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1. EVALUATION RATIONALE  
 

The IOM Development Fund(IDF) and the Regional Office for Southern Africa commissioned this ex-

post evaluation to assess the extent to which the project entitled “Building the Capacity and Raising 

Awareness Among COMESA Member States on The Free Movement Protocol” performed against its 

set objectives and against key evaluation criteria including relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 

sustainability and, impact to the extent possible.  

 

The focus of this evaluation was on generating learning that can be used to improve future 

performance of similar projects. It also serves as an accountability measure providing qualified 

assurance to IOM member States, IOM headquarters from where the fund is managed and the 

regional office as an oversight centre that the funds were utilized as per plan and value was added. 

The Regional Monitoring and Evaluation Officer for IOM Southern Africa was the lead evaluator and 

the evaluation was conducted between the months of October and December 2018.   

 

The timing of the evaluation in the post project period as required by IDF allows a reasonable period 

of time after the intervention has ended within which key successes in terms of sustainability, impact 

and effectiveness can be observed. The choice of a qualitative approach to data collection allowed in-

depth exploration and insight into key themes and topics as defined in the evaluation’s Terms of 

Reference (TOR). Such exploration allowed a greater understanding of the underlying causal factors 

that underpin the key findings presented in this report.  

 

A qualitative research process is concerned more on the careful selection of participants to provide 

quality information rather than on the number of participants. The selection of participants was 

informed by the extent to which they were involved in the project and their level of familiarity with 

the COMESA protocol and the project activities. As such majority of the selected interviewed officials 

were members of the National Monitoring Committees (NMCs) and were regarded as quality 

informants in research terms.  

 

This alludes to non-random sampling technique specifically purposive and convenience sampling. It 

was purposive because participants were selected because it was determined that they held critical 

information relevant to the evaluation and convenience sampling in that only officials who were 

physically present for an interview were included in the evaluation sample.  

 



The evaluation utilized key informant interviews and document review as the main data collection 

methods and involved visits to Zambia and Zimbabwe where interview meetings were held with 

officials from both governments, with respective IOM missions and with the COMESA Secretariat. Key 

limitations included the drop out of some key informants during the field visit due to urgent and 

unforeseen commitments. This did not however compromise on the evidence threshold for drawing 

findings and conclusions.  

 

2. PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
In 2001, members states of the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA) adopted 

the Protocol on the Free Movement of Persons, Labour, Services, Right of Establishment and Residence 

popularly known as the Free Movement Protocol (FMP)1. Adoption of this protocol consolidated 

COMESA’s longstanding belief in the principle of free movement across borders as a prerequisite for 

enhanced trade between and among nations.  

 

This dates as far back as 1994 when COMESA was established from the previous Preferential Trade 

Area (PTA). Article 164 (1) of the COMESA Treaty (1994) urges Member States to adopt, individually, 

at bilateral or regional levels the necessary measures in order to achieve progressively the free 

movement of persons, labour and services and ensure the enjoyment of the right of establishment and 

residence by citizens within the “common market”2. 

 

Previously, COMESA’s predecessor, the Preferential Trade Area (PTA) already had a Protocol on the 

Gradual Relaxation and Eventual Elimination of Visa Requirements (the Visa Protocol) that was already 

in force under the previous PTA treaty. This previous protocol remains in force up to such a time when 

the FMP comes into force when the required threshold of ratifications is attained. COMESA’s long-

standing commitment to free movement of persons bodes well with IOM’s principle of safe, orderly 

and dignified migration for the benefit of all.  

 

These shared IOM and COMESA values, backed by an overarching Memorandum of 

Understanding(MOU) signed between the two organizations in 2003 provided a basis for collaboration 

in this project. The project focus was also informed by the relatively low uptake of signature and 

ratification of the FMP. At the time this project was designed in 2015, only four of COMESA’s 19 

Member States had signed it (namely Kenya, Rwanda, Zimbabwe and Burundi), and only Burundi had 

                                                           
1 In this report the abbreviation FMP will be regularly used to denote this protocol. 
2 COMESA Treaty, 1994 



ratified. This called for efforts to promote the protocol with a view to in the medium to long term 

increase its adoption by COMESA member states. The focus of this IOM pilot project was to support 

COMESA in the development of strategic knowledge and information products that can be used to 

increase understanding and awareness of the FMP. IOM Zambia, as IOM’s liaison office to COMESA, 

secured funds from the IOM Development Fund(IDF) to support COMESA in achieving this. The project 

was implemented between 01 February 2016 and 31 July 2017 and covered Zambia and Zimbabwe 

governments.  

 

3. FINDINGS  
 

This section presents the overall generic findings of the evaluation with a focus on key observations 

made from a post project perspective on how the project performed during and after its 

implementation.  It presents an overall reflection after synthesis of interview and document review 

data on what the evaluation found to have worked well, what did not work well, and lessons learnt.  

