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Executive Summary 

The process evaluation assesses the International Organization for Migration’s (IOM) institutional 

response to setting up and implementing the European Union (EU) - IOM Joint Initiative for Migration 

Protection and Reintegration. With incremental funding of some EURO 400 million from the EU 

Emergency Trust Fund for Africa (EUTF), since the start of the activities in 2017 nearly 100,000 

returning migrants have been assisted by IOM in 26 countries in the Horn of Africa (HoA), North Africa 

(NoA) and the Sahel Lake Chad (SLC) regions. Overall, the findings reveal that IOM assisted tens of 

thousands of returning migrants alongside piloting a new approach to reintegration. Challenges were 

faced during the preparation and implementation stages, with the Organization adapting its processes 

and scaling up rapidly in response along the way.  

The evaluation identifies important challenges and success factors that can be used as lessons learned 

and good practices, as well as a series of recommendations, to inform the set-up and implementation 

of future, related interventions, and/or the performance of the ongoing EU-IOM Joint Initiative to 

achieve its objectives and related results.  

Negotiation and Conceptualization 

Negotiation for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative was led by IOM’s Regional Office (RO) in Brussels and 

conceived in collaboration with IOM field offices and the European Union counterparts in Brussels. 

These negotiations shifted to a more holistic approach involving a strong reintegration component 

than seen in previous projects. In this phase, ROs were consulted with some inputs from IOM 

Headquarters (HQ), IOM field offices and recipient governments.  

Design and Preparatory Steps  

Contractual arrangements between the European Union and IOM differed for each region adding 
complexity to the overall programme management, reporting and cohesion. Individual contracts were 
established in the 13 SLC countries and Libya and regional contracts with the Horn of Africa, North 
Africa, and the Sahel and Lake Chad regions. Although an inception phase was foreseen for each 
country and region, it was effectively only carried out in NoA where IOM was better able to carry out 
the necessary preparatory tasks than other regions and countries. Any detailed needs assessments 
were carried out too late in the project cycle to further inform programming design. Programme 
design and guidance was sufficient to develop some activities where IOM had extensive experience, 
such as collecting migration flow data.  However, guidance from IOM HQ units or ROs for IOM field 
staff were considered sometimes insufficient, untimely or needed adapting for a number of activities 
or services including: awareness-raising, protection, information management (IM), implementing 
partner (IP) capacity building, monitoring and evaluation (M&E), as well as reporting and reintegration 
activities in general.  
 
The Set-up and Functioning of Joint Initiative in IOM Offices 

In April 2018, during the Coordination and Stocktaking Meeting in Brussels, it was recognized that 

coordination and accountability mechanisms for the sound management of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

needed strengthening. In November 2019, a global coordinator and revised management structure 

for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative was proposed and detailed in terms of reference and an organization 

chart but was not yet introduced as of August 2020 and the funding of this position likewise remained 

undetermined. Human resources management also faced challenges in filling the required staffing. 

Financial resources management was cost effective, although timeliness was impacted by the delays 

incurred in hiring and appointing staff (e.g. French speaking) and by certain processes. IOM offices 
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recognized these challenges and adapted processes, while remaining compliant with IOM and 

European Union regulations.   

The Set-up and Implementation of Programmatic Activities 

In late 2017, the situation in Libya and the joint African Union–European Union–United Nations (AU-

EU-UN) commitments necessitated that IOM increase its voluntary return operations in a very short 

timeframe, which required a rapid adaptation of IOM offices receiving migrants and the set-up of 

effective internal procedures. However, challenges were faced in securing the necessary staff and IPs 

with contractual approval from IOM HQ, as well as contractual amendments with the European Union 

to frame this important surge in returns. The governance structure that was put in place supported 

the buy-in and involvement of governments, European Union field delegations (EUDs) and other 

stakeholders. Partnerships played an important role and were largely successful although challenges 

were encountered, such as in quality control and sustainability. Although not available when activities 

were launched, IOM’s Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration (AVRR) Standard Operating 

Procedures (SOPs) for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative were a key foundation for guiding AVRR operations 

and were adopted and adapted nationally with national authorities and stakeholders.  

The New Integrated Approach to Reintegration 

The new integrated approach to reintegration was piloted in a less than ideal context (i.e. high 

numbers of returning migrants from Libya) but it did introduce more comprehensive forms of 

assistance to returning migrants. The voluntary return and post-arrival processes were complemented 

with mental health, psychosocial and protection support, which were noted as being important 

additions. Also, the move towards collective and community-based reintegration was largely 

welcomed, with returning migrants indicating that this new approach was better able to meet their 

economic, social and psychosocial needs than previous approaches. However, delays were 

experienced by many returning migrants in receiving IOM assistance and support under the Joint 

Initiative due to the review and approval processes within the Organization, the time needed to 

establish partnerships with IPs, staff shortages and the unanticipated high number of returning 

migrants. 

Monitoring, Evaluation, Reporting and Learning  

The set-up and implementation of a consolidated and comprehensive M&E approach was done 

gradually following the launch of the Joint Initiative. M&E tools for AVRR were introduced in early 

2018 and the Migrant Management and Operations System Application (MiMOSA) for reintegration 

to support M&E and IM was introduced some 18 months after the launch of the Joint Initiative, which 

continues to evolve ever since. Also following the launch, third party monitoring (TPM) was introduced 

by the EU, which created a significant amount of additional and unforeseen work for IOM, notably in 

the SLC region. The quantity and nature of reporting varied across the regions with challenges linked 

to the timely completion and the sourcing of the required data and information. Positive examples 

were seen how M&E results were used to adapt and improve programming. IM was a mixture of 

decentralized and centralized tools and systems implying positive practices but also some limitations. 

Knowledge management (KM) was supported by an HQ KM Hub which contributed to developing the 

standardized indicators for AVRR, amongst other activities. One of the main findings in this area is that 

IOM could have done more to capitalize on its knowledge and learning. 

Concluding Remarks 

To date the EU-IOM Joint Initiative marked a new approach to voluntary return and sustainable 

reintegration and has supported nearly 100,000 returning migrants to Africa. The EU-IOM Joint 
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Initiative faced challenges in its preparation and could have benefited from more comprehensive and 

extensive consultations to inform its conceptualization and implementation. IOM had to adapt its 

processes and scale up rapidly which it was able to do, despite staffing shortages and the 

unanticipated high number of returning migrants. This is a credit to the dedication and adaptability of 

the hundreds of IOM staff and IPs involved in the implementation of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. 

There was a recognition by IOM staff and management that coordination and accountability for the 

management of the Initiative needed to be strengthened. While relevant solutions were found, these 

have yet to be implemented. 

In a possible next phase is an opportunity to take stock of these learnings and improve the design, 

structure, management, and implementation of this new approach to reintegration, as well as for 

setting up and implementing other related initiatives in the future. 
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1. Introduction 

Recent years have seen a rise in complex and mixed migratory flows, driven by a number of factors, 

including fleeing from conflict, natural disasters or deteriorated environmental conditions, and the 

desire to enjoy better living conditions abroad. At the same time, these flows have also resulted in an 

increased number of migrants returning to their countries of origin due to factors such as the lack of 

legal status, the desire to start a new life back home, or the impossibility to continue their migration 

journey. Return can take place on a voluntarily basis or through a forced return procedure, after which 

migrants may find themselves in vulnerable situations and in need of support in their countries of 

origin. The process of reintegration in their society of origin can be challenging for some migrants that 

may not have the social or financial resources necessary to start a new life once back home. With 

sustainable reintegration being a complex, multidimensional process, a holistic, integrated and needs-

based approach is required that considers the various factors impacting the process (e.g. economic, 

social and psychosocial) across individual, community and structural levels. 

Managing return effectively and enhancing the chances of sustainable reintegration are key parts of 

well-founded and comprehensive migration management. These two issues have emerged as 

priorities for a variety of actors involved in migration governance. At the global level, the New York 

Declaration for Refugees and Migrants recognized the urgent need to address return and improve 

international cooperation. The Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration (GCM), the 

Migration Policy Framework for Africa and Plan of Action (2018–2030) and the European Agenda on 

Migration similarly call for increased international cooperation and support for reintegration. 

The African Union (AU), EU and IOM have increased collaboration to this end in the past decade. In 

November 2015, the Valletta Summit on Migration brought together European and African Heads of 

State and Government to strengthen cooperation and address the current challenges and 

opportunities of migration. In support of the Joint Valletta Action Plan, the EU-IOM Joint Initiative for 

Migrant Protection and Reintegration (EU-IOM Joint Initiative) was launched in December 2016 and it 

is now active in 26 African countries in the Sahel and Lake Chad (SLC), Horn of Africa (HoA) and North 

of Africa (NoA) regions.  

Considering the innovative approach used for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative activities, particularly the 

reintegration assistance, along with the fact that it constitutes a significant proportion of IOM funding, 

it is important to examine IOM’s performance and collaboration with the European Union and 

participating Member States, in particular its delivery on the commitments taken and effectiveness of 

the institutional response provided by IOM as a whole. The current process evaluation was 

commissioned for this reason. Specifically, it aimed to examine how IOM is responding as an 

institution to the implementation of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative activities within and across the three 

target regions. 

  

2. Evaluation Background  

2.1. Objectives and focus of the evaluation  

The process evaluation of IOM’s institutional response to implementing the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

was included in the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) biennial evaluation plan for 2019–2020. It 

followed a proposal from the Migrant Protection and Assistance (MPA) Division of IOM’s Department 

of Migration Management (DMM).  
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The main objective of the evaluation was to assess the internal dynamics of IOM as the implementing 

organization of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. Specifically, the policy instruments and programme 

delivery mechanisms used, its management practices (including on human resources mobilization) 

and the linkages among these, including the relationship with the donor.  

This evaluation does not focus on the results or outcomes of the objectives of the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative. As a process evaluation it focuses on how the EU-IOM Joint Initiative was designed, 

prepared, set up and implemented.1 Therefore, this evaluation considers IOM’s approach in organizing 

its response. It identifies important weaknesses or challenges that can be used as lessons learned to 

improve future performance and set-up, as well as good practices. Recommendations are also 

established, which can be used for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, should it be extended and/or for future 

related efforts.  

2.2. Evaluation methodology   

The findings of the evaluation are based on the data and information collected through research 

methods used. These include a document review, semi-structured interviews and focus group 

discussions with IOM staff, beneficiaries and key stakeholders.  

The documents review considered:  

• Reporting and monitoring documentation prepared for internal and external use;  

• Contracts and related documents established between the EU and IOM;  

• Internal technical papers and guidelines;   

• Third party monitoring (TPM) and evaluation reports; 

• External reports and documentations on the EUTF.  

A list of the main documents reviewed can be found in Annex 2.  

Semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions were carried out by OIG between November 

2019 and March 2020. This evaluation selected Cameroon, Ethiopia, Guinea, Libya (partially), Mali, 

Nigeria, as countries for case studies. It also covers the activities of ROs in Dakar, Nairobi, Cairo and 

Brussels. The number of individuals and groups varied from one IOM office to another. The questions 

were adapted over the course of the data collection to capture more pertinent information. The 

following table details the number of persons interviewed by country and the type of stakeholder. The 

complete list of persons interviewed can be found in Annex 3.  

Table 1: Overview of the Number of Interviews & Focus Groups Conducted by OIG per IOM Office/Location 

IOM Office  IOM Staff 

Interviews 

EU Staff (Donor) 

Interviews 

External Actors 

(State and 

Non-State) 

Interview 

Beneficiaries (Focus 

Groups) 

HQ (Geneva) 5 N/A N/A N/A 

RO Brussels 9 3 N/A N/A 

RO Dakar 13 N/A N/A N/A 

RO Nairobi 12 N/A N/A N/A 

RO Cairo 8 N/A N/A N/A 

 
1 See definition in OECD/DAC “Glossary of key terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management” 
http://www.oecd.org/development/peer-reviews/2754804.pdf 
 

http://www.oecd.org/development/peer-reviews/2754804.pdf
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CO Guinea 12 1 3 N/A 

CO Mali 11 2 7 1 

CO Nigeria 17 1 5 N/A 

CO Cameroon 9 1 3 1 

CO Ethiopia 10 1 3 N/A 

CO Libya 4 N/A N/A N/A 

Other N/A 1 2 N/A 

Sub-Total 110 10 23 2 

Total 145 

 

Data analysis:  A combination of qualitative and quantitative data was used. The qualitative data was 

analyzed thematically to understand trends linked to the different issues and areas covered by the 

surveys, interviews and focus group discussions. A qualitative data analysis software, NVivo, was used 

to code the responses of the participants, which made it possible to explore the saliency of various 

issues covered for the evaluation questions. The saliency was determined by the number of times 

participants made references to a given issue. Summary tables and graphs were used to provide an 

overview of the results from any quantitative data collected. 

 

3. Background to the EU-IOM Joint Initiative  

Launched in December 2016 with funding from the EUTF (some EUR 400 million over a period of six 

years), the EU-IOM Joint Initiative is the first comprehensive programme to save lives, protect and 

assist migrants along key migration routes in Africa. The aim of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative was to 

ensure that migration is safer, more informed and better governed for both migrants and their 

communities by:  

• Improving protection, providing direct assistance, and enabling the assisted voluntary return 

(AVR) of migrants stranded along the migration routes (protection and voluntary return 

assistance); 

• Supporting the reintegration process of returning migrants in an integrated approach that 

addresses economic, social and psychosocial dimensions and which fosters the inclusion of 

communities of return (reintegration support); 

• Enabling migrants and potential migrants to make informed decisions about their migratory 

journey and sensitize their communities on migration (information and awareness raising); 

• Strengthening migration data on migratory movements, as well as on needs and 

vulnerabilities of migrants in order to support evidence-based policies and programme design 

(migration data collection and analysis); 

• Strengthening capacities of state and non-state actors in protection and migration governance 

(capacity building); and 

• Contributing to the stabilization of communities at risk by revitalizing the local economy, 

improving access to basic socioeconomic infrastructures, and attempting to strengthen social 

cohesion (community stabilization).  

The EU-IOM Joint Initiative marked a new approach for IOM in return and reintegration programming 

with a shift from individual-centred reintegration to a more holistic approach, complemented by 
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collective and community-based reintegration, focusing not only the economic aspect but also the 

social and psychosocial dimensions.  

Since the start of activities, nearly 100,000 returning migrants have been assisted by IOM in 26 

countries in the HoA, NoA and SLC regions2.  

The following chart details the timeline (as of August 2020) of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative in the 

countries and regions covered by this evaluation. Most contracts had an initial duration of 36 months 

that have been extended in some cases.   

Figure 1: Timeline of countries and regions covered by this evaluation (including no-cost extensions and top-ups) 

 
 

4. The Negotiation and Conceptualization of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

This chapter provides a review as to how the EU-IOM Joint Initiative was discussed and elaborated 

between the EU and IOM and consequently conceptualized by IOM. 

4.1. Negotiations  

Negotiation for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative was led by IOM RO Brussels and conceived in 

collaboration with the European Union counterparts in Brussels (DGs DEVCO and NEAR). The 

negotiations for the implementation of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative followed the Valletta Summit of 

November 2015.  The EUTF was launched by European and African partners at the Valletta Summit on 

Migration in November 2015. On the 12 November 2015, the Constitutive Agreement to officially 

establish the EUTF was signed by the European Commission, 25 EU Member States, Norway and 

Switzerland3.  IOM was involved in the consultative process to draft the Summit’s Action Plan. Among 

other aspects, the Action Plan described strengthening cooperation through pilot projects to facilitate 

the return and sustainable reintegration of irregular migrants to Africa4.  On this basis, IOM was invited 

to submit proposals to implement the Action Plan, moving from an initial idea of pilot projects to a 

more substantial programme across the SLC region. In addition, the programme was to be managed 

by IOM and funded by the EUTF.  

The negotiations between IOM and the EU also insisted on a holistic approach involving a stronger 

reintegration component than previous projects, according to IOM staff involved in the negotiations. 

The European Commission Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development (DG 

DEVCO), the main European Union Directorate-General involved in the negotiations5, was also in 

favour of this approach, given the development potential for reintegration. An agreement on 14 

 
2 96,558 migrants assisted after their return by IOM: May 2017 - June 2020. Source: EU-IOM Joint Initiative, Flash Report No. 
29 - June 2020. https://migrationjointinitiative.org/sites/default/files/files/articles/eu-iomjointinitiativeflashreport29en.pdf 
3 European Commission, EUTF for Africa: https://ec.europa.eu/trustfundforafrica/content/about_en 
4 Valletta Summit, 11-12 November 2015, Action Plan:https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21839/action_plan_en.pdf 
5 Within the European Commission, DG DEVCO manages the SLC and HoA regions for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative; Directorate-
General for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations (DG NEAR) manages the NoA region.  

https://migrationjointinitiative.org/sites/default/files/files/articles/eu-iomjointinitiativeflashreport29en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/trustfundforafrica/content/about_en
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21839/action_plan_en.pdf
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specific actions in migrant protection and reintegration6 was then reached between the EU and IOM 

in 2016 to be implemented across 13 countries (Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chad, the Gambia, Ghana, 

Guinea-Bissau, Guinea, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Côte d'Ivoire) in the SLC and in Libya 

as a transit country for migrants on their route to Europe (included afterwards under the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative in the NoA region), with coordination at the regional level (RO Dakar). This constituted the 

initial scope and form of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative.  

These 14 specific actions and the overall EU-IOM Joint Initiative approach were described in the 

descriptions of actions of the individual contracts established in the 14 countries (13 SLC and Libya) in 

2016 and 2017 and at the regional level. The descriptions of actions were based on the original 

proposal of July 2016 and a draft document dated February 2017 that set out (in French) the specific 

actions7.  The individual descriptions of actions adapted these 14 specific actions to the countries and 

regional contexts. According to both IOM and EU staff interviewed in Brussels, such a holistic and well-

funded approach to assisted voluntary return and sustainable reintegration was implemented by IOM 

for the first time and it marked a significant change for IOM; it did, however, present considerable 

challenges in its implementation, as commented by an IOM staff:  

"IOM is used to a short-term operational response approach while this new reintegration 

model is a mid-term to long-term approach, requiring connections with development 

initiatives and partnerships; also understanding that managing return is one element of local 

development and not just individual assistance, thus the focus on collective- and community-

based reintegration. There was a need for a cultural and operational shift within the IOM that 

was not so straight forward”. 

