the staff to move throughout the governorates 
without being restricted by the UN security restrictions.  As mentioned previously, this will allow 
IOM to have improved monitoring capacity over the activities being undertaken by IPs.  It is not 
possible to evaluate the performance of the consultants at this stage.   

4.2.1 Conclusions 
Despite initial problems of staff turnover, the program team has stabilized.  Program officers have a 
significant degree of independence in their respective regions; however their different approaches 
in dealing with the IPs have made the program less consistent from one region to the next.  It is 
important that the capacity building and institutional knowledge of the team members be enforced 
so that the program is not adversely affected by potential staff turnovers.   

 

LESSONS LEARNED 
- High levels of staff turnover impacted the timely implementation of the program.   

- Security issues, remote management, and constant changes in leadership negatively impacted 
staff moral. 

4.2.2 Recommendations 
- Create guidelines for Program Officers to limit the ‘loss’ of institutional knowledge and memory 

and to ensure consistency and continuity.   

- Create a feedback system for the staff in order to systematically evaluate their work as well as 
the coordination and communication between different levels in the hierarchy.  

- Harmonize the work and methodology used by the area Program Officers to ensure that the 
best practices are shared and the approach is more systematic.   
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4.3 Comparative Advantage and Broader Implications 

4.3.1 Comparative Advantage   
Being an international organization IOM has had to take into consideration the institutional factors 
that differentiate it from UN agencies.  

Building a Network of IPs 
IOM’s ability to quickly and effectively build its network of IPs in the field in Iraq has been a major 
characteristic of its comparative advantage.  As previously mentioned this network had existed 
before IOM’s move to Amman.  Once IOM did relocate and remote management became a reality, 
IOM quickly worked to expand its network and identify lead monitoring IPs in every governorate.  
The effective co-ordination (as previously discussed) of the IP network has ensured IOM the ability 
to continue delivering its strategy despite shortcomings of having the ability to  verify field work.   

Gap Filling Functions 
The declining security conditions in Iraq and consequently having to work in remote management 
has changed IOM’s role in this mission.  IOM now has more of a coordination and managerial role 
than an operational one. Nevertheless, being  used  to implement  the work themselves  in the 
field, their  capability to move fast in areas where other organizations find it difficult to  reach  has,  
in   the  Iraqi  context, given  them  the function of  ‘gap fillers’.  IOM’s successful strategy served it 
well in identifying gaps as it allowed it to first concentrate on monitoring and collecting pertinent 
information through its network of IPs in the field.  The IPs observe various IDP needs which may 
not be implemented by other organizations, and where IOM can clearly fulfill a role.  However, IOM 
has also been criticized for attempting to do many activities through its IPs - from agricultural 
assistance to school rehabilitation and establishing legal centers.74  This can limit IOM’s ability to 
concentrate on one area and be highly effective in that specific sector. 

Decentralized Decision-making 
The  structure of  IOM  gives it its specific  characteristics of  high flexibility  and  speed  in  terms  
of  implementation as the decisions made are decentralized and can be taken directly at mission 
level.  This has served IOM well in the case of Iraq, as decisions had to be made quickly in 
response to rapid changes on the ground.  IOM mission clearly was best able to make 
assessments and react accordingly, as it listened to the advise to its IPs in the field.  The IPs were 
able to best assess the situation, and IOM was able to make decisions accordingly, as opposed to 
having to wait for approval from head office.  However, a draw back to the decentralized decision-
making approach, is that it relies more on the ‘personalities’ of Project Managers of Missions than 
having an institutionalized approach to certain issues.  For instance, IOM’s relationship vis a vis 
UNHCR in Iraq has been characterized by the Project Managers’ personalities, thus as different 
Mangers work at the mission, the relationship might improve or worsen.  

Cost Effectiveness 
IOM has proved to be relatively cheaper than other agencies as its overhead costs are limited to 
12% on both the staff and office costs whereas it has been cited that UN agencies have an 
overhead of 20%.75  Thirty percent of the budget is used for support costs and 70% is directly used 
for the beneficiaries.76   

4.3.2 Upholding the IDP Guiding Principles 
The IDP Guiding Principles (hereafter referred to as the Principles) which have been designed by 
the UN and are based upon existing international humanitarian law and human rights instruments.  
They function as international standard to guide governments as well as international humanitarian 

 
74 Meeting with IP, April 2005. 
75 IOM mission interview, May 2005. 
76 IOM mission interview (May 2005) and data analysis based on April 2005 figures. 



IOM IDP Evaluation Report 28 
 

                                                

and development agencies in providing assistance and protection to IDPs. Consequently IOM 
considers the implementation of the Principles a priority throughout its Iraqi IDP Program. 

The Principles are divided into five sections whereof Section II (Principles Relating to Protection 
From Displacement), Section III (Principles Relating to Protection During Displacement) and 
Section V (Principles Relating to Return, Resettlement and Reintegration) fall under the mandate 
of the UNHCR. This split raises an issue that can be related to previous remarks on the unclear 
line defining IDPs and returnees, resulting in difficulties in the field between IOM and UNHCR. 
Thus, in its efforts to implement the Guiding Principles, IOM has been as efficient as it could be in 
designing its projects in coherence with these Principles. But the issue of definition of the target 
population remains to be addressed in order to implement the Guiding Principles fully. 
Humanitarian Assistance and the Overall Protection Strategy 
Section I (General Principles) and Section IV (Principles Relating to Humanitarian Assistance) fall 
under IOM’s mandate. These two sections state the principles that IOM should maintain in its 
function as provider of humanitarian assistance. In this context, IOM approaches the question of 
assistance in two ways. 