These overall findings inform the main recommendations of this evaluation. Findings in relation to 

performance against the results framework and on specific evaluation criteria are presented 

separately in this report.  

 

❖ Development of tools is viewed by stakeholders as an important milestone achievement but 
there is recognition that much more needs to be done to achieve signature and/or 
ratification of the FMP. 

 

The main outputs of the project as planned were the production of a training manual, an awareness 

raising strategy, policy briefs and brochures all of which were to be used for capacity building and/or 

awareness raising on the FMP in COMESA member states. The production of these tools was widely 

appreciated by all interviewed stakeholders and viewed as an important milestone towards the main 

long-term result i.e. increased signature and ratification of the FMP. It would take greater investment 

in utilizing the tools awareness creation and higher level political mobilization for the above stated 

result to be achieved. From interviews it was clear that IOM’s project was not expected to deliver 

more signatures or ratifications (as that was beyond its scope of work) but that it would lay a 

foundation on which future results can be achieved. This evaluation finds the existence of the 

aforementioned tools to be a legacy that will remain long after the project. Though outside the control 

of IOM, the utilization of these tools in facilitating informed dialogue is partly what would determine 

whether greater steps will be taken towards signature and ratification in the long run.  

 

 



❖ Stakeholder participation and satisfaction 

 

The evaluation looked into the level of participation of stakeholders in developing these tools and on 

their satisfaction with the quality. The evaluation determined that stakeholder participation was 

mainly by consultation.  The project hosted a consultation workshop for this purpose and views 

gathered to incorporate in the final versions. Stakeholder participation is long standing concept in 

development practice. One of the earliest and widely used models of assessing participation is the 

Arnestein’s model3. Arnestein presents eight levels of participation which typify the quality of 

participation. The worst quality of participation is referred to as manipulation and therapy.  

 

In this level there is hardly any participation and development actors simply impose their will by force 

or by manipulation. Medium level quality of participation involves providing information, consulting 

or placation. It is a better form of participation, but it still constitutes a form of tokenism. The ideal 

quality of participation is where stakeholders are the change agents themselves and have power and 

control over their affairs.  

 

In the context of this project, we would typify this ideal level if they designed the tools themselves 

and invited other actors to contribute to their work. Ideally in a context where technical and financial 

resources are a constraint on the part of the stakeholder community, it may not be possible to reach 

this ideal type of participation and thus it appears that participation tended to oscillate between 

consultation and partnership. Through this, a good majority of interviewed stakeholders reported to 

have been satisfied with how much they could contribute.  

 

There was however a small number who felt that once a consultant had already developed a draft, it 

wasn’t feasible given the time available to change much but they still indicated satisfaction 

nevertheless (this was specifically in relation to the training manual and briefs). So there is obviously 

a thought to be given into the extent to which future projects could utilize a 100% state-led process 

as opposed to a hired consultant to develop drafts that then are validated. The latter approach is more 

ideal but in itself has several challenges that may bear such as time and resource constraints, but it is 

an approach we could aspire to.  

 

                                                           
3 Arnestein’s model of participation is a widely used model for analysing stakeholder participation. Arnestein argues that 
participation takes place in levels from low levels of participation to high levels where stakeholders are the main change 
agents. The levels from no participation to high include: manipulation & therapy (no consultation); informing, consultation 
and placation (tokenism) to partnership, delegated power and control (power).  



COMESA secretariat characterized the project design and implementation as consultative. They 

confirmed being constantly involved in planning and execution of activities something that the IOM 

team also highlighted. There was however a lack of clarity observed from the secretariat on how IDF 

funding works because though it identifies them as a beneficiary, the funds did not go directly to them 

but rather to IOM. This is a matter that can be explained further by IOM team as IDF funding is 

traditionally administered through IOM local missions.   

 

In terms of the quality of the final products there were no major concerns expressed. They are viewed 

to be good enough for awareness creation. COMESA did indicate their desire to pretest the tools under 

their new project as the IOM project scope and resourcing could not accommodate this. Indeed, IOM 

reports that all developed tools were validated by both national committees and during various 

COMESA events.  

 

❖ Establishment of National Monitoring Committees(NMC) helped institutionalize dialogue 
and coordination on the FMP in government, however their level of activity after the project 
remains low. 

 

In each of the two participating countries the project helped establish a focal and a National 

Monitoring Committee(NMC). This was to fulfil a recommendation of a COMESA member states 

Taskforce that was formed in 2013 to investigate factors behind the low signature and ratification of 

the FMP. IOM’s project thus helped to implement this recommendation in the two pilot countries. 

The role of these committees was not only to provide a point of contact for the project but in the long 

run be the main coordination mechanism for FMP related activities.  