4.2. Conceptualization  

The conceptualization of EU-IOM Joint Initiative was mainly led by RO Brussels with inputs from 

IOM Headquarters and the field offices. The development of the initial EU-IOM Joint Initiative was 

coordinated by RO Brussels with inputs from IOM HQ and COs involved. An original concept was 

developed by the Migrant Assistance Division (MAD) of IOM in late 2015 and when the Initiative was 

relaunched with the EU in late 2016, inputs from HQ and field were coordinated by RO Brussels. Of 

the IOM offices in SLC that were covered by this evaluation, RO Dakar reported being involved in the 

conceptualization phase, with the Regional Director (RD) attending several meetings in Brussels with 

EU officials and reviewing the concept before finalization. Several EU field delegations (EUDs) did 

report being involved in reviewing the initial EU-IOM Joint Initiative concept, such as Cameroon and 

Mali included in this evaluation as case studies. An internal IOM coordination workshop was held in 

Casablanca on 26–27 January 2017 bringing together HQ and field staff although its focus was more 

on coordination rather than conceptualization given that the concept was developed between late 

2015 to late 2016. 

In terms of IPs, none of those interviewed from the countries covered by this evaluation, including in 

HoA, were involved in developing the EU-IOM Joint Initiative concept (in NoA there were no IPs). An 

IP staff in Mali commented that this reflected their role as more of a “service provider” than actual 

 
6 1) development of SOPs for reintegration; 2) mapping of areas of return; 3) direct support upon arrival; 4) reintegration 
assistance; 5) M&E of reintegration; 6) capacity of reintegration actors; 7)awareness for migrants on the move; 8) awareness 
for communities of origin; 9) Flow Monitoring Points; 10) database of VRR; 11) data collection; 12) reporting and information; 
13) dissemination; 14) capacity of migration statistics actors. 
7 IOM (19 July 2016), IOM proposal for a common project approach: Supporting reintegration in priority partnership countries 
(Ethiopia, Niger, Nigeria, Mali and Senegal); IOM (February 2017), EUTF - Description de l'action - highlight modifications. 
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partner (see Chapter 7.4 for a further discussion on this point). Of note, IPs were only appointed once 

contracts were in place.  

Accordingly, a longer and broader consultation for the initial conceptualization would have been 

preferable in SLC, but as one EUD representative commented, “Everything was done in extreme 

urgency,” given the pressing needs and the anticipated return of thousands of migrants. At the same 

time, IOM staff commented that there was sufficient time to develop the concept given the one year 

between the original concept (late 2015) and the final concept (late 2016) but it was a lack of fully 

dedicated IOM resources that hindered a more broader and detailed consultation process. In some 

ways, the conceptualization in SLC continued in parallel to the inception and start-up phase according 

to IOM staff.  

Involvement of IOM field offices in the conceptualization phase did also increase with the launch of 

the EU-IOM Joint Initiative in the two other regions, HoA and NoA. Both regions benefited from the 

experience of the SLC in designing their own EU-IOM Joint Initiative projects. The description of action 

for the Horn of Africa region was developed by RO Nairobi in partnership with IOM Ethiopia, who also 

provided input into the design. However, IOM Ethiopia reported that the Government was not 

involved in the design of the project.  

The conceptualization phase for the North Africa region also dedicated more time to consult with 

some governments and other stakeholders. This was led by RO Cairo with strong cooperation from RO 

Brussels and an involvement from colleagues at IOM HQ (according to RO Cairo). The EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative was launched in NoA with a planning workshop in Cairo, Egypt (September 2019), which was 

also attended by representatives of governments from the region. As for the Casablanca workshop of 

2017, it focused on the planning and implementation8 of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, rather than its 

conceptualization.   

As discussed in the next chapter, the North Africa region was the only one that effectively conducted 

an inception phase. This inception phase ran for a period of six months and allowed for some reflection 

and input into the EU-IOM Joint Initiative concept from the region, which was documented in an 

inception report.  

Based on the available descriptions of actions, the EU-IOM Joint Initiative in neither of the three 

regions was informed by a detailed needs assessment to fully explore the requirements, set-up and 

rationale for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. Instead, general migration flow data and information on 

existing country-specific migration return and reintegration activities were used (needs assessments 

are discussed further in the next chapter).     

The following table illustrates the successful and challenging factors that underpinned the negotiation 

and conceptualization stages of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative according to the various IOM staff and key 

stakeholders interviewed: 

Table 2: Successful and challenges factors in negotiating and conceptualizing the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

Successful factors for negotiating and 

conceptualizing the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

Challenging factors for negotiating and 

conceptualizing the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

• Good IOM knowledge of the negotiations 

held in the framework of the Valetta Summit 

• Insufficient time for a more comprehensive 

consultative process to develop the initial 

EU-IOM Joint Initiative concept 

 
8 As confirmed in the document: RO Cairo, Agenda, Regional Launch and Planning Workshop. Introducing the EU–IOM Joint 
Initiative for Migrant Protection and Reintegration in North of Africa, 9-12 September 2019. 
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• Support of DG DEVCO for a more holistic 

concept for return and reintegration 

• Involvement of (some) EU field delegations 

and governments in developing the EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative concept 

• Learnings from the SLC region that were 

used by the HoA and NoA regions 

 

• No opportunities for potential IPs to provide 

inputs to the initial EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

concept  

• Few opportunities for IOM field offices and 

governments to provide inputs to the initial 

EU-IOM Joint Initiative concept 

• Last central IOM document in use setting-

out the EU-IOM Joint Initiative concept is 

still in draft format (and in French) 

• Absence of specific research to inform the 

EU-IOM Joint Initiative needs and rationale 

in all three regions 

      

4.3. Conclusion and recommendations for negotiation and conceptualization of the EU-

IOM Joint Initiative 

Conclusion:  The EU-IOM Joint Initiative concept was based on a proposal from MAD9 coordinated by 

RO Brussels in close collaboration with the field and European Union counterparts. IOM successfully 

secured a strong commitment from the EU, expanding its presence in several countries and regions 

and created a new approach to voluntary return and sustainable reintegration. This comprehensive 

approach could have benefited from broader consultations to inform the concept developed. Some 

of these shortcomings were partially compensated in its implementation, but not fully as discussed in 

the next chapters.    

Recommendation: For a next phase of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, IOM should consider to what extent 

the existing research findings, as well as M&E exercises conducted in the past three years of 

implementation could be used to inform negotiation and conceptualization of the next phase of the 

Initiative. For future initiatives of similar size and scale, IOM should invest in supporting concerted 

efforts to develop a concept based on an extended consultative approach whenever possible. This 

could involve making available the necessary resources (financial and staff) to be deployed in the form 

of a temporary multi-disciplinary team that is assigned clear responsibilities and deliverables (e.g. the 

concept) and working under a specific unit, whether in HQ or at an RO. 

 

5. The Design and Preparatory Steps of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

This chapter assesses the design and preparatory steps of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative including the 

contractual arrangements, inception phase, needs assessments and guidance provided for 

programme implementation.   

5.1. Contractual arrangements  

Contractual arrangements between the European Union and IOM differed for each region adding 

complexity to the overall programme management, reporting and cohesion. With the exception of 

Burkina Faso, all contracts with the EU were signed by RO Brussels with the following particularities:    

• For the Sahel and Lake Chad region, a contract was established between IOM and the EU for each 

of the 13 countries (Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chad, Cote d’Ivoire, the Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, 

 
9 Now the Migrant Protection and Assistance Division (MPA). 
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Guinea Bissau, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria and Senegal) with the EUDs responsible for 

managing the contracts following decentralization decision for all countries in 2018, with the 

exception of Chad and Guinea Bissau managed from Brussels by DG DEVCO. An additional contract 

and top-up were established at the regional level (RO Dakar) with DG DEVCO for regional 

coordination.  

• For the Horn of Africa region, a contract was established between IOM and the EU covering four 

countries (Ethiopia, Somalia, Djibouti and Sudan), with regional coordination done by RO Nairobi 

in collaboration with RO Brussels and EU Headquarters (DG DEVCO), and country level 

implementation by IOM COs in partnership with the respective EUDs.  

• For the North Africa region, a contract was established between IOM and the EU for the whole 

region covering five countries (Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Morocco and Tunisia), with regional 

coordination done by RO Cairo, and country level implementation by IOM COs in partnership with 

the respective EUDs.   Under this contract, Libya began specific implementation activities in August 

2018.  

Country-level contracts for the Sahel and Lake Chad region were established at the request of the 

European Union despite a preference by IOM for only one contract to cover the whole region. 

According to both EU and IOM staff, country-level contracts were established to secure more 

involvement of EUDs, which did prove to be effective, as seen by their participation in the national 

steering committees (see chapter 7.2). At the same time, this required contract negotiations between 

IOM and the EUDs at the country level, leading to variations in the contracts – for example in SLC, the 

Mali EUD decided not to have awareness raising activities as all other countries. The contracts also 

had different starting dates, ranging from April 2017 (Guinea Conakry) to September 2017 (Chad). This 

created a challenge for any joint preparatory steps, resource planning and distribution or for common 

reporting, as described below and in chapter 9.2.  

For the Horn of Africa region, although the contracts were not directly with the EUDs, there was a 

requirement for IOM offices to partner closely with them at the country level, although their level of 

engagement varied by country. This was reinforced through the role of EUDs in the national steering 

committees.  

The North Africa region contract left this aspect vague and, in its implementation, the contact between 

the IOM COs and the EUDs varied from country to country although IOM met regularly with the EUDs. 

According to IOM staff in NoA, some EUDs reportedly felt excluded from the programme and as a 

result and were not participating actively in its governance, as seen in the other regions.  

5.2. Inception phase  

With the exception of the North Africa region, carrying out the necessary and needed preparatory 

steps in the inception phases allocated time was unrealistic. An inception phase was specified within 

each region’s respective description of action. The proposed duration was three months for SLC 

countries and six months for HoA and NoA. IOM COs in SLC surveyed during the evaluation agreed 

that a three-month inception period was too short and unrealistic to achieve the preparatory steps10 

for setting up the required structures for implementing this multifaceted programme, notably the 

recruitment of key staff (such as francophone Resource Management Officers (RMOs), Project 

Managers (PMs), programmatic staff and M&E Officers) and developing SOPs for the range of 

activities, from awareness raising to reintegration. This was also considering the mixture of EU-IOM 

 
10 Each description of action for SLC contained 6-7 actions to be carried out during the inception phase including; specifying 
planning, completing recruitment, defining coordination mechanisms, creating a visibility and communication plan, 
developing an M&E framework, initiating the development of SOPs; carrying out a rapid assessment.  
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Joint Initiative programming, demonstrated by the following comment from an IOM Programme 

Manager in the SLC region: 

“We didn’t have all staff members on board to utilize the three-month inception period. EU-

IOM Joint Initiative programming is a mix of emergency response and development aspects, 

and the latter requires a lot of studies, assessments and surveys to be done in preparation”.  

Each SLC country was to complete an inception report within 30 days following the three months 

inception phase, which was either not completed or submitted late. For instance, one EUD 

representative interviewed for this evaluation said they received the inception report a year after 

project commencement. The Horn of Africa region was allocated a six-month inception phase, which 

was effectively three months as the contract had a retroactive start date by three months.  IOM staff 

in Ethiopia also reported facing similar challenges to those seen in SLC countries during the inception 

phase. No inception report was finally prepared for HoA, likely considering that it was not a contractual 

requirement. 

The North Africa region was allocated a six-month inception phase that was detailed in an inception 

report, except for Libya, which had already started activities 10 months before11. According to IOM 

staff from the region, they were better able to carry out the necessary preparatory tasks than other 

regions, such as consultations with national governments, both individually and collectively (at the 

planning workshop described in the previous chapter), and refinement of the activities. One exception 

was recruitment: the inception report stated that four out of 14 positions remained unfilled at the 

conclusion of the inception phase, implying that even with an inception phase, recruitment remained 

an issue12. NoA was also able to learn from and capitalize on the work completed by the other two 

regions, such as the prior development of governance structures, tools and SOPs. The rate of migrant 

returns from Libya to other NoA countries was also much lower than other regions allowing the region 

to develop and adapt its approach. It should also be noted that inception periods were cut short by 

the commencement of EU-IOM Joint Initiative activities triggered by the sudden arrival of high 

numbers of returning migrants from Libya towards the end of 2017, as reported by Ethiopia, 

Cameroon, and Guinea. The 2019 external mid-term review of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative in the HoA 

confirmed these points:  

“The crises in Libya called for quick actions on the ground, and there was no time for a proper 

inception phase. This resulted in the return of a significant number of migrants from Libya. 

However, it also meant that activities on the ground started before institutional infrastructure 

and government partnerships had been established and developed. This was reflected in the 

interviews with key partner institutions in the different countries. In all countries, respondents 

felt excluded from the planning and implementation processes in the initial phase of the 

project.”13 

5.3. Needs assessments  

Comprehensive needs assessments were carried out too late in the project cycle to properly inform 

programming design and the mapping exercises carried out in the SLC were used only to a limited 

extent. No overarching needs assessment was carried out for any of the three regions in preparation 

of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative activities. This was also an issue for the EUTF in general; the European 

 
11 As explained in: IOM (2019), Inception phase report to the European Union, EU-IOM Initiative for Migrant Protection and 
Reintegration in North Africa, p. 5. 
12 Ibid, p. 7.  
13 Maastricht Graduate School of Governance (May 2019), Mid Term Review of EU-IOM Joint Initiative for Migrant Protection 
and Reintegration in the Horn of Africa, p. 14. 
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Court of Auditors found that there were no quantifiable needs analyses and, therefore, no baselines 

for the EUTF as a whole14.   This point was also emphasized by an SLC IOM Reintegration Officer: 

“Lots of things would not have happened today if we had done a needs assessment. There are 

things where we put a lot of budget that turned out to be unusable. There was no real needs 

assessment, context analysis or stakeholder analysis.” 

Instead of an overarching assessment, all regions focused on producing needs analyses and studies on 

specific programming elements15 together with mapping and socioeconomic profiling of communities 

of return to inform the reintegration activities. Samuel Hall, a research consultancy firm, was 

contracted to complete the reintegration socioeconomic mapping for all SLC countries covered under 

the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. All SLC IOM offices that participated in this evaluation agreed that the 

socioeconomic profiles produced were of limited use to them, as this SLC Chief of Mission (CoM) 

commented: “I didn’t see the use for it; the mapping was too removed from ground level analysis that 

was needed”. The mapping exercise was also finalized too late in the project cycle to inform 

programming design; for example, the socioeconomic profile for Mali was finalized nearly a year after 

the start of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative (April 2018) and 10 months for Cameroon (April 2018). Based 

on the experience in SLC, the mapping exercise for HoA was only partially carried out by Samuel Hall 

and completed internally or being completed by other service providers.  Staff in RO Nairobi and IOM 

Ethiopia also found that the needs assessment came too late in the project cycle. A community and 

stakeholders/services mapping and partner capacity assessment were also planned for NoA, although 

these have yet to be completed16.  

5.4. Programme design  

Programme design set uniform objectives that could be adapted at the country-level. As described 

in the previous chapter, the initial descriptions of actions established 14 specific actions that formed 

the basis for the scope and form of activities. The SLC descriptions of actions shared a common 

description of each type of activity (structured under results and specific objectives) that then stated 

some key implementation points, adapted by country. These results, objectives and activities were 

adapted for the Horn of Africa and North Africa regions and also detailed in their respective country 

plans. Government officials were positive about the ability to adapt the objectives and consequent 

activities to their contexts, taking into consideration some countries’ concerns (e.g. Ethiopia about not 

being involved in the conceptualization of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative as discussed in the previous 

chapter). The following table illustrates the range of objectives of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative at the 

country level:   

Table 3: EU-IOM Joint Initiative objectives at the country level (case study countries) 

 Ethiopia Nigeria Cameroon Guinea Mali Libya 

Reintegration of 

returning migrants ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  

Migration data 
✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓   

 
14 European Court of Auditors (2018), European Union Emergency Trust Fund for Africa: Flexible but lacking focus. p. 14. 
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR18_32/SR_EUTF_AFRICA_EN.pdf 
15 Such as Labour Market and Service Skills Assessments in Ethiopia and Somalia; country specific studies on migrant children 
in Djibouti and Ethiopia. 
16 The mapping for NoA was modified to focus on “Community and Stakeholders/Services Mapping and Partner Capacity” 
according to the ToR (20 October 2019). 

https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR18_32/SR_EUTF_AFRICA_EN.pdf
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Informed decisions on 

migratory journey ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓    
Voluntary return of 

vulnerable migrants ✓     ✓  ✓  

Migration policy and 

processes 

development 

✓  ✓      

 

5.5. Guidance for programme implementation  

Guidance for programme implementation was limited for many key EU-IOM Joint Initiative activities 

and services. Programme designs were detailed at the level of activities in the descriptions of actions 

and country plans. They consisted of one to five paragraphs with key actions to be carried out. 

According to IOM staff involved in implementation, this was sufficient to develop some activities, 

particularly in areas where IOM had extensive experience and existing SOPs, such as collecting 

migration flow data. However, according to the same IOM staff, SOPs or guidance were limited or not 

known to staff for other key EU-IOM Joint Initiative activities or services including awareness-raising, 

protection, information management, IP capacity building, M&E, as well as reporting and sustainable 

reintegration activities in general. Several IOM staff in SLC and HoA working in these areas felt that 

they were poorly prepared as highlighted by an IOM Reintegration Team Leader:  

“Normally before doing any kind of activities, we should have SOPs to guide expectations of 

returnees and help staff; when we started we didn’t have a clear-cut guide to even inform our 

beneficiaries what assistance they will receive. If there were SOPs and manuals prepared in 

advance for implementation of the programme we could have managed the expectations of 

returnees in a more reasonable manner.” 

This situation did improve over time, notably with the development and dissemination of IOM’s 

Framework Standard Operating Procedures for AVRR in August 2017, as well as the accompanying 

guidance on adaptation for national contexts17. The guidance came some two to four months after 

the launch of activities in the SLC countries with cross-regional drafting process (with HQ support) 

starting in May 2017. These AVRR SOPs were subsequently adapted, adopted, and/or integrated 

within existing national guidance in each EU-IOM Joint Initiative country18. As the North Africa region 

launched their activities in June 2019, they could already use the AVRR SOPs and guidance19 developed 

in SLC to support programme design. In other areas, IOM offices developed their own SOPs or 

guidance over time with various levels of support from HQ. Other key elements, such as information 

management and contextualizing M&E, lacked sufficient guidance for the first 12–18 months after 

launch (see chapter 9 below).    