First, assistance is approached as a means to address the general needs of the IDPs, a task that 
IOM carries out in a flexible way77. For example, not only does it implement NFI distribution, but it 
also ensures, through its depots, a degree of continuity in the supply of goods. In analyzing the 
extent to which the top priority needs of the IDPs are being met, it is important to note that there is 
an insufficient number of Water and Sanitation projects.  This reduces the degree to which the 
general needs of the IDPs are being addressed. Nevertheless, implementing projects through 
CAPs, will allow IDPs to benefit from other important assistance also stressed in the Guiding 
Principles, such as Health.  

The above statement can also be applied to IOM’s second approach to assistance, namely 
Assistance as an integrated part of Protection. It is important to note however that although, as 
mentioned, Protection is not part of its official task, IOM is committed to upholding Protection 
mechanisms throughout its IDP Program. In November 2002 IOM Member States agreed on 
having IOM’s activities mainstreamed in accordance to the protection of rights.78  This included all 
activities dealing with migrants and IDPs. In addition, as a member of the Inter-Agency Standing 
Committee (IASC), IOM has committed to the IASC IDP Policy Strategy addressing the Protection 
of rights of IDPs through its assistance programs worldwide. Thus Assistance is considered as one 
component of an overall Protection strategy. Therefore IOM’s CAPs program considerably reduces 
the vulnerability of the IDPs and thereby addresses, to a degree, their Rights’ Protection.  

Simultaneously, IOM addresses the question of Protection as one of the objectives of the 
Monitoring pillar. IOM can thereby provide information to other agencies, especially to UNHCR and 
thereby it contributes to efficiently addressing IDP protection beyond its own Program. This positive 
aspect is specifically highlighted during emergencies, and expressed in the Emergency Working 
Group meetings.  

Moreover, as previously mentioned, in July 2003 three Protection Officers from AusAID temporarily 
joined the IDP Program to assist in the incorporation of Protection matters in the revised Strategy. 
Even though IDP Program does not have permanent Protection Officers at present, this external 
expertise was very useful and their contribution significant.  

More generally, security constraints have affected IOM’s work and strategy.  IOM manages to 
closely adhere to Principle 24 where “Humanitarian assistance to internally displaced persons shall 
not be diverted, in particular for political or military reasons.” By funding only humanitarian projects 
and by opting to not work in contentious areas, which can be highly volatile from a security 
perspective, IOM manages to assist the IDPs humanitarian needs without potentially aggravating 
their current situation. 

Issues where IOM Fails to Clarify its Implementation of the Principles 

 
77 Due to the volatility of the situation in Iraq in terms of security 
78 IOM official Interview, May 2005 
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Principle 3 stresses that IDPs fall under the scope of responsibility of the national authorities of the 
country concerned. Accordingly, IOM has attempted to implement this by efforts to transfer 
monitoring capacities to MoDM. This transfer is progressing very slowly, due to resistance on the 
part of the MoDM, as they are not yet confident of their own capacities to take on this task. A 
premature handover to a hesitant MoDM introduces the risk that the IDPs needs in the long term 
may not be identified due to a potentially weak monitoring agent. This raises the question of 
whether or not IOM is not trying to implement this principle prematurely. 

Another issue where IOM falls short to clearly implement the totality of the Principles is with 
respect to Principle 4 and the necessity of special treatment for the most vulnerable with special 
needs within the IDP group (such as women and children). As previously noted, the needs 
assessment within Phase I of the Monitoring remains very general.  It addresses the priorities of 
each Governorate, without taking into consideration special categories of IDPs. While Monitoring in 
Phase II intends to apply a more detailed and in- depth needs assessment, it is still too early to 
determine whether special categories will be established.  Nevertheless, IOM has attempted to pay 
attention to special needs previously through its Winterization campaigns, as it attempted to adapt 
its aid package to local needs.  

Effects of Remote Management 
Regarding the implementation of the Guiding Principles, as well as for the rest of the IDP Program, 
the main concern remains IOM’s ability to monitor its projects in the field.  To this extent, it is 
difficult to assess to what degree are IPs actually implementing the Guiding Principles in the field.  
As an active measure, IOM should consider to what extent the IPs are aware of the Guiding 
Principles. 

IOM has previously organized training on the Guiding Principles, but it needs to consider the 
possibility of organizing more workshops, especially in the case of partners with less experience 
with international norms.  

4.3.3 Institutional Impact 
From an  institutional  perspective,  it is interesting  to  explore in what way the IDP Program in Iraq 
has had an impact on IOM as an organization. Nevertheless, it must be noted that full analysis of 
institutional knowledge of IOM is not feasible.  Still certain aspects of the IDP project carry with it 
the possibility of expanding IOM’s traditional functions, and thus impacting it in the long term.  

Operating closely within the UN country team has set a precedent for IOM in Iraq.  This close 
relationship is unusual for IOM as in former missions they have decided to opt out of closely 
collaborating with the UN team.  In the Iraqi context, IOM’s donors requested that it work as part of 
the UN country team.  While in some ways this has been limited (in terms of efficiency of decision-
making), it has also proven to be essential due to the security and Remote Management reality of 
the mission.  Furthermore, IOM’s role in Cluster 8 has been unprecedented.  This undoubtedly will 
continue to highlight IOM’s credibility in the future.  Furthermore, IOM’s close collaboration with 
UNHCR will also prove useful for future missions. 

The Remote Management dimension of the Iraq mission will undoubtedly provide learning for IOM 
on a broader basis, if it is to conduct similar missions in the future. In Iraq, IOM has had to create 
systematic approaches and tools, such as the CAP guidelines, that could be exported to other 
current and future projects. Furthermore, IOM enhanced its co-ordination role while managing its 
IP network.  This learning will undoubtedly prove useful in the future.  