 

Establishment of the NMCs not only created a focal point structure within government but also helped 

renew attention to the COMESA protocol within governments. For any COMESA related work, an inter-

ministerial structure now exists which was not the case before. A whole of government approach is 

being enhanced. The NMCs have a TOR defined by themselves and they enjoy a good level of political 

support from higher level authorities.   

 

Though the evaluation found that NMCs in both countries had not formally met in one year after the 

end of the project, there was assurance given from both governments that the committees were not 

temporary, and members were still available to meet when called upon. In Zimbabwe in particular, 

the government indicated that with changes in government leadership in the recent past, there was a 

position taken to ensure consistency between ratification of SADC and COMESA protocols.  



They also indicated that there was a whole of government reflection of all international protocols that 

the country had ratified or needed to be ratified and thus the FMP needed to be part of this broader 

outlook.   A go ahead was awaited from their principals. One on one interviews with individual 

members of NMC confirmed they were still available as NMC members and expressed their desire to 

be updated much more frequently by the National Focal Points. Majority also felt that COMESA and 

IOM should play a greater role in ensuring that NMCs remain active and engaged.  

 

 
❖ IOM’s coordination efforts and expertise was positively viewed by stakeholders as a key 

strength of the project.  
 

Asked to provide feedback on IOM’s coordination and technical capacity, nearly all interviewed 

stakeholders in both countries provided a positive feedback about how IOM coordinated the project 

and on the quality of technical support provided during the capacity building workshop and the 

continuous technical guidance provided throughout the project. Technical support was provided by 

IOM Zambia and Zimbabwe staff, Regional Office staff and IOM contracted consultants.  

 

The cordial working relationship between IOM and COMESA that brought on board key technical 

competencies from each respective organization was also viewed as a contributing factor to success. 

On several occasions during the project, COMESA invited IOM to their events so that IOM could 

provide information on IOM’s areas of expertise and technical competence for example during the 

Chiefs of Immigration Meeting, the Official Launch, the Migration Dialogue for COMESA (MIDCOM), 

which all took place in late July 2017, but also at the COMESA Inter-Governmental Meeting in Lusaka 

in late October 2017. Close coordination between IOM and COMESA secretariat was a positive factor 

that some officials noted. It’s worth noting that this close coordination ensured greater achievement 

for example the tools reached a much wider audience and received validation from COMESAs major 

organs.  

 

❖ Sensitization at the higher political level (permanent secretary, ministers and 
parliamentarians)   

 

It was indicated during the evaluation that Zambian and Zimbabwean Governments’ key concern 

regarding signing and/or ratification of the FMP, goes beyond mere awareness raising; is lobbying and 

advocacy for the necessary budget allocation to implement activities that would move the countries 

closer to signature (for Zambia) and to ratification (by Zimbabwe). In Zambia for example the National 



Action Plan was not being implemented partially due to resource constraints according to some 

members of the NMC.  

 

Budget allocation and dialogue at the political level is needed to push things forward. Based on 

interviews it appeared that there was still great need to more proactively engage higher political levels 

(permanent secretaries, ministers and parliamentarians) especially given the frequent changes at 

these levels. In both countries there has never been an outreach to parliament on this or with key 

departments such as Attorney Generals offices. In both countries they will eventually play key roles in 

the ratification process.  

 

An importation iteration is that in both countries the ministries of home affairs especially immigration 

and national security dockets were the key departments cited by interviewed participants as holding 

the key to progress once their fears about security and preparedness are addressed. (see next finding 

below). For Zambia specifically, it was noted that the proposal to sign the FMP was tabled before 

cabinet, but it was deferred for a later session once concerns were addressed and so this has not been 

concluded.  In both countries it is parliament that has to ratify the protocol and so an early targeting 

of this group with sensitization would probably increase chances of success. It was confirmed that no 

such engagements with parliamentarians or parliamentary committees have yet been done in both 

countries.  

 

❖ High level of knowledge and positive attitude on the concept of free movement exists in both 
countries but in both there is a feeling of low level of preparedness.  

 

 

The ultimate result of the project was to contribute to increased signature and ratification of the FMP. 

Looking at it from a long-term results perspective, the project will not have succeeded if it did not 

successfully influence any signature or ratification. Though it was beyond the scope of the project it is 

worth mentioning that ultimate success would be if the two countries owing to the awareness created, 

the capacity that has been built and advocacy conducted Zambia eventually signs the FMP and 

Zimbabwe ratify.  

 

Though a few years have passed since the project was started, there has been some progress but no 

real results yet. There are several impediments to real results though there is consensus that the 

principle of free movement of persons is good and beneficial.  In both countries, the identification and 

appointment of members of the NMC was done from the highest political level (cabinet office) 



indicating a positive attitude and support for the free movement principle. This is further 

demonstrated by the fact that both governments have already signed a similar SADC protocol on 

facilitated movement of persons in the region and are implementing the COMESA Visa protocol. 