The following table illustrates the successful and challenging factors for the programme design and 

preparatory steps, according to the IOM staff and other stakeholders interviewed:  

 
17 IOM (August 2017), EU-IOM External Actions to Support Migrant Protection and Reintegration of Returnees, Framework 
Standard Operating Procedures for AVRR, Version 1.0. Draft; IOM (2017), Guidance Note on Adaptation of the Framework 
SOPs on AVRR to National Contexts.           
18 Progress and different approaches to adopting/adapting the SOPs in SLC are detailed in: IOM (March 2019), EU-IOM Joint 
Initiative for Migrant Protection and Reintegration, Biannual Reintegration Report, Report #1, p. 16. 
19 Guidance developed by the SLC countries and region that were used by NoA included:  guidance notes on different parts 
of AVRR process and how to design community-based reintegration projects. 
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Table 4: Successful and challenging factors for the design and preparatory steps of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

Successful factors for the design and 

preparatory steps of the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative 

Challenging factors for the design and 

preparatory steps of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

• Specifying the role(s) of EUDs in the IOM-

EU contracts 

• A minimum six-month inception phase 

(NoA) 

• Documenting inception steps (NoA) 

• Learnings and guidance from SLC and HoA 

to inform programme design and inception 

phase of the NoA 

• Common objectives across countries with 

flexibility to adapt to country contexts 

• AVRR SOPs and consequent adaptation to 

national contexts 

• Multiple types of EU-IOM contracts for the 

EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

• Limited/short inception phases (SLC and 

HoA) 

• Lack of documented inception steps (SLC 

and HoA) 

• Lack of overarching needs assessment  

• Lack of usefulness of socioeconomic 

mappings carried out (SLC and HoA) 

• Lack of SOPs and guidance for some 

activities and services at launch 

 

5.6. Lessons learned for design and preparatory steps 

The following are key lessons learned shared by interviewees for this evaluation:  

A 4-5-month inception phase is necessary: “Our procedures mean it takes ages to bring partners on 

board. Next time we need more time to think and plan ahead, 4-5 months. A year at least required for 

inception, also takes time to recruit staff.”  

Community mapping is required prior to launch: “During inception phase it would have been useful if 

we had used that time at country level to do the community mapping and then work out what services 

are available, can we access them, make partnerships with relevant partners so when receive cases 

and develop reintegration plan it is much easier.” 

Learning from other regions is useful: “There were so many resources available for us in the NoA to 

use and adapt from other regions so we had all the key resource” 

Sequencing of needs assessment in inception phase is essential: “Sequencing of our activities was 

wrong; needs assessment should have been done in the inception phase.” 

Guidelines and SOPs on reintegration prior to launch is important: “We are working hard to manage 

expectations of beneficiaries. This would have been helpful to have clear cut guidelines and SOPs at 

the start.” 

National adaptation of AVRR SOPs is important: “AVRR SOP is very important and we nationalized 

them. The broad lines give the vision and then at country level they have particularities, but everyone 

across the different countries have the same understanding.” 

5.7. Good practices for design and preparatory steps 

The following are selected good practices based on the experiences and examples cited by 

interviewees (location stated in brackets) that could be relevant for possible next phases of the EU-

IOM Joint Initiative and/or similar future initiatives:  
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• Plan meetings with governments and put extensive liaison and advocacy efforts into establishing 

government buy-in and approval during the inception phase (NoA); 

• Develop an inception report documenting progress during this phase (NoA); 

• Ensure projects underpinning the programme have common objectives while allowing for 

flexibility at the results and activity levels (all regions); 

• Creation of AVRR SOPs and guidance by HQ that can be used and adapted to national contexts (all 

SLC countries, the HoA and planned for the NoA). 

 

5.8. Conclusion and recommendations for design and preparatory steps 

Conclusion: The different contractual arrangements added complexity to the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. 

This was improved with the NoA contract, although the role of the EUDs required further clarification 

in this case. Needs assessments carried out proved not to be always useful for informing programme 

design, questioning their timing, scope, and/or methodology. Although the programme design was 

flexible and could be adapted at the country-level, the guidance in place at the launch of many EU-

IOM Joint Initiative activities and services was limited. This, combined with a short inception phase, 

meant that IOM staff were not fully prepared to implement the activities yet adapted rapidly to cope 

with the challenges faced as described in the next chapters. Some support from HQ units in providing 

such guidance was ad hoc and delayed. When support was provided, it proved to be crucial to 

establishing a uniform and common approach for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. With the NoA region, an 

implementation phase was used effectively with demonstrated learning and guidance drawn from the 

other regions. Nevertheless, the reintegration socioeconomic mapping in NoA was still not timed at 

the start of programming, presenting the risk of meeting a similar fate as in other regions: producing 

a mapping that will be of little use to the programming.  

Recommendation:  For a next phase of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, IOM should request that 

contractual arrangements be set at the regional rather than at the country level, keeping however 

sufficient flexibility to address specific situations faced by countries of origin. For future similar 

initiatives, IOM should ensure that an inception phase of six months is put in place and to reconsider 

how needs assessments are designed and implemented in collaboration with governments and 

partners to best meet the existing information gaps.  

 

6. The Set-up and Functioning of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative in IOM Offices  

This chapter assesses key aspects of the set-up of IOM Offices under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

including the management structure, human resources management, roles and responsibilities and 

financial resources management. 

6.1. Management structure  

A global coordinator and a revised management structure were devised but have not been 

introduced for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative and the funding for this position remained undetermined. 

The foreseen management of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative followed the traditional IOM line 

management (i.e. from the project manager implementing the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, the reporting 

line moved upward to the CO followed by the RO and then HQ). One exception was in HoA, where the 

country project of Ethiopia reported to the Regional Coordination Unit (RCU) and not the CO.  

IOM HQ departments/divisions (e.g. DOE/TRD, DMM/MPA, LHD) provided support and advice to COs 

and ROs implementing the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, although as described in the previous chapter, such 

support from HQ varied. The primary role of RO Brussels staff was to support EU compliance and 
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liaison with the donor in Brussels. The EUTF funded four local staff to support programme and finance 

with roles set out in the Terms of Reference (ToR)20.  

The April 2018 Coordination and Stocktaking Meeting recognized that mechanisms of coordination 

and accountability for the management of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative needed to be strengthened21. In 

March 2019, IOM’s Senior Management Team asked regional coordinators to draft Terms of Reference 

for the creation of a global coordinator role and revised management structure. In November 2019, 

RO Brussels shared a more articulated management structure with a detailed ToR and organization 

chart. However, the introduction of this structure and global coordinator have not been introduced as 

of August 2020.  

According to IOM staff, regular calls were organized by the ROs to bring together the relevant 

coordinating staff and RTS together. More formally however, there was no working group bringing 

together relevant expertise at the HQ and field levels (ROs and COs) to provide oversight, guidance 

and/or support to the EU-IOM Joint Initiative.   

Coordination and liaison between different IOM staff and units was key. While this allowed for 

flexibility, as well as encouraging cross-learning and exchanges, it also meant that there were 

challenges to coordinate across countries, regions and with HQ.  

In cases cited by staff, issues of coordination did hinder the implementation of several of the EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative activities. For example, the harmonization of reporting, M&E and information 

management; challenges to take management decisions across the regions; difficulties to prepare and 

implement common SOPs for all activities; and delays seen in receiving support for the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative from HQ.  

6.2. Human resources management  

Human resources management faced challenges in filling the required staffing. The descriptions of 

actions established the staffing needs for each of the ROs and COs involved and provided high-level 

descriptions of their tasks. Beyond this, job descriptions then had to be issued by the ROs and COs and 

the necessary recruitment of international staff had to be carried out with the support of the Manila 

Human Resources Operations (MHRO). In all countries selected as case studies, difficulties to find the 

appropriate staff and the slowness in the recruitment process were highlighted as obstacles to the 

EU-IOM Joint Initiative implementation. Further, some profiles proved challenging for recruitment, as 

did French-speaking staff, especially RMOs and high-level posts such as CoMs. Overall, staffing gaps 

were reported in all regions and staffing was only seen as adequate when funding top-ups were 

provided (in March 2019 for SLC and September 2019 for HoA). 

The challenges in staff recruitment at the launch of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative activities meant that 

alternative solutions were required to cope with the surge of returning migrants. The most common 

solutions included the deployment of IOM staff from other offices to provide support to COs ad ROs 

through Short-Term Assignments (STAs) or Travels on Duty (TDYs), as well as through the hiring of 

consultants that were costed under operations. Some 150 STAs and TDYs were estimated as being 

activated across the three regions since the programme’s launch, notably for the launch period and in 

late 2017 and early 2018 when the number of returning migrants from Libya peaked.   

 

 
20 IOM (undated), Terms of Reference, IOM-EU Trust Fund for Africa Policy Liaison, Communication & Coordination Cell. 
21 IOM (2018., EU-IOM Protection and Reintegration Programmes, Coordination and Stocktaking Meetings (24-27 April 2018), 
Main Outcomes, P. 2. 
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6.3. Roles and responsibilities   

Roles and responsibilities were clear for most IOM field staff interviewed. 85 per cent of the IOM 

field staff interviewed (35 of 40 IOM staff) thought that their roles and responsibilities were clear. 

Some relationships between roles were seen as lacking clarity, with examples including: 

• The relationship between the IOM CoM and the country project in Ethiopia, which is not under 

the CoM’s direct supervision but rather managed by RO Nairobi. 

 

• The relationship between the EU-IOM Joint Initiative regional positions and other already existing 

regional positions, for example between an existing regional communications position and an EU-

IOM Joint Initiative regional communication position. 

 

• The relationship between RO Nairobi and CO Sudan for the country project where CO Sudan 

reports to RO Cairo and is thus administratively outside the RO Nairobi region. 

The MPA Regional Thematic Specialists (RTS) also played a key role in the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, 

which was not mentioned in the descriptions of actions or in other contractual documentation. In all 

three regions RTS were reported as playing a major supportive role for the RCU, notably in its initial 

years (up to two years).   

6.4. Financial resources management    

Financial resources management was successful and cost effective although timeliness was 

impacted by the delays in appointing staff and by certain financial processes, such as procurement 

approval processes. Initial financial needs were assessed mainly based on the expected number of 

returning migrants. The type and level or reintegration activities to be offered, the estimated number 

of IPs required, the type of capacity building to be offered and the number of people desired to be 

reached through awareness-raising were also considered. On this basis, the necessary staff, services, 

and assets were budgeted for.  

According to IOM staff in all regions, the original assessments under-estimated the programmatic 

needs. For example, Nigeria had an initial estimation of 3,800 returning migrants, however, to date 

over 16,000 have returned, which represents a 321 per cent increase in the caseload. As a result, the 

EU-IOM Joint Initiative RO and CO level budgets and programming needed to be adjusted, using 

available funding, and also leading to the top-up funding for SLC and HoA in 2019. IOM offices still 

reported that budgets were insufficient to meet their needs, which was seen as potentially impacting 

the quality of their assistance to returning migrants. This point was also highlighted by the 2020 Mid-

Term Evaluation of Reintegration Activities in the SLC region22. HoA reported that issues of insufficient 

budget were limited to the individual assistance costs for returning migrants. 

There was no overall resource utilization strategy for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. Regions and COs 

developed their own resource planning, or they integrated the EU-IOM Joint Initiative into their 

existing planning. For example, RO Dakar integrated the EU-IOM Joint Initiative within its financial 

management tool with common cost projections, including staff for all SLC countries. CO Ethiopia 

created a resource management plan integrating the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, including operational 

costs that allowed them to predict and monitor spending based on the number of returning migrants. 

 
22 "IOM staff in multiple missions reported the need to engage in greater follow-up with returnees, which is hampered by the 
low staff to beneficiary ratio and the high number of returns”.  Source:  IOM (June 2020), Evaluation of Reintegration Activities 
in the SLC region, p. 32. 
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The absence of an overall resource utilization strategy implied that there was no global overview of 

resource usage and gaps for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming.  

The existing IOM financial systems and procedures were used for the overall financial management 

of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, which functioned well. According to finance officers and RMOs, the 

PRISM system was used across ROs and COs and feedback was generally positive in its ability to 

manage and monitor the financial aspects for EU-IOM Joint Initiative. Issues reported in all regions 

were concerned with staff not using PRISM correctly, not having access to it, not entering the 

information needed on time and the late arrival of RMOs to posts. This had repercussions on the 

overall financial reporting (see below). Finance officers and RMOs also emphasized that they needed 

to assure that financial management was conducted in accordance with EU regulations. This was also 

emphasized by RO Brussels and checked when they were reviewing the financial reporting.  

Procurement approval processes proved to be an issue in the Horn of Africa and Sahel and Lake 

Chad regions. Reintegration assistance required the purchase of goods and assets for returning 

migrants either by IOM or directly by the migrants themselves. According to IOM staff involved in 

procurement, this could be lengthy due to the need to adhere to established processes (e.g. such as 

soliciting several offers, using registered and verified vendors and obtaining paper documentation for 

all transactions) and for receiving the necessary internal approvals (e.g. from the Office of Legal Affairs 

(LEG)). Combined with staff shortages and the high number of returning migrants, this contributed to 

delays in allocating assistance to returning migrants requiring procurement processes. The TPM in SLC 

reported 89 per cent of beneficiaries surveyed in 2019 had not received reintegration support within 

six months23 and the above-mentioned evaluation found that 28 per cent of beneficiaries reported 

not receiving their assistance in a timely manner (with an average waiting time of six months or more), 

as they described:  

“Lengthy internal procedures have been highlighted as a persistent challenge in providing 

reintegration assistance to returnees. These have been reported to be linked to the high 

volume of beneficiaries (caseloads) per staff, lengthy procurement and service 

provider/partner contract approvals, difficulties in aligning with partner calendars, and 

beneficiary follow-up upon return”.24  

Procurement approval processes were also identified as an issue for working with IPs. For example, 

CO Ethiopia reported that selecting IPs for joint activities required the use of a process that took four 

to five months to complete25, delaying partnership activities. Many SLC countries recognized these 

challenges and reported issuing interpretative clarifications related to procurement processes for 

reintegration processes while remaining compliant with IOM and EU regulations (for example, Guinea, 

Nigeria, and Cameroon), with SLC releasing a revised procurement SOP in April 2020 in coordination 

with HQ to “fast-track” the processes26.    

Inconsistencies occurred in financial and narrative reporting. Reporting to the EU was required on a 

monthly and/or quarterly basis, depending on the contractual arrangement. The financial reporting 

followed common templates, combined with the narrative reports. An issue raised was linked to 

diverging statistics produced in parallel by the financial and narrative reports, such as the number of 

 
23 Altai Consulting (November 2019), Regional Synthesis Report No. 1. EUTF for Africa, Third-Party Monitoring and Learning 
Mechanism (TPML) for Sahel and Lake Chad, p.14. 
24 IOM (June 2020), Op. Cit., p. 33.  
25 The four-five months involved the process of preparing and publishing a request for proposal; making it available online 
for 21 days; reviewing the proposals received; shortlisting and interviewing potential IPs; contract approval by LEG.   
26 IOM (April 2020), Standard Operating Procedures for Procurement and Payment Process Specific to Reintegration 
Assistance in West and Central Africa Region. 
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returning migrants assisted. According to IOM staff, finance staff used PRISM and operational staff 

used their own records, which were not always consolidated and/or entered on time (particularly 

towards end of month/reporting period). All financial reporting was reviewed by RO Brussels before 

submission to the European Union. After approval, it was also distributed in-country by COs to EUDs 

in the Sahel and Lake Chad region. RO Brussels reported also that it was checking in detail the budget 

line entries to ensure compliance with EU regulations. Most exchanges were with SLC, where financial 

reporting was prepared by the COs, also leading sometimes to possible inconsistencies between 

countries. By comparison, in HoA, there were less exchanges with RO Brussels as financial reporting 

was consolidated by RO Nairobi, as per the HoA regional contract, noting however that the number of 

countries was lower than in SLC. 

In general, the EU-IOM Joint Initiative programme was seen as using financial resources in a cost-

effective way, with ROs and COs citing the following examples: 

• Use of national staff over international staff where appropriate and possible,  

• Coordination of multiple reintegration activities to minimize logistic costs,  

• Purchasing in bulk for start-up kits based on predictive modeling,  

• Using consistently open tenders to ensure pricing competitiveness,  

• Replicating procedures and processes across regions, saving staff and consultancy fees, 

• Using a partnership model for reintegration primarily with IOM working with local partners, 

which was less costly than an IOM-implemented or international partner model, and 

• The benefits of projectization that facilitates more efficient use of resources across activities 

and staff and office costs across projects and thereby an equitable and fair cost-sharing 

instead of establishing separate structures.  

The EU-IOM Joint Initiative was less efficient in the timely use of financial resources. This was mainly 

linked to delays encountered in recruiting staff and providing assistance to beneficiaries, as described 

above. The challenges in recruiting RMOs also led sometimes to delays in financial management of 

the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. The Sahel and Lake Chad region reported appointing new RMOs in 12 out 

of 13 countries in a one-year period.  

The different management structures and contractual arrangements used for the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative also had influence on the cost efficiency of the programme. The HoA structure was seen as 

being more cost efficient than that in SLC. The HoA structure was based on one regional contract with 

direct management over the country projects. This provided an alignment of project management and 

more streamlined financial reporting and oversight. The SLC structure was more decentralized with a 

total of 15 contracts, all with different reporting schedules and less consistency in general compared 

to the HoA. In NoA, a regional contract was established but the four COs (Algeria, Egypt, Morocco and 

Tunisia) manage their respective country projects.   

The following table illustrates the successful and challenging factors for the set-up and functioning of 

IOM Offices according to the IOM staff and other stakeholders interviewed:  

Table 5: Successful and challenging factors for the set-up and functioning of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

Successful factors for the set-up and 

functioning of IOM Offices under the EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative   

Challenging factors for the set-up and 

functioning of IOM Offices under the EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative 

• Cross-learning and coordination across the 

three regions 

• Different management structures across the 

three regions of EU-IOM Joint Initiative  



 

25 

 

• Clear roles and responsibilities for most of 

the staff of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

• Use of existing IOM financial systems and 

procedures 

• Use of common financial reporting 

templates 

• Ability to adapt processes to the EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative needs 

• Cost-efficient measures adopted by the EU-

IOM Joint Initiative  

• Lack of follow-up on the benefits of an 

overall EU-IOM Joint Initiative coordinator 

• Delays in staff recruitment, especially 

RMOs, for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

• Need for adaption of procurement approval 

processes 

 

6.5. Lessons learned for setting-up and ensuring functioning IOM Offices 

The following are a number of key lessons learned that were shared by interviewees for this 

evaluation:  

Need to advocate for a clearer management structure: “We could have more strongly advocated for a 

clearer management structure and governance.” 

