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Executive summary 

Project summary 

The project Increasing Capacities for Addressing Irregular Migration in Serbia was implemented by the 
IOM Mission in Serbia from September 2015 to June 2017 with funding from the IOM Development Fund 
(IDF). The project was part of IOM’s global portfolio of work on immigration and border management 
(IBM) and was intended to assist the government to better manage irregular migration. The project 
supported capacity building of Serbian institutions, especially the Ministry of the Interior, to contribute to 
the project’s overall objective: Contribute to effective and service oriented reception facilities for irregular 
migrants in Serbia. To contribute to that objective, the project had two intended outcomes: Support the 
Border Police Directorate and reception centre in addressing the needs of increased numbers of migrants 
(Outcome 1); Develop government strategy for addressing irregular migration in Serbia (Outcome 2).  

To influence achievement of those outcomes, the project intended to deliver several outputs by the end 
of the implementation period: assess capacities and make recommendations to improve conditions at the 
Reception Centre for Foreigners in Padinska Skela, a closed migrant reception centre (immigration 
detention); develop protection  indicators and standard operating procedures; train border police and 
staff of the Centre through trainings and a study visit; increased awareness among migrants regarding 
rights and services; comprehensive and updated information on resources through a Response Capacity 
Plan; and draft strategy and action plan.  

This project was conceptualized in late 2014 based on IOM assessment of national and regional migration 
trends. IOM recognized that the Western Balkans route, already important for irregular migration from 
Asia and Africa to the EU, was experiencing an increased influx and there was potential for even more 
increases in future. Better preparedness and improved institutional capacities were deemed by the IOM 
Mission in Serbia to be needed to ensure effective protection services were provided to irregular migrants.  

By the time implementation began in September 2015, Serbia and other Western Balkan countries had 
experienced a massive surge in mixed migration flows in mid-2015. Still, despite these contextual 
changes, the project rationale still remained relevant, as there was still a need to improve capacities to 
deliver services to migrants. However, the focus of the project shifted from support only to the Centre at 
Padinska Skela to also support other centres and border posts in the context of the migration crisis. 

Evaluation summary 

This ex-post evaluation of the project was commissioned by IOM’s Country Office in Serbia. This was 
conducted as an independent internal evaluation by Sarah Harris, Regional Monitoring and Evaluation 
Officer at IOM’s Regional Office in Vienna. The evaluation was carried out one year after implementation 
of the project concluded in June 2017, with field visits during 26-28 June 2018, and the report drafted in 
August 2018 and finalized in October 2018. 

The evaluation was designed to assess the relevance of project design, effectiveness and performance, 
efficiency of project management and implementation, and impact and sustainability, as well as attention 
to cross-cutting issues (gender and human rights). The primary intended use was to help IOM and the 
donor (IDF) to assess performance and impact and to inform future decision-making on use of IDF funding. 
Secondarily, the project intended to help IOM’s IBM specialists to assess lessons learned and best 
practices that can be applied to future projects. In particular, as Serbia was hosting a large group of 
stranded migrants, some of whom would perhaps be integrated, others returned, evaluation of project 
performance and where Padinska Skela as a centre stands aimed to inform future follow-up interventions. 
The recommendations in this report were therefore devised based on these intended uses and users. 

The evaluation covered the entire period of project implementation (1 September 2015 to 30 June 2017). 
The field visit took place mainly in Belgrade, Serbia in addition to a visit to the Centre in Padinska Skela. 
The evaluation was conducted one year after the end of the project to allow time for the National Strategy 
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to be endorsed by all institutional partners and adopted by Serbian Government. However, at time of the 
visit, the strategy was still in a draft version and awaiting a public hearing. 

In terms of methodology, semi-structured key informant interviews and document review were the 
methods used to collect data. Data analysis relied mainly on qualitative analysis of documentation and 
notes taken by the Evaluator during interviews, as well as matrix displays using project monitoring data 
pulled from quarterly donor reports. Data collection and analysis was guided by an Evaluation Matrix that 
the Evaluator created to specify the evaluation question and sub-questions based on the Terms of 
Reference, along with the indicators and sources of data for answering those questions. A deductive 
(theory-led) thematic analysis approach was employed, using a coding scheme based on the evaluation 
criteria, questions and sub-questions in the Evaluation Matrix. Collected data was triangulated through 
cross analysis of data from the various data sources.  

Conclusions 

Relevance 

1. The project document is well-designed and logically constructed according to the IOM and IDF 
project development guidelines. A few issues were identified related to formulation of results and 
indicators, especially at outcome level and the timeline of planned activities, which posed a hurdle 
for M&E planning in terms of setting a proper foundation for monitoring and reporting. See 
conclusions below under Efficiency section for observations related to M&E planning during 
implementation. 

2. The intended results are well aligned to direct beneficiary needs. Responsiveness to needs in the 
original design, and IOM adaptability and flexibility ensured that the project remained aligned to 
needs in the context of the migration crisis. However, while the project focus on building 
capacities of state authorities and the Centre remained relevant, the attention to the Centre at 
Padinska Skela was less than initially planned due to the emergent needs in the context of the 
migration crisis which diverted the attention away from the needs of the Centre. 

3. The project is well aligned with government policies and national strategies. It is in line with 
migration policy needs by addressing the need for a new strategy and action plan on irregular 
migration and by seeking to contribute to a wider process of EU accession by supporting fulfilment 
of the Action Plan for Chapter 24. Activities and results are intentionally designed to align and 
support these goals. 

4. The project is well aligned to IOM’s country strategy for Serbia; to IOM’s regional strategy which 
covers Serbia and other Western Balkan countries; and to IOM’s global Immigration and Border 
Management internal strategy and IOM’s Migration Governance Framework (MiGOF). 

5. Going forward, attention is likely still needed to long-term capacity building aims including 
attention to specific needs faced by the Centre. Additional activities may also be needed to 
support the implementation of the countering irregular migration (CIM) strategy and action plan, 
implementation of the new Law on Foreigners, and support for evidence-based contingency 
planning. 

Effectiveness 

6. The project was effective in achieving most of the planned outputs and outcomes, though some 
outputs were not achieved or only partially achieved, related mainly to diversion of attention from 
the Centre in the context of the migration crisis:  

- Outcome 1 relates to building capacities of the authorities to address needs of increased 
numbers of migrants. The assessment of the Centre (Output 1.1) and study tour (Output 
1.5) were achieved. The protection indicators and SOP (Output 1.2) and trainings (Output 
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1.3) were most achieved, though without attention specifically to the Centre as originally 
planned. The extent of achievement of the Response Capacity Plan (RCP) (Output 1.6) is 
not clear based on available evidence and the project did not directly support its 
development or updating as planned. Information leaflets for migrants (Output 1.4) were 
not achieved. Overall, the project helped to increase capacity through improved 
knowledge and skills to provide needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services to irregular 
migrants. However, no change was observable in Centre staff capacities or in the Centre 
having a coordination role in emergencies. 

- Outcome 2 relates to adoption of a new government strategy for addressing issues of 
irregular migration. A draft strategy and action plan were completed (Output 2.1) and are 
expected to be adopted by October 2018. This fills a gap in the legislation and will provide 
a more complete framework for migration management. 

7. Other activities could have been useful to achieve intended results, related to sharing the 
assessment report, information leaflets for migrants, and helping to share or improve the quality 
of the RCP. Though it is not clear the extent to which alternate activities would have been effective 
or feasible in the context of the migration crisis, various budget lines remained unspent by the 
end of the project (explored in more detail under Efficiency). 

8. Government stakeholders were satisfied with the project and its outputs, and in particular 
appreciated the flexibility of IOM to adapt quickly to emergent needs and priorities, while still 
achieving the aim of improving work and functioning of state authorities. Limited evidence is 
available on the extent to which the work and functioning of the Centre at Padinska Skela were 
enhanced, however, related again to diversion of attention from the Centre in the context of the 
migration crisis. Stakeholders recognized this was beyond the control of IOM and were satisfied 
with the quality of outputs and overall IOM support. 

9. The project was highly adaptive to the external conditions, which shifted significantly before and 
also during the implementation of the project, related to a massive influx of irregular migrants 
starting in 2015. This stretched the government partner resources and diverted attention from 
the intial focus of this project only on the Centre at Padinska Skela, to also attend to increased 
pressures at the border and other emergent needs and priorities. 

Efficiency 

10. The migration crisis context was a significant factor in terms of timeliness of activities and outputs. 
It increased pressure on government partners, which appears to have led to delayed start-up of 
various activities. Adaptation of planned activities was required to ensure alignment with needs 
in the context of the migration crisis. Additionally, timeliness may have been impacted by a lack 
of monitoring tools (see next conclusion). Still, most delayed activities were timely completed 
once they started. Some activities were cancelled due to a lack of need; however, the budget lines 
for most cancelled activities remained unspent by the end of the project (again, see next 
conclusion). 

11. While the project team was admirably flexible and adaptive to the migration crisis, some parts of 
the design as reflected in the project document remained inconsistent with the reality. The 
project document was not updated (only a few adjustments made towards the end as part of a 
no-cost extension request), nor were monitoring tools such as a detailed work plan used to update 
and track activity timelines. The basic workplan in the proposal (incorrectly 12 months rather than 
18, as noted under Relevance section) was not revised or adapted. The only documented activity 
planning was to list all remaining activities at the end of each interim donor report without 
indication of specific dates or sequencing. The lack of clear, measurable indicators also impacted 
results monitoring and reporting at outcome level. These aspects appear to have impacted on the 
reporting and may played a role in the underspending observed in this project. 
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Impact 

12. This project significantly contributed to institutional capacity building by helping build necessary 
knowledge and skills to handle an increased influx of migrants (Outcome 1). Less progress is 
observed in terms of the capacity of the Centre at Padinska Skela, though the project did 
contribute to observed changes, particularly related to physical refurbishments. The project also 
contributed directly to drafting the CIM strategy and action plan by playing a key facilitation role 
in the strategic development process, which is on track to soon be adopted (Outcome 2). Only 
limited conclusions can be drawn related to effective and service-oriented facilities for irregular 
migrants (Objective). Evidence indicates that the project did contribute to improving conditions 
for irregular migrants. However, insufficient observable evidence was available both of the extent 
of the change itself (condition of facilities and services), as well as the extent of contribution of 
this project as compared to alternative factors. 

13. Unintended effects of the project include a wider breadth of the coverage than originally planned, 
as the project was adapted from a focus only on the Centre to also support the Border Police 
Directorate (BPD) response at the border and in other migrant accommodation centres 
established during the migration crisis. The training curriculum has also been used to promote the 
work of the border police and the situations they face in addressing mixed migration flows, 
resulting interest in the training from other non-border police. 

14. The project has served to inform several follow-up projects, including use of the assessment of 
the Centre to inform the design of projects funded by MADAD (European Union Regional Trust 
Fund in Response to the Syrian Crisis) Fund and the Swiss government to support physical 
refurbishments of the Centre, and use of the training curriculum to roll-out additional trainings 
under other projects implemented by IOM in Serbia. 

Sustainability 

15. Many benefits generated by the project are likely to continue, including continued use of the draft 
degree on assisted voluntary return (AVR) to inform legal developments, future roll-out of trainings 
using the humanitarian border management (HBM) training materials and ongoing use of the 
HBM Handbook to inform awareness and implementation of the laws relevant to irregular 
migration and protection of vulnerable migrants in Serbia, and implementation of the CIM 
strategy and action plan. 

16. The project is highly supported by local institutions, as can be seen for example in the indication 
by Ministry of Interior (MoI) and Commissariat for Refugees and Migration (CRM) representatives 
that they contributed to project design, maintained strong partnership with IOM in the 
implementation of this project, and have taken ownership of the products. Most tools appear to 
have been embedded in institutional structures. For instance, HBM training curriculum are 
embedded using MoI inputs into content and using MoI staff as trainers, and the CIM strategy and 
action were embedded into institutional budgetary and planning processes and structures. 

17. The main target group was government agencies responsible for leading efforts to address 
irregular migration, which are the MoI and CRM. Both the MoI and CRM were closely involved in 
project planning and implementation. Though other government stakeholders were not directly 
involved, they contributed indirectly through their involvement inter-ministerial working groups. 

Gender 

18. While gender was mainstreamed to some extent in the design, by planning to assess sex and age 
specific vulnerabilities and needs and to disaggregate by sex during reporting, a gender analysis 
was not conducted and therefore results of such analysis could not be used to inform gender-
sensitive planning of the project strategy, results and activities. In terms of project 
implementation, government stakeholders were indirectly consulted through MoI-led working 
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groups (rather than the planned Project Steering Committee), some data was disaggregated by 
sex, and project products incorporated attention to gender, including the HBM trainings and HBM 
Handbook. However, there was no apparent promotion of gender-balanced participation in 
activities. 

19. Findings in the assessment report on the Centre at Padinska Skela included attention to how 
women, men and children were impacted; however, there was no attention to needs of girls and 
boys nor to the needs of migrants identifying as LGBTI. Though several findings were gender-
specific, not all of the findings included assessment of how different gender and age groups were 
being impacted. 

20. Not all findings of the assessment report of the Centre at Padinska Skela were gender-specific, 
though several gender- and age-specific findings and related recommendations were included. 
Overall, progress to date in acting on the recommendations appears to centre on improving 
accommodation and sanitation facilities for both men and women. No progress has been made 
to date on the one age-specific recommendation, namely furnishing and equipping of the 
playroom for children. 

Human Rights 

21. The project did not in the end contribute directly to development or updating of the RCP, apart 
from funding a few visits by national officials to local border posts. IOM therefore did not 
influence the content and only had access to the initial version from September 2015. Though 
government stakeholders mentioned that several updates were later carried out, it does not 
appear that the intention to update the plan every six months occurred in practice. Based on 
available evidence, therefore, it does not appear that the RCP included data on the numbers of 
migrants, types of vulnerabilities or service/referral provided, nor was it updated with sufficient 
frequency to ensure updated information even if it had been included. 

22. The project contributed to some extent to enhancing migrant’s rights by supporting the Centre, 
including carrying out the first independent assessment of the Centre’s readiness and capacity to 
scale up in view of increased demand and the specific needs of vulnerable groups. The assessment 
used a rights-centred approach and aimed to identify elements that contribute to minimizing the 
negative impact of immigration detention on migrants’ physical and mental wellbeing. 

23. The migration crisis had a significant impact on implementation and results of the project, as 
noted previously, though the project was still able to contribute to protection of migrant’s rights. 
The focus shifted from the Centre specifically, given the pressures and needs that emerged in the 
context of the migration crisis, though progress was still made in assessing needs and gaps of the 
Centre. Beyond the Centre, the project was also able to contribute more broadly by building 
national institutional capacities to ensure needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services for increased 
numbers of irregular migrants. 