Regional protocols notwithstanding both governments have made great progress in easing movement 

of persons and goods through bilateral arrangements, largely based on reciprocity.  

 

For example, Zambia reported to have lifted the need for visas for many more countries than before, 

just as Zimbabwe, which has also introduced e-visa application service through which qualifying 

nationalities can apply and pay for their visas with ease online. Zambia had also already enacted a new 

immigration law which was in compliance with the COMESA FMP and the COMESA model law on 

immigration.  

 

These efforts denote a high sense of appreciation and understanding that free and orderly movement 

of persons is good. The main challenge identified by most interviewees was in the level of 

preparedness to facilitate all aspects of the FMP which also includes the right of residence and 

establishment. This latter aspect was mentioned severally as particularly challenging and many cited 

that there was need to strengthen, in advance, administrative, legislative and physical infrastructure 

to support to free movement and right of establishment as espoused in the FMP.  

 

An additional observation was that as there were several other related and somehow overlapping 

regional initiatives in which both countries also supported such as by SADC (facilitated movement 

protocol) or AU (one Africa passport, visa free Africa etc.) the governments needed to harmonize their 

approach to ensure what they did provide results for all these initiatives that they support.   

 

3.1 Effectiveness of the Project (Analysis of project results and indicators) 
 

Overall Objective: To contribute to improved signature and ratification of the COMESA Free Movement Protocol 

Indicators 
 

Achievements 
Related to the 

Indicators (Achieved 
results) 

Analysis of Effectiveness 
(Analysis of progress towards achievements) 

Recommendations 

Number of 

ministries 

indicating 

commitment 

to use the 

The project’s final 

report indicates that 

out of a target of two 

ministries, a total of 

12 ministries 

The use of the measure “show 

commitment” can be subjective in nature.  

Perhaps an indicator like “Evidence of steps 

taken towards signature and/or ratification” 

could look into tangible verifiable actions 

There is still need for continued 

interventions focused on advocacy, 

capacity building and awareness 

creation at a larger scale and 

involving strategic stakeholders to 



 

Outcome 1: Zambia and Zimbabwe make use of a strategic perspective in advancing their move towards the 
ratification of the Free Movement Protocol 
 The project produced awareness raising tools in the form of policy briefs and brochures. These were endorsed by the 

member states and disseminated widely. As reported earlier, there hasn’t been any much progress towards signature 

(for Zambia) and ratification (for Zimbabwe) more than a year after the IOM project ended having produced training 

and awareness creation materials. As discussed earlier, the evaluation found that it would take much more than just 

awareness raising to achieve desired results. Key political events in Zimbabwe (for example change of government) was 

a key interrupter to this process. It would take active engagement with key ministries such as Home Affairs which 

indicated to be in support of the protocol but also having genuine concerns regarding the level of preparedness and 

with higher levels of government leadership i.e. Permanent Secretary and minister level for greater success and 

possible budget investment. A stronger link recommended in this report between NCMs and the appointing authorities 

is a key enabler.  

Results Achievements Related to 
Results (Achieved results) 

Analysis of Effectiveness 
(Analysis of progress towards 
achievements) 

                      Recommendations 

Output 1.1: 

National 

Monitoring 

Committees 

(NMCs) are in place 

and operational in 

select Member 

States (MS) to 

support the 

signature, 

In both countries NMCs were 

established and were 

operational during the life of 

the project.  

In both countries appointment of 

representatives to the NMC was 

from high level of government 

(cabinet office). This was important 

to give the NMC a strong mandate. 

Additionally, the IOM project 

assisted to put together Terms of 

Reference to guide the operations 

of NMCs.  The inter-ministerial 

nature of NMCs ensured that key 

Any follow up project by 

either IOM or COMESA 

should as much as 

possible work towards 

reactivating and/or 

strengthening the 

operations of NMCs and 

enable their engagement 

with key stakeholders 

such as parliamentarians 

awareness 

raising 

documents 

committed to using 

the awareness raising 

tools and so the 

target was surpassed 

taken such as briefing to parliament held, 

discussion with attorney general, 

ratification instruments acquired, 

development of a policy or guideline that 

enhances preparedness before ratification, 

protocol is tabled or discussed by cabinet 

among other verifiable steps. So, though 

the project did not envisage to deliver 

actual signature/ratification from a results-

based perspective it would have been 

beneficial to have indicators that look at 

efforts made towards improved signature 

especially in the post project period.  

increase chances of success 

(signature and/or ratification). 