Ensure proper staff planning from the beginning: "We need to do proper staff planning from the 

beginning for the region and countries." 

Plan for staff with required competencies is key: “Planning is key and don’t deploy people just with 

technical competencies without the language and culturally sensitive.” 

Develop a broader database of suppliers: "From the beginning develop a call for interest to have a 

massive database of suppliers to continue updating over course of project.” 

Bottom-up budgeting: “Budgeting has to be a bottom up approach because we are the ones who 

understand the contexts.” 

6.6. Good practices for the set-up and functioning of IOM Offices 

The following are selected good practices based on the experiences and examples cited by 

interviewees (location stated in brackets) that could be relevant for possible next phases of the EU-

IOM Joint Initiative and/or similar initiatives:  

• Create a budget management plan at the country level including operational and staff and office 

costs that allow to predict and monitor spending based on the number of estimated returning 

migrants (Ethiopia). 

• Develop of a SharePoint procurement planning showing vendors, needs and tentative budget 
(Nigeria). 
 

• Compile of queries on country-level financial reporting, repeatedly asked by RO Brussels, and 
sharing with all COs with the aim to improve quality and consistency of reporting (RO Dakar).  
 

6.7. Conclusion and recommendations for the set-up and functioning of IOM Offices 

implementing the EU-IOM Joint Initiative  

Conclusion: The management structure of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative would have benefited from a 

more detailed initial analysis than adopting IOM usual management practice given the size of the 

EUTF-JI, outing at risk operational efficiency and accountability. Although the structure reflected a 
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modern matrix approach (i.e. a hierarchical vertical line with horizontal lines following themes or areas 

of work) to programme management, the absence of an overall coordinator/management body was 

recognized as needed but was yet to be introduced. It is a credit to the goodwill and dedication of the 

field and RO Brussels staff that the structure managed to function adequately for such a complex 

programme, under which the integrated approach to reintegration was being implemented for the 

first time. The delay in recruiting staff for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming was an obstacle for 

the smooth implementation and, according to staff, a recurring issue that IOM needs to address. 

Financial management functioned well, and this was supported by existing IOM systems and 

procedures but was hindered by the challenges in recruiting French-speaking RMOs. The HoA 

structure appeared to be the most cost-efficient and could be a possible model for future 

interventions, as long the relationship with COs in such a model is clarified from the outset. 

Recommendations: For a next phase of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, IOM should introduce a central 

coordinator role, either as a post and/or steering committee as already agreed upon. For future similar 

initiatives, IOM should consider reviewing staff planning and recruitment to ensure that the positions 

can be filled as quickly as possible (considering a surge staff roster system, similar for instance to what 

IOM uses in emergencies) and by candidates with the appropriate skills and languages (this was 

mentioned in interviews as already under consideration). 

 

7. The Set-up and Implementation of Programmatic Activities under the EU-

IOM Joint Initiative 

This chapter assesses key aspects of the set-up and implementation of programmatic activities under 

the EU-IOM Joint Initiative including the scale-up of activities, the governance structure, coordination, 

partnerships, capacity building and implementation of programmatic activities.  

7.1. Scale-up of activities 

In late 2017, the surge in returning migrants from Libya meant that IOM had to rapidly scale-up 

activities and adapt its internal processes but faced challenges in securing the necessary staff and 

getting contracts approved and in place. A key event that impacted the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

programming was the crisis in Libya in late 2017 and beginning of 2018 along with the accompanying 

media coverage of stranded migrants that placed a growing spotlight on the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. 

An AU-EU-UN Summit was held in Abidjan in November 2017. During this event, a Task Force was 

established to support an estimated 15,000 migrants held in detention centres across Libya. The EU-

IOM Joint Initiative programme was being launched in most SLC countries at that time and was already 

strained by the higher than anticipated numbers of returning migrants. As a result, it struggled with 

the scale-up to match the increased needs according to IOM staff. As the First Biannual Reintegration 

Report of the Sahel and Lake Chad region stated, “Response to the most pressing priorities and urgent 

reception and post-arrival assistance needs were prioritized over the formal establishment and 

consolidation of structures and the longer-term reintegration process.”27 This surge in returns also 

provided an impulse to request extra funding, which was provided by the top-up funds granted in 

2019.   

COs in SLC reported having to scale-up quickly with the support of RO Dakar. As discussed in the 

previous chapter, these COs received extra support through STAs and TDY assignments in addition to 

local recruitments. For example, IOM Guinea indicated that they reinforced their team with STAs and 

 
27 IOM (March 2019), Biannual Reintegration Report, reporting period: 1 May 2017-31 January 2019, Report #1, p. 7.  
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recruited local staff, both through existing offices and by opening a new office (in the region of 

Kankan). IOM Nigeria was supported by 11 STAs in early 2018 and increased staffing from some 27 to 

130 today. They also adapted processes to cope with the shortage of staff, such as introducing a fast-

track system at the airport to process arrivals more rapidly. RO Nairobi described using existing staff 

(in addition to hourly workers) and structures in the region to cope with the extra arrivals, while 

building on this for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming.   

As described in the previous chapters, delays were encountered with the recruitment and 

procurement processes. IOM field staff commented that support services, such as by the Office of 

Legal Affairs (LEG) in HQ and MHRO in Manila, could not always provide accelerated services needed 

to respond to the 2017/18 surge, such as rapid recruitment or approval of contracts (e.g. for IPs). This 

was partially and belatedly corrected by adding dedicated LEG resources in the 2019 funding top-up. 

The rapid scaling-up also implied that the partnerships with IPs, governments and the necessary 

governance structures could not all be put in place during this period given the need to prioritize the 

reception of returning migrants.       

7.2. Governance structure 

The governance structure supported the buy-in and involvement of key stakeholders in EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative programming. The governance structure that was put in place sought to involve 

governments, EUDs and other stakeholders in the delivery of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming. 

National steering committees, which met twice per year on average, were established in each country 

in the Sahel and Lake Chad region. The committees were high-level forums bringing together IOM, 

relevant ministries, the EUDs and other stakeholders. A similar structure was adopted in the Horn of 

Africa region but not yet in the North Africa region. According to IOM staff, these committees 

supported government and EUD buy-in for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. Government officials in several 

countries, such as Guinea, Mali, Nigeria, and Ethiopia, provided positive feedback on the role of the 

committees in this regard, as illustrated by the following quotes of interviewees:  

“Steering committee meetings take place every six month; they give us briefings and 

presentations on what has happened in last six months; we give feedback and 

recommendations. We are very satisfied.”  Government official  

“We have a Steering Committee, Technical Committee and Selection Committee. We 

participate at these three levels, communication for us is very good.” Government official 

As mentioned in the above quote, operational-level committees and working groups were set up to 

complement the high-level steering committees. These were established in many countries including 

Mali, where a technical committee would meet up to three times per year and a selection committee 

would meet almost on a monthly basis. The technical committees would often include a broader 

representation with local government representatives, civil society organizations (CSOs), IPs and the 

EUDs. They were mainly involved in adapting the AVRR SOPs and resolving operational issues. 

Selection or case management committees would initially review returning migrants’ reintegration 

plans and discuss other reintegration activities, and from 2019 onwards set broader guidelines and 

strategies for reintegration interventions and suggestions for changes.  

The TPM actor in SLC, Altai, found that these structures largely worked in isolation of other projects 

and actors in the sector28. Nigeria provided a positive example where the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

governance was complementary to the whole-of-government approach to migration management, 

integrating within existing committees and taskforces, according to IOM staff and government 

 
28 Altai Consulting (November 2019), p. 26. 
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officials. Liaison and coordination with governments and stakeholders in NoA relied mainly on ad hoc 

contacts and meetings rather than an official governance structure although it was planned to 

establish national project steering committees, as done in the other regions. For example, roundtables 

were held to discuss adapting the AVRR SOPs and other programming aspects to the region/country 

contexts in which the EU-IOM Joint Initiative is implemented. To date, only Morocco reported putting 

in place a national project steering committee29. As described in the chapter on design and 

preparatory steps, there was little involvement from these governance structures in the design of the 

EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming, which was largely defined before their establishment.  

7.3. Coordination  

External coordination was necessary although limited with stakeholders beyond EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative programming. In addition to the governance structures, external coordination was assured 

by IOM COs and ROs through meetings, email, and regular contact with a broad range of key 

stakeholders involved in the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, including the in-country EUDs. For example, IOM 

Libya reported informally updating the EUD on a weekly basis and IOM Ethiopia on a monthly basis. 

Governments and EUDs also reported receiving updates on EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming 

through reporting and other communications (e.g. newsletters). A challenge identified by IOM staff in 

Ethiopia was the high turnover of political officials. As a mitigating strategy, technical experts within 

the relevant government units were briefed and involved with the programme.   

Coordination was also necessary with other projects in the sector, including those funded by the EUTF. 

As for the governance structures, a limitation of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative was its challenges to 

coordinate and work with the many other actors and projects active in the areas of voluntary return 

and reintegration. According to IOM staff, this was mainly due to the fact that the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative country projects were already well occupied with the wide range of stakeholders implicated 

in the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. Nevertheless, several partnerships were established (or are being 

established) with other EUTF programmes such as with the International Trade Centre’s (ITC) projects 

in the SLC region, facilitating collaboration between the projects, for instance referral of a returning 

migrant to an ITC project for vocational training or a job opportunity.    

Internal coordination was carried out at multiple levels within the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

programming albeit with some challenges. Internal coordination was supervised by the PMs of each 

CO under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative in relation with the relevant RO, RO Brussels and HQ. IOM staff 

working on the EU-IOM Joint Initiative reported coordinating with colleagues within their CO and 

respective RO in addition to HQ, as needed, often for technical advice and support. Staff within 

Regional Coordination Units that had coordinating roles had regular (daily to weekly) contact with 

their counterparts in COs and in other RCUs. IOM staff working on the EU-IOM Joint Initiative in the 

COs ensured that weekly team meetings were held in most of the target countries. As seen in the 

previous chapter, roles and responsibilities were clear for most staff, however some challenges were 

reported with respect to internal coordination, for example, between COs and ROs, RO RCUs and other 

RO staff, RO Brussels and HQ, or HQ and COs and ROs in programming and administration, such as 

ensuring all offices were using the available guidance or working together on creating guidance where 

it was thought to be lacking. At the same time, there were many examples of constructive cross-

learning between COs and ROs for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming. This was seen, for 

example, in the NoA region, which was able to draw on the experience of the other two regions, as 

described in Chapter 5 on Design and preparatory steps.  

 
29 As detailed in IOM (2019), Inception phase report to the European Union, EU-IOM Initiative for Migrant Protection and 
Reintegration in North Africa, p. 6. 
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7.4. Partnerships 

Partnerships played an important role in EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming and were largely 

successful although challenges were encountered, such as in quality control and sustainability. 

Partnerships with governments and other institutions were created within the framework of the 

above-mentioned governance structure. Partnerships were also established for other aspects of 

programme implementation, such as for the reception of returning migrants, mental health and 

psychosocial support (MHPSS), and reintegration activities. Partnerships played an important role in 

the implementation of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative activities, as this IOM field staff explained:  

“Partnership is about filling gaps in our programming. For instance, for reintegration, we have 

a high number of returnees and the reintegration team cannot address the whole caseload - 

ten people cannot provide assistance to 6,000 returnees and they are scattered throughout 

country, so we find partners that can provide reintegration assistance.”  

All COs reported working with partners. For example, Ethiopia worked with some 50 IPs, including 

universities (for data collection), local government services, hospitals, INGOs, NGOs and CSOs. Nigeria 

reported working with some 20 IPs for reintegration activities, about half of which are government 

and the other half non-government actors, including private sector entities. Partnerships were also 

established with education institutions in Mali (for training programmes with returning migrants) and 

other UN agencies, for example with UNICEF for child protection in Guinea and Ethiopia. Challenges 

encountered with identifying, selecting and establishing partnerships were mainly related to IPs:  

• Limited knowledge of available guidance for working with IPs.  

• As the approach to reintegration was new for IOM in most countries, new IPs had to be found, 

selected, and contracted. This implied that there was a certain level of risk associated in working 

with “untested” partners.  

• The engagement with IPs needed to go through a series of procurement validation processes, 

which were cumbersome given the high level of demands and led to delays in implementation. At 

least one CO (Nigeria), reported losing a partnership with the private sector due to the delays 

incurred because of internal IOM processes, notably the time needed for the approval of 

contracts.  

• Continuous follow-up and quality control were needed with IPs, which was time-consuming for 

IOM staff. For example, CO Ethiopia reported carrying out monthly meetings and field visits with 

each IP and adapting M&E processes.  

• The IPs were predominantly involved in the EU-IOM Joint Initiative implementation; they were 

not involved in its design, as described in the chapter on Design and preparatory steps (chapter 

5), which created issues of ownership and sustainability.  

• The sustainability of IP activities for reintegration once EU-IOM Joint Initiative funding will finish 

was raised as an issue.  

7.5. Capacity building  

Capacity building strengthened key stakeholder institutions/organizations and supported the 

development of a mutual understanding of roles and responsibilities for voluntary return and 

reintegration. Capacity building of IPs, government civil servants, and other main stakeholders was 

key to the EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming. The main purposes were to strengthen the capacity 

of these organizations and services for the voluntary return and reintegration processes, and to ensure 

better migration management in general. Capacity building was carried out at the national and 

regional levels, also in support of the adaptation and consequent implementation of the AVRR SOPs. 
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In several countries, such as Guinea and Nigeria, according to both IOM staff and government officials, 

the process of adapting SOPs, in addition to capacity building, supported the building of mutual 

understanding and defining further roles and responsibilities for AVRR activities, as confirmed also by 

Altai TPM in SLC30.  Capacity building was used in many areas, including protection, MHPSS, awareness-

raising, migration flow monitoring and reintegration activities. Challenges for capacity building were 

similar to those seen for partnerships, notably the sustainability of the capacities strengthened and 

creating ownership among the institutions involved.  

7.6. Implementation of programming  

Implementation of EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming was supported by available guidance and 

expertise but faced challenges where these were lacking. As stated in the design and preparatory 

steps chapter, the adaptation and adoption of the AVRR SOPs at the national level illustrated how such 

guidance was useful for implementation. All EU-IOM Joint Initiative case study countries included in 

this evaluation used these SOPs as a key foundation for guiding AVRR operations, both for IOM staff 

and IPs. Of note, the SOPs were adopted or integrated into existing guidance in all SLC case study 

countries included in this evaluation. Communication and visibility was another area where existing 

guidance, notably on EU visibility guidelines, supported ROs and COs in setting up and implementing 

their activities in this area. For example, all regions produced a communication and visibility plan along 

with their description of action (i.e. at contract signature).  

By comparison, the related awareness-raising activities were implemented across the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative without common guidance or a strategy. Even though awareness-raising typically needs 

contextualization for messaging and tactics, agreement on priority messages based on prior research 

of effectiveness with different target audiences could have benefited the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

programming according to IOM staff working in this field. A regional awareness raising strategy for 

the SLC region was eventually developed for this purpose.  

The following table sets out the main successful factors, results and challenges encountered in the 

set-up and functioning of EU-IOM Joint Initiative programmatic activities by key activity area (AVRR 

activities are discussed in detail in the next chapter; M&E, reporting and information management are 

discussed in Chapter 9).  

Table 6: Successful factors, results and challenges encountered in each main area of activity under the EU-IOM Joint 
Initiative (excluding AVRR, M&E, reporting, IM) 

Activity area 

Coverage 

Successful factors and results  Challenging factors 

Awareness raising 

All case study countries 

except Mali 

• Awareness raising that 

reached thousands of 

potential migrants  

• Integration in the EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative programming 

• Support and guidance 

provided by RO Dakar 

 

 

• Lack of HQ SOPs and 

guidance  

• Lack of support from HQ 

• Lack of common messaging 

and baseline research 

• “Competing” awareness 

raising activities from other 

IOM projects 

• Confusion between 

communication and visibility 

activities (e.g. perceived as 

 
30 Altai Consulting (November 2019), Op. Cit., p. 26. 
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being the same by some IOM 

staff and beneficiaries) 

Communications and 

visibility  

All case study countries  

• Establishment of 

communication and visibility 

plans  

• Production of common 

communications and 

visibility products (e.g. 

website) 

• Common branding across the 

EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

programming 

• Lack of dedicated staff in COs 

in NoA  

• Confusion with awareness 

raising activities (as above) 

MHPSS 

All case study countries 
• Integration of MHPSS along 

the reintegration process  

• Examples seen of capable 

and competent IPs for 

MHPSS 

• Integration of MHPSS in 

protection activities  

 

• Challenges to meet all 

MHPSS demands 

• Lack of supportive 

government services in 

MHPSS for referrals 

• Provisions for MHPSS unclear 

in programme design  

Protection  

All countries  
• Systems put in place 

affording protection to 

vulnerable groups (e.g. 

children) 

• Collaboration with other 

actors (e.g. UNICEF) and 

national authorities 

• Lack of SOPs and guidance  

• Difficulty to find qualified 

staff  

Migration flow 

monitoring 

All case study countries 

except NoA  

• Production of common and 

comparable migration flow 

data 

• Support from HQ and existing 

field staff (Displacement 

Tracking Mechanism (DTM)) 

• Data appreciated and used 

by stakeholders (e.g. EUDs) 

• Existing SOPs, guidance, and 

systems  

• Challenges of using third 

parties to collect data (and 

ensure data accuracy) 

• Challenges of selecting 

correct locations for flow 

monitoring points  

• Lack of linking and using data 

with EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

programming 

Policy development  

Ethiopia and Nigeria 
• Positive examples seen 

where policy development 

can support operations (i.e. 

inputting into policy 

processes where gaps 

identified in operational 

frameworks) 

• Supportive and collaborative 

government authorities for 

policy development 

• Limited synergies within IOM 

on policy development 

• Lengthy timeline needed to 

support policy development  
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IOM staff and stakeholders were satisfied with the implementation of EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

programming. For the minority, those less satisfied with the EU-IOM Joint Initiative was largely 

linked to the lack of preparation and the challenges seen in reintegration. During the interviews 

conducted for this evaluation, IOM staff were asked to rank their satisfaction with the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative implementation as seen in chart below. The majority of staff were either “very satisfied” (19 

per cent) or “satisfied” (53 per cent) with the implementation.   

Figure 2:  IOM staff satisfaction with the implementation of EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

 
 

Satisfied staff often mentioned the results of EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming, as illustrated by 

the following quotes:   

“EU-IOM Joint Initiative has completely revolutionized our approach based on individuals and 

to push them to be responsible and to get governments to have a role in reintegration.” 