Additionally, a few lessons learned and good practices are identified below that could be useful in the 
design of similar projects in Serbia or in other countries were IOM works:  

Mainstreaming and fulfilment of migrants’ human rights in an immigration detention setting: 

 Lesson learned that attention to the issue of immigration detention requires coordinated and 
strategic attention to make progress, given the sensitive nature of the issue and the need to 
build support among all concerned stakeholders and draw attention to international standards.  

Responding to mass flows of migrants and meeting needs of stranded migrants: 

 Good practice to support technical inter-sectoral working groups between national institutions, 
as a strong coordination model. Funding for such coordination mechanism through workshops 
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and meetings can be useful to promote equal partnership, involvement and ownership, thereby 
contributing to sustainability. 

 Good practice to support improved coordination between national and local levels through 
practical meetings and visits. This is always useful though it is especially pertinent in crisis 
contexts to ensure that experiences and perspectives of local-level authorities are shared with 
their national counterparts to inform the development of national plans and policies, and also to 
ensure that information and updates from the national level is shared at the local level.   

Recommendations 

To build on progress under this project, the IOM Mission in Serbia is recommended to: 

 Strategize how to best proceed to improve conditions and procedures related to immigration 
detention, building on issues identified in the assessment report form 2015 and other reports 
regarding unmet needs, as well as considering how to best help build momentum and best draw 
attention to international standards and best practices in this area going forward. This could 
include helping draw attention back to the Centre, which may take concerted effort and time to 
deal with the sensitivity of the issue of immigration detention. IOM can play a role in helping build 
momentum and providing guidance. IOM can consider better positioning itself as an expert by 
not only responding to government requests for support, but also taking proactively drawing 
attention to international standards and good practice in this area. To achieve this, IOM can pull 
in resources including expert staff and lessons learned from global experiences in the field 

 Review the content, scope and quality of the RCP and the frequency with which it is updated; 
consult with partners regarding contingency planning support needs and assess whether needs 
are covered by existing interventions or if additional support is needed. 

In general, in future projects, IOM and partners are recommended to: 

 Improve the overall quality of the results matrix and work plan to lay a stronger foundation for 
monitoring and reporting on results and activities. 

 Include an indicator to measure the increase in knowledge among participants for all training 
activities, such as through pre- and post-tests. 

 Update the project document to reflect changes in cases where the project will no longer directly 
support the envisaged deliverables. If it is not possible to make changes to the project document, 
for example due to donor restrictions or other reasons, alternative activities can be considered 
that remain in line with intended results to ensure full utilization of available budget. 

Improve results monitoring and reporting by planning for and tracking of progress of each result, rather 
than re-stating the activities carried out, and improve activity monitoring by updating the basic work plan 
from the proposal and converting it into a more detailed work plan with dates and sequencing, adapted 
as needed in line with contextual changes since initial design. 
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1. Introduction 

This ex-post evaluation of the project Increasing Capacities for Addressing Irregular Migration in Serbia 
was commissioned by IOM’s Country Office in Serbia. This was conducted as an independent internal 
evaluation by Sarah Harris, Regional Monitoring and Evaluation Officer at IOM’s Regional Office in Vienna. 
The evaluation was carried out one year after implementation of the project concluded in June 2017, with 
field visits during 26-28 June 2018, and the report drafted in August 2018 and finalized in October 2018. 

This report includes the following sections: context and purpose of the evaluation, evaluation framework 
and methodology, findings and conclusions, and recommendations. Annexes to the report include the 
evaluation terms of reference, the evaluation matrix used by the evaluator to guide data collection and 
analysis, a list of documents reviewed, a list of persons interviewed or consulted, and the data collection 
instruments (interview guides). 

2. Context and purpose of the evaluation 

2.1 Evaluation context 

The International Organization for Migration (IOM) is the leading inter-governmental organization in the 
field of migration and works closely with governmental, intergovernmental and non-governmental 
partners. With 172 member states, a further 8 states holding observer status and offices in over 100 
countries, IOM is dedicated to promoting humane and orderly migration for the benefit of all. It does so 
by providing services and advice to governments and migrants. IOM works to help ensure the orderly and 
humane management of migration, to promote international cooperation on migration issues, to assist in 
the search for practical solutions to migration problems and to provide humanitarian assistance to 
migrants in need, including refugees and internally displaced people. The Organization works in four broad 
areas of migration management: (1) migration and development; (2) facilitating migration; (3) regulating 
migration; and (4) forced migration. IOM’s work is guided by a 12-point Strategy (MC/INF/287), as well as 
by the Migration Governance Framework (MiGOF) adopted by its Member States in November 2015. 

As part of efforts to support regulation of migration, IOM’s immigration and border management (IBM) 
activities are directed at helping governments develop improved policy, legislation, administrative 
structures, operational systems and the human resource base necessary to respond more effectively to 
diverse migration and border challenges and to institute good migration governance. Such activities are 
designed as partnerships, with the requesting government and other relevant interlocutors working 
closely with IOM to identify needs, determine priority areas, and shape and deliver interventions. Since 
realities on the ground and the goals of governments and other actors in migration management change 
over time in both nature and priority, IBM activities continuously evolve to meet new migration 
challenges. At the global level, IOM’s IBM work on is guided by its IBM strategy for 2016-2020. 

Regarding IOM support to IBM activities in Serbia, IOM has implemented various projects to assist the 
government to better manage irregular migration including the project that is the focus of this evaluation: 
“Increasing Capacities for Addressing Irregular Migration in Serbia,” implemented from September 2015 
to June 2017 with funding from the IOM Development Fund (IDF).1  

The project supported capacity building of Serbian institutions, especially the Ministry of the Interior, to 
contribute to the project’s overall objective: 

 Contribute to effective and service oriented reception facilities for irregular migrants in Serbia.  

                                                           
1 The IOM Development Fund (IDF) supports developing Member States in efforts to strengthen their migration management 
capacity by providing essential "seed funding" for innovative projects. In operation since 2001, IDF has funded over 600 projects 
implemented in more than 115 countries worldwide. 
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The intended outcomes and outputs to contribute to the objective are outlined below. Later amendments 
were made in practice to various of the planned results, noted below in italics, which will be addressed in 
more detail later in this report: 

 Support the Border Police Directorate and reception centre in addressing the needs of increased 
numbers of migrants (Outcome 1).  

Outputs to contribute to this Outcome: 

- Current capacities of the Centre at Padinska Skela2 assessed and recommendations made 
(Output 1.1) and protection indicators and standard operating procedures developed (Output 
1.2), in order to increase preparedness for accommodation.  

- Border police and centre staff trained to provide adequate services and support (Output 1.3) 
and knowledge of border police and centre staff increased through a study visit (Output 1.5), 
in order to enable provision of adequate assistance and support with a specific focus on 
vulnerable groups.  

- Migrants at the Centre are informed (Output 1.4), using materials in various languages, in 
order to increase awareness among migrants on rights and available services. 

- Response Capacity Plan was developed (Output 1.6), in order to ensure that comprehensive 
and updated information on resources is available. This was not in the end developed by this 
project, but rather by the government Working Group established in the summer of 2015 to 
respond to the migration crisis.  

 Develop government strategy for addressing irregular migration in Serbia (Outcome 2).  

Outputs to contribute to this Outcome: 

- This included developing a draft of a new action plan for strategy implementation (Output 
2.1). While the original design aimed to cover only the action plan, with the related strategy 
to be developed under a separate initiative, the Government of Serbia requested at the start 
of implementation that IOM also develop the strategy itself under this project.  

- The project aimed to transpose relevant objectives of the Action Plan for Chapter 24 of the 
Serbian EU Acquis harmonization process, by proposing those measures which had been 
identified by the Government of Serbia/Ministry of Interior through a consultative process.  

2.2 Evaluation purpose 

The overall objective established in the evaluation TOR was to assess the relevance of project design, 
effectiveness and performance of the project, efficiency of project management and implementation, and 
impact and sustainability, as well as attention to cross-cutting issues (gender and human rights). Primarily, 
the intention was that the evaluation will be used by IOM and the donor, the IOM Development Fund 
(IDF), to assess performance and impact and to inform future decision-making on use of IDF funding.  

Secondarily, since this project represents an area that is internally strictly guided for IOM (mainstreaming 
and fulfilment of migrants’ human rights in an immigration detention setting) and is applicable to other 
countries where IOM works, the evaluation will be used by IOM’s thematic specialists in IBM to assess 
lessons learned and best practices that can be applied to future projects. In particular, as Serbia was 
hosting a large group of stranded migrants, some of whom would perhaps be integrated, others returned, 

                                                           
2 The ‘Reception Centre for Foreigners’ in Padinska Skela is operated by the Ministry of Interior (MoI), referred to throughout 
this report as ‘the Centre’ or ‘the Centre at Padinska Skela’. In 2014, when this project was first being developed, the Centre 
was the only centre for accommodation of migrants and it was used to accommodate foreigners awaiting removal, identity 
confirmation or document issuance. Later, with the start of the migration crisis, additional open migrant reception centres were 
used for migrants and asylum-seekers (non-immigration detention setting) while the Centre at Padinska Skela remained as the 
only closed centre (immigration detention setting) for ‘migrants not in need of international protection’. 
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evaluation of project performance and where Padinska Skela as a centre stands now can inform future 
follow-up interventions.  

2.3 Evaluation scope 

The evaluation covered the entire period of project implementation (1 September 2015 to 30 June 2017) 
of the “Increasing Capacities for Addressing Irregular Migration in Serbia” project. The evaluation visit 
took place mainly in Belgrade, Serbia in addition to a visit to the Centre in Padinska Skela.  

The evaluation was conducted one year after the end of the project to allow time for the National Strategy 
for Combatting Irregular Migration in Serbia to be endorsed by all institutional partners and adopted by 
Serbian Government as a final product of the consultative process supported by the project. However, at 
time of the evaluation visit, the strategy was still in a draft version and awaiting a public hearing that was 
preliminarily agreed with the government for 11 July, after which the strategy and action plan would be 
passed to the government for formal adoption. 

2.4 Evaluation criteria 

The following evaluation criteria were assessed, with specific questions established by the evaluation 
commissioner for each criterion as outlined in detail in the evaluation terms of reference (Annex 1): 

 Relevance: The extent to which the project objective or outcomes remain valid and pertinent either 
as originally planned or as subsequently modified. 

 Effectiveness: The extent to which a project achieves its objectives or produces its desired results. 

 Efficiency: How well the resources (funds, expertise, and time) are used to undertake activities, and 
how well these resources are converted into outputs. 

 Impact: Positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a project, 
directly or indirectly, intentionally or unintentionally. 

 Sustainability: The durability of the project’s results, or the continuation of the project’s benefits 
once external support ceases. 

 Cross-cutting issues of gender and human rights: The extent to which issues of gender and human 
rights were considered in the design and implementation of the project. 

 

3. Evaluation framework and methodology 

3.1 Data sources and collection 

Based on the evaluation questions and proposed methodology in the terms of reference (ToR) (Annex 1), 
the Evaluator refined the approach through initial review of project-related documents and an analysis of 
key stakeholders. An evaluation matrix (Annex 2) was then developed to plan for data collection: for each 
evaluation question in the ToR, the Evaluator established sub-questions, indicators to guide answering 
those questions, and the related data sources needed.  

An inception report was drafted and shared with the Evaluation Manager, which included the evaluation 
matrix, a list of documents gathered and request for additional identified documents, a list of stakeholders 
identified to prioritize for interviews, and guides for carrying out semi-structured interviews.  

In the end, the approach relied mainly on the below qualitative methods: 

- Semi-structured interviews with IOM staff, consultants involved in the project, and government 
partners. A list of persons interviewed is included in Annex 3. 

- Document review of project documents and reports. A list of documents is included in Annex 4. 
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Quantitative monitoring data from the project was also used as a data source, including reported progress 
against performance indicators and financial reports. An activity timeline was also reconstructed from the 
initial work plan, from the narrative progress reports to the donor, and from the interviews with IOM staff. 

Guides for interviews were developed based on the evaluation questions (Annex 5). 

3.2 Data analysis 

The data analysis relied mainly on qualitative analysis of documentation and notes taken by the Evaluator 
during interviews. Initial analysis began during the inception phase. A brief, initial document review was 
carried out to inform the drafting of the evaluation matrix, which guided all further analysis (Annex 2). 
Also, during the inception phase, the Evaluator developed matrix displays using project monitoring data 
pulled from quarterly reports. This involved collecting information on progress against activities, results, 
and financials from the donor reports and compiling those into three separate tabs in an Excel: (1) 
progress against results using the indicators, (2) progress against activities and updated timelines; and (3) 
progress in financial spending over the life of the project. This facilitated a better overall picture of the 
activities, results and budget and informed the discussions with the project team during the field visit. The 
matrices were supplemented later with information from interviews.   

The Evaluator carried out a quick analysis of initial findings and tentative conclusions for the debrief at 
the end of the field visit with the Evaluation Manager. The Evaluator kept notes on the initial analysis 
and comments raised by the Evaluation Manager. The initial analysis was supplemented after the field 
visit by a fuller analysis of documents and interview notes. A deductive (theory-led) thematic analysis 
approach was employed using a coding scheme based on the evaluation criteria and sub-questions 
outlined in the evaluation matrix. Collected data was triangulated through cross analysis of data from 
the various data sources. The Evaluator strived to ensure that assessments are objective and balanced, 
affirmations accurate and verifiable, and recommendations realistic, and to follow IOM Data Protection 
Principles and UNEG norms and standards, and relevant ethical guidelines. The evaluation was carried 
out in accordance with IOM standards and guidance on evaluations including the IOM Project Handbook 
and Evaluation Guidelines. 

3.3 Limitations and mitigation strategies 

The Evaluator was able to meet with the large majority of stakeholders prioritized for interviews in the 
inception report, including all relevant IOM staff and consultants.  The two main government stakeholders 
were the Ministry of the Interior (MoI) and Commissariat for Refugees and Migration (CRM). Initially the 
Evaluator prioritized two specific individuals from each for an interview, given their close involvement in 
the project implementation. Interviews were successfully arranged with one of those identified individuals 
from each agency, though the second from each was not available due to scheduling constraints.  

Two other government stakeholders were initially prioritized by the Evaluator, but later determined not 
to be a priority after conferring with the Evaluation Manager and the Project Manager: Ministry of Labour, 
Employment, Veteran, and Social Affairs (MLEVSA) and Ministry of Justice (MoJ). These were identified as 
a priority by the Evaluator based the project document, which stated that regular coordination of activities 
with MoI, CRM, MLEVSP, and MoJ was of “paramount importance.” However, in the context of the start 
of the migration crisis in the summer of 2015, a new governmental inter-ministerial working group (WG) 
was established resulting in IOM deciding to only coordinate directly with MoI and CRM, given that the 
MoI could then coordinate through the working group with MLEVSA, MoJ and others.  