IOM’s projects in improved border 

management, migration policy 

frameworks among others are key 

contributors towards this end and 

so IOM needs to continue to scale 

up such interventions as they help 

improve the level of preparedness 

and capacity to facilitate free 

movement of persons concept.   



ratification of 

COMESA Protocols 

departments are represented. The 

project provided capacity building 

to NMCs to ensure that they 

possessed basic knowledge and 

skills to facilitate their function. The 

challenge the evaluation observed is 

in keeping NMCs functional and 

effective in their mandate now that 

the IOM project is finalized. That 

NMCs had not formally met for a 

period of one year may not augur 

well with sustainability prospects.  

 

and higher levels of 

government. At the time 

of finalizing this 

evaluation report, 

information was received 

from IOM Zambia that 

after the evaluation visit, 

the NMC had been 

reactivated and a new 

National Focal Point 

identified.  

 

Support NMCs also to 

implement their national 

action plans. In the long 

run budget allocation 

from within government 

is the ideal factor for 

sustainability.  

Output 1.2:  

NMCs and COMESA 

Secretariat have 

improved 

knowledge and 

skills to perform 

their functions in 

support of the 

signature and 

ratification of the 

COMESA Free 

Movement 

Protocol 

The project based on a needs 

assessment developed a 

training toolkit (manual and 

slides) on the FMP which was 

adopted by COMESA. A SOP 

for Immigration Officers based 

on the content of the training 

manual as an easy to use 

handbook on the Free 

Movement and Visa Protocols 

was also developed and 

shared. In one of the training 

workshops the project 

conducted 92% of all training 

participants scored more than 

70% in post-training 

assessments, with 67% of 

them scoring 100%. 

The aspect of capacity building is 

strengthened by the fact that a 

needs assessment was done first. As 

such the training toolkit and 

workshop were tailored to respond 

to specific information needs. The 

development of the training manual 

and its validation with the COMESA 

secretariat and structures improves 

the score on sustainability as it 

remains as a key knowledge product 

for COMESA secretariat and 

Member States to use in their 

efforts to increase knowledge on 

the FMP. The effectiveness of the 

manual is also improved by its 

translation into all COMESA 

languages. The evaluation notes this 

as a strong point towards enhancing 

There is need to pilot the 

training manual. Since it 

was created it was used 

to provide only one 

training of NMCs. There 

is need for its piloting in 

several other training 

sessions and in different 

contexts such as at 

national level vs 

subnational levels, with 

technical officials vs 

political or high-level 

officials etc. Different 

target audiences will 

certainly provide unique 

feedback that can be 

useful in making the 



utility in the diverse COMESA 

region.  

 

manual even more 

effective.  

Output 1.3: 

Awareness raising 

strategy and tools 

on the COMESA 

Free Movement 

Protocol have been 

developed in 

consultation with 

NMCs 

One awareness raising toolkit 

was developed and validated 

by stakeholders. Additionally, 

the project developed two 

policy briefs and two 

brochures for use in providing 

information on the FMP. One 

of the policy briefs was 

basically a call to COMESA MS 

to consider signature and 

ratification the protocol.  

 The effectiveness (in terms of 

reach) of these tools is enhanced by 

the fact that efforts were made to 

validate them with key stakeholders 

including with core COMESA 

structures and that they were 

translated into all official COMESA 

languages thus giving them a wider 

audience. However, the causal link 

between mere distribution of 

physical information products and 

changes in knowledge, attitudes 

and practices is a complex 

phenomenon that could be the 

focus of a future evaluation or 

research activity as the resourcing 

available under this evaluation and 

the time required to conduct such a 

study would have been 

accommodated under this expost 

evaluation.  

Follow up projects should 

disseminate further these 

tools as to achieve results 

in the long run. 

Awareness creation will 

need to be consistent 

and with strategic 

audiences. Future 

evaluations of related 

activities could include a 

form of impact 

evaluation looking into 

effectiveness of 

awareness creation in 

influencing change in 

knowledge, attitudes and 

practices.   

Output 1.4: 

Stakeholders (i.e. 

Parliamentarians, 

attorney generals’ 

offices, justice 

sector officials, 

immigration and 

other senior 

officials, 

operational 

officers) have 

greater awareness 

and understanding 

of the COMESA 

This was mainly done by 

sharing the policy briefs and 

brochures developed by the 

project and disseminated into 

all COMESA MS and during 

key COMESA events such as 

the Intergovernmental 

meeting in 2017 which had 

250 delegates.  

As already highlighted a key success 

to note is the translation of these 

tools into different languages thus 

giving them a greater audience 

beyond the two pilot countries 

(COMESA has more than 20-

member states). The evaluator was 

informed that the tools have been 

distributed to all COMESA member 

states (not only in the pilot 

countries) which is a positive 

achievement. However, the use of 

printed materials for information 

sharing may not have been the 

Follow up projects should 

engage physically with 

strategic stakeholders. 