Other systematic approaches resulting from Remote Management have been the establishment of 
certain principles in regards to IDPs.  Specifically, IOM’s attempt to better define its target 
population, where recently it has introduced a minimum of 20% IDP presence in a community as a 
basis of intervention, is a good example.   Finally, IOM did not maintain its traditional role of camp 
management in Iraq.  Instead it has diversified itself through its three pillars and this will 
undoubtedly prove useful in the future. 

Currently, there is an internal debate within IOM regarding the possibility of working towards more 
durable projects in Iraq.  While IOM’s strategy initially specifically decided not to address durable 
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solutions, this could change in the future as the nature of the IDP needs evolve.  If IOM considers 
becoming involved in durable solutions, it needs to ensure that it has sufficient internal capabilities 
to tackle the task.  This includes incorporating protection officers into its team (as mentioned in the 
IDP guiding principle section).   

4.3.4 Conclusions 
The implementation of the Guiding Principles has encountered the challenges posed by the volatile 
security situation that reigns in Iraq at present. There have been instances where the Principles 
can be carried to the field in an efficient and direct manner, whereas on other occasions the 
distance between the field and the Regional offices simply presents itself as too large. General 
awareness, on the part of IPs of Protection issues needs to be addressed. 

The Institutional impact of the IOM IDP Program has been significant and the Iraqi context can be 
at best described as one of extremes. The depth of collaboration with the UN Country Team in Iraq 
and Remote Management to this extent have provided valuable lessons for the organization and 
will be transferable to future missions. 

LESSONS LEARNED 
- IOM has successfully integrated the IDP Guiding Principles within the design of its program 

strategy.  It is able to provide protection in a broader sense through its activities. 

- Close collaboration with the UN Country Team has been an important institutional experience 
for the Organization as a whole. Despite infringing upon its conventional mobility has also 
proved that it is possible to find a compromise and become an integral partner of the UN 
system, and still maintain its trait as being a flexible and field-based organization. 

- The prospect of engaging in assistance through durable solutions is a debate that needs to be 
further addressed on an institutional level.   

4.3.5 Recommendation 
Guiding Principles 
- Emphasize IDP priority needs, such as water and sanitation to reduce the vulnerability of the 

IDPs as to increase their degree of protection.  

- Insist on the importance of the protection of IDPs during MoDM training.  

- Consider addressing special needs of the most vulnerable within the IDP group, in their phase 
II monitoring, winterization and CAPs.  

- Organize workshops and training sessions with IPs regarding the understanding and 
implementation of the Guiding Principles.  

- Increase monitoring of the IPs specifically in regards to their adherence to the principles. This 
could be done through its the national staff that have been hired as private consultants.  

- Consider filling the position of protection officer on a long-term basis. 

Institutional Impact 

- The unfortunate effect of remote management included staff turnover for the Iraq mission.  
While the situation has considerably improved, it is important for IOM to look into developing 
policies to effectively avoid such a re-occurrence.  Therefore, recommendations from this 
project can be applied to others.  This includes the necessity of introducing Human Resource 
policies that sufficiently prepare team members for such exceptional work conditions. 

5 KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
In the course of our evaluation, it was possible to extract several key findings which have affected 
the program since its inception.  In general, it can be said that the program has been rather 
successful, despite several difficulties since its inception in April 2003.  Challenges have included 
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the current security situation of Iraq which led to remote management of virtually all projects in 
Iraq.  The targeting of international staff has led to a high degree of NGO turnover and it has 
limited IOM’s  ability to verify and monitor the work being undertaken on the ground.  Internally, 
IOM’s IDP program also encountered difficulties due to high staff turnover as it was learning to 
adapt to remote management.  Despite these problems, there was a positive response from all 
interviewees regarding the IDP program, its future and the steps taken by IOM to overcome the 
difficulties mentioned.  All IPs were satisfied by their relationship with IOM, the work they were 
undertaking under IOM’s supervision and the outcomes of the project.  A list of the key findings is 
listed below : 

5.1 Key Findings   
1. The tasks of IOM required further refining as the original mandate was not sufficiently clear 

given the situation in Iraq.  This was done through a division of labour between IOM and 
UNHCR yet, some challenges in implementation in the field persist. 

2. Due to the volatile situation in Iraq, IOM has adapted its IDP strategy accordingly in 2003 and 
then later in August 2004.  IOM devised a responsive strategy aiming to meet the immediate 
needs of the IDPs, monitoring, emergency and short-term projects.  However, due mainly to 
internal staffing issues implementing the strategy was inefficient and its clarity was only 
established approximately a year after the initial creation of it.   

3. Remote management has affected all actors working in Iraq.  IOM has had several challenges 
because of the remote management situation: high staff turnover and lack of monitoring of its 
projects in Iraq.  Despite these challenges, IOM has proven to be flexible and has adapted to 
the situation imposed by remote management.  

4. The definitions of the target population have posed problems in the performance in the field as 
some of the categories are not sufficiently distinguishable from one another.  IOM has tried to 
counteract some of the confusion by adding definitions within its strategic plans (vulnerable 
groups has been defined in the April 2005 IDP Strategy.)  

5. Monitoring proved to be overall successful in terms of its ability to effectively provide a picture 
of IDP status and the general needs.  The information from monitoring has not only served IOM 
and its IPs but also other organizations and agencies in their work in Iraq.  Currently, 
monitoring is moving into Phase II to allow for more in depth analysis of the situation of IDPs. 

6. A full Winterization campaign is not necessary for the future; rather a target needs basis 
campaign is more effective.  There have been significant improvements in the distribution of the 
goods over the last two years despite while some IPs encountered some difficulties that they 
continue to resolve.  