In the inception phase, the Evaluator proposed potential focus groups with police officers from the Centre 
and in bordering regions that participated in the training. In the end, however, this was not possible to 
arrange given timing and logistical considerations. The Evaluator relied in part on the findings of a previous 
evaluation of a Japan-funded project, which she had also carried out a year before, that included meeting 
with a group of border staff trained using the curriculum developed with IDF funds under this project. 

A final limitation was that the Response Capacity Plan (RCP) was only available in Serbian and was 
obtained by the Evaluator late in the analysis process. Google Translate was used to translate sections of 
the report to gain a sense of its overall content but could not be fully assessed as was originally planned.  
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4. Findings  
The section is organized by evaluation criteria. Findings are presented for each evaluation question posed 
in the ToR (Annex 1). Under each question, the findings are first presented (evidence gathered) along with 
the conclusion (Evaluator judgment based on findings) and any related recommendation.  

A summary of conclusions and recommendations is also provided later in Section 5 and Section 6.  

4.1 Relevance 

R1. Project design: Is the project document well designed according to the IOM project development 
guidelines and logical framework approach, including results, indicators, budget and M&E planning? 

The Evaluator assessed the proposal narrative according to the IOM project development guidelines, IDF 
guidelines and IDF proposal template. The rationale clearly lays out the problem and links identified 
challenges to the project’s proposed solutions. The roles of each partner were justified and explained, and 
coordination structures were planned. Sustainability measures are described at policy, institutional and 
operational levels. The rationale makes clear that external support was needed and a support letter from 
the government requesting IOM support was included; however, the proposal does not explicitly explain 
the added value of IOM’s involvement and why the support of IOM in particular was needed. Overall, the 
narrative appears complete and well written, with nearly all elements of the template addressed. 

A foundation for M&E planning is laid in the proposal through the following main elements: results matrix 
(for monitoring results), work plan (for monitoring activities), and budget (for monitoring financials).3  

Starting with results, the Evaluator assessed the logic and coherence of the results matrix according to 
project development guidelines. Annex 6 provides more detailed comments on each level of the results 
matrix. The key findings from the analysis are as follows:  

- The objective is clearly stated and well formulated, and the indicator provides for measurement 
at the appropriate level related to supporting national-level government efforts.  

- Results statements are phrased as activities, rather than as results. Most outputs and outcomes 
incorrectly use activity-focused language (capacities assessed, procedures developed) rather than 
results-focused language (knowledge and skills improved, tools available). For instance, Outcome 
2 describes an activity (“Develop” a strategy) rather than the intended end result (e.g. “Strategy 
is in place”). Results-focused language is important to make clear what change we want to see, 
which then facilitates development of indicators to measure. 

- Many indicators are phrased as result statements, rather than providing specific qualitative or 
quantitative factors to operationalize measurement of the result.  

- Some indicators are imprecise, some include multiple elements that would be better split into 
separate indicators, and there is not always coherence between indicators, baselines and targets.  

- There is a strong underlying logical connection between outcomes and objective. Even though as 
noted the language of the results statements are activity rather than results-focused, if they were 
reformulated slightly to results language (drawing also on the indicators, which are phrased more 
like results statements), the following underlying logic is clear and strong: if BPD and the Centre 
are able to address the needs of increased numbers of migrants (Outcome 1) and a strategy for 
addressing irregular migration is adopted (Outcome 1) and government support continues and 
migration flows do not significantly change (assumptions) then it contribute to effective and 
service oriented reception facilities (Objective). 

- Most assumptions are not at the correct level. For instance, assumptions at activity level should 
follow the logic: if we carry out these activities and [assumed conditions] then we will achieve the 

                                                           
3 Under the revised 2017 version of the IOM Project Handbook, all IOM projects should also monitor results. However, the 
previous handbook in effect at the time of this project did not yet include risk monitoring.  
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output. However, many assumptions listed at activity level refer to costs involved, which is rather 
under control of IOM to be considered as part of planning and budgeting.  

The issues identified above with the result matrix have an impact on M&E planning, and thereby on donor 
reporting. For Outcome 1, for example, it is not clear what result should be monitored. Since the outcome 
statement is activity-focused (“Support” border police in addressing needs of an increased number of 
migrants) the intended result is not clear. The indicator is also not specific (two areas are mentioned: 
availability of services, use of services) and it is not yet measurable (how to assess “availability of services” 
or “use ensured”). The impact of this can be seen in the progress reported to the donor in the reports. 
The ‘progress’ for Outcome 1 listed in the final donor report is only a summary of activities and outputs, 
rather than the progress in achieving outcome-level changes (e.g. the number of beneficiaries offered 
needs- and vulnerabilities-sensitive services, or whether the Centre has a coordination role in emergency 
situations).   

In relation to results, the Evaluator also examined the theory of change. This was based first on the results 
matrix (see Annex 7.1). Overall, the theory of change was mostly logical and well-structured from the 
initial design stage. However, the Evaluator adjusted the logic given the identified issues noted above (see 
Annex 7.2). Finally, the Evaluator made final adjustments following the data collection as part of the data 
analysis and writing up of this report (see Annex 7.3), mostly stemming from changes in context that have 
impacted the theory of change, since certain activities were added and others removed and some outputs 
were amended but the results matrix was not updated to reflect changes.  

In terms of financials, the budget was well designed from the start and covered costs associated with all 
planned operational activities, as well as Project Steering Committee coordination meetings, staff travel, 
communication, and a final external evaluation.  

In terms of activities, the work plan in the proposal was logical and well organized. However, the activities 
were only planned for 12 rather than 18 months. The project implementation period was extended from 
12 months (in an earlier draft) to 18 months to give time to complete activities and achieve results, but 
the work plan was not updated to reflect the 18 months duration. This created a hurdle for monitoring of 
activities, and also relates to financial monitoring in terms of enabling proper assessment of the burn rate.  

Adjustments to the project document (including results matrix and work plan) can help to better facilitate 
M&E planning. In this case, no changes were made at the start of implementation to the project document 
and only a few changes were made later as part of the no-cost extension request in February 2017, related 
mainly to the budget and timeline for strategy development activities. Proper M&E planning also includes 
development of monitoring tools at start of implementation. This is addressed under the Efficiency section.  

Conclusion: The project document is well-designed and logically constructed according to the IOM and 
IDF project development guidelines. A few issues were identified related to formulation of results and 
indicators, especially at outcome level and the timeline of planned activities, which posed a hurdle for 
M&E planning in terms of setting a proper foundation for monitoring and reporting. See conclusions under 
the Efficiency section for observations related to M&E planning during implementation.  
 

Recommendation: In future projects, improve quality of the results matrix and work plan to lay a stronger 
foundation for monitoring and reporting on results and activities.  
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R2. Beneficiary needs: Do the intended results remain valid and pertinent as originally planned or as 
subsequently modified in terms of direct beneficiary needs (state authorities and reception centre)? 

The project was first conceptualized in late 2014 based on an assessment by IOM of the national context 
and wider context of migration flows through Western Balkan countries. IOM recognized that the Western 
Balkan route, already an important route for irregular migration from Asia and Africa to the EU, was 
experiencing an increased influx, based on for instance on research that mapped regular and irregular 
flows through during 2009-20134 and Frontex reports of a sharp increase of Syrian and Afghan migrants 
and refugees.5 There was also a noted potential for even more massive increases in future. IOM assessed 
that the increased number of irregular migrants was placing extraordinary pressure on state services and 
institutions involved in accommodation, care, reception, and related services for migrants, which already 
faced hindered, weak welfare systems and limited institutional capacities. Better preparedness and 
institutional capacities were deemed to be needed to ensure effective protection services were provided 
to irregular migrants in Serbia. This formed the foundation of the rationale for the proposal submitted to 
IDF in May 2015, which was designed to support government capacity building while also supporting 
contingency planning to prepare for a potential mass influx in the future. 

However, the context changed significantly by the time project implementation began in September 2015. 
The potential contingency of increased migration flows had become a reality. Serbia and other Western 
Balkan countries experienced a massive surge in mixed migration flows in mid-2015. As cited in IOM 
reports, the Serbian Asylum Office reported over 66,400 persons registered as asylum seekers in Serbia in 
January-July 2015. Numbers began increasing further in mid-2015. During July-August 2015, an average 
of 1,200 people arrived per day at the country’s border. The rate increased to an average of 4,600 during 
September-December 2015, bringing the total to around 578,000 persons registered in 2015.  

In reaction to this surge in migration flows, in mid-2015 the Government of Serbia formed a “Working 
Group for Solving the Issues of Mixed Migratory Flows” to facilitate inter-sectoral coordination and inter-
agency cooperation. Among other actions, that Working Group coordinated development of a Response 
Capacity Plan (RCP) during the summer of 2015 (finalized in September 2015) and requested technical 
support from the humanitarian community to implement. The development of the RCP was also prompted 
by the EU, which requested in July 2015 that adoption of an RCP with a deadline of September should be 
included as a requirement in the Action Plan for Chapter 24.  

Still, despite these contextual changes, the original 
rationale remained relevant: there was still a need to 
improve capacities to deliver services to migrants. 
However, the focus shifted from support only to the 
Centre at Padinska Skela to other centres and border 
posts in the context of the migration crisis. 

At the time this project was first developed in 2014, 
the Centre in Padinska Skela was the only centre for 
accommodation of migrants and it was used to 
accommodate foreigners awaiting removal, identity 
confirmation or document issuance. Later, with the 
start of the migration crisis, additional open migrant reception centres were used for migrants and 
asylum-seekers (non-immigration detention setting) while the Centre at Padinska Skela remained as the 
only centre for ‘migrants not in need of international protection’ (immigration detention setting)6. By early 
December 2016, there were five Asylum Centres, five Transit Centres and two Reception Centres in 
                                                           
4 IOM (2014), “Migration Flows in Western Balkan Countries: Transit, Origin and Destination, 2009-2013”, 7 November 2014. 
Prepared by Slobodan Cvejic and Marija Babovic, SeConS – Development Initiative Group, Belgrade 
5 IOM (2015), “European Migration Crisis, IOM Emergency Response Plan for Serbia and the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia, September-December 2015”, September 2015. 
6 In the context of Serbia, the common distinction is between ‘open migrant reception centres’ and ‘closed migrant reception 
centres’, with the former referring to immigration detention. ‘Immigration detention’ can be defined as the restriction of 
freedom of movement through confinement that is ordered by an administrative or judicial authority.  

“We couldn’t continue to focus on just one 
institution while others were suffering under 
the burden of the migration crisis.” 

“Resources that came in with the migration 
crisis moved in a different direction than was 
originally planned, with less attention given 
to the Centre at Padinska Skela.” 

- IOM respondents 



17 

addition to the Centre at Padinska Skela, and there was a need to also support the provision of services 
to migrants in those centres in a context of the massive influx during the crisis.  

Capacity building continued to be a key need, and it became even more urgent in the migration crisis 
context. IOM was able to align well to needs by supporting the MoI and border police in their response to 
a mass influx of migrants. The study visit to Italy (Output 1.5) was very well timed. Participants gained 
practical and theoretical knowledge that could be immediately applied to the response to the influx of 
migrants, complementing knowledge that IOM helped provide through the humanitarian border 
management (HBM) trainings (Output 1.3). Stakeholders particularly appreciated that IOM was able to 
quickly adapt, develop and roll-out the trainings, given the need for quick and flexible support during the 
migration crisis.  

Coordination between the Centre and other institutions was identified in the initial project design as a 
central element in effective management of migration-related emergency situations, and it remained also 
as a key consideration in the context of the migration crisis. IOM initially assessed that authorities in Serbia 
lacked adequate mechanisms to manage resources and provide accommodation and services to migrants, 
and that an absence of established procedures between agencies coupled with underdeveloped skills was 
undermining efforts to effectively manage reception and assistance to migrants in need, including 
support, identification and referral for vulnerable migrants. The limited coordination and mechanisms to 
manage migration was further exacerbated by a stretching of resources to respond to increased pressure 
at the borders during the crisis. For instance, IOM identified as part of emergency response planning in 
September 2015 that there was a “growing gap in information and a need to regularly provide government 
counterparts, humanitarian actors and other stakeholders with updated data on locations, numbers, 
movements and multi-sectoral needs of vulnerable migrants moving through the WB region.”7  

Protection indicators and SOPs development (Output 1.2) was timely and was even more needed in the 
context of the crisis rather than as part of contingency planning, as originally conceived. However, that 
very context while increasing relevance also made it more difficult to rally resources and attention. In the 
first months of the crisis, there was barely national capacity to respond to immediate needs. Additionally, 
the original intention was to align the indicators and SOP to the new Law on Foreigners, which in the end 
was not adopted during project implementation as was initially expected. In the end, IOM promoted an 
alternate approach to support this intended result: an AVR decree was drafted (supported by this project) 
and a Handbook on Humanitarian Border Management (HBM)8. Both were responding to specific requests 
and support needs of the government in the migration crisis context. 

Strategic and operational response planning continued to be needed, and IOM support in this area was 
appreciated. Strategy development (Outcome 2.1) came at the right time under this project given the 
expiration of the previous strategy and external support to facilitate the process was requested by the 
government. The MoI has a policy and strategy support unit, but were reportedly overstretched, especially 
given the migration crisis context. An external facilitate is also helpful to provide guidance and expertise 
concerning strategic planning processes. However, sequencing was changed to first prioritize deliverables 
such as the study visit and trainings to support immediate operational response to the crisis. Activities 
related to strategy development activities were moved to the end of the project implementation period.  

Assessment of the Centre at Padinska Skela (Output 1.1) was timely in the sense that it was an identified 
priority under the Action Plan for Chapter 24. It therefore remained relevant to carry out the assessment 
as planned. However, it was less of an immediate need in the context of the migration crisis as attention 
was diverted to the border posts and other migrant centres given the pressure of increased migrant flows. 
In the long term, there was (and still is) a need to build capacities of the centre. The assessment report 

                                                           
7 IOM (2015), “European Migration Crisis, IOM Emergency Response Plan for Serbia and the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia, September-December 2015”, September 2015. 
8 ‘HBM Handbook’ refers to the “Humanitarian Border Management – Standard Operating Procedures for Border Police” which 
was supported with funds from multiple projects, including this IDF-funded project. It was attached as Annex 3 to the second 
interim donor report. 
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was therefore timely and needed, even if attention was diverted from a focus on this during the project 
implementation. This is raised below as a potential area where further support is needed in future.  