 

“This is the kind of job I want to do, helping people. The programme is designed in a way that 

can give me the freedom to support those in need. Most of the returnees are vulnerable and 

the programme is designed to support them.” 

  

The minority of staff less satisfied (dissatisfied – nine per cent and very dissatisfied – four per cent) 

mentioned issues such as the programme design, lack of preparation and challenging contexts, as 

illustrated by the following quotes:    

“Implementation started before being ready; movements were really coordinated in a messy 

way; non-existence of MiMOSA and M&E mechanisms… SOPs weak …beginning target was 

1,500 migrants and now 14,000 so had to adapt to the change…” 

 

“Some things impossible because of the country context. So many obstacles, not that we 

shouldn’t try to address them, but we need to mitigate the expectations of the donor. IOM 

likes to raise expectations, but the reality is different… should have made sure staff knew what 

was expected and what was coming.” 

External stakeholders were also asked about their level of satisfaction with the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

implementation (although not enough responded for a quantitative analysis). Overall, external 

stakeholders were satisfied with the implementation, as illustrated by the following quotes:  
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“Before the situation with returns was very difficult to manage, returning migrants were not 

received in an organized setting; with this project we have done this, we have a structure for 

arrival and returning migrants are listened to; their aspirations for reintegration are taken into 

account which gives satisfaction overall for this programme.” National government official 

“IOM has done a fantastic job on operations. It was very complicated considering weaknesses 

and available resources in region; IOM has been quick to set up things, of course stronger in 

returns and protection and weaker on reintegration” EU official 

Examples that illustrate less satisfaction with implementation by external stakeholders, include factors 

such as the perceived lack of IOM’s experience in implementing the new approach to reintegration 

and government partner’s lacking implication in the process, as illustrated by the following quotes:  

“On what is IOM core business, meaning return, assistance to migrants returning, it was great. 

On integration, I think this is where IOM may not have been entirely ready at the beginning of 

initiative because it was done before but only on smaller scale. I think this is what remains a 

major challenge for the project.” EU official 

 “For most activities we are invited as participants instead of being co-implementers. Building 

capacity is through being “hands on” which can be developed through co-design and 

implementation of the project.”   National government official. 

The following table describes the successful and challenging factors in setting-up and ensuring 

functioning programmatic activities under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, in addition to the activity areas 

of the previous table.   

Table 7: Successful and challenging factors for the set-up and implementation of programmatic activities under the EU-
IOM Joint Initiative 

Successful factors for the set-up and 

implementation of programmatic activities 

under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

Challenging factors for the set-up and 

implementation of programmatic activities 

under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

• Adaption of processes during surge periods 

to cope with high number of returning 

migrants 

• National steering committees that 

supported the buy-in of governments and 

EUDs 

• Operational committees and working 

groups to support implementation 

• Positive use of partnerships to support 

programming  

• Capacity building supporting mutual 

understand and defining roles 

• Existence of guidance (e.g. AVRR and 

communications) to support 

implementation 

 

• Delays in staffing during surge periods 

• Lack of accelerated support services (e.g. 

recruitment and legal) during surge periods 

and beyond 

• Governance structures working in isolation 

of the sector 

• Limits to cooperating with other actors in 

the sector  

• Challenges to partnerships including quality 

control, ownership, and sustainability 

• Sustainability of the capacities strengthened 

• Lack of SOPs and guidance for activities such 

as on awareness raising to support 

implementation 
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7.7. Lessons learned for the set-up and implementation of programmatic activities 

under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

The following are several key lessons learned that were shared by interviewees for this evaluation:   

Ongoing capacity building and monitoring of partners is needed: "We need continuous capacity 

building and checking the application of training with government partners and IPs." 

Need dedicated quality control of partners: "We need to check if IPs are implementing well – need this 

as a dedicated task of quality control." 

Partnership with the government to facilitate reach: “Partnership with the government is vital because 

we need to be working all over the country, so by involving the government the programme benefited.” 

Involve partners early in programming: “Bringing partners on board even earlier. For example, by 

linking into the child protection network of NGOs and government services that exists.” 

Engage in a more holistic selection process for NGO partners: “Selection process of NGO is a challenge, 

but good practice is engaging entire teams in identification, capacity assessment, engaging finance 

and procurement throughout process to identify the right NGOs that could implement the projects.” 

Partners in place before launch is preferred: “Having partners in place before the surge; if we had built 

structures, we would not have only strengthened what doing with EUTF but also help with other 

projects.” 

Detail roles and responsibilities for IPs from launch: “Documents that detail key roles and 

responsibilities for IPs should be in place from beginning of the project.” 

7.8. Good practices for the set-up and implementation of programmatic activities under 

the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

The following are selected good practices based on the experiences and examples cited by the 

interviewees (location stated in brackets) that could be relevant for the possible next phases of the 

EU-IOM Joint Initiative and/or similar future initiatives:  

• Adopt fast-track processes for migrants arriving during a surge period (Nigeria). 

• Establish operational level working groups of stakeholders to support programme implementation 

(SLC and HoA countries). 

• Integrate IOM SOPs within existing national guidance (Ethiopia and Nigeria). 

• Develop a mitigation strategy for political level turnover by ensuring that technical experts within 

the relevant government units are briefed and involved with the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

programming (Ethiopia).   

• Establish customized methodology and monitoring tools for IP partnerships (Ethiopia).  

7.9. Conclusion and recommendations for the set-up and implementation of 

programmatic activities under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

Conclusion:  The surge of returning migrants from Libya at the end of 2017 stressed an already 

stretched programmatic response. Consequently, delays were encountered in establishing 

partnerships and the necessary governance structures. Nevertheless, the IOM adapted rapidly to this 

surge and was able to receive and assist tens of thousands of returning migrants, which was 

recognized by national governments and the returning migrants themselves as being valuable and 

efficiently carried out by IOM, as described in the next chapter. Once governance structures were 
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established, they encouraged buy-in and involvement from key stakeholders; more operational-level 

working groups were required to complement these structures. Coordination was seen in general as 

having well-functioned, supported by a clear lead at the country-level with the project PMs. It was, 

however, more challenging to coordinate across countries and regions, as well as with RO Brussels 

and HQ. Partnerships and capacity building were both key foundational pillars of the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative programming, yet faced challenges largely linked to sustainability, ownership, and quality 

control. Should the EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming enter a next phase, this presents an 

opportunity for involving existing IPs in its design and conceptualization.  

Recommendations: For a next phase of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative consider gathering the existing 

guidance created by the different COs and ROs for the activity areas to form a common source of 

guidance and information for the next phase (and could possibly be of use for projects beyond EU-

IOM Joint Initiative programming). For future similar initiatives, consider issues of sustainability, 

ownership and quality control for capacity building and partnerships. 

  

8. The New Integrated Approach to Reintegration under the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative 

This chapter provides some initial insights into the piloting/implementation of new integrated 

approach to reintegration under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. 

The new approach to reintegration was piloted in less than ideal conditions (i.e. high numbers of 

returning migrants from Libya) but it did introduce more comprehensive assistance to returning 

migrants that can be further refined and adjusted for future interventions. The EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative was an opportunity for IOM to implement a new approach to migrant voluntary return and 

reintegration. As discussed in the preceding chapters, this new approach was in general welcomed 

and well-appreciated with the issuing of the AVRR SOPs creating solid guidance for IOM and its 

partners. However, the challenging contexts, the unforeseen high numbers of returning migrants from 

Libya in late 2017 and the gaps in preparation by the IOM as described in the previous chapters did 

also create challenges for the overall implementation of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative.  

The voluntary return and post-arrival processes in the EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming, which 

was based on IOM’s extensive experience, were seen as well managed despite the high caseload, 

according to both IOM staff and government officials. This was confirmed by the TPM actor, Altai, in 

SLC with returning migrants and government officials31. The main complaint was the amount of 

immediate post-arrival assistance ("pocket money") as being insufficient. What was new to this 

process, and appreciated by returning migrants, was the more extensive pre-departure and 

immediate counselling and assistance upon return, such as MHPSS and protection support.   

MHPSS and protection support were seen as important additions. A challenge in many countries was 

in referring returning migrants to government (and non-government) support services for various 

reasons beyond the counselling that IOM and partners could provide, as this IOM staff commented:  

“We haven’t been able to put a referral mechanism in place to be able to facilitate the 

reference of migrants that are vulnerable to specialized structures that can provide services 

required.”  

 
31 Altai Consulting (November 2019), Op. Cit. 
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This also highlighted the need for conducting a mapping of functioning services and possibly expanding 

the counselling offered by IOM and partners. Reintegration assistance in this new approach was 

broadened through further psychosocial support and accompanying capacity building with service 

institutions, as this IOM staff commented:   

“Before IOM used to do AVRR in simplistic way; and now the government is fully on board and 

takes into account social and psychosocial parts, for me this is the biggest success of this 

initiative.”  

As detailed in the preceding chapters, the delays seen in receiving assistance and support were 

important for many returning migrants. According to IOM staff interviewed, such delays led to some 

returnees abandoning the reintegration process – a finding also reported on by Altai in the SLC region. 

Economic assistance for individual reintegration focused mainly on providing a financial grant for 

setting up a small business or income generating activity. One challenge highlighted with this approach 

was that it led to orientating returning migrants towards entrepreneurial activities, with many of them 

not necessarily having high business knowledge. It also directed them into a relatively narrow number 

of fields (e.g. catering, sewing, hairdressing, agricultural activities and animal breeding were 

mentioned as the areas being recommended in Cameroon). Furthermore, feedback from HoA and SLC 

evaluations, as well as the TPM32 in the latter region, indicated that the training, support and financial 

grant and goods provided were insufficient to sustain a business in the long-term and needed to 

diversify beyond microbusinesses.  

As a result, IOM in 2020 introduced more comprehensive training and follow-up support with initial 

promising results33.  The same issue on referrals described above for MHPSS and protection was seen 

also for training and job creation opportunities. In addition, IOM had to respect data protection rules 

and principles for referrals, i.e. challenges in sharing details of returning migrants with training or job 

creation projects, even those of other EUTF projects. There was also little coordination in planning 

with other EUTF development projects, such as ensuring that EUTF projects were geographically in the 

same areas and were targeting the same profiles, for instance there was an EUTF job creation project 

that targeted women but the large majority of returning migrants were men.  

The new reintegration approach was also a major move from individual economic reintegration to 

collective and community-based reintegration, covering also social and psychosocial dimensions of 

sustainable reintegration. Prioritizing community reintegration was largely welcomed by stakeholders, 

but not in all countries. For example, in Cameroon, community-based reintegration did not work as 

effectively as the individual or collective approaches to reintegration; this community approach was 

also challenging in Nigeria. Community reintegration involved potential and returning migrants, 

citizens and youth working together in hundreds of community-based projects across the EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative, in collaboration with local authorities, IPs and other stakeholders. The collective 

approach involved returning migrants working together on projects. The following are several 

examples that can illustrate this new approach in practice34:  

• In Guinea, IOM has designed and implemented 25 community-based reintegration projects for 

the benefit of 364 persons (234 returning migrants and 130 community members). These projects 

 
32 Altai Consulting (November 2019), Op. Cit., Maastricht Graduate School of Governance (May 2019), Op. Cit.; IOM (June 
2020), Op. Cit.  
33 For example, March 2020 monitoring data from HoA showed 61 per cent of supported returning migrants believed they 
could sustain their businesses.  
34 References include; interviews with IOM staff and stakeholders; EU-IOM Joint Initiative Flash Reports (various) and IOM 
(July 2020), Biannual Reintegration Report, reporting period: 1 May 2017-31 January 2020, Report #3. 
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included community-based agricultural projects that have successfully generated harvests and 

economic returns since nearly three years.  

• In Mali, IOM facilitated the placement of 72 returnees in private companies in the fields of 

construction, baking and security.  

• In Ethiopia, EUR 18,000 worth of materials was provided for the construction of a cafeteria, a 

children’s playground and a game centre for a youth centre in Halaba, Southern Nations, 

Nationalities, and People's Region. The youth centre was part of a community reintegration 

project aimed at promoting social cohesion between returnees and host community. 

• Together with the Government of the Edo State, Nigeria’s zone with highest rates of returns, a 

pineapple factory was opened, operated by a business cooperative, consisting of some 40 

returning migrants and unemployed youth and indirectly benefiting 250 individuals, their families, 

as well as farmer associations and residents. 

For both collective and community reintegration, a number of challenges were highlighted by IOM 

staff and stakeholders, including: sustainability of the project results; the difficulty to link with broader 

development approaches and initiatives; the lack of trust between returning migrants themselves and 

with the broader community; the challenges to find sufficient returning migrants in the same location; 

and cultural issues (i.e. in countries where collective initiatives are unusual). These challenges were 

also found by the SLC evaluation35. IOM reported taking measures to support sustainability of the 

community projects including aligning projects with government priorities, seeking supplementary 

resources and support from other actors (e.g. governments and World Bank) and building on existing 

assets, infrastructure and resources.    

8.1. Conclusion and recommendations for the new integrated approach to reintegration 

Conclusion:  The new integrated approach to reintegration was piloted in less than ideal conditions, 

considering the surge of returning migrants and a limited time for the inception phase and preparatory 

work. Nevertheless, the new approach was rolled out across the three regions and introduced a more 

comprehensive offer and services for returning migrants that were appreciated by stakeholders and 

the migrants themselves. Should the EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming enter a new phase, it is an 

opportunity to refine further this new integrated approach to reintegration based on the experience 

and learnings of the past three years of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative implementation, as reflected in the 

following recommendation.   

Recommendation: For a next phase of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, IOM should review the 

effectiveness and efficiency of each type of reintegration support (economic, social and psychosocial) 

at the different levels (individual; collective; and community) and adjust their implementation drawing 

from the experience of IOM staff, programming and M&E data (e.g. the forthcoming impact study on 

individual reintegration in HoA, TPM, monitoring data, mid-term and end of project evaluations), in 

addition to existing institutional knowledge (e.g. TDR’s experience with community projects). IOM 

could reflect further on how to capitalize on the experiences of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative in 

reintegration for its global guidance on sustainable reintegration.    

 

 

 

 
35 Ibid. 
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9. Monitoring, Evaluation, Reporting and Learning under the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative 

This chapter assesses monitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning including information and 

knowledge management under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. 

 

9.1. Monitoring and evaluation  

While coordination and implementation of M&E improved over time, initially it was implemented 

in an ad hoc manner across the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. Comprehensive M&E was disadvantaged 

from the onset considering that the EU-IOM Joint Initiative started without an overall M&E strategy, 

framework or plan. The EU-IOM Joint Initiative was launched with country-level contracts in the 13 

SLC countries in which the associated descriptions of actions stated the requirement for a regional 

M&E framework. A regional strategy was produced in August 2017, some six months after most SLC 

countries had commenced activities but its content was high-level and remained in draft format36. 

IOM staff confirmed that SLC countries started M&E with little coordination between them and 

adhering to existing IOM M&E guidance and tools. Some SLC countries reported that they started late 

their detailed M&E activities with delays between six to eighteen months. This was reflected in the 

first SLC Biannual Reintegration Report published in March 2019 in which a full range of M&E data was 

presented for only two countries, the Gambia and Nigeria. For the third report published in July 2020, 

M&E data of all 13 SLC countries was presented illustrating the improvement in M&E capacities over 

time.  

IOM Ethiopia estimated that only 10 per cent of the data collection was carried out by M&E staff while 

90 per cent was completed by IOM colleagues, field collectors and external IPs. All M&E staff reported 

that this required considerable coordination both within IOM and externally, especially as external 

entities could not use the Migrant Management and Operations System Application (MiMOSA), which 

resulted in the conduct of surveys using other tools such as KoBo followed by the import of the data 

into MiMOSA. Further coordination was also necessary for TPM (see below). Although each EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative contract provided for the appointment of between one to two M&E staff per IOM office 

(not including field collectors), IOM offices reported being understaffed for M&E, notably due to the 

range of activities and coordination efforts required. Given the number of actors involved in data 

collection, IOM offices reported issues with data consistency, particularly in importing data into 

MiMOSA (see Information Management section below).     

Over time, the coordination and implementation of M&E activities improved with the support of 

dedicated HQ staff funded by the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. The regions that joined later, HoA and NoA, 

created their own distinct guidance or plans rather than a consolidated approach37, but learned from 

SLC (and vice versa) and adopted some of the same M&E tools or created their own. The use of 

common tools, notably for the AVRR aspect was facilitated by the use across regions of guidance and 

tools provided by IOM Headquarters in March 201838, then embedded in MiMOSA at a later stage. 

Harmonization across log frames and indicators improved within the three regions but still remained 

challenging at the global level according to both IOM and EU staff interviewed. Harmonization was 

less of an issue for migration flow data as existing indicators, tools and systems were used from IOM’s 

well-established Displacement Tracking Matrix, according to IOM staff.  