Parliamentarians is 

especially an important 

group because in both 

countries it is parliament 

that has to give final 

approval or not for 

ratification. Early 

engagement with 

appropriate committees 

of parliament would 

potentially increase 



Free Movement 

Protocol 

most effective results focused 

method to especially engage with 

key groups such as parliamentarians 

and justice sector officials. Though 

the scope of the project did not 

envisage this, physical engagement 

meetings with action planning at 

the end would have been more 

effective models and future projects 

should not just rely on printed 

material for dissemination at 

country level. It is not easy to track 

the effectiveness of Information, 

Education and Communication (IEC) 

materials as would be in a workshop 

or meeting where minutes or an 

action plan can prove buy in.  

chances of success. 

Parliamentarians can also 

be useful advocates for 

the fast tracking of 

signature or ratification.   

Other methods of 

providing information or 

building buy-in such as 

exposure tours to 

countries which have 

signed or ratified could 

also be explored. 

Zambia’s NMC workplan 

has for example 

proposed a learning visit 

to Rwanda but this had 

not been done due to 

shortage of funds 

occasioned by competing 

priorities.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3.2: Other Evaluation Criteria (General Analysis and Recommendations) 
 

CRITERIA  RECOMMENDATION  

Relevance: the project scores well on relevance as it was a direct 

response to a recommendation by the 2013 COMESA Taskforce that 

was tasked to identify reasons for the low ratification of the FMP 

protocol. One of the Taskforce’s key recommendations was that there 

was need to raise awareness on the protocol. The project was thus 

designed to respond to this call. Project was also well linked to existing 

COMESA events and structures such as the council of ministers, 

COMESA forum for Chiefs of Immigration and the Migration Dialogue 

for COMESA (MIDCOM). The project contributed to the agenda of these 

fora and thus was implemented as part of ongoing COMESA efforts not 

as a separate standalone entity which is a key factor for continuity.  

Furthermore, the design of the training manual followed a needs 

assessment that was carried out earlier on under the project to identify 

information gaps and needs so as to tailor the manual to respond to 

specific information needs in the two pilot countries and all COMESA 

states in general. It is accurate to state that the training tools are 

aligned to actual determined information needs.  

  

As the strategy for awareness creation and the 

tools are now available and validated, another 

project to do actual extensive awareness creation 

is still needed. At the time of the evaluation, it was 

noted that IOM had entered into a new 

partnership with COMESA under the 11th EDF 

Trade Facilitation Project and some of these 

awareness creation activities had been integrated 

in its activity profile. The goal of such an 

awareness creation programme should be very 

targeted towards the main result i.e. signature and 

ratification and so it needs to be prioritized for 

strategic audiences that can create influence 

change towards the main result. Groups such 

Cross border trader associations, civil society 

groups, parliamentarians among others may be 

strategic audiences rather than the general public.  

On what methods to use, there is a long-standing 

contestation in the development community 

around the effectiveness of mere printing and 

distribution of information products and the hope 

to achieve related outcome level changes. As such 

the project and any others need to be very 

intentional in selecting the most effective 

awareness creation methods-something that 

project stakeholders can brainstorm on and agree 

and also IOM or COMESA communication experts 

can advise. Future projects with COMESA should 

continue the best practice of making use of 

COMESA processes and events as it is an 

opportunity to achieve validation and 

subsequently make project activities and results 

relevant.  

 



Validity of design & gender mainstreaming:  The overall design of the 

project in terms of clarity of purpose, activities and scope was relatively 

well done. The design was realistic for the amount of funds available 

and for the assigned project length. The design was clear in terms of 

the key deliverables of the project i.e. production of products that can 

be used to increase knowledge and awareness on the FMP as a 

contribution to increased signature and ratification of the FMP in the 

medium to long-term period.  In terms of gender mainstreaming, the 

project proposal did not specifically include mechanisms to ensure that 

a gender dimension was mainstreamed into the project. The project’s 

periodic reports however did provide in some instances sex 

disaggregated data. The training manual gives reference to gender 

aspects specifically while describing the content of key regional 

migration related frameworks and programmes. The briefs and 

brochures that were produced as well as the awareness raising strategy 

make no reference to gender aspects even though there was an 

opportunity to do so under the section on economic and social benefits 

of labour migration and on the section on target groups for awareness 

creation in the strategy. Some form of engendered analysis could have 

been included.  

 

There is room to improve the articulation of 

gender mainstreaming efforts in future project 

proposals because projects of this nature are not 

gender neutral. Discussion on free movement of 

persons should make intentional efforts to 

highlight the gender differentiated needs, 

interests and perspectives of different gender 

groups.  

 

On the same note, any tools or knowledge 

products speaking about movement of persons 

should provide as much as possible engendered 

arguments that foster engendered policy and 

practice.  