Conclusion: The intended results are well aligned to direct beneficiary needs. Responsiveness to needs in 
the original design, and IOM adaptability and flexibility ensured that the project remained aligned to needs 
in the context of the migration crisis. However, while the project focus on building capacities of state 
authorities and the Centre remained relevant, the attention to the Centre at Padinska Skela was less than 
initially planned due to the emergent needs in the context of the migration crisis which diverted the 
attention away from the needs of the Centre. 

 

 

R3. National strategies: Do intended results align with and support government policies and national 
strategies? 

Addressing irregular migration is an important national priority for Serbia. The key strategic document in 
the area of migration, the Migration Management Strategy, identifies irregular migration as an area of 
concern. Development of a new countering irregular migration (CIM) strategy was identified during the 
design of this project as a national concern, since the previous CIM Strategy for 2009-2014 had ended and 
thus needed to be updated, and this was included in the Action Plan for Chapter 24. However, it became 
an even greater national priority at the start of the migration crisis in mid-2015. Although immediate 
attention at the project start was placed on addressing operational needs, the project continued with its 
plan to support development of a new CIM strategy though with a adjusted timeline: a no-cost extension 
of four months was requested to complete strategy development activities during March-July 2018. 

Serbia is also involved in EU accession negotiations and becoming an EU member is a strategic national 
goal. Addressing irregular migration is an important aspect of the Rule of Law conditions that Serbia is 
requested to meet under Chapter 24 of the negotiation framework. An Action Plan for Chapter 24 was 
developed during 2013-2015 to help guide Serbia towards fulfilment of those requirements. This project 
was designed to align to that Action Plan by using achievement of a couple specific recommendations as 
the objective-level indicator for this project:  

 Recommendation 1.3: Addressing accommodation needs with particular attention for minors and 
other vulnerable groups. 

 Recommendation 1.4: Propose an evaluation mechanism assessing the accommodation capacities for 
irregular migrants on a continuous bases with the possibility to boost capacity in the short term, if 
necessary; attention also needs to be paid to ensuring that the centre’s staff are adequately trained.   

All activities and outputs under this project are designed to support this goal, including assessment of the 
Centre at Padinska Skela, the various capacity building measures, and development of a new CIM strategy 
and action plan. IOM chose the project outputs based on assessment of which gaps were not yet covered. 
EU accession remains a key concern of the government, and Serbia’s commitments under the Action Plan 
for Chapter 24 can therefore be seen as an accelerator for progress. Government partners refer to the 
Action Plan for Chapter 24 as a key national strategic document.  

Conclusion: The project is well aligned with government policies and national strategies. It is in line with 
migration policy needs by addressing the need for a new strategy and action plan on irregular migration 
and by seeking to contribute to a wider process of EU accession by supporting fulfilment of the Action 
Plan for Chapter 24. Activities and results are intentionally designed to align and support these goals. 
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R4. IOM strategies: Is the project aligned with and supportive of IOM national, regional and/or global 
strategies and the Migration Governance Framework? 

The country strategy for 2014-2019 was developed by the IOM Mission in Serbia prior to the start of the 
migration crisis. The project continues to align, however, since the IOM country strategy was designed to 
support harmonization with EU acquis, particularly recommendations related to migration governance.  

The original plan to support the Centre at Padinska Skela aligns with IOM’s Immigration and Border 
Management (IBM) internal strategy for 2016-2020. The project design is consistent with Outcome 1, 
related to “capacity building interventions and policy advice to States in the field of IBM through reliable, 
localised, regional or global responses that are consistent with international good practice and standards.” 
In particular, there is strong alignment with the following outputs under Outcome 1: 

- Output 1.3: Guidance on Countering Migrant Smuggling and Reducing Irregular Migration.  
- Output 1.5: HBM is mainstreamed into IOM’s programming and projects.  
- Output 1.7: Targeted guidance on Readmission policies, good practices and standards.  

The overall objective of IOM’s IBM strategy aligns with IOM’s 12-point strategy, the Organisation’s global 
strategic framework. Through its IBM programming, IOM contributes towards ensuring that States can 
effectively manage immigration and movements across their borders and through their territories in 
accordance with international good practice, by observing the rights of migrants and facilitating safe and 
regular channels of migration while addressing irregular, exploitative and criminal abuse, and by balancing 
facilitation and security. Specifically, this project is aligned to the following points:  

- 2. To enhance the humane and orderly management of migration and the effective respect for 
the human rights of migrants in accordance with international law. 

- 3. To offer expert advice, research, technical cooperation and operational assistance to States, 
intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations and other stakeholders, in order to 
build national capacities and facilitate international, regional and bilateral cooperation on 
migration matters. 

- 5. To support States, migrants and communities in addressing the challenges of irregular 
migration, including through research and analysis into root causes, sharing information and 
spreading best practices, as well as facilitating development-focused solutions. 

- 11. To assist States in the development and delivery of programmes, studies and technical 
expertise on combating migrant smuggling and trafficking in persons, in particular women and 
children, in a manner consistent with international law. 

The project also aligns to IOM’s Migration Governance Framework (MiGOF), in particular:  

- Principle 1: Support adherence to international standards and fulfilment of migrants’ rights.  
- Objective 2: Promote effective responses to the mobility dimensions of crises, including 

technical assistance for HBM in preparedness and response to crisis situations.  
- Objective 3: Promote that migration take place in a safe, orderly and dignified manner, including 

attention to HBM, to promote and facilitate regular migration channels.     

The project also aligns to IOM’s regional strategy for South-eastern Europe, Eastern Europe and Central 
Asia, which includes Serbia. The project is in line with strategic objectives of comprehensive support to 
government and effective protection and assistant to migrants. It also aligns to various thematic 
objectives of the IOM regional strategy: 2. Ensuring protection of the human rights of all migrants; 3. 
Providing effective protection and assistance to vulnerable migrants, including in the context of complex 
migration flows; 8. Promoting effective immigration and border management; and 9. Ensuring 
preparedness and a more effective operational response to crises and emergencies. 

Conclusion: The project is well aligned to IOM’s country strategy for Serbia; to IOM’s regional strategy 
which covers Serbia and other Western Balkan countries; and to IOM’s global Immigration and Border 
Management internal strategy and IOM’s Migration Governance Framework (MiGOF). 

 



20 

R5. Future needs: Are there any identifiable ways that the approach should be revised in future, or is it 
evident that additional or complementary activities or projects will need to be implemented? 

Needs related to the Center at Padinska Skela. Some efforts are being made to act on recommendations 
of the assessment of the Centre. For instance, infrastructure is currently being improved with funding 
from the Government of Switzerland and EU MADAD Fund. The following provides an overview of status 
of each recommendation based on available evidence: 

Recommendation Progress 
made?  

Information on progress made  

1.1 Centre should further improve conditions of 
accommodation and sanitation facilities in line with 
improvements carried out in 2015, in the remaining 
areas designated for accommodation of both men and 
women.   

Yes  Refurbishments in process, using 
MADAD and Swiss funds. 

1.2 The Centre should complete the furnishing and 
equipping of the play room for children. 

No No progress made. Play room still 
unfurnished and unequipped (empty 
room with colourfully painted walls). 

2.1 MoI, and the Department for Foreigners specifically, 
should resolve the issue of access to translators and 
interpreters through allocation of funds for the provision 
of translation services in a systematic manner. 

No No progress made since assessment. 
During the validation workshop, a 
suggestion was made to seek donor 
funds to cover this.  

3.1 Provision of a systematic support for assisted 
voluntary return (AVR) to the Ministry of Interior 
(Department for Foreigners) should be considered. 

Not clear No evidence available to Evaluator. 

4.1 The access to protection services should be better 
documented and closer monitoring practices established 
through credible and verifiable internal practices.  

No Centre staff were unaware of this 
recommendation and there was no 
reported progress.  

4.2 Oversight via independent bodies, such as the 
Ombudsman through the NPM mechanism should be 
continued. 

Yes Independent oversight has continued, 
but less frequently. Last visit was in 
March 2017.   

5.1 Residents should be provided with copies of House 
Rules in languages they understand. The right to seek 
asylum should be included. This would help to minimise 
misunderstandings in determining status of foreigners. 

No Not supported as planned due to 
delayed adoption of Law on 
Foreigners. IOM reported plans in 
process to translate the House Rules.   

Introduce alternative forms of accommodation for 
persons who are members of vulnerable groups 
(especially children), such as foster families for example* 

Not clear No evidence available to Evaluator. 

Make the initial medical examination more available for 
all residents of the Centre* 

Not clear No evidence available to Evaluator. 
Also, access to medical services has 
declined: no longer available in-house 
as was the case in 2016, and residents 
had to be transported to Belgrade to 
access health services. 

 

* These were added to the final report as additional recommendations raised during the validation workshop.  

Addressing the remaining recommendations identified in the assessment relates also to capacity 
building of Centre staff as well as improving migrants’ access to services. While progress in some 
recommendations are challenged by larger structural and institutional issues over which IOM has limited 
influence, there are other areas where support from IOM could be more helpful. The following needs of 
the Centre and related structural and institutional challenges were identified by the Evaluator: 
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- While the migration crisis increased the importance of irregular migration, it also impacted the 
pace of implementation of the Action Plan for Chapter 24. Some elements were delayed, as there 
was a shift to ensuring immediate operational response to the crisis. New resources that came in 
with the crisis also moved in a different direction than originally planned, with more attention to 
border posts than to the Centre. Therefore, while prioritization of irregular migration increased, 
there was reportedly little increase in attention to needs of the 
Centre. 

- In addition to the assessment by IOM in 2015, regular visits are 
carried out to monitor conditions by the National Protection 
Mechanism, which includes the Office of the Ombudsman and 
the Belgrade Centre for Human Rights, including two visits in 
2016 and one in 2017. It is not clear if any additional visits were 
carried out; none were reported by Centre staff and the last 
report on the NPM website is from June 2017. The Centre staff 
reportedly agree with all recommendations but lack national 
resources and institutional will to implement them.  

- The Centre faces human and financial resource constraints, 
both human and financial, and it poses a challenge to building 
staff capacities when the resources are already stretched. As 
one respondent noted, it is difficult to organize the staff 
without having enough staff to organize. The Centre was built 
in the 1970s to accommodate 120-140 persons but that was 
later lowered to maximum 80 per updated standards. The 
Centre has been severely understaffed for years. Only an 
estimated 20% of human resource needs are met. There is a 
hiring freeze in state institutions in Serbia, coupled with natural 
loss of staff through retirement. There is also a reported sense 
that staff do not feel supported and are burned out. Centre 
staff often take on small tasks like janitorial and yard work or spend several hours day travelling 
to a store to purchase items requested by the migrants.  

- There is a reported need for social workers and medical support staff. Previously, at the time of 
the assessment in late 2015, the Centre could call in a doctor from a nearby facility but as of June 
2018 this was no longer the case, reportedly linked to legal changes related to how facilitates are 
run, managed and accessed. The Centre had no access to in-house medical services and had to 
transport migrants 30 km to facilities in Belgrade whenever there was a need for medical services.  

- Additionally, there is a still a need to translate the Centre’s House Rules into the languages most 
commonly understood by the migrants. This was planned under the project but did not happen 
in the end since the new Law on Foreigners was delayed throughout the implementation period. 

- The Centre is reportedly in a period of transition and adaption to apply the new Law on Foreigners, 
including what should be the role of the Centre in terms of who is sent there. This IDF-funded 
project originally intended to clarify the coordination role of the Centre, but this was apparently 
not achieved and thus remains as another area where further support may be needed. 

- It is reported that the Centre has not been used as much during the migration crisis, but that this 
is more linked to a lack of clarify on why and when to use immigration detention rather than 
because the law or procedures are in place to prescribe its proper use. It is reportedly unclear 
what status can be given to migrants unless they start an asylum process, as the vast majority of 
irregular migrants now reside in other (open) migrant centres without status. At the start of the 
migration crisis this was not really an issue, as they were given papers that allowed them to transit 
through and to receive humanitarian assistance. However, current and future status is uncertain.  

“The crisis affected the 
ability to move ahead as 
planned. Maybe if the 
crisis hadn’t happened, 
then we could have 
mobilized resources to 
continue in the direction 
of improving conditions in 
the Centre. But the crisis 
affected the way that both 
IOM and the government 
were able to plan and 
prioritize.” 

 “The government is 
overburdened and the 
Centre is far down on the 
list of priorities. There are 
so many holes to fill. This 
particular hole [the 
Centre] is constantly on 
the back burner.” 

- Stakeholders  
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Additional capacity building support needs. In additional the specific needs related to the Centre, as 
noted above, other capacity building support needs and various related challenges were also identified: 

- Following a meeting of senior officials from the Western Balkans earlier this year in Brussels, there 
has been a noted shift in focus to readmission and return. Some support was given related to AVR 
under this project, most notably the draft AVR Decree, which while not adopted continues to 
inform and guide government efforts in this area. Support is being provided by IOM, including 
under a regional IPA project to support dialogue with countries of origin. Still, AVR was highlighted 
by government partners as an area where ongoing support is appreciated and is useful. 

- The HBM trainings were highly regarded and appear to have successfully met immediate needs; 
government partners note that all first line responders have now gone through the training. In 
future, government stakeholders noted that additional support would be appreciated to support 
the implementation of the new Law on Foreigners which includes attention to returns, and 
government partners noted a need to support trainings for their staff in the field. 

- Respondents noted a need for more funds to support practical coordination, both inter-agency 
and between the national and local level, such as technical-level working groups. Often 
government partners lack funds for such coordination activities, which are useful for field staff to 
share practice experience and updates and for staff in the capital to share updates on new policies 
and plans. There was a particular need for national-local coordination during the migration crisis, 
and IOM helped to bring the national heads to the field to share updates. 

- In terms of contingency planning, it is unclear whether support is still needed and to what extent 
needs are already covered by other interventions. For instance, it was noted that IOM’s regional 
IPA project plans to introduce a tool for contingency planning. A regularly updated RCP was 
planned as an output under this project (Output 1.6) to enable strategic government-led 
contingency planning including using data gathered in monitoring visits. In the end, the RCP was 
developed directly by the government, without IOM direct support; IOM funded a few monitoring 
visits, though it is not clear whether those supported RCP updating. It is also unclear how often 
the RCP has been updated; one respondent claimed it was updated every six months, though 
another noted it has only been updated a couple times and is now out of date. IOM staff shared 
two versions of the RCP with the Evaluator, one available only in Serbian for the period 2015-2016 
and one in English for the period October 2016 to March 2017.  

- Finally, complimentary activities may be useful in relation to implementation of the CIM strategy 
and action plan once it is adopted, which stakeholders expected to happen by October 2018.   

Conclusion: Going forward, attention is likely still needed to long-term capacity building aims including 
attention to specific needs faced by the Centre. Additional activities may also be needed to support the 
implementation of the CIM strategy and action plan, implementation of the new Law on Foreigners, and 
support for evidence-based contingency planning.  
 