 
36 See IOM Dakar (August 2017), M&E Strategy EU Trust Fund - 2017 - draft. 
37 See Ibid and IOM Cairo RO (February 2020), EU-IOM JOINT INITIATIVE M&E plan (draft); IOM Nairobi (March 2017), M&E 
Guidance, Horn of Africa.   
38 IOM MPA KMH (March 2018), Guidance Note on M&E for AVR(R) and PARA – draft. 
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The institutional M&E package for AVRR developed by the KMH only covered the monitoring of the 

return and reintegration of individual migrants supported by five survey tools (see table below). To 

respond to other programming aspects, such as capacity building, policy development, 

communication and awareness raising and community-based reintegration activities, complementary 

M&E tools were developed by the different IOM offices with some sharing of these tools but not 

always, in addition to the existing IOM DTM flow monitoring tools and system. This created a broad 

range of tools to use and manage for IOM offices; for example, IOM Cameroon reported having to 

manage 15 different M&E, reporting and DTM tools. The following table illustrates the range of M&E, 

DTM and reporting tools used across EU-IOM Joint Initiative: 

Table 8: M&E, DTM and reporting tools used by IOM for EU-IOM JOINT INITIATIVE (non-exhaustive) 

AVRR Flow monitoring (DTM) Other programming aspects 

• AVR programme 

monitoring survey 

• AVR programme 

satisfaction survey 

• Reintegration programme 

monitoring survey 

• Reintegration programme 

satisfaction survey 

• Reintegration 

sustainability survey 

 

• Flow monitoring 

points  

• Flow monitoring 

surveys 

• Dashboard for 

migration flow 

 

• Stakeholder survey 

• Network monitoring tool 

• Organizational capacity 

assessment tool 

• Awareness raising event 

monitoring tool 

• Template recording research and 

reports produced 

• Capacity building list 

• Referral monitoring tool 

• Community participation tool 

• Pre-training questionnaire 

• Post-training questionnaire 

• Training outcome interview  

• Communications monitoring exit 

survey 

• Communications monitoring daily 

log 

• Communications product tracking 

matrix 

 

TPM was introduced for the EU-IOM Joint Initiative by the EU after its launch. Two service providers 

were contracted directly by the European Union to carry out TPM for all the EUTF projects (of IOM 

and other implementing organizations); Altai Consulting for the SLC and the HoA; and the International 

Centre for Migration Policy Development (ICMPD) for the NoA. Of note, none of the original 

descriptions of actions mentioned the use of TPM; only the top-up descriptions of actions of HoA 

(September 2018) and SLC (March 2019) mentioned TPM and the requirement to supply Altai 

Consulting with quarterly indicator data. For IOM M&E staff, TPM created a significant amount of 

additional and unforeseen work (notably in SLC region). Issues were also identified linked to 

consistency between the two service providers in their approaches and concerns about data privacy 

and accuracy. IOM offices were also involved in facilitating EU Results Orientated Monitoring (ROM) 

visits (e.g. in Burkina Faso, Ethiopia and Nigeria) and were anticipated to support the planned internal 

and external evaluations (one per contract and a mid-term evaluation; 15 in total).  
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The following table illustrates the successful and challenging factors for M&E according to IOM staff 

and other stakeholders interviewed: 

Table 9: Successful and challenging factors for M&E 

Successful for M&E Challenging factors for M&E 

• Implication of IPs, IOM staff and 

government partners in M&E 

• Use of participatory and community-based 

M&E (e.g. in the HoA) 

• Support of EU for M&E 

• Uniform data and trends produced through 

MiMOSA 

• Learning and sharing between IOM 

countries and regions 

• Positive usage of M&E results  

• Data from AVRR surveys allowing cross-

regional and cross-country comparisons 

• Increased capacity of M&E staff 

 

• Lack of M&E strategy and plan at launch 

• Lack of M&E staff in-place at launch 

• Lack of clarity over roles of the TPM 

• Lack of initial coordination between IOM 

offices 

• Late usage of MiMOSA and ability to meet 

all needs 

• Challenges for data verification and data 

sharing 

• Challenges to harmonize tools and 

indicators 

• Accountability to beneficiaries inconsistent 

(more developed in HoA region)  

 

9.2. Reporting 

The quantity and nature of reporting varied across the regions with challenges linked to the timely 

completion and the sourcing of the required data and information. The original descriptions of 

actions in SLC and NoA established the reporting requirement for each contracting IOM office. In most 

cases, this was one quarterly report, regular flash reports and various flow monitoring reports and 

dashboards. In addition, some contracts required annual or biannual reporting, such as the biannual 

reintegration report for SLC. Over time, the IOM suggested monthly flash reports, later confirmed in 

the top-up descriptions of actions of SLC and HoA. All publicly available reports were published on the 

IOM EU-IOM Joint Initiative website: https://migrationjointinitiative.org.  

The quantity and varying nature of reporting across the EU-IOM Joint Initiative was identified as a 

concern by IOM staff of all case study countries included in this evaluation with the monthly flash 

reports (all regions) and migration flow reports (SLC) being the most challenging to produce, mostly 

due to the difficulties to collect and compile the required data in the monthly timeframe. This also 

reflected the EU’s diverging approach in each of the three regions and differing needs of EUDs, which 

resulted in varying demands on the different IOM offices. Some IOM field offices thought this could 

have been better managed by RO Brussels. The use of different formats and timing was also 

challenging for RO Brussels in their review role. The European Union also emphasized frustration with 

IOM’s inability to produce consistent and regular (on-time) reporting in the first years of the EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative. The EU was also under pressure from Member States (MS) to produce results-based 

data and reporting on the EUTF in general.   

The reporting process improved over time in terms of consistency and timeliness according to both 

IOM and EU staff interviewed. For example, for the monthly flash reports, SLC introduced a customized 

SharePoint application with a workflow and template, to be completed monthly by participating IOM 

offices that was then reviewed by RO Dakar and RO Brussels. However, given the regional differences 

in terms of format, timing and content, HQ encouraged and supported efforts to provide an overall 

picture of EU-IOM Joint Initiative results available in 2020. Issues were also raised by IOM staff about 

https://migrationjointinitiative.org/
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correlating statistical reporting with financial information (financial reporting is discussed in Chapter 

6.4).  

Although reporting against log frame indicators was done at the regional and country levels and found 

in external and donor reporting (such as the quarterly reports, interim annual reports for the HoA or 

AVRR data in flash reports), it would have been useful to have an overview of progress against the EU-

IOM Joint Initiative’s objectives overall at the global level, compiled, per country, region, globally 

and/or thematically.   

The following table illustrates the successful and challenging factors for reporting according to IOM 

staff and other stakeholders interviewed: 

 Table 10: Successful and challenging factors for reporting 

Successful factors for reporting Challenging factors for reporting 

• Clear workflow for reporting (in later years) 

• Availability of most reporting publicly  

• Positive usage of IOM reporting (see 

examples below) 

 

• Unclear guidance on reporting needs 

• Lack of consistency in reporting across 

regions 

• Lateness of reporting 

• Inability to use MiMOSA data initially 

• Inability to provide overall picture of EU-

IOM Joint Initiative results against its 

objectives 

      

9.3. Learning from M&E and reporting 

Although M&E results were used inconsistently across the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, positive examples 

demonstrate that they were used to adapt and improve EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming and 

beyond. In several IOM offices, such as Guinea, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Libya and Nigeria, the M&E staff 

reported having regular discussions (both formal and informal) with EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

programming staff to review the implications of the M&E results.  Examples of using M&E results to 

improve EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming included:  

• In Cameroon, the M&E results showed that reintegration was being conducted mainly in the 

informal sector where it was a challenge to trace and register businesses. This was raised with the 

steering committee, with requests for proposals and adaptions submitted to the Ministry for 

Small-Medium-sized Enterprises and EU-IOM Joint Initiative activities also to be adapted 

accordingly.   

• In Ethiopia, the Reintegration Sustainability Survey’s social dimension score findings were shared 

with local and regional governments to encourage them to address some of the issues in their 

social service programming.  

• In Ethiopia, Sudan and Somalia, M&E results and recommendations were reviewed by the EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative teams on a quarterly basis, allowing them to adapt approaches and activities.  

• In Libya, the M&E results were discussed with the IOM staff and the key issues identified for 

adapting the EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming.   

Participatory approaches also provided positive examples in the use of M&E results. For example, 

annual participatory programme monitoring meetings were held with returnees and community 

members in Djibouti, Ethiopia, Somalia and Sudan. During these meetings, M&E survey results were 

shared and verified with beneficiaries and key stakeholders to assess whether they were 
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representative, with consensus sought on improving EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming that were 

followed up through internal quarterly M&E review meetings at the country level.  

Despite the issues of consistency and reporting timeliness, stakeholders commented that reporting 

was useful and used. For example, government officials in Cameroon and Ethiopia appreciated 

receiving the monthly updates to keep themselves and colleagues informed. Both country and 

Brussels-based EU staff commented that there was a high interest in regular and timely information 

about the EU-IOM Joint Initiative results, with several specifically mentioning the reintegration results 

as key. Country-based EU staff found particularly useful the migration flow data and dashboards, that 

they then shared at higher levels (e.g. ambassadors and MS). According to both EU and IOM staff, the 

Coordination and Reporting Committee biannual meetings with MS were opportunities to present 

results and respond to questions from MS. However, a number of stakeholders also raised the 

challenge with timeliness of reporting, as highlighted by the following interviewee:  

“What made it difficult to follow up on was that reports were always delayed, reading a report 

which was on activities of six months before, it was sometimes difficult to say this is what you 

should have done to better plan for the next year” EUD official 

9.4. Information Management  

Information Management (IM) was a mixture of decentralized and centralized tools and systems 

implying some positive practices but also limitations. IM included a number of elements such as the 

management of the M&E beneficiary data, migration flow data, reporting information and resulting 

products and project documentation. There was no identified IM strategy or plan, either as a stand-

alone or integrated within the descriptions of actions at the global, regional and/or country level.    

The Information Management structure was a mixture of decentralized and centralized systems and 

tools. The decentralized aspects mainly involved the use of the KoBo survey application or Excel to 

collect AVRR data and stocking it locally/offline in Excel, in addition to monitoring results of other 

programming aspects such as capacity building, community-based reintegration, policy development, 

communication and awareness raising.  Use of Excel lessened with the use of MiMOSA but not 

completely. Centralized systems used included existing migration flow tools (of DTM), SharePoint and 

MiMOSA. The IOM project management system, PRIMA, was not used for EU-IOM Joint Initiative as 

not fully in place during most of the implementation period (the IOM financial management system, 

PRISM, is discussed under Chapter 6.4).   

The integration of institutional M&E tools for AVRR within MiMOSA occurred some 18 months after 

the launch of the programme. Prior to using MiMOSA, SLC countries mainly used Excel to stock 

collected data or other databases/systems, e.g. Migrant Assistance Registration System (MARS) 

(Niger) and BTS (Mali).  

MiMOSA was a main pillar of IM with its functionalities for the return movements available at the 

launch of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, but a substantial upgrade was required for reintegration aspects 

that were introduced later, compounded by staff shortages or temporary staff in place that needed to 

be trained to use MiMOSA. As described above, this implied that parallel systems were created in 

Excel, which then needed to be transferred to the MiMOSA system, resulting in increased workloads 

and a decrease in data accuracy. For example, IOM Nigeria spoke of inputting up to 14,000 individual 

cases into MiMOSA.  

Other obstacles for using MiMOSA raised by staff included language (as only available in English and 

the later addition of a Mobile App with limited functionalities in English, French and Spanish); inability 

to use it in field locations; access (not available to non-IOM staff and challenging and delays to register 
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for access of IOM staff – up to two months reported by some IOM staff); difficulty to extract content 

for reporting; and inability to adapt the systems and tools for local contexts, such as the AVRR surveys. 

These points were also confirmed by the TPM and 2020 Evaluation of Reintegration Activities in the 

Sahel and Lake Chad region39.   

SharePoint was used across the EU-IOM Joint Initiative and its application was reported as increasing 

as the programming developed, according to IOM staff interviewed. SharePoint was used locally for 

stocking guidance and tools in addition to specific processes, varying from country to country. 

SharePoint was also used to share information between regions; for example, IOM Cairo was able to 

view and access guidance and tools developed by SLC and HoA, which supported their development 

of the same.      

IOM staff found that migration flow tools, such as surveys and dashboards, were consistent and 

harmonized (e.g. across SLC), also considering that DTM activities were already established in the 

region. However, some IOM offices (e.g. Cameroon and Nigeria) raised concerns about the accuracy 

of the data collected at Flow Monitoring Points where external third parties were used. Data accuracy 

was also identified as a concern for the AVRR surveys, which relied on IOM staff or data collectors 

collecting data at the field level on paper/tablets and exporting the data to Excel and subsequently 

importing it into MiMOSA (when available).   

The implementation of IM meant that virtually all IOM staff was interacting with some IM aspects, 

either by entering data from AVRR surveys or using a SharePoint process. IOM staff specializing in IM 

commented that IOM staff had a limited understanding of the role of IM for their own work and the 

EU-IOM Joint Initiative in general, in addition to limited internet access in some IOM offices (e.g. SLC). 

This meant that training and briefings were required to address issues such as data privacy and 

accuracy. Although IM staffing was generally considered to be sufficient, some countries needed to 

create specialized IM posts (e.g. Nigeria and HoA) or positions remained unfilled. All offices in SLC 

reported a need to employ temporary staff to input data into MiMOSA.  

9.5. Knowledge Management  

Knowledge management (KM) was considered an under-developed area for EU-IOM Joint Initiative. 

Although there was general consensus among IOM staff that the EU-IOM Joint Initiative had produced 

a considerable amount of guidance, communication products, M&E results, dashboards and reports, 

investment in fostering the management and sharing of knowledge was still seen as lacking. Similar to 

M&E and IM, there was no global KM plan or strategy attached to the Joint Initiative. The Geneva-

based KM Hub (KMH) provided support to the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, notably through: the 

development of guidance tools (e.g. SOPs and M&E tools, MiMOSA’s upgraded reintegration module); 

contributions to processes (development of a referral mechanism for EU MS to be able to refer cases 

to the Joint Initiative for post-arrival and reintegration support); technical M&E support; thematic 

support to help strengthen communication, outreach and reporting (revision of reports and 

deliverables drafted by third parties for commissioned studies relating to community assessments and 

labour market assessments). The Knowledge Management Hub also provides and shares good 

practices identified in the field in terms of sustainable reintegration, organizes webinars on AVRR, and 

manages the return and reintegration platform. The platform is a one-stop shop for resources on 

voluntary return and reintegration that brings together practitioners and policymakers (e.g. share 

knowledge and experience via the online groups under community page to discuss issues such as M&E 

of voluntary return and reintegration programmes - https://returnandreintegration.iom.int/en). 

 
39 TPM report: Altai Consulting (November 2019), Op. Cit. p. 48. IOM (June 2020), Op. Cit., p. 36. 

https://returnandreintegration.iom.int/en
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External stakeholders interviewed thought that the Organization could do more to capitalize on its 

knowledge and learnings through further sharing both within IOM and externally. This point was also 

raised by the TPM:  

“As a UN agency with a convening and normative role and lead organization in the 

reintegration space, IOM has a particular role to play in this regard. With its broad presence 

across countries at local, national, regional and global levels, and given its considerable 

experience and the range of stakeholders it works with, IOM has strong comparative 

advantages to become a knowledge broker through evidence generation activities and 

knowledge sharing.”40 

The following table illustrates successful and challenging factors for IM and KM according to IOM staff 

and other stakeholders interviewed: 

Table 11: Successful and challenging factors for IM and KM 

Successful factors for IM and KM Challenging factors for IM and KM 

• Usage of existing DTM tools and systems  

• Usage of MiMOSA across the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative (although late) 

• Use of SharePoint processes  

• Use of SharePoint for sharing and learning 

 

• Absence of IM and KM strategies/plans 

• Late usage of MiMOSA for reintegration 

• Development of incompatible local tools 

and data management systems (often in 

Excel) 

• Inability to adapt AVRR questionnaires in 

MiMOSA 

• Issues of data accuracy  

• Lack of confidentiality (no specific M&E 

access level, so accountability tools are not 

linked to specific roles and responsibilities) 

• Lack of IOM staff awareness of IM roles 

 

9.6. Lessons learned for M&E, reporting, learning, Information Management and 

Knowledge Management 

The following are key lessons learned that were shared by interviewees for this evaluation: 

Secure resources for M&E: “Funding earmarked for M&E enabled IOM to do a lot of M&E” 

Integrate M&E early: "The need to take into account and integrate M&E from the beginning." 

Frequent structured and coordinated monitoring: "Frequency of monitoring is very important for 

implementing a project, it needs to be structured and coordinated." 

Strategic reflection on using partners for M&E: "Using partner organization for M&E needs to be more 

strategically thought about." 

Presenting monitoring data to beneficiaries and stakeholders: "Presenting the monitoring data to 

beneficiaries and stakeholders separately to discuss results and findings and how to interpret and what 

can do to improve." 

 
40 Altai Consulting (November 2019), Op. Cit., p. 49. 
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Importance of accountability to beneficiaries: "The importance of registering all complaints and 

suggestions from beneficiaries have made for better accountability towards them." 

Stakeholders involvement in M&E: "Involvement of government and civil society actors guarantee 

better success of M&E activities and the project more generally." 

Staff informed of reporting requirements at launch: "When starting a project all staff need to 

understand the project being implemented and are informed on reporting aspects that are important." 

Vision of treating information and data at launch: "The team needs to have the same vision in terms 

of treating information/data at project launch." 

Understanding of indicators important for reporting: "Lack of harmonization in terms of understanding 

of the indicators poses problems at the level of reporting." 

9.7. Good practices for M&E, reporting, learning, Information Management and 

Knowledge Management 

The following are selected good practices based on the experiences and examples cited by 

interviewees (location stated in brackets) that could be relevant for possible next phases of EU-IOM 

Joint Initiative and/or similar initiatives: 

• Create SOPs for key IM processes, in this case data inputting into MiMOSA that are then shared 

across regions and countries. Rather than designed centrally, the SOPs were based on the 

experience of data inputting at the field level (RO Nairobi).  

• Establish a consolidated log frame that sets out key indicators and monitors them annually; with 

monitoring also for country-level log frames facilitating comparison (ROs Nairobi, Dakar and 

Cairo). 

• Set-up a regional SharePoint to facilitate monthly reporting for all countries, including validation 

steps for the RO and RO Brussels (SLC).  

• Adopt a common approach for participatory M&E across a region through participatory 

programme monitoring meetings (HoA).  

• Involve government through joint monitoring visits (Somalia). 

• Develop a specific monitoring approach and methodology for IPs (Ethiopia).  

• Establish partnerships with universities for data collection (Ethiopia). 

• Integrate M&E support and buy-in with government partners through an M&E sub-committee of 

the project steering committee (Nigeria) 

9.8. Conclusion and recommendations for M&E, reporting, learning, Information 

Management and Knowledge Management 

Conclusion:  M&E and IM both lacked a common approach, strategy, and plan at the launch of the EU-

IOM Joint Initiative. Reporting varied considerably from region to region and was a difficult task to 

carry out. Even with the progress seen, three years after the initial launch, the M&E guidance and 

strategy still varies in each region (or window). Some key AVRR data are now standardized and 

comparable thanks to the development of the institutional M&E indicators, tools and guidance notes 

for AVRR activities. Yet, the late implementation of MiMOSA for reintegration has resulted in 

challenges in terms of the quality of the indicator data available. The challenges faced in establishing 
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an overall cohesive and harmonized M&E approach was also seen globally for the EUTF which was 

commented on by the European Court of Auditors41.    

Recommendation:  For a next phase of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative develop common strategies and 

plans for M&E, reporting and KM across the three regions drawing from the extensive experience of 

the past three years. For future similar initiatives, ensure that such strategies and plans for M&E, 

reporting and KM are developed during the inception phase (and if feasible, for reporting in the 

conceptualization phase to be included in the contractual arrangements).  

 

10.  Summary of conclusions and recommendations 

10.1 Overall Conclusion  

The EU-IOM Joint Initiative, which established and piloted IOM’s new integrated approach to 

reintegration, has supported nearly 100,000 returning migrants to Africa to date. Initial feedback from 

stakeholders and returning migrants in this evaluation has indicated that this new approach is better 

able to meet the economic, social and psychosocial needs of returning migrants than previous 

approaches.   