Effectiveness: The project delivered on its key deliverables. All planned 

activities were undertaken as planned. The project also took advantage 

of key opportunities to increase their reach and achieve critical 

validation (as highlighted earlier). The project’s main outputs; 

awareness creation tools, training manual and awareness creation 

strategy were well delivered and hold great potential to contribute 

towards increased signature and ratification by member states in the 

long run if used at a wider and more strategic scale. On the 

effectiveness of this project as seed funding to catalyse further action, 

the evaluation noted that COMESA had actually started to fundraise for 

additional resources to scale up the awareness raising on the FMP-

basically take forward what this project started. At the time of finalizing 

this report, the evaluator was informed that COMESA had finally 

secured some funding for this purpose from the European 

Development Fund (EDF). The experience generated from the IDF 

project was instrumental in building a case for this funding.  

Additionally, as a direct result of this IDF project, IOM established itself 

The success of this pilot project points to the 

potential that continued cooperation between IOM 

and COMESA holds in supporting each other’s 

mandates. Both organizations would mutually 

benefit from a continued collaboration and 

cooperation even in the absence of an active 

project.   

 

Joint resource mobilization is something that can 

be explored in the future to address more areas of 

common interest.  



as a key implementing to COMESA. To this end, IOM has been identified 

as an implementing partner to COMESA in the 11th EDF small-scale 

trade programme.  

 

Efficiency: The project scores well in terms of efficiency. The project 

was largely delivered on time except the official launch of the tools 

event which was slightly delayed beyond the project timeline in order 

to coincide with a key strategic COMESA event. IOM and COMESA 

working relationship was described as cordial, consultative and 

collaborative.  The evaluation takes note of the reported culture of 

consultation and joint planning that was apparent between IOM and 

COMESA teams. For evaluation purposes this is a useful contributing 

indicator for project management efficiency.  Related to this, and as 

already explained in this report earlier, the evaluator noted a lack of 

clarity on the part of COMESA on how IDF funding works specifically 

when they are listed as beneficiaries and yet funding is not done 

directly to them.  This is an important observation for IOM Zambia to 

take any opportunity to elaborate how the funding works. In terms of 

budget consumption out of a total of USD 100,000 allocated to the 

project USD 97,400 was utilized for project implementation with the 

remaining budget of USD 2,600 reserved for this ex-post evaluation. So 

ideally the project’s overall budget burn rate stood at 97.4%(before 

evaluation) which indicates efficient burn rate. Considering the budget 

and the key outputs of the project and the very wide reach of 

information products into all COMESA states it is notable that it 

achieved more than its financial scope.  

 

Continued use of COMESA structures, events and 

meetings is good way to increase efficiency as it 

helps achieve more using less. 

  

Planning a realistic number of activities (as was in 

this project) is a good practice that ensure better 

project performance.  

 

Regarding the COMESA concern it is important for 

IOM Zambia to take any opportunity available to 

provide detailed information on how the IDF 

funding mechanism works.  

Impact: As impact relates to long-term change and given that it has 

been only one year after the project activities ended, it wasn’t possible 

to objectively highlight an impact level changes yet. However, some 

outcome level changes worth mentioning (albeit lack of baseline 

information) include the general increased appreciation of the need 

and benefits of free movement of persons that was observed among 

most government officials. NMC members especially are full supporters 

of the principle. Thought it may not be solely attributable to this 

project, it is a positive development that this project likely contributed 

to significantly through the constant engagement, formation and 

Follow up activities including strengthening of 

NMCs and an active awareness raising and capacity 

building interventions (including infrastructure 

capacity building) will go a long way in bringing 

about greater impact in the long run.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

capacity building of NMCs, briefings during key COMESA meetings and 

the printing and distribution of policy briefs and the other tools.  

 

Sustainability: the tools that were developed and validated will remain 

as a resource that COMESA and NMCs can use for continued awareness 

creation. In terms of institutional sustainability: NMCs are coordination 

structures that will remain and if continuously engaged, followed up 

and resourced, they can remain as sustainable inter-ministerial 

structures within government to spearhead liaison on COMESA 

activities. Politically as highlighted earlier there exists political will to 

ease movement of persons as exemplified by the gradual steps that the 

two governments are already taking. Financially, the award to COMESA 

by the EU fund under the 11th EDF of a new grant for similar activities 

contributes to financial sustainability in the immediate and medium 

term. The new COMESA cross border small scale traders project in 

which IOM is implementing is a complementary project that also 

contributes to financial sustainability in that it avails resources for 

continued engagement not only trade but on free movement of 

persons. Specifically, it is noted that aspects of awareness creation 

similar to what was done in the FMP project are included 

 

The sustainability of tools will be enhanced if they 

are used consistently and updated overtime. A 

piloting exercise is necessary to gather users 

feedback and update them.   

 

NMCs will be strengthened if they remain active, 

have a stronger reporting linkage with higher 

authorities and are funded to implement their 

plans.  Keeping NMCs engaged will help fortify 

political will even with sudden changes in 

governments.  