Recommendation: Strategize how to best proceed to improve conditions and procedures related to 
immigration detention, building on issues identified in the assessment report of 2015 and other reports 
regarding unmet needs, as well as considering how to best build momentum and draw attention to 
international standards and best practices going forward. This could include helping draw attention back 
to the Centre, which may take concerted effort and time the time to deal with the sensitivity of the issue 
of immigration detention. IOM can play a role in helping build momentum and provide guidance. IOM can 
consider better positioning as an expert by not only responding to government requests, but also taking 
proactively drawing attention to international standards and good practice in this area. To achieve this, 
IOM can pull in resources including expert staff and lessons learned from global experiences in the field.  
 
Recommendation: Review content, scope and quality of the RCP and the frequency with which it is 
updated; consult with partners regarding contingency planning support needs and assess whether needs 
are covered by existing interventions or if additional support is needed.  
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4.2 Effectiveness 

Et1. Outputs and outcomes: Have the project outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with 
the stated plans, or are they on track to being achieved? If no, why not? 

The project had two outcomes. Outcome 1 relates to building capacities of the authorities to address 
needs of increased numbers of migrants. Outcome 2 relates to development of a government strategy for 
addressing issues of irregular migration in Serbia. The following table provides a summary of achievement 
of the outcomes and related outputs, and further details on each are then provided further below: 

Outputs and Outcomes1 Achieved?  Evidence: 
Output 1.1 Capacities of the Centre assessed and 

recommendations made  
[Assessment report available to 
stakeholders] 

Yes Findings and recommendations validated 
and included in a final assessment report, 
available to relevant stakeholders. 

Output 1.2 Protection indicators and standard 
operating procedures developed for 
the Centre and other actors 
[Indicators and SOPs available to 
stakeholders] 

Yes, 
partially2 

The project contributed to the HBM 
Handbook for border police on responding 
to a mass influx of migrants and to a draft 
AVR Decree, both of which are in line with 
intended output but focused on migration 
crisis response in general rather than only 
the Centre. 

Output 1.3 Border police and Centre staff are 
trained to provide adequate services 
and support  
[Increased knowledge and skills of 
BDP and the Centre staff] 

Yes, 
partially2 

150 participants (22 female) were trained, 
surpassing target of 30 participants, using a 
training curriculum and training manual 
that was well received, of high quality, and 
responded well to needs. However, it is not 
clear whether Centre staff were trained.  

Output 1.4 Migrants at the Centre informed No The planned information leaflets were 
never completed, due to the delayed 
adoption of the new Law on Foreigners.  

Output 1.5 Knowledge of Centre staff / border 
police increased 

Yes, 
partially2 

Knowledge of border police increased and 
completed pre/post-tests demonstrating 
increase in knowledge. However, Centre 
staff did not participate. 

Output 1.6 Response Capacity Plan (RCP) is 
developed [RCP with up to date 
information available]  

Yes, 
partially 

RCP was developed, though without IOM 
support under this project and content could 
not be assessed.  

Outcome 1 Support BPD and Centre in 
addressing needs of increased 
number of migrants [Improved 
capacity to ensure needs- and 
vulnerability-sensitive services for 
increased number of irregular 
migrants, and ensure the Centre has 
a coordination role in emergencies.] 

Yes, 
partially2 

The BPD has an increased capacity to 
address the needs of migrants, but there 
was limited evidence of increased capacity 
of the Centre due to shift in emphasis from 
the Centre to the border in the crisis 
context.  

Output 2.1 [Strategy and] Action Plan for 
irregular migration drafted   

Yes The strategy and action plan are drafted. 
  

Outcome 2 Develop a strategy for addressing 
issues of irregular migration [Strategy 
and action plan adopted] 

No, but 
on track 

The draft strategy and action plan are under 
review. Expected to be adopted and go into 
effect by October 2018. 

 

1. As noted in Relevance section, the intended results were phrased in the project document with activity language. 
The Evaluator therefore includes in brackets her interpretation that incorporates information from indicators.   
 

2. In these cases, knowledge and capacities of Centre staff were not sufficiently addressed. As noted throughout this 
report, there was a need to shift emphasis from only building capacities of the Centre to supporting the broader 
response to the migration crisis response, in particular given the pressure at the borders.   
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Output 1.1: Assessment of Centre at Padinska Skela. 

The intention was to carry out an assessment of the administrative and accommodation capacities of the 
Centre, in the view of an increase in irregular migration as well as specific needs of vulnerable groups in 
such flows. This was to be captured in a report that would be made available to the relevant stakeholders.  

The assessment was carried out successfully as planned, and the final report is perceived by stakeholders 
to be high-quality and useful. It includes attention to all planned aspects: gaps and needs in terms of 
administrative and accommodation capacities of the Centre, potential for scaling up the accommodation 
and services, and how different groups are being impacted (see more details in Human Rights section). 

The assessment report was clear and well presented. A draft developed in January 2016 was shared with 
the MoI and later with stakeholders during a validation workshop in June 2016, during which participants 
had a chance to discuss findings and provide feedback. Various comments were incorporated into the 
final report. No major changes were made between the draft and final version.  

An event was originally planned to present the final report; however, it was determined by IOM that this 
event was not necessary since all of the relevant stakeholders had attended the validation workshop. 
 

Output 1.2: Protection indicators and SOPs. 

The project’s intention was to create protection indicators and SOPs “for the Centre and other actors” to 
support coordination and referral in responding to the need of increased numbers of migrants. Protection 
indicators would serve to (1) alarm authorities of an increased demand for accommodation, and (2) enable 
officials in contact with migrants to identify their vulnerabilities and determine their needs (‘vulnerability 
check’). SOPs would guide coordination among government bodies. 

However, indicators and SOPs were not developed in the end exactly as envisaged in the proposal. They 
were first delayed awaiting passage of a new Law on Foreigners, at the request of the MoI, which was 
expected would occur in the first year of the project.  

Additionally, this project supported an HBM Handbook on SOPs for border police for dealing with mass 
influxes of migrants called “Humanitarian Border Management – Standard Operating Procedures for 
Border Police,” in synergy with funds from other related projects9 and drawing on the experiences gained 
through all of IOM’s concerted capacity building efforts. The HBM Handbook was developed during the 
second reporting period in parallel to development of the training (under Output 1.3).10 The Handbook 
was very useful at that time and remains useful today since the situation has not much changed; even 
though the law has changed, the guidelines provided in the handbook remain relevant.  

Overall, in terms of whether the intended output was achieved, standard operating procedures (SOPs) 
were provided and protection indicators were developed to some extent through the HBM Handbook.  

 SOPs. An SOP can be defined as step-by-step instructions compiled to help carry out complex 
routine operations. The Handbook meets this definition as it provides detailed guidance on steps 
involved in planning and carrying out the operations in cases of a mass influx of migrants, including 
identifying and supporting vulnerable migrants.  

 Protection indicators. The Handbook responds to both intended purposes: alarming authorities 
of an increased demand for accommodation and enable identification of migrant vulnerabilities 
and their needs. it proposes indicators for trafficking in persons and for migrant smuggling and 
emphasizes the importance of intelligence data to inform response planning and operations.  

                                                           
9 “Establishment of an Early Warning Information Sharing Network along the Migration Route from Greece to Hungary and 
Croatia” funded by  Swiss State Secretariat for Migration (SEM), and “Improving the Response to Increased Migration Flows 
through the Western Balkans Route” funded by DFID. 
10 The handbook development was reported in the second interim report as contributing to Output 1.2. It was moved in the 
third interim report to Output 1.3, since funds for translation of the handbook were pulled from a budget line under Output 
1.3. However, in terms of results, it aligns better with Output 1.2 and is therefore included here by the Evaluator. 
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Also, HBM trainings (Output 1.3) incorporated attention to indicators and SOPs, including development 
of knowledge and interviewing skills to properly identify vulnerabilities (see below) 

Finally, as it became clear that the new Law would not be adopted as quickly as expected, IOM adapted 
activities to draft an AVR Decree11 at the request of the government partners. The draft AVR Decree 
provided a proposed procedure for the voluntary return of foreigners, including reference to treatment 
of vulnerable categories of migrants, even though it doesn’t meet the definition of an SOP or protection 
indicators as was original intention of the project.  
 

Output 1.3: Trainings on humanitarian border management (HBM)  

IOM helped develop and roll-out HBM trainings. The original intention was to align with the protection 
indicators and SOPs. In the end, the migration crisis led to a need to adapt and expand the scope to cover 
not only the Centre but a wider scope of topics, activities and procedures. The trainings were therefore 
designed to improve knowledge and skills of border officials on migrant rights, protection standards and 
specific vulnerabilities, and suggested practical ways to apply the learning to concrete situations. Funds 
from this project were used to design the curriculum and training manual, and in addition to five trainings 
rolled out under this project, several other projects implemented by IOM were used the same curriculum 
to organize additional trainings and thereby expand the overall total of trained border police. 

Stakeholders appreciated that IOM was able to quickly adapt, develop and roll-out the trainings. Several 
stakeholders noted that other organizations were less flexible and responsive. The trainings planned 
initially to target staff of the reception centre were expanded, using funds also from other projects, to 
target border police around the country, including staff pulled from other police units to assist in the crisis 
response. The curriculum was expanded to align to the circumstances. This responded to the need at the 
time, as the MoI would not have sent border police to trainings as originally designed. 

HBM was a new topic for the border police. It was perceived as highly relevant in helping to respond to 
mixed migration flows, and it also included attention to working with vulnerable groups. Trainings aimed 
to clarify profiling techniques and procedures for identification of persons with specific vulnerabilities. 
The trainings also covered inclusion of all relevant partners, both national and international. Trainings 
were delivered using MoI-certified trainers and staff from various border sites, enabling staff to exchange 
experiences and learn from challenges faced by their colleagues, and also supported exchange between 
the local and national level. The training was very well-received by government partners and the training 
has even been requested by non-border police based on the positive responses of participants.   

However, evidence was not available on the increase of knowledge among the participants. The Evaluator 
relied on perceptions of the quality of the training among the interviewed stakeholders, as well as findings 
from a separate evaluation of a Japan-funded project carried out in late March 2017 using the curriculum 
developed under this project with IDF funds.12  
 

Output 1.4: Information leaflets for migrants.  

This output was not achieved, and related activities were not carried out. IOM staff stated that this was 
due to delayed adoption of the Law on Foreigners. The MoI requested that IOM hold off developing the 
leaflets until the law was adopted, and IOM agreed that it would be best to include the final information 
from the new law. It is not clear whether alternate activities were considered by IOM project staff. At the 
end of the project none of the activities were carried out and the budget remained unspent. 

While no progress was made under this IDF-supported project, IOM is now working under a separate 
project to support the translation of an updated version of the House Rules based on the new Law on 
Foreigners. Two products will be produced, one for migrants upon arrival to the Centre and another with 
information for the public. Both will be translated into the top five languages understood by migrants. 

                                                           
11 “Decree on Establishing the Programme for Support to Voluntary Return of Foreigners for the period 2017-2019” 
12 Final internal evaluation of the project “Support to Border Police in Addressing Increased Migration Flows along the Western 
Balkan Route”, IOM, by S. Harris, May 2017. 
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Output 1.5: Study visit to Italy. 

A study visit to Italy was organized during 12-16 January 2016 for nine officials from MoI and CRM (seven 
men and two women). The purpose was to enable an exchange of experiences and practices related to 
preparedness and management of mass migration flows. Overall, it appears that knowledge increased 
among participants after the visit related to how to set up and operate migration reception centres, based 
on the report on the visit and the interviews during the valuation visit. A post-visit survey was carried out 
by IOM team, which found that expectations were met (average score of 4.57 out of 5) indicating that 
participants felt that the visit had provided useful knowledge, skills and exchange with the Italian 
counterparts. A report produced by the lead MoI participant demonstrated the knowledge gained, though 
it is not clear to what degree knowledge was increased among all participants. 

Recommendation: In future projects, include an indicator to measure the increase in knowledge among 
training participants, such as through pre- and post-tests. 

The study visit to Italy (Output 1.5) was well timed and responded 
to needs, resulting in high effectiveness. The choice of Italy appears 
highly appropriate. Government stakeholders discussed their 
needs with IOM and decided that a visit to Italy would be a good fit 
as it was applicable to needs to manage a mass influx of migrants. 
It also appears that the right participants were targeted: most were 
from MoI as the main partner with responsibility in this area. 
Participants reportedly gained practical and theoretical knowledge 
that could be immediately applied to the crisis response, including 
on profiling and referral of migrants, how to manage registration, 
and procedures for interviews. Participants learned about EU ‘hotspot’ approach and about how to set up 
and manage migrant reception centres. At that time, Serbia only had asylum centres and the Centre at 
Padinska Skela (immigration detention setting), which did not provide an appropriate humanitarian 
response to accommodate a mass influx of irregular migrants. The visit complemented well the training 
by building awareness of HBM concepts and approaches, especially given MoI officials later acted as 
trainers.  

 
Output 1.6: Availability of Response Capacity Plan containing comprehensive and updated information 
on accommodation needs and services.13 

The end result however appears to align with the original intention: a plan was produced and updated 
that gathers information in one place for easy use by stakeholders. However, it is not clear whether the 
RCP contains comprehensive and updated information on accommodation needs and services, whether 
the RCP is readily available to all stakeholders, and whether the plan is updated regularly (all elements of 
the intended output as explained in the project document). IOM did not influence the content of the RCP, 
and therefore could not comment on the content. An updated version for the period October 2016 to 
March 2017 is available in English, but is only six pages long, which is considerably shorter that the initial 
version in Serbian for 2015-2016 that is 50 pages long, , thereby limiting the analysis that could be carried 
out by the Evaluator.  

The Government of Serbia developed the RCP prior to the start of this project, in response to the start of 
the migration crisis in mid-2015, rather than with direct support of this project as planned. Still, 
development of a frequently updated plan with current migrant data remained as an intended project 
output.14 It is also unclear how often the RCP has been updated; one respondent claimed it was updated 

                                                           
13 Evaluator revised the output by incorporating language from the related indicator, given that the exact wording of the output 
in the project document uses activity rather than results language: “Response Capacity Plan developed.” 
14 The Evaluator includes it as an output given that it remained in the results matrix, was reported as an output in the interim 
reports, and some budget allocated under the output was spent to support a couple of visits by MoI officials to border posts. 

“It is important to see how 
things work on the ground, in 
other places, so the study tour 
was very important. It was 
helpful to see how things work 
in practice, not just in theory.” 

- Study tour participant 



27 

every six months, though another noted it has only been updated a few times and is now out of date. IOM 
staff shared two versions of the RCP, an initial version in Serbian for 2015-2016 and a version in English 
for the period October 2016 to March 2017.  