In terms of its set-up and implementation, the Joint Initiative faced challenges in its preparation and 

could have benefited from more comprehensive and extensive consultations to inform its conceptual 

development and implementation. The IOM had to adapt its processes and scale up rapidly, which it 

was able to do despite staffing shortages and the unanticipated high number of returning migrants. 

This is a credit to the dedication and adaptability of the hundreds of IOM staff and IPs involved in the 

implementation of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative. The main findings of this process evaluation also 

correspond to results documented in other evaluations, audits and TPM; many of the points discussed 

in the report have also already been raised in IOM senior management discussions and some of the 

weaknesses already addressed. 

There was a recognition by IOM staff and management that coordination and accountability for the 

management of the Initiative needed to be strengthened. Whereas some solutions were identified to 

address some of the challenges encountered, these have yet to be implemented.   

    10.2 Recommendations  

Negotiation and Conceptualization: For a next phase of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, IOM should 

consider to what extent the existing research findings, as well as M&E exercises conducted in the past 

three years of implementation could be used to inform negotiation and conceptualization of the next 

phase of the Initiative. For future initiatives of similar size and scale, the Organization should invest in 

supporting concerted efforts to develop a concept based on an extended consultative approach 

whenever possible. This could involve making available the necessary resources (financial and staff) 

to be deployed in the form of a temporary multi-disciplinary team that is assigned clear responsibilities 

and deliverables (e.g. the concept) and working under a specific unit, whether in HQ or at an RO. 

 
41  “The plethora of information and monitoring systems means there is no single, comprehensive overview of the results 
achieved by the EUTF for Africa as a whole.”  European Court of Auditors (2018), Op. Cit. p. 27.  
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Design and Preparatory Steps: For a next phase of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, IOM should request 

that contractual arrangements be set at the regional rather than at the country level, keeping however 

sufficient flexibility to address specific situations faced by countries of origin. For future similar 

initiatives, IOM should ensure that an inception phase of six months is put in place and to reconsider 

how needs assessments are designed and implemented in collaboration with governments and 

partners to best meet the existing information gaps.  

Set-up and Functioning in IOM Offices:  For a next phase of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, IOM should 

introduce a central coordinator role, either as a post and/or steering committee as already agreed 

upon.  For future similar initiatives, IOM should consider reviewing staff planning and recruitment and 

planning to ensure that the positions can be filled as quickly as possible (considering a surge staff 

roster system, similar for instance to what IOM uses in emergencies if not already used) and by 

candidates with the appropriate skills and languages (this was mentioned in interviews as already 

under consideration). 

Set-up and Implementation of Programmatic Activities: For a next phase of the EU-IOM Joint 

Initiative consider gathering the existing guidance created by the different COs and ROs for the activity 

areas to form a common source of guidance and information for the next phase (and could possibly 

be of use for projects beyond EU-IOM Joint Initiative programming). For future similar initiatives, 

consider issues of sustainability, ownership and quality control for capacity building and partnerships.   

New Approach to Reintegration: For a next phase of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, IOM should review 

the effectiveness and efficiency of each type of reintegration support (economic, social and 

psychosocial) at the different levels (individual, collective and community) and adjust their 

implementation drawing from the experience of IOM staff, programming and M&E data (e.g. the 

forthcoming impact study on individual reintegration in HoA, TPM, monitoring data, mid-term and 

end of project evaluations).  IOM could reflect further on how to capitalize on the experiences of the 

EU-IOM Joint Initiative in reintegration for its global guidance on sustainable reintegration.    

M&E, Reporting, Learning and Knowledge Management under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative: For a next 

phase of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative develop common strategies and plans for M&E, reporting and KM 

across the three regions drawing from the extensive experience of the past three years. For future 

similar initiatives, ensure that such strategies and plans for M&E, reporting and KM are developed 

during the inception phase (and if feasible, for reporting in the conceptualization phase to be included 

in the contractual arrangements). 
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Annex 1 

 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

A Process Evaluation of IOM’s Institutional Response to Implementing the EU-

IOM Joint Initiative for Migrant Protection and Reintegration 

November 2019 

1. Background 

Recent years have seen a rise in complex and mixed migratory flows, driven by a number of factors, 

including fleeing from conflict, natural disasters or deteriorated environmental conditions, and the 

desire to enjoy better living conditions abroad. At the same time, these flows have also resulted in an 

increased number of migrants returning to their countries of origin due to factors such as the lack of 

legal status, the desire to start a new life back home, or the impossibility to continue their migration 

journey. Return can take place on a voluntarily basis or through a forced return procedure, after which 

migrants may find themselves in vulnerable situations and in need of support in their countries of 

origin. The process of migrant re-inclusion (i.e. reintegration) in their society of origin can be 

challenging for some migrants that may not have the social or financial resources necessary to start a 

new life once back home. With sustainable reintegration being a complex, multidimensional process, 

a holistic, integrated and needs-based approach is required that considers the various factors 

impacting the process (e.g., economic, social and psychosocial) across individual, community and 

structural dimensions. 

Managing return effectively and enhancing the chances of sustainable reintegration are key parts of 

well-founded and comprehensive migration management. These two issues have emerged as 

priorities for a variety of actors involved in migration governance. At the global level, the New York 

Declaration for Refugees and Migrants recognized the urgent need to address return and improve 

international cooperation. The Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration (GCM), the 

Migration Policy Framework for Africa and Plan of Action (2018-2030) and the European Agenda on 

Migration similarly call for increased international cooperation and support for reintegration. 

The African Union (AU), the European Union (EU) and the International Organization for Migration 

(IOM) have been collaborating to this end over the last few years. In November 2015, the Valletta 

Summit on Migration brought together European and African Heads of State and Government to 

strengthen cooperation and address the current challenges and opportunities of migration. In support 

of the Joint Valletta Action Plan, the EU-IOM Joint Initiative (EU-IOM JI) for Migrant Protection and 

Reintegration was launched in December 2016 and now collaborates with 26 African countries in the 

Sahel and Lake Chad, Horn of Africa and North of Africa regions. The aim of the EU-IOM JI is to ensure 

that migration is safer, more informed and better governed for both migrants and their communities 

by:  

• Improving protection, providing direct assistance and enabling the assisted voluntary return 

(AVR) of migrants stranded along the migration routes (protection and voluntary return 

assistance), 

• Supporting the reintegration process of returning migrants in an integrated approach that 

addresses economic, social and psychosocial dimensions and which fosters the inclusion of 

communities of return (reintegration support), 
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• Enabling migrants and potential migrants to make informed decisions about their migratory 

journey and sensitize their communities on migration (information and awareness raising), 

• Strengthening migration data on migratory movements, as well as on needs and 

vulnerabilities of migrants in order to support evidence-based policies and programme design 

(migration data collection and analysis), 

• Strengthening capacities of state and non-state actors in protection and migration 

governance (capacity building), and 

• Contributing to the stabilization of communities at risk by revitalizing the local economy, 

improving access to basic socio-economic infrastructures, and attempting to strengthen social 

cohesion (community stabilization).  

Activities supporting the EU-IOM JI objectives are funded by the EU (over EUR 364 million) through 

the EU Emergency Trust Fund for Africa (EUTF). 

Given the innovative approach underpinning the EU-IOM JI activities, particularly the reintegration 

assistance, along with the Initiative constituting a significant proportion of IOM funding, it is important 

that IOM’s performance and collaboration with EU and participating Member States be examined, in 

particular its delivery on the contractual commitments taken and effectiveness of the institutional 

response provided by IOM as a whole. It is against this background that the present process evaluation 

will be conducted to examine how the IOM is responding institutionally to implement the EU-IOM JI 

activities within and across the three target regions (Sahel and Lake Chad, North Africa and the Horn 

of Africa, see Annex 1).  

2. Objective and focus of the evaluation 

The process evaluation of IOM’s institutional response to implementing the EU-IOM JI for Migrant 

Protection and Reintegration was included in the OIG biennial evaluation plan for 2019-2020, 

following a proposal from the Migrant Protection and Assistance (MPA) Division of IOM’s Department 

of Migration Management (DMM). The main objective of the evaluation is to assess the internal 

dynamics of IOM as the implementing organization of the EU-IOM JI, namely the policy instruments 

and programme delivery mechanisms used, its management practices (including on human resources 

mobilization) and the linkages among these, including the Organization’s relationship with the donor. 

The analysis will be informed by a process evaluation approach. Accordingly, the evaluation will review 

both the operational and institutional implementation of the EU-IOM JI with an aim to take forward 

key good practices, lessons learned and recommendations in the eventuality that the EU-IOM JI is 

extended and / or for future related efforts.  

The target audience for this evaluation includes IOM management, IOM staff involved in the EU-IOM 

JI at the Headquarters (HQ), the Regional Offices (ROs, particularly Brussels, Dakar, Nairobi and Cairo), 

the Country Offices (COs), the donor (EU) and Member States. 

3. Scope of the Evaluation 

The evaluation will be conducted by OIG and will cover the period from December 2016 to September 

2019 (34 of 36 months). 

The evaluation will analyze IOM’s efforts through the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD) / Development Assistance Committee (DAC) criteria of relevance, effectiveness 

and efficiency. This evaluation is not intended to look at the impact and sustainability of the activities 

implemented under the EU-IOM JI, especially as these will be covered through the planned mid-term 
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and / or final project evaluations. Rather, the evaluation will map out and assess the systems, 

processes and tools put in place to ensure performance and achievement of the results. 

In line with the objective and focus detailed in the previous section, the evaluation will answer the 

following questions: 

Operational set-up and implementation 

1. Relevance of the EU-IOM JI activities implemented in the field to IOM’s mandate: what is / are 

IOM’s role(s)? Who decided / decides on what to do, where and when? Are activities 

operational and / or strategic? Are the EU-IOM JI areas of intervention relevant to IOM’s 

mandate? 

2. Relevance of IOM contributions, including but not limited to the HQ Departments, the ROs 

and the COs that participated in the set-up and implementation of the EU-IOM JI: who did 

what, when (sequence) and why in setting up and implementing the EU-IOM JI activities? 

What are lessons learned and good practices regarding what was done, by whom, when and 

why? 

3. Effectiveness and efficiency of communication and collaboration efforts between the HQ 

Departments, ROs and COs for planning, implementing and managing programme activities: 

who communicates and collaborates with whom and how? Which communication and 

collaboration efforts have resulted in productive results and which have led to negative 

consequences? Were any steps identified to address the negative consequences and if so, 

were these acted upon? 

4. Effectiveness of the IOM managerial structure in place for the different envelopes (country 

project managers with regional coordination in Dakar, Nairobi and Cairo, donor liaison in 

Brussels and thematic support in HQ): has this worked well? What have been the 

shortcomings? What should have been done differently? 

5. Effectiveness of starting and scaling up activities and piloting a new approach to reintegration: 

Who did what, when and how? What are lessons learned and good practices for the future 

piloting of new approaches and starting and scaling up activities?    

6. Effectiveness in sharing information on the set-up (communication protocol) and in 

elaborating key strategic guidance (intervention strategy, standard operating procedures 

(SOPs) and country plans), including decision owners for informing the implementation: who 

led what and how? What strategic and operational guidance documents were developed, how 

and by whom? Were the strategic guidance documents used, by whom, when, where and with 

what results? 

7. Relevance and effectiveness in responding to daily emerging needs and requests from the 

field, donor, media and Member States (both expected and unexpected): who responded, 

when and how? What are lessons learned and good practices for responding to daily emerging 

needs and requests (both expected and unexpected)?  

8. Effectiveness in moving from discussions to effective action: who acted upon discussions, 

when and how? What are the lessons learned and good practices for implementing action 

points? 

9. Effectiveness in prioritizing activities to target groups’ needs: Were needs assessments 

conducted and priorities identified to determine what should be done first and what can be 
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delayed? When and who decided? Did the activities implemented correspond to the identified 

needs of the target groups? 

10. Effectiveness of collaboration with external partners, especially national and local 

government counterparts and NGOs, and of setting up clear working agreements and 

Memorandums of Understanding (MoUs): who discussed what, with whom and how (formal 

/ informal, voluntary / mandatory)? Which collaboration efforts led to productive results? 

Which collaboration efforts led to any negative consequences?    

11. Relevance and effectiveness of coordination with complementary projects / initiatives: What 

other projects / initiatives have been implemented in support of / in parallel to the 

implementation of the EU-IOM JI? What worked and what did not work in coordinating the 

set-up and implementation of the JI and complementary projects / initiatives? 

Monitoring and evaluation 

12. Effectiveness in monitoring and reporting on operations, including collaboration with the 

donor and governments, the state of development and use of IT tools such as MiMOSA and 

PRIMA and in organizing evaluations: who manages, monitors and evaluates the EU-IOM JI 

operations? When and how are monitoring and evaluation activities carried out? Are the M&E 

resources (human and financial) sufficient and appropriate? What are M&E lessons learned 

and good practices? 

13. Effectiveness of integrating monitoring and evaluation findings, including lessons learned, 

good practices and recommendations back into operational responses: who, when and how 

are monitoring and evaluation (M&E) findings used to inform programmatic activities? Are 

results disseminated with donors and other key stakeholders? What, if any, feedback has been 

received on the part of donors and other key stakeholders? 

Financial set-up and management 

14. Effectiveness of the collaboration and information sharing between the HQ, ROs and COs and 

within the ROs and COs for assessing the financial needs, preparing budgets and coordinating 

the strategy for the use of resources for the start-up and continuation of programmatic 

activities: who did / does what, when (sequence) and why? What are lessons learned and 

good practices? 

15. Effectiveness and efficiency in using financial resources for the start-up of operations and 

implementation of activities, including the roles of the ROs and COs, the IOM department(s) 

in charge of resources management and the MPA division: who did / does what, when 

(sequence) and why? What are lessons learned and good practices? 

16. Effectiveness in sharing information for financial control, reporting and regular financial 

management internally, and effectiveness in communicating with donors for accountability, 

follow-up: who did / does what, when (sequence) and why? What are lessons learned and 

good practices? 

17. Effectiveness and functionality of IT tools for financial management and reporting (PRISM): 

who uses PRISM and when? 

18. Effectiveness of the use of indirect costs / overhead to support EU-IOM JI implementation.  

Administrative set-up 

19. Effectiveness of the human resources management response in providing qualified staff 

(internal, external recruitments, short and long-term travel on duty (TDY), short-term 
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assignments (STAs), partial contribution from staff from departments and field offices) and in 

establishing clear ToRs and decision-making profiles. 

20. Effectiveness of the human resources management response in preparing staffing plans and 

in collaborating with other HQ departments, ROs and COs for staff recruitment, including 

insurances and security clearances: Were staffing plans developed? If so, by whom and were 

these employed? Were major gaps (expected and unexpected) identified and a response to 

correct them implemented? 

21. Effectiveness in providing deployment briefings, specific training such as for a rapid use of 

IOM IT tools (PRISM, PRIMA and MiMOSA) and on major IOM rules, regulations, and 

guidelines: who did / does what and when (sequence)? What are lessons learned and good 

practices? 

22. Effectiveness in organizing the set-up of offices and their continued functioning, including the 

purchase and delivery of IT equipment and furniture, vehicles, insurance and other material. 

The analysis will not cover the procurements in the framework of the operations, but rather 

who decides what for purchasing.  

Ethical values 

23. Relevance of addressing issues of code of conduct, ethical values, representation guidance 

and discipline in the set-up and implementation by providing basic guidance to the staff 

deployed. This also includes effectiveness in selecting qualified staff in terms of protection of 

migrants, cultural specificities and other similar concerns and who is responsible for what in 

such a field. 

24. Effectiveness of the systems put in place for guaranteeing the application of ethical standards 

in engaging with the targets groups of the EU-IOM JI such as the voluntariness of returns. 

4. Methodology and Timeframe 

A documentation review will be conducted to answer some of the key questions raised and to identify 

the internal structures, processes, tools and programmatic approaches to implementing and 

managing the EU-IOM JI activities in the target countries and regions. In addition, individual 

interviews, focus groups discussions and process mapping exercises will be conducted with relevant 

IOM staff at various levels at the HQ, ROs (Brussels, Dakar, Cairo and Nairobi), and COs (Libya and a 

select number of case studies). For the case studies (Guinea, Mali, Nigeria and Cameroon for the Sahel 

and Lake Chad region, and Ethiopia, Somalia and possibly Sudan for the Horn of Africa region), external 

partners will be interviewed, consisting of national and local government counterparts, UN agencies, 

donors and NGOs. Likewise, individual interviews and / or focus groups will be conducted with 

beneficiaries, to the extent possible, for the selected case studies. The envisioned interviews and focus 

groups will be discussed with MPA / DMM. 

The interviews will be carried out face-to-face and where necessary by phone / Skype or electronically 

via email. Interviewees’ inputs will be fully confidential. Field visits will focus on individual and group 

interviews and the process mapping exercises. Observations of the office set-up, namely the 

structures and processes in place and the use of tools and the programmatic approaches employed 

for implementing the EU-IOM JI activities will also be conducted.  

The use of four data collection tools (documentation review, interviews, process mapping, field 

observations) will also help with triangulating the information collected, thereby increasing the 
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reliability of the findings, lessons learned, good practices identified and recommendations that will be 

presented in the final evaluation report. 

A draft report will be sent to participating HQ departments and divisions, ROs and COs for feedback. 

The report will consider all feedback received and be finalized as soon as possible after the deadline 

for receiving comments.  

The evaluation is expected to start mid-October 2019 and a draft report should be made available in 

April 2020. OIG will cover the budget for the evaluation and will be responsible for the overall 

implementation of the exercise.  
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Annex 2 

 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS 

 

External EU-IOM Joint Initiative documents:  

IOM, EU-IOM Joint Initiative, Flash Report, various months. 

IOM, Biannual Reintegration Report, reporting period: 1 May 2017-31 January 2020, Reports #1, #2, 

#3. 

Evaluation reports and Third Party monitoring:  

Altai Consulting (November 2019), Regional Synthesis Report No. 1. EUTF for Africa, Third-Party 

Monitoring and Learning Mechanism (TPML) for Sahel and Lake Chad. 

IOM (June 2020), Evaluation of Reintegration Activities in the SLC region. 

Maastricht Graduate School of Governance (May 2019), Mid Term Review of EU-IOM Joint Initiative 

for Migrant Protection and Reintegration in the Horn of Africa. 

Internal documents:  

IOM (19 July 2016), IOM proposal for a common project approach: Supporting reintegration in 

priority partnership countries (Ethiopia, Niger, Nigeria, Mali and Senegal). 