7. IOM has been successful in implementing CAP projects through its IPs.  However, CAPs 
currently do not sufficiently address the priority IDP needs as identified by the monitoring data.  
There is especially the case for WATSAN projects.  In most cases, this can be explained by a 
weakness on the part of IP’s capacities and on the security situation which prevents IPs from 
working gaining access to the target population.   

8. Since IOM has had to work through remote management, it has not been able to regularly 
monitor the work of its IPs in Iraq.  IOM relies heavily on extensive reporting and feedback 
received from the field to ensure the work has been completed. The validity of this information 
is itself based in large part on trust.  

a. Since March 2005 IOM national staff has been given consultancy positions which will 
allow them to full this role of verification and monitoring of implementing projects. 

9. Co-ordination: 

a. There has been an unprecedented co-operation between UNHCR and IOM in this 
mission through the Cluster 8 system and examples of successful co-ordination exist.  
However, interviewees did say that issues between the two organizations do affect 
their working relationship on the ground.  
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b. IOM’s overall co-ordination with its IPs has had a positive impact and has succeeded in 
achieving overall performance goals.  However, training continues to be a major need 
for the IPs.   

10.  Overall, all IPs were satisfied with IOM, its role as donor and coordinator and the work they 
were undertaking in Iraq.  Most agreed that objectives were being met despite the challenges 
of the situation.   

11.  IOM Team members agreed that the project has stabilized since October 2004 to ensure 
continual effective implementation.    

5.2 Recommendations for Iraq IDP Program  
1. Although it was clearly stated in both the September 2003 and the August 2004 strategy that 

IOM would not engage in durable solutions, it is clear that IOM needs to consider assist in 
finding durable solutions for IDPs.  If this indeed happens, this will require greater coordination 
with UNHCR (as they have the lead with durable solutions) and a uniform operational approach 
between both agencies. IOM needs to also assess its internal capacity as an organization to 
embark on this task.  Hence, IOM Management need to discuss this possibility and to work 
towards ensuring IOM’s capacity is improved, if indeed the choice towards moving to durable 
solutions is made. 

2. To ensure that the monitoring template fully responds to the needs of the IPs, IOM needs to 
ensure that all IPs are included in the design of the Phase II IDP reporting template.   
Furthermore, a plan should be created to elaborate the roles of both IOM and IPs with regards 
to the MoDM if indeed the Ministry will be taking over ‘normal’ monitoring from June 2005. 

3. Ensure that the CAPs created from now on are directly related to what are deemed priority 
needs: 

a. Either by assisting IPs in reinforcing their capacities  

b. Allocating more funds to the priority needs in the country.   

4. IOM requires Standard Operating Procedures for its IPs to facilitate communication, strategy 
implementation and feedback/reporting.  This will also greatly improve handovers between IPs 
in each governorate when such situations arise. In the case of handovers within a governorate 
this would involve trilateral meetings between IOM and the two IPs in question to assure that 
the information is transferred, staff is trained and introduced to the community leaders. 

5.  As differences were noted between regions and IOM’s relationships in each region, attempts 
should be made to create ‘guidelines’ for Program Officers to ensure that their work is 
harmonized.  This could potentially limit the effects that staff turnover could have on the 
potential loss of operational and institutional knowledge.  

5.3 Recommendations for IOM in Future Missions 
 
6. IOM needs to look into stronger Human Resource policies. Currently there is no internal policy 

regarding regular performance assessments or leadership planning programs.  This was 
deemed problematic in the IDP program and should be addressed to ensure retention of 
institutional memory and strong leadership. 

7. In order to transfer the knowledge from this program to other missions, IOM should try, where 
relevant to create policies that will systematize its approach when working with IDPs.  Such 
efforts seem to have begun, such as determining a minimum percentage of IDPs in one 
location to validate the implementation of CAPs.   
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Annexes 
Annex A:  Original Terms of Reference 
 
Objectif(s) spécifique(s) du travail demandé 
The overall objective of the evaluation is:  
 
To measure the appropriateness and performance of IOM IDP Program’s strategy within the dynamic environment and 
changing factors of Iraq’s declining security situation, through its three main components (Monitoring of IDPs assistance, 
Community Assistance Projects and Capacity-building) and to evaluate IOM role as a lead agency on IDPs’ 
management co-ordination.  
Specifically, the evaluation will:  

• Evaluate the relevance and validity of the choices of strategies and activities, in particular in terms of 
methodology, for achieving the overall objective of the program;  

• Appraise the appropriateness and performance of the program’s transitioning strategy since March 2003 until 
its current assumed forms;  

• Analyze the cost-effectiveness and efficiency in reaching the program objectives in light of its three main 
components (Monitoring, Community Assistance Projects and Capacity-Building);  

• Analyze the comparative advantage IOM has demonstrated through its IDP program implementation vis-à-vis: 
the UN System, the NGOs and other partners. The analysis will briefly include the relevance to IOM mission 
statement and to the IOM Iraq Mission role;  

• Analyze the effectiveness of the co-ordination and participatory mechanisms, in particular with the beneficiaries;  

• Identify the main lessons learnt of these programmatic changes and adaptation: failures, missed opportunities, 
strengths and weaknesses;  

• Analyze the operational impact of the constraints imposed by the security conditions, by the transfer of full 
responsibility to national staff based in Iraq, including his technical capacity and the high staff turnover:  

• Formulate recommendations for corrective measures that may be incorporated into the program, or for future 
extension of the program;  

• Analyze the institutional impact of the implementation of the program on IOM as the appointed IDP 
lead technical agency for the Iraq assistance co-ordination.  