Although various updates were produced during the implementation of this project, IOM was not involved 
in those processes and did not therefore contribute to the content of the RCP. IOM provided limited 
support to achievement of the output by facilitating visits15 by MoI officials to two border posts, though 
it is not clear whether those visits supported RCP updating as was originally planned. The visits aimed to 
inform border police staff about priorities and measures proposed in the RCP, and to support costs of a 
few field coordination meetings.16 No further activities were observed throughout the project, and no 
further costs were incurred under budget lines for Output 1.6. IOM staff were able to fully explain the 
content of the RCP during interviews, and did not apparently reach out to government partners to clarify 
support needs and/or revise the project plans. 

 
Outcome 1: Support BPD and Centre in addressing needs of increased number of migrants.   

While the outcome statement does not clarify what change is intended, since it uses activity rather than 
results language (“Support BPD and Centre…”), the indicator helps to clarify that the intended change was 
to ensure availability of services for an increased number of irregular migrants, ensure that services are 
sensitive to needs and vulnerabilities, and ensure that the Centre has a coordination role in emergencies.  

The Evaluator examined these three elements in assessing effectiveness in terms to Outcome 1, looking 
separately at changes observed in capacities of the BPD and the Centre. Overall, the project helped to 
support BPD and the Centre by increasing capacity through improved knowledge and skills to provide 
needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services to irregular migrants. However, there is no observable change 
in the Centre having a coordination role in emergencies, related to diversion of attention from the Centre 
due to pressure at the border in a context of the migration crisis. Further details are below: 

Border Police Directorate 

- In terms of offering services to an increased number of irregular migrants, while the original idea 
was to increase the number assisted at the Centre, irregular migrants were mostly assisted at the 
migrant reception centres developed in the context of the migration crisis rather than the Centre. 
Overall, there was a clear increase in the number of irregular migrants receiving services in Serbia.  

- As for ensuring needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services, there was an increase in the number 
of irregular migrants receiving services but insufficient evidence was available assess whether 
those beneficiaries were being offered more needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services. The 
original idea was that the RCP would include statistics on the number of migrants accommodated 
by sex and age, types of vulnerabilities identified and service/referral provided, which could have 
served to provide an indication of this. In the English version available for the period October 2016 
to March 2017, there is no indication of these aspects, though activities due refer to gender and 
age sensitive services (e.g. special attention to unaccompanied minors, pregnant women, children 
and elderly persons). However, the RCP was not developed with IOM support as envisioned and 
the full original version is only available in Serbia. Still, numerous examples of use of knowledge 
and skills by the study tour and training participants were noted. The study visit, trainings, and 
Handbook on SOPs together represent important tools that were used by border police in Serbia 
to improve the quality of services to irregular migrants including for coordination, identification 

                                                           
15 These visits were reported in the interim narrative reports as ‘monitoring visits’ and in the financial report as ‘workshops’. 
They were listed in the first financial report under the line for ‘monitoring visits’ but re-coded in the second financial report to 
the line for ‘workshop organization costs’. However, workshops were originally intended to gather information, whereas the 
visits are described as intended to share existing information.  
16 The narrative interim reports mention the two visits by MoI officials as ‘monitoring visits’ but does not mention the support 
for coordination meetings. However, the budget includes the following cost charged to the ‘coordination meetings’ budget line: 
Field CM-Negotin, Zajecar, Pirot, Dimitrovgrad, Knjaze. 
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including checking vulnerabilities, and provision of assistance to vulnerable migrants in case of 
high influx. 

Centre at Padinska Skela 

- In terms of offering services to an increased number of irregular migrants, while overall there was 
an increase in migrants assisted in Serbia, numbers assisted at the Centre apparently decreased.    

- As for ensuring needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services at the Centre, the assessment report 
developed as Output 1.1 provided an independent baseline analysis to enable awareness of gaps 
and recommendations on how to address them. Several recommendations have since been acted 
on by government, most notably related to physical refurbishments. Some recommendations are 
still unmet, however, such as equipping and furnishing the child playroom. (Further details in the  
Relevance section) 

- Finally, related to whether the Centre has a coordination role in emergencies, this apparently was 
related in the logic of the project design to the RCP, the development of which was not directly 
supported by the project in the end. As the full RCP is available only in Serbian and could not be 
fully assessed by the Evaluator, it is unclear the extent to which the RCP includes the Centre and 
whether it mentions a coordination role in emergencies. There is no mention of the Centre in the 
English version of the RCP for the period October 2016 to March 2017. Stakeholders interviewed 
noted that the Centre has a role but weren’t clear if it is a coordination role. In general, it should 
be noted that the Centre also faces challenges beyond the control of the project. The assessment 
was well received, and was useful in identifying needed changes and in meeting the requirements 
of the Action Plan for Chapter 24, but changes have been slow due to various structural and 
institutional factors such as hiring freeze on new government staff and the migration crisis 
diverting attention from the Centre. (Further details in the Relevance section) 

 
Output 2.1: Strategy and Action Plan drafted 

A draft strategy and action plan were completed by the end of the project. The strategic planning process 
was led by a consultant with expertise in the area. The consultant prepared a baseline assessment and 
moderated sessions of an interagency working group, established for the purpose of drafting the strategy, 
composed of the MoI and CRM, along with other relevant government ministries and offices. The start of 
the drafting was delayed from the initial plan, due to the migration crisis context, but once started it was 
efficiently completed. Three preparatory meetings were held, followed by seven workshops. Workshops 
used a standard strategy preparation process, based on a baseline study to agree on the state of the issue 
followed by a SWOT analysis, problem tree and solution tree, and identification of objectives. As 
recognized in the text of the draft strategy, IOM provided technical support for the development of the 
strategy, and administrative support was provided by the Border Police Directorate of the MoI. 

The draft strategy is well-written and comprehensive, and establishes evidence-based future strategic 
directions. It explicitly references alignment to efforts to further harmonize government policies and 
legislation with the EU acquis and thereby support the process of accession to the EU. It aims to contribute 
to the overall migration management system by establishing an efficient system for combatting irregular 
migration, and takes into account objectives and activities defined in other relevant strategies (Migration 
Management Strategy, Integrated Border Management Strategy, and Strategy for the Reintegration of 
Returnees Under Readmission Agreements).  

The draft strategy also provides a well-referenced overview of the situation including analysis of irregular 
migration trends, situation with legal and institutional frameworks, and coordinating institutions and 
mechanisms. Based on that analysis, a problem statement is provided based on a SWOT analysis and 
problem tree that draws several conclusions and identifies a central problem (lack of a systemic response 
to irregular migration) as well as the related causes and effects. Strategic objectives are then established 
to respond to gaps in achieving the central vision of “orderly, safe, regular and responsible migration of 



29 

people.” The draft strategy also explains alternative options considered, and why they were determined 
to not be feasible. Finally, the draft strategy identifies responsible institutions and lays out basic plans for 
monitoring, evaluation and reporting. Overall, therefore, the draft strategy appears to be well-designed 
and developed using a logical and evidence-based strategic planning process. The strategic objectives are 
operationalized in the amended action plank, which includes results and indicators; activities with due 
date, resources; and competent authority; and aligns to relevant activities provided in other action plans.  

 
Outcome 2: Develop a government strategy for addressing issues of irregular migration in Serbia  

While the outcome statement does not clarify what change is intended, since it uses activity rather than 
results language (“Develop a government strategy…”), the indicator helps to clarify that intended change 
was to put in place an action plan, later revised at start of implementation to both the strategy and the 
related action plan. As of the evaluation visit in June 2018, the strategy and action plan were in the process 
of being adopted, with the expectation that formal adoption would be completed by October 2018. 

Adoption of this strategy will provide a more complete framework for migration management, as this fills 
a gap in the legislation since the previous strategy had expired in 2014. Stakeholders felt that it was a well 
prepared and feasible strategy and action plan, with the issue of budgeting also addressed at the time of 
preparation of the action plan including making use of available funds.   

Conclusion: The project was effective in achieving most of the planned outputs and outcomes, though 
some outputs were not achieved or only partially achieved, related mainly to diversion of attention from 
the Centre in the context of the migration crisis:  
- Outcome 1 relates to building capacities of the authorities to address needs of increased numbers of 

migrants. The assessment of the Centre (Output 1.1) and study tour (Output 1.5) were achieved. The 
protection indicators and SOP (Output 1.2) and trainings (Output 1.3) were most achieved, though 
without attention specifically to the Centre as originally planned. The extent of achievement of the 
RCP (Output 1.6) is not clear based on available evidence and the project did not directly support its 
development or updating as planned. Information leaflets for migrants (Output 1.4) were not 
achieved. Overall, the project helped to increase capacity through improved knowledge and skills to 
provide needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services to irregular migrants. However, no change was 
observable in Centre staff capacities or in the Centre having a coordination role in emergencies. 

- Outcome 2 relates to adoption of a new government strategy for addressing issues of irregular 
migration. A draft strategy and action plan were completed (Output 2.1) and are expected to be 
adopted by October 2018. This fills a gap in the legislation and will provide a more complete framework 
for migration management. 

 

Recommendation: In future projects, update the project document to reflect changes in cases where the 
project will no longer directly support the envisaged deliverables. If it is not possible to make changes to 
the project document, for example due to donor restrictions or other reasons, alternative activities can be 
considered that remain in line with intended results to ensure full utilization of available budget. 

 

Et2. Activities: Were the activities sufficiently well implemented to reach intended results? Would other 
activities have been more effective in reaching the results? 

Presentation of the assessment report (Output 1.1). The assessment was completed (Activity 1.1.1) and 
a validation workshop was held to share the draft report and gather comments (Activity 1.1.2), but the 
planned presentation of the final report to stakeholders (Activity 1.1.3) was not completed. IOM staff 
reported that the validation workshop had covered all of the relevant stakeholders, thereby concluding 
the sharing of the report. Activity 1.1.3 was therefore marked as 100% complete in the second interim 
report though the budget line for a presentation event was not used. Given the needs faced by the Centre, 
which were assessed and shared in the report and which continued to persist throughout implementation, 
it is conceivable that a presentation of the final report could still have been useful to remind stakeholders 
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of persistent needs and draw attention back to the Centre. 
However, given the diversion of attention due to the migration 
crisis, it is not clear the extent to which this would have been 
useful or effective, also given that stakeholders human 
resources were absorbed by addressing the crisis, and thus the 
interest in participating in such a presentation is questionable. 

Information leaflets for migrants (Output 1.4). None of the 
planned activities related to information leaflets for migrants 
were carried out. Limited explanation was provided in the 
interim reports on the lack of progress. The first report (Sept 
2015 – Feb 2016) states it would be developed in the “next reporting period,” and the second report (Mar 
2016 – Aug 2016) explained that this activity would be delayed again due to delayed adoption of a new 
Law on Foreigners, which in the end was not adopted during the project implementation period as 
expected. The leaflets were therefore not produced, at the request of the MoI, to ensure that information 
reflected the new law. Alternate activities could potentially have been explored to achieve the intended 
result that migrants are better informed of their rights.  

Response capacity plan (Output 1.6). As noted previously, this output remained as part of the project 
despite the fact that the government developed already a first RCP prior to the project start. Some initial 
activities were supported in the first reporting period (two monitoring visits to border posts). No later 
efforts were observed by the Evaluator to adjust plans, either to promote use of the funds for the original 
purpose (e.g. to help share and/or to help update and improve quality of the RCP) or to reallocate to 
alternate activities. By the end of the project, only 7% of budget for this output was spent (9,358 USD 
remained). Government stakeholders were reportedly unaware of available funds in this area. 

Conclusion: Other activities could have been useful to achieve intended results, related to sharing the 
assessment report, information leaflets for migrants, and helping to share or improve the quality of the 
RCP. Though it is not clear the extent to which alternate activities would have been effective or feasible in 
the context of the migration crisis, various budget lines remained unspent by the end of the project 
(explored in more detail under Efficiency). 

 

Et3. Stakeholder expectations: To what extent has the project and its outputs met expectations and 
enhanced the work and functioning of the state authorities and the reception centre? 

In terms of enhancing the work and functioning of the state authorities in responding to the situation of 
irregular migration in general, in the wider context of the migration crisis, the work of IOM funded under 
this project appears to have been very well received. In particular, stakeholders appreciated the flexibility 
of IOM in adapting to the crisis context, to not focus only on the Centre and contingency planning but on 
the immediate needs and priorities faced by the state authorities.  

The study tour in particular was regarded as a very useful and effective activity which is perceived to have 
contributed to work of the state authorities in responding irregular migration. Combined with knowledge 
gained through the HBM trainings and supported by the Handbook, the stakeholders felt that the project 
met expectations in terms of building capacities to respond to needs of irregular migrants. The strategic 
planning process was also perceived to be efficiently and smoothly organized, and stakeholders were 
pleased with the quality of the consultant, the workshops and the final draft of the strategy and action 
plan. They appreciated the external support to facilitate the planning process. 

The Centre staff felt that the assessment was helpful, as are the other ongoing monitoring and oversight 
by the national bodies. The relationship between the Centre and IOM was also reportedly good. However, 
there is limited evidence that the project enhanced the work and functioning of the Centre, and therefore 
few findings regarding satisfaction in this area could be gathered. 

“In other cases, we often get 
pages of unreadable content, 
endless lists of activities. This 
[strategy and action plan] was 
something different. It included 
clear results and indicators, and it 
was readable and easy to follow.” 

- Stakeholder 
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Stakeholders were pleased with the quality of IOM staff and consultants, with the regular coordination 
with IOM, the flexibility of IOM to adapt to needs, IOM efficiency, and IOM’s strong expertise in this field.  

Conclusion: Government stakeholders were satisfied with the project and its outputs, and in particular 
appreciated the flexibility of IOM to adapt quickly to emergent needs and priorities, while still achieving 
the aim of improving work and functioning of state authorities. Limited evidence is available on the extent 
to which the work and functioning of the Centre at Padinska Skela were enhanced, however, related again 
to diversion of attention from the Centre in the context of the migration crisis. Stakeholders recognized 
this was beyond the control of IOM and were satisfied with the quality of outputs and overall IOM support.  

Et4. Adapting to external conditions: To what extent has the project adapted to changing external 
conditions in order to ensure project outcomes are achieved? 