4. SUMMARY OF MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS 

  

1. Greater linkage and reporting between the NMC and higher political levels is needed. 

 

There remains room for greater reporting linkage between the NMCs and the appointing /higher 

authorities. Though they were appointed by the respective Cabinet Offices, there was no evidence 

provided to show that NMCs provided regular updates or reports to the Cabinet Office. Some NMC 

members indicated that they had been providing briefings to their superiors, but this was largely at 

ministry level. A reporting linkage to cabinet office (which originally appointed NMC members) may 

be valuable for the power, influence and resourcing of NMCs. Briefings at ministry level are equally 

important and should continue.  

 

2. Targeted sensitization to allay fears, provide accurate information and identify bottlenecks 
towards signature and ratification   

 

There still exists some fears or concerns raised mostly by ministries of Home Affairs in both countries, 

that bear around security and lack of adequate preparedness to facilitate free movement of persons. 

In both countries ministries of home affairs appeared to hold a key role in advancing or slowing down 

achievement towards ratification. Targeted sensitization of home affairs will therefore help address 

some of the key concerns. Another key stakeholder is parliament. In both countries it is parliament 

that will eventually approve the ratification.  

 

Parliamentarians will need to be sensitized early enough so that when the motion to ratify is brought 

before them its chances of approval are higher. An exposure visit by some of the key government 

officials to a country that has ratified the COMESA protocol would also work well. This is a proposal 

that officials in both countries fronted through their workplan (Zambia) and during the interviews. 

IOM or COMESA may have to support such a tour as the main challenge identified was the lack of 

funds within government to organize such tour.   

 

3. Greater investment by IOM and other actors to increase the level of preparedness and 
capacity to fully operationalize the FMP   

 
As highlighted in the findings section, the understanding of the need and benefits for FMP is fairly well 

entrenched and both countries have already made strides towards easing movement of persons. 

However, both countries feel insufficiently prepared to facilitate safe, orderly and beneficial free 

movement of persons. Key loopholes remain in terms of inadequate legislative, administrative and 



operational infrastructure to support FMP. Greater investment is still needed in the three areas. IOM 

did articulate its strategic interventions that it was already implementing in both countries that would 

ultimately increase the level of preparedness such as support in improving border management 

information systems, support in developing migration policies and support in generation of strategic 

information for migration planning and policy. Similar interventions by other partners and with a wider 

geographical scale will go a long way to improve preparedness.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5. LIST OF PERSONS AND INSTITUTIONS INTERVIEWED 
 

 Country Ministry/Department/  
Organisation 

Name and title of participant  

1.  Zambia  Ministry of Foreign Affairs Ms. Namakau Akapelwa Yeta 
Principal Economist-Regional Integration  

2.  Zambia  Ministry of Foreign Affairs Mr. Lubasi Mungandi 
Assistant Director, Regional Integration 

3.  Zambia  Ministry of Home Affairs Mr. Lee Chileshe 
Assistant Director-Development Planning  

4.  Zambia  Zambia Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry  

Mr. Laurian Haangala 
 Board Member 

5.  Zambia  Department of Immigration  Mr. Denny Lungu 
Director General of Immigration  

6.  Zambia  Department of Immigration Ms. Mubanda Chansa 
NMC Focal Point 

7.  Zambia  Cross Border Traders 
Association  

Mr. Derrick Simuchimba  
Youth Chairperson  

8.  Zambia  COMESA Mr. Brian Chigawa 
Director, Legal & Corporate Affairs Division  

9.  Zambia  COMESA Mr. Hussein Ghedi 
Immigration, Free Movement & Labour Issues Expert 

10.  Zambia  IOM Ms. Annie Lane 
 Chief of Mission  

11.  Zambia  IOM  Ms. Soma Samukonga 
Project Assistant  

12.  Zambia  IOM  Mr. Chando Mapoma 
Project Assistant. Focal Point for COMESA Activities  

13.  Zimbabwe  Home Affairs  Mr. Alois Matongo 
Director, Policy & Research  

14.  Zimbabwe  Immigration department  Mr N. Bunya  
Regional Immigration Officer, NMC Focal Point  

15.  Zimbabwe  Home Affairs  Mr. R.R Mukosera  

16.  Zimbabwe  Home Affairs  Mr. Tariro  

17.  Zimbabwe  Trade and Commerce  Mr. Amori Nyahanda  
Economist, COMESA Desk Officer  

18.  Zimbabwe  Foreign Affairs   Mr. Garikai Manyanga  
COMESA Desk Officer  

19.  Zimbabwe  IOM  Mr. Knowledge Mareyanadzo  
Government Liaison and Policy officer  

20.  Zimbabwe IOM  Mr. Daniel Sam 
Project Manager, Migration Governance Project 

 

 

 

 