If technically possible, the evaluation should also analyze the global impact of the assistance to the target beneficiaries. 
This issue will be discussed more in details before the field visit, taking into account the security situation that could 
make difficult or impossible surveys among beneficiaries. Due to security constraints, no travel into Iraq can be 
planned for the time being, but the student can rely on relevant existing documents and interviews with the 
persons identified under the section Methodology below. IOM acknowledges the constraints this will pose on 
the evaluation.  
Résultat et produit attendus 
A final evaluation report should be submitted in English to IOM. IOM will decide on the external use and 
distribution of the final report. A draft report will be shared with IOM Iraq for comments, in particular with the 
IOM point of contact mentioned above. The exchange of e-mails should be copied to IOM Evaluation Officer in 
Geneva and IOM Paris.  
The first draft should be submitted to IOM within one month after completion of field work.  
Méthodologie 
The IOM Office in Amman-Jordan will be in charge of providing all pertinent information and facilitating 
interviews and visits. Student may review databases created under the IDP program.  
Methodology for this evaluation should include, but not be limited to the following:  

1) Documentation Review  
 IDP program strategy (pre-entry; November 2003)  
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 CAPs Guidelines  
 Monitoring documents (Integrated Monitoring Framework, Tools, Guidelines, monitoring 

reports from the field, Governorate profiles)  
 Capacity-building assessment of the MoDM by consultants  
 Donor reports (those pertaining to IDP program)  
 UN strategy assistance to Iraq framework  
 IDP Working Group minutes  
 Cluster 8’s minutes  
 Workshops’ minutes (pertaining to capacity-building, monitoring, training)  
 Any other relevant documents/reports deemed necessary by the IDP Program Manager/Iraq 

Chief of Mission  
2) Conduct Interviews with:  

 IOM staff members (national, program officers, project development officer, reporting officer, 
finance officer), where feasible  

 Ministry of Displacement and Migration officials, where available  
 Pro-Care Consultants (for capacity-building)  
 IOM monitoring and implementing partners, where feasible  
 UN partner agencies, (UNHCR, UNOPS, UNAMI)  
 Any other parties deemed necessary by IDP Program Manager/Chief of Mission  

Note: Interviews with national staff and MoDM members may require Arabic language skills. IOM will provide 
interpreters as necessary. IOM office may be used as venue for evaluation work. In-person interviews will be  
scheduled in advance, and in some cases interviews may be conducted on the telephone, with approval of 
IDP Program Manager/ Chief of Mission.  
 
IOM Amman office will forward/propose a list of persons of contacts from the different agencies represented.  
 
Logistique 
The working language of the evaluation will be English. Arabic language skills would be an asset. The 
evaluation will require travel into Jordan and possibly into Kuwait, but field visit will not exceed two weeks in 
total. IOM suggests that at least two students will travel for the field work.  
IOM will cover the costs of two students’ travels to Jordan and Kuwait, as well as the daily subsistence 
allowance. The UN rate for those countries will be used as an indication (covering accommodation, meals and 
local transport). Travel by air will be arranged between Paris and the project site. IOM Paris will provide travel 
assistance.  
IOM Amman office will provide normal office services for the purpose of the evaluation.  
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Objective added by IOM Iraq 19 April 2005: 

Objectives: 

It had been agreed that “Capacity Building of the MoDM” which had been the third pillar according 
to the original terms of reference is no longer applicable.  However, the IDP project still engages in 
capacity building of the MoDM operationally.   

Annex B:  Understanding the Terms of Reference 
 
The Sciences-Po Team will be evaluating the three pillars of the IDP project which are: 

- Analyze the effects of the IDP project on the institution of IOM as a whole. (Reworded to 
show the impact that this project and IOM’s role could potential have on IOM as a whole). 

- Formulate recommendations for corrective measures that may be incorporated into the 
program, or for future extension of the program. 

- Analyze the operational impact of the constraints imposed by the security conditions, by the 
transfer of full responsibility to national staff based in Iraq, including his technical capacity 
and the high staff turnover  (we have agreed that this refers specifically to IOM staff in Iraq 
and not partner staff, it was further clarified by IOM Iraq that there was never full transfer of 
responsibility to the national staff). 

- Identify the main lessons learnt of these programmatic changes and adaptation: failures, 
missed opportunities, strengths and weaknesses. 

- Evaluate IOM’s work through collaborative response within the cluster system and 
upholding the Guiding principles on Internal Displacement.

- Analyze the effectiveness of the co-ordination and participatory mechanisms, in particular 
with the beneficiaries (through the partners).  (we have added “through the partners” as we 
will not have direct contact with the beneficiaries) 

- Analyze the comparative advantage IOM has demonstrated through its IDP program 
implementation vis-à-vis UN system, NGOs and other partners (Mission statement/mission 
role) 

- Global impact of the assistance (we agreed that this would be very difficult to measure in 
the scope of this evaluation but that the Team would keep in mind certain aspects such as 
the number of people affected by IOM’s work and the global IDP issues in Iraq) 

- Analyze the cost-effectiveness and efficiency in reaching the program objectives in light of 
its three main components (Monitoring, CAP, EI)  (we have added Emergency Intervention 
here as it was not specified in the terms of reference) 

- Appraise the appropriateness and performance of the program’s transitioning strategy since 
March 2003 until its current assumed forms. 

- Evaluate the relevance and validity of the choices of strategies and activities, in particular in 
terms of methodology, for achieving the overall objective of the program (mainly the 
transitional strategy since March 2003). 

- Capacity Building 

- Emergency Intervention 

- Basic service provision 

- Monitoring 

35 
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Annex C: Indicators used for the Report 
Section of the Report Criteria used Indicators / questions inferred 

 
Choice of strategy Timeliness  

 
- Were there time inconsistencies?  
- Given the Iraqi context, has IOM proved reactive and rapid to design new strategies? 