The context changed significantly between the initial design and the start of project implementation in 
September 2015. The contingency of increased migration flows had become a reality. While the overall 
rationale and approach remained the same, various changes were needed to the project design, as already 
noted and summarized again here. IOM shifted strategic planning to the end, moved forward the study 
visit, and expanded the training curriculum to better respond to the needs of government partners. The 
project also adapted the initial focus only on the Centre at Padinska Skela to focus attention also on the 
increased pressures at the border in the context of a mass influx of irregular migrants. Overall, the project 
was able to adapt to meet the needs of state authorities in responding to the influx of migrants, although 
the needs of the Centre at Padinska Sekla received less attention due to the diversion of attention in the 
context of the migration crisis. IOM was therefore less able to adapt activities to build capacities of the 
Centre in that challenging operating environment but was able to ensure that activities were directed to 
meeting priority needs. Delaying the strategic development process in response to the context of the crisis 
allowed to first support immediate operational needs, and then to support long-term planning once the 
government counterparts had the time and staff resources to devote. Drafting of the strategy and action 
plan by the end of the project’s no-cost extension and are expected to be adopted by October 2018. 

Conclusion: The project was highly adaptive to the external conditions, which shifted significantly before 
and also during the implementation of the project, related to a massive influx of irregular migrants starting 
in 2015. This stretched the government partner resources and diverted attention from the intial focus of 
this project only on the Centre at Padinska Skela, to also attend to increased pressures at the border and 
other emergent needs and priorities. 
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4.3 Efficiency 

Ey1. Timeliness: Were the project activities undertaken as scheduled and were outputs delivered on 
time? If not, what is the reason for possible delays? 

At the start of project implementation, it was clear that the context had changed significantly, and this 
was duly reported in the first interim report. However, the project document (including work plan and 
results matrix) was not adjusted and monitoring tools were not developed at the start (such as a detailed 
work plan, or results monitoring framework), which could have helped correct the few design issues (see 
Conclusion 1) or update details and timelines in line with the changed context. The original workplan was 
not updated to the new context, and there was no documented update of activity scheduling such as a 
revised work plan. Though interim reports referenced updated timelines for a few specific activities, the 
overall timing and sequencing of activities was not made clear. Rather, at the end of each report, a list of 
all remaining activities was provided and it was stated that they would all “take place in the next reporting 
period,” whereas in practice they should have been planned to occur over several reporting periods.  

It is therefore difficult to assess whether activities were undertaken “as scheduled” and outputs delivered 
“on time.” The Evaluator relied on the original work plan from the proposal, the adjusted timelines 
indicated in interim reports, and timelines self-reported ex-post by IOM staff during the evaluation visit. 

Overall, it is clear that the migration crisis increased pressure on government partners, which appears to 
have led to delayed start-up of various activities. Adaptation of planned activities was required to ensure 
alignment with needs as the migration crisis evolved. The crisis also meant that government partners were 
overstretched and less available for strategic planning or long term capacity building, as the focus was on 
meeting immediate needs.  

The original plan was to complete several activities in the first month of the project, which may have been 
ambitious even in a non-crisis context: complete assessment of the Centre (activity 1.1.1), start developing 
training curriculum (activity 1.3.1) and organize the first Project Steering Committee. The crisis further 
complicated plans, since start-up coincided with the height of migratory pressures. In the initial months, 
all human resources of partner institutions were reportedly dedicated to crisis-related tasks.  

Still, despite the difficult context, IOM completed the assessment with only a couple months delay from 
the original plan, though the validation workshop was delayed longer, to Month 10 instead of Month 2. 
However, the planned presentation of the report (Activity 1.1.3) was not completed, as it was determined 
not to be needed since all relevant stakeholders attended the validation workshop; however, though all 
related activities were concluded early on in the project, the remaining budget under Output 1 was not 
reallocated (only 50% spent at the end). Under Output 1.3, the training curriculum development was also 
delayed, since it involved close coordination with the MoI and that agency staff was overstretched in 
responding to the migration crisis. Progress was not observed until the second six months of the project 
(Mar-Aug 2016). However, once training activities began, they were carried out quickly and efficiently; 
the curriculum development started in March 2016 and all trainings were completed by July 2016. Formal 
finalization of the training manual was delayed until the final months, but drafts were available and used 
during the trainings.   

One activity was carried out earlier than planned. The study trip (Output 1.5) was originally planned to 
occur around Month 10, but was moved forward to Month 5 in response to a priority need of government 
partners to gain knowledge that could be applied to the migration crisis situation.  

By the end of the project’s first six months (Sep 2015 – Feb 2016), the original plan was to complete all of 
the activities related to SOPs and protection indicators (Output 1.2), and to also develop the information 
leaflets for migrants (Output 1.4). However, this was delayed due to the fact that a new Law on Foreigners 
was not adopted expected. Expectations for adoption of the new law were continuously revised during 
the project. When it became clear that the law would not be adopted during the project period, revision 
was made to Output 1.2 through an alternate activity (drafting of an AVR Decree).  
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The original plan was to initiate collection of inputs for the Action Plan at the start of the project. This was 
delayed on one hand due to a change in approach, with the government requesting IOM to also design 
the strategy and not just the related action plan (originally the strategy was planned under a separate 
initiative), as well as a need to focus immediate attention on responding to the crisis. The project also 
planned to start-up activities related to gathering inputs and drafting a Response Capacity Plan; activities 
planned under this Output 1.6 were not carried out, however, since the government had already drafted 
a plan before the start of this project in response to the crisis (plans for re-conceptualizing activities and/or 
relocating budget for these activities was apparently never considered, and the budget line for Output 1.6 
was only 7% spent at the end of the project). 

See below a reconstruction of implementation timelines and progress, based on the initial work plan and 
the revised timelines indicated in the interim reports: 

 

Conclusion: The migration crisis context was a significant factor in terms of timeliness of activities and 
outputs. It increased pressure on government partners, which appears to have led to delayed start-up of 
various activities. Adaptation of planned activities was required to ensure alignment with needs in the 
context of the migration crisis. Additionally, timeliness may have been impacted by a lack of monitoring 
tools (see next conclusion). Still, most delayed activities were timely completed once they started. Some 
activities were cancelled due to a lack of need; however, the budget lines for most cancelled activities 
remained unspent by the end of the project (again, see next conclusion). 
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Ey2. Measures taken: What measures have been taken to ensure resources are efficiently used? 

The IOM project team took various measures to make sure that resources were efficiently used. This 
included close coordination with the main project partners (MoI and CRM) to ensure ongoing assessment 
of priority needs, as well as creation of synergies with other projects and interventions. Coordination 
among IOM staff and consultant appears to have been good. Financial reports were used to track and 
report on use of funds. However, monitoring tools were not used to track progress in carrying out activities 
or results, and budget lines for some activities remained unspent and were not reallocated. By the end of 
the project, 23% of the budget remained unspent (26,724 USD).17 

For instance, there was no adjustment of plans to support RCP development (Output 1.6) even though a 
plan was completed directly by the government prior to the start of project implementation. Updates to 
the RCP were also carried out directly by the government during the project period, with reportedly some 
support from UNHCR. Output 1.6 and its related activities and budget remained unaltered; activities were 
not reconceptualized; and related budget lines were not used nor reallocated (coordination visits, 
workshops, and monitoring visits). In addition to supporting the drafting of RCP, which was in the end 
carried out already before the project started, those funds were also intended to promote information 
sharing between national and local levels and information gathering to support updating of the RCP. The 
only use of funds for Output 1.6 was during the first reporting period, when IOM supported visits by 
national-level officials to border posts. Government partners interviewed for the evaluation reported that 
they were unaware that additional budget was available to support response planning. By the end of the 
project, budget lines for Output 1.6 were not reallocated (no adjustments made during the February 2017 
no-cost extension request) and only 7% of funds for Output 1.6 were spent. 

At the same time, however, IOM was supporting the crisis response through several projects; while these 
could not be fully assessed for this evaluation, the Evaluator notes for instance that support for DTM may 
have served as an alternate support for updating government partners on the situation on the ground, 
rather than as part of an updated RCP as originally devised.  

Changes were not made to the project document at the start of the project, nor were monitoring tools 
developed that could have helped to ensure alignment to the context, adjustments as needed to the 
results monitoring plans, and provision of more activity details and updated timelines.  

Design issues related to formulation of results and indicators and the timeline of planned activities (see 
Conclusion 1) were compounded further by an implementation context that had changed since the initial 
design, requiring some adjustments in practice to activities and timeline. While the overall rationale and 
approach remained relevant, and the project team was admirably flexible and adaptive to ensure that 
activities and timelines fit the migration crisis context, some parts of the design as reflected in the project 
document remained inconsistent with the reality on the ground. For instance, as mentioned above, the 
Response Capacity Plan envisaged under Output 1.6 was developed directly by the government prior to 
the start of the project, but nonetheless remained in the design.  

In such situations, adjustments to the project document including the results matrix and work plan can 
help to better facilitate M&E planning. In this case, the project document and its various elements (work 
plan, results matrix, and budget) were not formally adjusted at the start of the project in September 2015. 
Though PRISM was used to monitor financials, no monitoring tools were created to facilitate activity and 
results monitoring (such as a detailed work plan, or a results monitoring framework). Parts of the budget 
and work plan were eventually adjusted, but only towards the end of implementation as part of the no-
cost extension request in February 2017, related mainly to budget and timeline for strategy development.  

Along with the planning in the design phase, M&E planning also includes development or adjustment of 
monitoring tools at the start of implementation. For example, a detailed work plan can be used to expand 
and update the basic work plan that is included in the proposal to facilitate tracking and reporting progress 
during implementation. In this case, no additional monitoring tools were created. The work plan from the 
                                                           
17 The Evaluator does not count the evaluation budget line. 
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proposal was not corrected to 18 months nor aligned to the context. The interim reports also did not 
provide clear updated timelines, as each report only lists at the end all remaining activities and states that 
they would be carried out “in the next reporting period.” This impacted efficiency in terms  

The issues related to results and indicators (see Conclusion 1) impacted monitoring and reporting during 
implementation, particularly at outcome level. The indicators were not reviewed or updated at the start 
of the project with details on how they would be measured and reported. The “progress” reported in 
donor reports at the level of outcomes and objective do not properly correspond to the indicators; rather, 
they are a summary of the activities and outputs. For an example, refer to the below excerpt from the 
final report, with Evaluator comments in blue italics: 

Outcome 1 Indicator Baseline Target Cumulative Progress 

Support BP 
Directorate 
and RC in 
addressing 
needs of 
increased 
number of 
migrants 

Availability of 
protection services for 
increased number of 
irregular migrants and 
their use ensured  

Current services 
at the RC are not 
sufficient to 
respond to the 
needs for 
coordination, 
identification and 
provision of 
assistance to 
vulnerable 
migrants in case 
of high influx 

 

More 
beneficiaries at 
the RC are offered 
needs- and 
vulnerabilities-
sensitive services; 
the RC has a 
coordination role 
in emergency 
situations 

 

RC capacities assessed and 
the assessment report 
drafted and validated during 
the validation workshop; 
120 police officers trained in 
the course of four training 
sessions held; 
recommendations for 
enhanced protection 
services made; knowledge of 
police staff in case of high 
influx increased; training 
manual for border police 
produced.  

The result is 
phrased as 
an activity. 

The indicator is more 
like a result and with 
two different aspects 
(services available, 
services used) and 
does not match the 
baseline and target. 

Baseline and target introduce new 
aspects not covered in the indicator, 
rather that stating the value of the 
indicator at start and end of project. 

This is a summary of 
activities, with some 
reference to outputs e.g. 
increase in knowledge. The 
various aspects covered 
under indicator, baseline and 
target are not   

 
Conclusion: While the project team was admirably flexible and adaptive to the migration crisis, some parts 
of the design as reflected in the project document remained inconsistent with the reality. The project 
document was not updated (only a few adjustments made towards the end as part of a no-cost extension 
request), nor were monitoring tools such as a detailed work plan used to update and track activity 
timelines. The basic workplan in the proposal (incorrectly 12 months rather than 18, as noted under 
Relevance section) was not revised or adapted. The only documented activity planning was to list all 
remaining activities at the end of each interim donor report without indication of specific dates or 
sequencing. The lack of clear, measurable indicators also impacted results monitoring and reporting at 
outcome level. These aspects appear to have impacted on the reporting and may played a role in the 
underspending observed in this project. 
 
Recommendation: In future projects, improve results monitoring and reporting by planning for and 
tracking of progress of each result, rather than re-stating the activities carried out, and improve activity 
monitoring by updating the basic work plan from the proposal and converting it into a more detailed work 
plan with dates and sequencing, adapted as needed in line with contextual changes since initial design. 
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4.4 Impact  

This section examines the project’s impact. As compared to effectiveness, which is about the project’s 
intended results, impact is concerned with a wider scope of results – both intended and unintended, direct 
and indirect, primary and secondary. Impact is also concerned with the extent to which the project 
contributed to or caused the observed results; for this report, the focus is on contribution. 

Specifically, in response to the evaluation questions, this section examines contribution to intended 
outcomes and objective; unintended effects; measures taken to mitigate negative effects; and the extent 
to which the project has served to design or inform discussion of follow-up projects. 

 
I1. Contribution: Is there sufficient observable evidence to make a conclusion about the project’s impact 
in terms of the intended outcomes and objective and exclude alternative explanations? 

For outcome-level impact, the Evaluator was able to draw conclusions and to some extent exclude 
alternative explanations; a contribution analysis was carried out for each of the intended outcomes.  

For objective-level impact, only limited conclusions could be drawn, and it was not possible to exclude 
alternative explanations; progress is assessed in achieving the recommendations of the Action Plan for 
Chapter 24 for the EU accession negotiations, used as objective-level indicators.  

Further details are provided separately below for outcomes and for objective.  

Outcome-level impact 

Outcome-level impact can be summarized as follows: Regarding Outcome 1, this project significantly 
contributed to institutional capacity building, especially of the MoI, by helping build necessary knowledge 
and skills to handle an increased influx of migrants. HBM was not a widespread concept at the start of the 
project, and this project helped to improve responses by encouraging attention to HBM: more humane 
assistance in recognition of migrant vulnerabilities and needs, a standardization of processing and referral, 
and improved coordination in terms of reception and referral to assistance. The training curriculum was 
also used for several trainings under other projects. Less progress is observed in terms of the capacity of 
the Centre at Padinska Skela, as was explained in the Effectiveness section, though the project did 
contribute to the observed changes. In particular, the assessment was used as a baseline for development 
of several later projects, primarily physical refurbishments to the Centre. The fact that the Law on 
Foreigners was not adopted impacted the ability of the project to contribute information leaflets for 
migrants (Output 1.4), which were not produced in the end. It also delayed planned adoption of the draft 
AVR Decree. As for Outcome 2, the project was effective in drafting the strategy and action plan; these 
will likely soon be adopted, and IOM played a key facilitation role in the strategic development process. 