IOM (February 2017), EUTF - Description de l'action. 

IOM (2017), Guidance Note on Adaptation of the Framework SOPs on AVRR to National Contexts.           

IOM Nairobi (March 2017), M&E Guidance, Horn of Africa.   

IOM RO Dakar (August 2017), M&E Strategy EU Trust Fund - 2017 - draft. 

IOM (August 2017), EU-IOM External Actions to Support Migrant Protection and Reintegration of 

Returnees, Framework Standard Operating Procedures for AVRR, Version 1.0. Draft. 

IOM MPA KMH (March 2018), Guidance Note on M&E for AVR(R) and PARA – draft. 

IOM (2018), IOM Senior Management Meeting on the EU-IOM Joint Initiative for Migrant Protection 

and Reintegration, 7-8 May 2018, Brussels. 

IOM (2019), Inception phase report to the European Union, EU-IOM Initiative for Migrant Protection 

and Reintegration in North Africa. 

IOM, RO Cairo (2019), Agenda, Regional Launch and Planning Workshop. Introducing the EU–IOM 

Joint Initiative for Migrant Protection and Reintegration in North of Africa, 9-12 September 2019. 

IOM Cairo RO (February 2020), EU-IOM JOINT Initiative M&E plan (draft). 

IOM (April 2020), Standard Operating Procedures for overhead Procurement and Payment Process 

Specific to Reintegration Assistance in West and Central Africa Region. 
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IOM (undated), Terms of Reference, IOM-EU Trust Fund for Africa Policy Liaison, Communication & 

Coordination Cell. 

External documents:  

Valletta Summit, 11-12 November 2015, Action Plan: 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21839/action_plan_en.pdf 

European Court of Auditors (2018), European Union Emergency Trust Fund for Africa: Flexible but 

lacking focus.  https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR18_32/SR_EUTF_AFRICA_EN.pdf 

 

In addition, further IOM documentation was reviewed including: reporting and monitoring 

documentation; contracts and related documents established between the EU and IOM; internal 

technical papers and guidelines.    

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21839/action_plan_en.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR18_32/SR_EUTF_AFRICA_EN.pdf
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Annex 3 

 

LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 

 

No. Name Title / Department 

HQ 

No. Name Position 

1.  Renate Held Director of DMM 

2.  Nazanine Nozarian Knowledge Management and Data Officer, MPA/DMM 

3.  Nicola Graviano AVRR Senior Specialist, MPA/DMM 

4.  Eugenio Ambrosi Chief of Staff, Office of the Director General 

5.  Gerard Tosserams Information Management Officer, MPA/DMM 

6.  Cedric Dekeyser Consultant 

Other 

7.  Caroline Henderson Formerly Program Advisor, Migration and Forced 

Displacement, EU Emergency Trust Fund for Africa, Horn of 

Africa Window (Currently Migration and Development 

Policy Specialist, Office of the Director General) 

8.  Jeremie Toubkiss Project Director, Third-Party Monitoring and Learning for 

the EU Emergency Trust Fund for Africa, Altai Consulting 

RO Brussels 

9.  Ola Henrikson Regional Director 

10.  Beth Masterson Policy and Programme Officer (HoA) 

11.  Anouk Albinovanus EU Reporting and Programme Support Officer (SLC) 

12.  Adrian Prundurel EU Finances Reporting and Programme Support Officer 

13.  Jennifer Hollings Regional Programme Development Officer (Pilot Action 

Southern Africa) 

14.  Vincent Chasteloux EU Policy & Programme Assistant (NA) 

15.  Lucie Perrot EU Policy & Programme Assistant (SLC) 

16.  Amir Gashi Senior Regional Resource Management Officer 

17.  Ramona Kundt EU Programme and Communications Analyst 

18.  Victoria Garcia Guillen Programme Manager / Adviser on Migration, EU 

Emergency Trust Fund for Africa, Horn of Africa Window 

19.  Mirco Kreibich Deputy Trust Fund Manager EUTF for Africa, European 

Commission, DG General for Neighborhood and 

Enlargement Negotiations (NEAR) 

20.  Joris Stabel Programme Officer, Taskforce for Migration – EUTF for 

Africa, DG General for Neighborhood and Enlargement 

Negotiations (NEAR) 

21.  Laura Cartanya-LLACH Protection, DG General for Neighborhood and 

Enlargement Negotiations (NEAR) 

22.  Jean-Marc Dewerpe 

Alvaro 

EUTF Administrator, Sahel and Lake Chad Window 

23.  Anne-Christine ROISIN EUTF Manager, Sahel and Lake Chad Window 
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RO Dakar 

No. Name Position 

24.  Richard Danziger Regional Director 

25.  Michele Bombassei Senior Regional Coordinator 

26.  Emanuela Muscara Regional Programme Coordination Officer 

27.  Riccardo Barbieri Senior Regional Resource Management Officer 

28.  Ciprian Nita Resource Management Officer 

29.  Sarah Drury Regional Monitoring & Evaluation Officer 

30.  Mathieu Kpadonou Regional Human Resources Officer 

31.  Florence Kim  Regional Media & Communications Officer 

32.  Damien Jusselme Regional Information Management Officer 

33.  Luca Putteman Awareness Raising Officer 

34.  Gaia Quaranta Regional Coordinator (MHPSS) 

35.  Marine Buckenham Regional Protection Officer 

36.  Corantine Groccia Reintegration Officer 

37.  Maria Teresa De Muller 

Barbat 

Regional Office Monitoring & Evaluation Officer 

CO Guinea 

No. Name Position 

38.  Fatou Diallo Ndiaye Chief of Mission 

39.  Idrissa Sompare Project Manager 

40.  Abdelaziz Coulibaly 

Mohammad 

Resource Management Officer, IOM Conakry 

41.  Lamine Bachard Reintegration Officer 

42.  Honoré Milimono Senior Reintegration Assistant 

43.  Amélie Passarielo Protection Officer 

44.  Samuel Attiso M&E Officer 

45.  Akram Abu Karaki Operations Officer 

46.  Mohamed Cheick Fadiga M&E Officer 

47.  Djiguiba Camara Information Management Officer 

48.  Lucas Chandelier Communications Officer 

49.  Christoph Pelzer EUTF Focal Point / International aid and cooperation 

officer, EU Delegation, Conakry 

50.  Alseny Soumah Chef division assistance sociale a la direction antionale, 

Ministère de l’Action Sociale, de la Promotion Féminine et 

de l’Enfance, (MASPFE) 

51.  Mamadou Alpha BAH Ministere de la Securite et de la Protetion Civile, Direction 

Generale de la Protection Civile (PC) ; Direction Techn ique 

des Unites Operationelles, Technical Unit member, 

Conakry 

52.  Bubacar Sidiki Nabe Direction General Adjoint du Bureau de Strategie et de 

Developpement, Secretariat Deneral des Affaires 

Religieuses (SGAR), Technical Unit member, Conakry 

53.  Sylla Ibrahima Daouda Inspecteur, SGAR, Technical Unit member, Conakry 

54.  Ibrahima Cherif Conseilleir, Ministère de l'Enseignement Technique, de la 

Formation Professionnelle, de l'Emploi et du Travail, 

Technical Unit member, Conakry 
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55.  Mohamed Dougouno Head of Sub-Office, IOM Mamou 

56.  Mamadou Oury Bah EUTF Project Assistant, IOM Mamou 

57.  Fatoumata Kante Reintegration Officer, IOM Mamou 

58.  Mamadou Hady Barry Commerce, Regional Technical Unit member, Mamou 

59.  Mamadou Balde Elevage, Regional Technical Unit member, Mamou 

60.  Diallo Therno Bayero Ministere de l’Enseignement Technique, de la Formation 

Professionnelle, de l’Emploi et du Travail, Regional 

Technical Unit member, Mamou 

61.  Elhadj Mamdou Kaira 

Diallo 

Vice President du Conseil REgional des Organisations de la 

Societe Civile, Regional Technical Unit member, Mamou 

62.  Barry Mamadou Inspecteur régional de l'enseignement technique et de la 

formation professionnelle, Regional Technical Unit 

member, Mamou 

CO Mali 

63.  Name Position 

64.  Pascal Reyntjens Chief of Mission, IOM Mali (Bamako) 

65.  Monika Peruffo Project Manager, IOM Mali (Bamako) 

66.  Yadde Samba 

 

Information Management Officer, DTM, IOM Mali 

(Bamako) 

67.  Tamine Valerie M&E / Communications Officer, IOM Mali (Bamako) 

68.  Nouhoum Daou OiC Resource Management Officer / Operations Assistant, 

IOM Mali (Bamako) 

69.  Nick Van Der Vyver Senior Reintegration Officer, IOM Mali (Bamako) 

70.  Marc Jean Louis 

Sébastian 

Reintegration Officer, IOM Mali (Bamako) 

71.  Fanta Cisse 

 

Information Technology Officer 

72.  Nana Kampo 

 

Senior Human Resources Assistant 

73.  Naomi Mputhia 

 

Procurement & Logistics Officer 

74.  Balkissa Ouologuem Protection Officer 

75.  Mohamed Dawoud Administrative / Finance Supervisor, IOM Mali (Bamako) 

76.  Sarah VELUD Progrmamme Officer, Justice and Civil State, Economic and 

Governance Section  

77.  Mustapha Zlaf Migration Police Advisor, Political Section, Information and 

Press 

78.  Anne-Catherine Claude Former EUTF Focal Point, EU Delegation, Bamako 

79.  Yaya Kone Director of Reception Center, EUTF Focal Point, Ministre 

des maliens de l'extérieur (MME) 

80.  Cristina Arce Poyal Manager of Migration projects, Technical Cooperation 

Office, Spanish Agency for International Cooperation and 

Development (AECID) 

81.  Lucia Hernanz Spanish Agency for International Cooperation and 

Development (AECID 

82.  Keita Boulaye Technical Advisor, Expert Migration Point focal Project 

EUTF, Ministere des Maliens de l’exterieur et de 
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l’integration africaine, Member of Technical and Steering 

Committees, DGME 

83.  Togora Abdramane 

Niama 

Database Manager, EUTF Focal Point, Direction Nationale 

du Développement Social (DNDS) 

84.  Bakary Dao Steering Committee Point focal Project EUTF, Direction 

Nationale du Patrimoine Culturel (DNPC) 

85.  Doumbia Somah Director, Association de la jeunesse et le développement 

(AJDM) 

86.  Pierre Yossa Head of Communication, Planning and Statistics, 

Association des Refoules d’Afrique Centrale au Mali 

(ARACEM) 

CO Nigeria 

No. Name Position 

87.  Frantz Celestin Chief of Mission, IOM Nigeria, Abuja 

88.  Mahmoodi Shamel  Senior Resource Management Officer, IOM Nigeria, Abuja 

89.  Ukamaka Osigwe National Programme Officer, Migration Management, IOM 

Nigeria, Abuja 

90.  Henry Akwitti Senior Database Assistant, Data and Policy, IOM Nigeria, 

Abuja 

91.  Joshua Loko National Project Officer, Data and Policy, IOM Nigeria, 

Abuja 

92.  Elenu Zerzelidou International Aid / Cooperation Officer, Migration and 

Drugs Cooperation / EUTF Focal Point, EU Delegation, 

Abuja 

93.  Sunday O. Onazi Chief Labour Officer (ILMD/NELEX), Federal Ministry of 

Labour and Employment (FMLE) Office 

94.  Charles Nwanelo National Commission for Refugees Migrants and Internally 

Displaced Persons (NCFRMI) 

95.  Abraham Tamrat Project Manager, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

96.  Cyprine Cheptepkeny Programme Officer in Migration Management / Awareness 

Raising, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

97.  Alex Cole Programme Support Officer / Awareness Raising, IOM 

Nigeria, Lagos 

98.  Ruth Mbugua Protection Officer, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

99.  Opeyemi Kolawole National Project Officer, Countertrafficking / Migration 

Management, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

100.  Saskia Lina Elisabeth Head of Migration Management Unit, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

101.  Onowumni Winjobi Human Resources Assistant, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

102.  Jack Chitham Programme support consultant, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

103.  Olokode Oluwaseyi Senior database assistant, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

104.  Olufunke Ogunderu Senior Project Assistant, MHPSS, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

105.  Olusegun Ogunleye Project Assistant, M&E, IOM Nigeria Lagos 

106.  Patrick Ndahiro Movement Operations Officer 

107.  Emmanuella Uba Senior Operations Assistant 

108.  Yulia Zavertana Procurement / Logistics Assistant, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

109.  Aye Joy Olatunde Senior Project Assistant Migration Management / 

Countertrafficking 
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110.  Amanda Bay Programme Officer, Migration Management / AVRR, IOM 

Nigeria, Lagos 

111.  Napoleon Abakpa Senior Programme Assistant, Migration Management / 

AVRR, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

112.  Michael Adu-Afful Resource Management Officer, IOM Nigeria, Lagos 

113.  Alexander Oturu Head, Migration Unit, Southwest Zonal Office, NCFRMI 

114.  D. E. Atokolo Zonal Commander, National Agency for the Prohibition of 

Trafficking in Persons (NAPTIP) 

115.  Ibrahim Farinloye Acting Coordinator, National Emergency Management 

Agency, Lagos 

116.  Ogunkule Mary General Services, National Emergency Management 

Agency, Lagos 

117.  Agiginni Damilola Verification, National Emergency Management Agency, 

Lagos 

118.  Aikpokpo Ebahi Human Resources, National Emergency Management 

Agency, Lagos 

119.  Aina Seyi Disaster Risk Reduction, National Emergency Management 

Agency, Lagos 

120.  Azeez Afunku Relief and Rehabilitation, National Emergency 

Management Agency, Lagos 

121.  Ibitayou Adenike Search and Rescue, National Emergency Management 

Agency, Lagos 

CO Cameroon 

No. Name Position 

122.  Boubacar Seybou Chief of Mission, IOM Cameroon 

123.  Francois Niyoyit Reintegration Officer / Project Manager, EUTF, IOM 

Cameroon 

124.  Cecile Gbaguidi Resource Management Officer, IOM Cameroon 

125.  Jan Bonhote Reporting Officer, IOM Cameroon 

126.  Kouame Kouakou Procurement and Logistics Officer, IOM Cameroon 

127.  Dairou Ousmanou Logistics and Procurement Assistant, IOM Cameroon 

128.  Nina Moudio M&E Assistant, IOM Cameroon 

129.  Houdou Seyyni Psychosocial Support Officer, IOM Cameroon 

130.  Hermann Mvogo Head of MHPSS, IOM Cameroon 

131.  Betrand Nkwenti Human Resources Assistant, IOM Cameroon 

132.  Astric Carruet Project Support Officer, DTM, IOM Cameroon 

133.  Elena EUTF Focal Point, EU Delegation, Conakry, Cameroon 

134.  Anselme Epoko Epoko National Coordinator, Support Program for the Return and 

Integration of Youth from the Diaspora (PARI-JEDI), 

Ministry of Youth and Civic Education 

135.  Carine Laure Nkeh epse 

Minga Juaha 

Head of Service in Charge of Relations with IOM, Ministry 

of External Relations (MINREX) 

136.  Luc Kouya Rene President / Founder, Programme d’Appui aux actions 

rurales de developpement industriel et commercial 

(PAARDIC) 
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RO Nairobi 

No. Name Position 

137.  Mohammed Abdiker Regional Director, IOM RO Nairobi 

138.  Justin MacDermott Senior Regional Policy and Programme Coordinator, IOM 

RO Nairobi 

139.  Mitsue Pembroke Deputy Coordinator JI, IOM RO Nairobi 

140.  Julia Hartlieb Senior Coordinator Joint Initiative, IOM RO Nairobi 

141.  Julia Hill-Mlati Project Development, IOM RO Nairobi 

142.  Willian Fryer Senior Regional Resource Management Officer, IOM RO 

Nairobi 

143.  Shafi Anwari Regional Resource Management Officer, IOM RO Nairobi 

144.  Kiana Tabakova JI M&E Officer, IOM RO Nairobi 

145.  Wilson Johwa JI Communications Officer, IOM RO Nairobi 

146.  Ursula Fellner Human Resources Officer, IOM RO Nairobi 

147.  Tim Howe  Senior Regional Thematic Specialist (Migrant Assistance), 

IOM RO Nairobi 

148.  Davide Bruscoli Information Management Consultant / MiMOSA, IOM RO 

Nairobi 

149.  Laura Nistri Regional Data Hub Coordinator, IOM RO Nairobi 

CO Ethiopia 

No. Name Position 

150.  Maureen Achieng Chief of Mission, IOM Ethiopia 

151.  Sara Basha JProgramme Coordinator, IOM Ethiopia  

152.  Behailu Negash  Procurement Officer, IOM Ethiopia 

153.  Genenew Ayaleneh Reintegration Team Leader, IOM Ethiopia 

154.  Kumelachew Yehuwalaw Finance Officer, IOM Ethiopia 

155.  Solomon Etafa  Data Management Team Leader, IOM Ethiopia 

156.  Hugo Genest AVR Program Coordinator, IOM Ethiopia 

157.  Wondwossen Jima  National M&E Officer, IOM Ethiopia 

158.  Kidist Mulugeta Partnership Team Leader, IOM Ethiopia 

159.  Dejene Merga  Protection Team Leader, IOM Ethiopia 

160.  Mihretab Mulugeta  Director General, Ministry of Foreign Affairs  

Europe and European Union Affairs  

161.  Gonfa Balcha  Director - Oromia Enterprise and Industry Development 

Bureau 

162.  Hanna Nebiye Good Samaritan Association  

163.  Emanuela Parisciani EUTF Focal Point, EU Delegation, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia 

RO Cairo 

No. Name Position 

164.  Carmela Goudeau Regional Director, IOM RO Cairo 

165.  Milen Emmanuel Programme Coordinator 

166.  Yitna Getachew Former Senior MPA RTS, IOM RO Cairo 

167.  Irina Todorova Current Senior MPA RTS, IOM RO Cairo 

168.  Ghazi Mabrouk Communications Officer, IOM RO Cairo 

169.  Caroline Ronsin M&E Officer, IOM RO Cairo 

170.  Theogene Nshimihyimana Regional M&E Officer, IOM RO Cairo 
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171.  Hind Kambal Senior Regional Resource Management Officer, IOM RO 

Cairo 

CO Libya 

No. Name Position 

172.  Federico Soda Chief of Mission, IOM Libya 

173.  Othman Belbeisi Former Chief of Mission, IOM Libya 

174.  Ashraf Hassan Project Manager, IOM Libya 

175.  Katja Juric Project Development Officer, IOM Libya 

 

 

 

 