 
Choice of strategy Effectiveness 

 
- Consensus on concepts, especially of IDPs, the target population: 

• Do criteria to distinguish between populations exist? If yes, are these criteria valid?     
• Does it make sense to categorise all IDPs (regardless of years) into one category? 

- Same understanding of IPs and other partners of work to implement? 
- Is staff turnover high? How does this affect the continuity of IOM’s activities? 
- Do IOM/partners have the ability to change strategy when it is necessary (flexibility)? How did 

they react to problems assessed in the field? 
- Are changes more design changes, based on results on field? What triggers changes? 

 
Choice of strategy Validity 

 
- When was the mandate given?  How was it given? Why was it given?  
- Were there inconsistencies within the strategy? 
- Contradiction between the tasks and information sources? 
 

Choice of strategy Relevance 
 
 
 
 

- Viable and effective monitoring tools to better assess the IDP needs? How can we appraise the 
relevance of the three-pillar strategy? Of any kind of strategy shift? 

- Taking into account security constraints: ability to use national staff? Headquarters policy on 
security?  

- Human resources, choice of NGOs  
 

   
Performance  Relevance Monitoring: 

- Has changed situation in Iraq made the monitoring less relevant?   
- Is rapid monitoring available during expected or unexpected crises? 
- Monitoring tools:   

• Frequency of monitoring campaigns; registration  
• Template: is it translated into different languages? Adapted to its target community?  
• Meetings with local authorities?  

- Is MoDM able to monitor?  When?  Do indicators exist to transfer this capacity?   
- How sustainable are projects relevant to the circumstances: 

• Is training for local people in services installed? Idem for capacity building? 
- Shelter, as a specific example: 

• How is shelter assistance given so it is not ‘permanent’ yet effective and secure?   
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CAPs: 

- Did the project revisions and their objectives effectively respond to the contextual challenges 
encountered? Were there revisions? What were they? 

- Have remote management & security constraints changed priorities or project design? 
- Contextual challenges: security, budget, partner changes, partner capacities 
- Are there missing gaps in projects?   
- Training:  

• Do you take advantage of the skills IDPs already have? 
• Response to the demands of the communities? To their needs? 
• Do you train people who will be ‘permanent’ in one area? 
• Is service given to IDPs individually or through local leaders? 

- Project duration  
Emergency & winterization: 

- Definition of emergency?  
- What threshold to determine when to intervene in emergency? 

 
Performance Impact Monitoring: 

- Is the monitoring leading to enhanced quality of the CAPs?  Has monitoring led to better 
protection and assistance services? 

- Does it increase the number of CAP projects?   
- Implementation: Linking monitoring outcomes to specific CAP needs. Is the database useful to 

this regard?  
CAPs (contingent to ability to assess all this for each project): 

- Able to support the whole community?  Make sure the host communities are involved?  Are 
there activities to increase solidarity?  Integrated programmes? 

- Do they create the conditions to give IDPs access to basic services, even within the insecurity 
context? 

- Number of people trained, were they able to use the skills learnt in the communities? E.g. if need 
teachers, do they teach them how to be teachers? 

Emergency & Winterization: 
- Lessons learnt since Fallujah?  Change of strategy? 
- Which weaknesses were seen? 
- Do they track people- do they return to areas?  Do IOM/partners assist? 

 
Performance  Validity 

 
Monitoring :  

- Verification, quality and relevance of information collected in order to be coherent and useful 
for ensuing CAP objectives 

- How will the transfer go from “general” to “precise” (2nd phase of the Monitoring)? 
- Monitoring in cooperation with the local communities?   
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- Are IDPs categorised by gender, age thus different needs? How does this affect the CAPS? 
- Is there flexibility under the monitoring framework?  If yes, why?  In which circumstances? 

CAPs : 
- Who designs the CAP projects?  Do partners propose them or does IOM/Cluster 8 design them? 
- NGO Choice: Which were the criteria used to select NGOs? 
- Is there a monitoring mechanism? Informal/formal? 
- How are gaps in partners identified? (capacity, other limitations) How are gaps rectified? Is 

there a follow-up?   
- How are gaps in projects identified? (Security reasons, partner reason, change of staff). 

Superfluous activities? 
Emergency & winterization: 

- Are there emergency structures? 
- Procurement: 

• Where do you buy goods?  Based on which criteria?   
• Do you procure in advance or procure when needs arises? 
• Is there a standard emergency package? 

- Monitoring: 
• What percentage of people affected by the crisis is actually served? 
• Coordination between partners 

- Winterization: timelines, different/same financial resources as in emergency?  
 

   
Cost effectiveness 
 

Effectiveness - To what extent is it possible to match the breakdown of the costs of the projects and the needs 
assessed in IDP monitoring? 

• Breakdown of IDP population among governorates 
• Breakdown of IDP population in terms of needs 
• Breakdown of IDP programme budget by governorates 
• Breakdown of IDP programme budget by project budget lines 
• Distribution of a budget line among governorates 

- Level of correspondence between the proportion of IDPs living in a governorate and the part of 
budget allocated to the governorate 

- Level of matching between the assessed needs of IDPs in a governorate and the type of 
projects implemented in the governorate 

- Level of flexibility in the use of funds in case of emergency and unexpected events 
 

Cost effectiveness 
 

Control/ 
Supervision  

 
- Conditions imposed on implementing partners in order to be funded by IOM 
- Proportion of approved projects suggested by the IPs 
- Financial conditions imposed on partners during the implementation of projects, in terms of 

purchasing, financial reporting and progress monitoring 
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- IOM linkage of payments to the partners’ respect of the conditions 
- Overall financial situation of programme 
- Use of contingency funds and emergency warehouses 
 

   
Coordination & 
collaborative 
response 
 

Effectiveness - Communication :  
• How is the database shared? Access, entry & changing of information  
• How information is shared otherwise (phone, internet)? 
• Continuity/fluidity of communication transfer: have substantial delays occurred? 

Between partners, or between IOM offices in Kuwait & Amman. 
• Relevance and quality of information transferred? 

- Meetings (cluster 8, IDP WG, IPs): frequency, attendance 
- Reporting: quality, regularity  
- Training: how effective is the transfer of knowledge and capacities? Is it provided on a case to 

case basis, i.e. adapted to the needs of the IPs?  
- Relationships: formal/informal, role of personalities  
- Constraints:  

• Effects of remote management, security challenges, staff turnover 
• NGO turnovers; competition between NGOs? ; position of national NGOs 

  
Coordination & 
collaborative response 
 

Coherence 
 

- Cooperation with the UNHCR in the North: how is information collected and then coordinated 
with that of IOM? 

- Same question for information collected by IPs 
- Harmonization of information of different IOM staff/program managers: control mechanisms? 

Evaluation mechanisms?  
- How are discrepancies of information treated?  

 
Coordination & 
collaborative response 
 

Impact - How is IOM taking into account the views & suggestions of various actors in its functioning?  
- Feedback/follow up mechanisms?  
- Ability to transmit information to the right UN partner agency; rapidity of transfer in emergency 

cases? 
- Comparative advantage of IOM: reactivity of IOM, compared to other organisations? Flexibility? 

Rapidity? 
 

   
Impact of staffing on 
operations 

Effectiveness - Transition from ITI to IDP program: fusion of projects? How is knowledge from one team to 
another organized? 

- Do staff evaluations exist? If not, how are staff problems tackled? 
- How is performance of staff appraised? 
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- Continuity: Degree of staff turnover? If high, how is it handled? Impact on institutional 
knowledge? 

- Implications of six-month contracts 
Impact of staffing on 
operations 

Coherence - Degree of harmonization of working methods between staff (program managers); linked to the 
degree of independence of staff; e.g. coherence between Kuwait and Amman 

   
Comparative 
advantage and 
broader implications 

Adaptation - adaptation to IPs’ capacities and to the UN system 
- adaptation to field conditions: rapidity, reactivity, flexibility 
- adaptation to field conditions : how did IOM try to respect the IDP guiding principles in Iraq 

(principles such as protection, identification of needs and political neutrality)? Impact of transfer 
to MoDM on the implementation of guiding principles?  

- Impact of remote management on implementation of guiding principles? How is IOM informed 
on IPs’ knowledge of guiding principles? Do trainings exist?  

 
Comparative 
advantage and 
broader implications 

Use of field 
experience 

- How did IOM’s expertise help the constitution of an effective network? How did IOM’s 
experience helped detecting problems and eventually solve them? 

- Lessons learnt from previous field missions of IOM; lessons learnt from IOM’s nascent 
experience of security and remote management constraints in Iraq 

- Impact of the UN-IOM relationships on IOM, as an institution? How could this add value and 
reputation to IOM in its future missions? 

 
Comparative 
advantage and 
broader implications 

IOM’s added 
value 

- How could IOM’s added value be appraised in regards cost effectiveness? 
- Comparison with other agencies: how do IPs appraise the work of IOM in comparison to other 

partners? 
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Annex D: List of People Interviewed 
 
IOM Iraq - Amman 
Rafiq Tschannen   Head of Mission 
Annika Timonen   Deputy Head of Mission 
Bishnu Bhandari  IDP Program Manager 
Rania Dagash   IDP Deputy Program Manager 
Christelle Giguet   IDP APO (Center) 
Joana Klemm   IDP APO (South)    
Michael Stanisich  MoDM Capacity Building 
Rasha Abdel Majeed   MoDM CB Project Officer 
Zahra Bolouri   Project Development, Reporting 
Nicola Nicola   Financial Officer 
Adrian Sutton  Public Information Officer 
 
IOM Iraq – Kuwait office 
Ugo Bot    IDP APO (Lower South) 
 
IOM Iraq -  Baghdad 
As’ad Khadum   Consultant, Baghdad 
 
IOM Geneva  
Pasquale Lupoli  Vice-Chairman Staff Association Committee 
Lea Matheson  
 
Former IOM Iraq staff 
Stephen Lennon  Former Senior Ops Director 
Richard Scott  Former Chief of Mission 
 
UNAMI 
John Pace   Chief of Human Rights Office 
Farhad Mohaved  Humanitarian Affairs Officer 
Jennifer Bisser   Humanitarian Affairs Officer 
Salvatore Pedulla   Humanitarian Affairs Officer 
 
CLUSTER PARTNERS 
UNHCR 
Yacoub El Hillo  Head of Mission 
WHO 
Iman Shakiti   Public Healthcare Coordination Assistant 
WFP 
Jeme Abdelwahab  Country Representative 
 
NGOs or Private Contractors 
ACTED 
CESV 
COOPI 
DRC 
EMERGENCY STRATEGY 
ICS 
INTERSOS 
LIFELINE 
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MALATH RELIEF SOCIETY (MRS) 
MERCY HANDS 
PEOPLE IN NEED (PIN) 
OCKENDEN INTERNATIONAL 
 
Government of Iraq 
Head of Ministry for Displacement and Migration 
Director General of Humanitarian Department of MoDM 
 
Other people to provide information about Iraq in general 
NCCI group 
 
Donor interviews (through email questionnaires) 
ECHO 
PRM 
OFDA 
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Annex E:  Guiding Questions for Interviews 
 
The following denotes the general themes used for the interviews. This provided sufficient structure 
to respond to the indicators composed in advance, but also allowed for a significant degree of 
liberty when conducting the interviews to adapt to the context of each interview. 

Implementing Partners  
Introductory Questions 

These served to find out the duration and nature of their relationship with IOM. 

Monitoring 

Using the indicators as guidelines, the questions asked related to the monitoring objectives, the 
training received and the use of the monitoring tool.   

CAPs 

The questions sought to find out how the projects proposed were designed, to what extent the 
monitoring data was used and the strengths and weaknesses of the guidelines. 

Emergency Assistance 

IPs involved in emergency distribution were asked about their role, the strategy adopted and the 
strengths and weakness of this activity. 

Winterization 

These questions related to their collaboration with IOM, the validity of this initiative and the 
strengths and weaknesses encountered. 

General 

After gaining an overall insight into the implication of the partner in the IDP program, we sought to 
address matters such as funding, communication with IOM, the conditions of work in the field and 
the general collaboration with IOM. 

UN Cluster Members 
It was deemed necessary to interview representatives of cluster members to gain an insight into 
the nature of the interaction of IOM with its cluster peers. Questions included finding out the 
frequency of meetings, the role that the cluster and its members in the general Iraqi context, and in 
collaboration with IOM concerning the IDP program.  

UNAMI 
In addition to the questions asked to other Cluster members, it was deemed essential to address 
policy questions that explained how the UNCT was organized, the factors that lead to the inclusion 
of IOM as a cluster partner, the strategy evolution and the general policy context within which the 
cluster system finds itself. 

 
John Pace  
The policy guidelines implied in the Cluster 8, and more specifically the IDP issue were addressed 
in this interview. Close attention was paid to the validity of the monitoring tools, the protection 
dimension of the project and the general role of IOM in the cluster -i.e. its comparative advantage 
in relation to other UN agencies. The future of the cluster system was also addressed, as were the 
concerns pertinent to the Iraqi context, specifically affecting the situation of IDPs in Iraq. 

UNHCR 
The interview with UNHCR was important as it shed light on the mandate and activities that both 
IOM and UNHCR implement in the field.  The relationships with the Cluster 8 system and the UN 
Country Team in Iraq were also discussed.   

IOM IDP Program Staff 
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A series of interviews was held with the Area Program Officers, the Deputy and Program Manager 
and former members of the IOM/IDP Program. This allowed the evaluation Team to gain a clear 
insight to the strengths and weaknesses of the program from their perspectives.  Questions were 
also asked about the strategy, the mandate, the future changes in the project (transfer to MoDM or 
the possibility of durable solutions), and the strengths and weaknesses of the program and the 
team. 

IOM Staff 
Other IOM staff were also asked about their (external) impressions on the project, the role of IOM 
within Iraq as a whole, how the IDP program falls into the mission.   

Ministry of Displacement and Migration  
A brief interview was conducted to shed light on the future collaborative role of the Ministry and 
their program expectations.  

Donors 
The questions were posed in the form of a written questionnaire. The questions pertained to the 
rapport between IOM and the donors, the limitations imposed on the program, the nature of the 
formal reporting regime and schedule as well as the evaluation of the program that the donors 
conduct on the projects that they are funding.  Unfortunately, the responses were not received to 
be analyzed in this evaluation.   
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Annex F: Timeline 

 
 Actions 

Date Current 
events Strategy UN events Internal events 

Date 
NGOs 
joined 

Feb      
March 19 mar-war 

starts 
    

April     ACTED  
May  Registration 

IPCC 
Demobilization start 

   

June  Winterization planning starts    
July IOM office 

in Mosul 
attacked 

  
Protection officers come 

CESVI  

August Canal 
bombing Registration stops UN 

evacuates 
  

September  QIPs start 
Revision of strategy starts 
First winterization distribution 

IDP WG 
formed 

Protection 
officers 
leave 

 

October   Start strategic 
planning 

  

November     

2003 

December Creation of 
MoDM Winterization 

stops 

Cluster 
discussions 

start 
  

January CAP guidelines 
created 

   

Feb  

Monitoring 
framework 
designed

 

 CG=APO  
March 

Drop in 
number of 
projects due 
to security     

April Fallujah 1 IOM starts monitoring 
35 CAPs approved 
Emergency depots established 

  OI, LL, 
PIN join 

May Najaf 1 
Evacuation 
of NGO staff 

Monitoring workshop 
Discuss 
creating IDP 
strategy 

Fuse APO 
to one role 

 

June  First IDP overview    
August Najaf 2    

2004 

October   
UB=APO 
RD and 
MS= PM 

Change 
PM 7 times 
 
 

Mercy 
Hands  November 

Fallujah 2 
  BB= PM, RD=DPM  

March    IOM nat’l staff become 
consultants 

 

April  MoDM monitoring workshop  JK= APO  

2005 May   Change 
cluster 
system 

  

 

45 
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Annex G:  Quantitative Analysis of the IDP situation in Iraq 
CAP Projects implemented: 

Project Number of projects 

Agricultural rehabilitation 1 

Capacity Building 3 

Community Based Activities 5 

Food  1

Health facilities rehabilitation  9

IDP monitoring & registration 40 

Institutional development 1 

Medical supplies & equipment 3 

Non-Food assistance 19 

Protection awareness & intervention 2 

Public information 3 

Sanitation  2

School rehabilitation 17 

Training & awareness campaigns 1 

Water & sanitation 6 
Water provision & facilities 
rehabilitation 2 

Winterization  25

TOTAL  140
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Reasons for Displacement: 
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Detailed Needs Assessed per Governorate 
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Annex H:  Map of Iraq outlining the needs 
 

 
Regions mentioned in boxes are related to office division of responsibility  
 