The above summary of impact is based on the below contribution analysis for each intended outcome.  
The observed change is first described (based on findings presented under the Effectiveness section) 
followed by a table assessing the “contributing factors” – including “primary” factors (this project) and 
“rival” factors (other interventions). Contextual factors are also included, both “influencing” factors that 
work positively, in favour of the change and “opposing” factors that work negatively, impeding the 
change. The significance of each factor (1 low to 4 high) is indicated based on evidence gathered and 
reliability of that evidence. Reviewing these various factors in light of their respective significance then 
forms the basis for the contribution story at the end of each table. 
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Institutional capacity impact – Outcome 1 

Outcome 1 is focused on changes at an institutional level. Specifically, the project aimed to contribute to 
improved capacities among two institutions: the Border Police Directorate (BPD) and the Centre at 
Padinska Skela. A separate contribution analysis is presented below for each. 

Border Police Directorate (BPD)  

Intended change:  

The BPD is better able to address needs of increased numbers of migrants. 
 

Observed change:  

As described in the Effectiveness section, the BPD now has an increased capacity to address needs of irregular 
migrants, specifically a capacity to ensure needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services for increased numbers 
of irregular migrants. Overall, there was an increase in the number of irregular migrants receiving services in 
Serbia, and evidence indicates that those services were more needs- and vulnerability-sensitive.  
 

Contribution analysis: 

Contributing factors  Type Significance  
(1-low 4-high) 

Evidence  Reliability  
(High/Med/Low) 

Study visit to Italy (Output 1.5) Primary 4 Interviews 
Study visit report  

Medium  

Adaptation and roll-out of HBM 
trainings to focus on border police 
(Output 1.3) 

Primary 4 Interviews  

Donor reports 

High 

Handbook for border police on 
addressing mass influx of migrants 
(Output 1.2) 

Primary 3 Handbook (in English) High 

AVR Decree drafted (Output 1.2) Primary 2 Interviews  High 

Law on Foreigners was not adopted 
during the project, resulting in 
delayed plans to adopt AVR Decree 

Opposing 3 Interviews 

Donor reports 

High 

RCP developed and updated several 
times (*planned as Output 1.6, but 
carried out directly by government) 

Rival* 2 Interviews 

Donor reports 

Low 

Monitoring visits by MoI to borders 
(Output 1.6) 

Primary 1 Interviews  

Donor reports 

Medium  

Increased numbers of migrants, as 
a result of which attention 
increased but stretched resources 

Opposing / 
Influencing 

4 Interviews 

Donor reports 

High  

Other projects including by IOM to 
further roll-out the HBM trainings 

Rival  3 Interviews Low 

Contribution claim: This project had a significant contribution to improved capacity of the BPD. The 
increased number of migrants crossing into Serbia put an extraordinary pressure on state services and 
institutions. In some ways, this was an “opposing factor” as it stretched the capacities of the BDP. In other 
ways, however, it could be an “influencing factor” as it drew attention and increased political will, thereby 
acting as a sort of accelerator of efforts to improve capacities.   
The trainings on HBM, study visit to Italy, and the Handbook for border police were useful and used by the 
national authorities in their response to the influx of migrants during 2015-2016. The training program 
developed under this project reportedly contributed to improved responses to mixed migration flows by 
encouraging humanitarian border management: more humane responses and assistance to migrants in 
recognition of particular vulnerabilities and needs, a standardization of processing and referral of migrants, 
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and improved coordination in terms of reception and referral to assistance, including border police units, 
non-border police, and other national and international actors. Humanitarian border management was not 
a widespread concept at the start of the project. The curriculum produced by this project was also used for 
several trainings under other projects.  
The project had a more limited contribution in terms of strategic and contingency planning. An RCP was 
developed and updated several times by the government during the implementation period, which was an 
intended output-level change of this project. However, as it was produced directly by the government 
rather than by the support of this project, it represents a “rival” factor. Some contribution was made by the 
project’s support to several monitoring visits by national MoI officials to border posts, but it is not clear 
based on available evidence whether such visits were continued beyond the project nor the extent to which 
visits contributed to updating the RCP (as was intended). While the visits do appear to have supported 
coordination between national and local level, their overall significance is low. Finally, limited information 
on the RCP’s content and use were available, limiting analysis that could be made of the RCP’s contribution. 

Centre at Padinska Skela  

Intended change:  

Centre at Padinska Skela is better able to address needs of increased numbers of migrants. 
 

Observed change:  

As described in the Effectiveness section, less observed changes were observed in the capacities of the 
Centre as compared to the BPD, due to shift in emphasis from the Centre to the border in the crisis context. 
It is also not clear that the Centre now has a coordination role in emergencies, as was the original intention 
of the project, nor that Centre staff have increased knowledge and skills. Still, some progress is observed in 
terms of physical refurbishments to the Centre that will improve needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services 
for irregular migrants. However, progress still remains in terms of other identified needs and gaps.  
 

Contribution analysis: 

Contributing factors  Type Significance  
(1-low 4-high) 

Evidence  Reliability  
(High/Med/Low) 

Assessment report for the Centre 
carried out by IOM (Output 1.1) 

Primary 2 Interviews  
Assessment report 

High 

Monitoring reports by national 
oversight bodies (Ombudsman, 
Belgrade Centre for Human Rights)   

Rival 2 Interviews 

Monitoring reports 

Medium 

AVR Decree drafted (Output 1.2) Primary 1 Interviews 
Donor reports  

AVR draft  

High 

RCP developed and updated several 
times (*planned as Output 1.6, but 
carried out directly by government) 

Rival* 1 Interviews 

Donor reports 
RCP  

Low 

Adaptation of HBM trainings to focus 
on border police, and development of 
a Handbook on mass influx for border 
police (Output 1.3) 

Primary  1 Interviews 

Donor reports 

Handbook  

Medium 

Law on Foreigners not adopted during 
the project, resulting in planned 
information leaflets never produced 
as originally planned for Output 1.4 

Opposing 3 Interviews 

Donor reports 

High 

Increased numbers of migrants, as a 
result of which focus shifted to the 

Opposing 4 Interviews 

Donor reports 

High 
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border areas and stretch the 
government resources 

Low prioritization of attention to the 
Centre compared to other problems 
that the government is dealing with.  

Opposing 3 Interviews Medium 

IMF imposed austerity measures that 
restricts hiring of government staff.  

Opposing 3 Interviews Low 

Contribution claim: The assessment report carried out with IOM support was in line with the requirements 
of the Action Plan for Chapter 24, which called for independent oversight by an international actor. This 
complemented the other ongoing reports by independent national bodies. Overall, the IOM-funded 
assessment report was useful and had impact. It was needed by the government and was used as a baseline 
for development of several later projects, primarily physical refurbishments to the Centre that will 
contribute to improving needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services for irregular migrants. The AVR Decree 
was not adopted, and therefore has not had a significant contribution. The fact that the Law on Foreigners 
was not adopted impacted the ability of the project to contribute through an intended output, the 
information leaflets for migrants, which were not produced in the end. The training curriculum and 
Handbook could be used in future to support training of staff at the Centre at Padinska Skela. However, the 
trainings were adapted to focus more on the border, Centre staff were not trained, and the Handbook gives 
limited attention to immigration detention issues; therefore, these do not appear to significantly contribute. 
The RCP developed by the government (without direct project support, and therefore a rival factor) may 
include attention to the Centre in terms of immigration detention issues or to the coordination role of the 
Centre; however, insufficient evidence was available to fully assess this factor. 

Further improvements to the capacities of the Centre and its staff will require more concerted efforts to 
achieve, and progress in those areas is impeded in part by various opposing factors: the difficulty of 
organizing and building capacity with limited and overstretched staff, due in part to a hiring freeze and in 
part to a low prioritization of attention to the Centre by the national authorities, who are focused on dealing 
with a myriad of other issues. These factors also serve as opposing factors also to the changes that are 
observed in physical refurbishments of the centre. Overall, this project served to keep some focus on the 
Centre despite the diversion of attention prompted by the migration crisis.  

 

Policy impact – Outcome 2  

Intended change:  

Adoption of government strategy for addressing irregular migration in Serbia  
 

Observed change:  
A draft strategy and action plan were completed by the end of the project. As of the evaluation visit in June 
2018, the strategy and action plan were in the process of being adopted, with the expectation that formal 
adoption would be completed by October 2018. This will provide a more complete framework for migration 
management, as it fills a gap in legislation since the previous strategy had expired in 2014.  
 

Contribution analysis: 

Contributing factors  Type Significance  
(1-low 4-high) 

Evidence  Reliability  
(High/Med/Low) 

Workshops and facilitator to support 
development of draft strategy and action 
plan by government actors (Output 2.1) 

Primary 4 Interviews 
Donor reports 

Draft document 

High 

Increased influx of migrants in 2015-
2016, as a result of which focus shifted to 
emergency and government resources 
were stretched. 

Opposing 3 Interviews 

Donor reports 

High 

Continued political will to encourage the 
adoption of the strategy and action plan, 

Rival 3 Interviews Medium 
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driven partly by the huge policy revision 
process ongoing in Serbia to align to the 
EU acquis, and partly by national need. 

 

Continued support after this project from 
the expert who facilitated the drafting 
process to review the final version of 
strategy and action plan. 

Rival 1 Interviews Medium 

Contribution claim: IOM played a key facilitation role in the strategic development process. A key rival factor 
is EU pressure and national need to improve irregular migration policy in Serbia, which would have 
prompted strategic development in any case. However, though there was internal and external pressure to 
develop a new irregular migration strategy, government resources were also strained by the migration crisis. 
The increased influx of migrants shifted focus to immediately responding to emergency needs, which 
delayed the start-up of activities for long-term strategic planning. Given this, evidence indicates that the 
strategy may not have been developed in the near term without IOM assistance. Support and facilitation by 
IOM under this IDF-funded project also contributed to a more rapid process and a higher quality end result, 
by bringing in an expert facilitator who could guide the process and promote continued communication and 
momentum, resulting also in a higher quality product. Support of the project therefore helped counter-
balance the opposing factor of the migration crisis, and the continued political will has helped to continue 
the review and adoption process, which appears set to conclude by October 2018 according to interviewed 
stakeholders. 

 
Objective-level impact 

Only limited conclusions can be drawn for objective-level impact, related to project’s objective to 
contribute to effective and service-oriented facilities for irregular migrants. Evidence indicates that the 
project did contribute to improving conditions for irregular migrants. However, insufficient observable 
evidence was available both of the extent of the change itself (condition of all facilities and services for 
migrants), as well as the extent of contribution of this project as compared to alternative factors. 

Objective-level indicators of this project are aligned to the Action Plan for Chapter 24 for EU accession 
negotiations, specifically recommendations 1.3 and 1.4.  

 Recommendation 1.3: Address accommodation needs, with particular attention to minors and 
other vulnerable groups. To achieve this, the Action Plan includes the assessment by IOM of the 
Centre, which was carried out as planned and therefore contributed to improving attention to 
accommodation needs.  

 Recommendation 1.4: Propose an evaluation mechanism assessing accommodation capacity for 
irregular migrants on a continuous basis with the possibility to boost capacity in the short term, if 
necessary; attention also needs to be paid to ensuring that the centre’s staff are adequately 
trained. To achieve this, the Action Plan includes development of indicators and SOPs, which were 
planned under this project. The HBM Handbook and trainings and the RCP contribute to that goal.   

However, this project is one of several national as well as regional projects supported by IOM with the 
same goal of improving border management in Serbia. For instance, other projects by IOM are in the 
process of carrying out physical refurbishments based on identified gaps and needs. Other interventions 
by national actors as well as by other international actors also contribute to the long-term impact on 
conditions for irregular migrants. Long-term impact is achieved because of the combined contributions of 
all of these interventions, which could not be fully assessed within the scope of this evaluation. 

Conclusion: This project significantly contributed to institutional capacity building by helping build 
necessary knowledge and skills to handle an increased influx of migrants (Outcome 1). Less progress is 
observed in terms of the capacity of the Centre at Padinska Skela, though the project did contribute to 
observed changes, particularly related to physical refurbishments. The project also contributed directly to 
drafting the CIM strategy and action plan by playing a key facilitation role in the strategic development 
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process, which is on track to soon be adopted (Outcome 2). Only limited conclusions can be drawn related 
to effective and service-oriented facilities for irregular migrants (Objective). Evidence indicates that the 
project did contribute to improving conditions for irregular migrants. However, insufficient observable 
evidence was available both of the extent of the change itself (condition of facilities and services), as well 
as the extent of contribution of this project as compared to alternative factors. 

 

I2. Unintended effects: What other unintended effects can be observed, whether positive or negative? 

One key positive unintended effect relates to the breadth of the coverage of this project. Originally, the 
intention was to focus only on the Centre at Padinska Skela, but the project was adapted to extend to 
supporting BPD response at border points and in other migrant accommodation centres that were 
established in the context of the migration crisis.  

Another unintended effect of the project was the use of the training curriculum to promote the work of 
the border police and the situations they face in addressing mixed migration flows. The training curriculum 
has been well received by the Border Police Directorate, who in turn have promoted its wider use. The 
border police noted that it is a huge challenge to explain to others the situation and tasks that they face, 
and presentation of the training helps them to explain the situation to other departments. After sharing 
and promoting the training, the Border Police Directorate noted there has been interest from police units 
in the field (non-border police) to attend this type of training in future, which will likely improve 
coordination and thereby improve management of mixed migration flows. 

Conclusion: Unintended effects of the project include a wider breadth of the coverage than originally 
planned, as the project was adapted from a focus only on the Centre to also support BPD response at the 
border and in other migrant accommodation centres established during the migration crisis. The training 
curriculum has also been used to promote the work of the border police and the situations they face in 
addressing mixed migration flows, resulting interest in the training from other non-border police.  

 
I3. Mitigating negative effects: Did the project take timely measures for mitigating any unplanned 
negative impacts? 

No unplanned negative impacts were apparent based on the evidence gathered. 

 
I4. Informing follow-up projects: Has the project served to design or inform discussion of follow-up 
projects (actual or planned)? 

The Centre assessment was used to inform the rationale for several follow-up projects to improve the 
physical conditions. It provided a baseline analysis for the development of other projects, with funding 
from MADAD and the Swiss government, to support physical renovations to better meet the needs of the 
migrants and align the conditions with international standards. Additionally, the training curriculum that 
was developed with funding from this project was used to roll-out trainings under various other projects 
implemented by IOM to ensure a wider coverage and meeting the needs of the national authorities. 

Conclusion: The project has served to inform several follow-up projects, including use of the assessment 
of the Centre to inform the design of projects funded by MADAD and the Swiss government to support 
physical refurbishments of the Centre, and use of the training curriculum to roll-out additional trainings 
under other projects implemented by IOM in Serbia.  
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4.5 Sustainability 

S1. Sustained benefits: Are the benefits generated likely to continue once external support ceases? 

As already been mentioned, physical refurbishments to the Centre at Padinska Skela were made possible 
in part by the analysis of needs and gaps provided by the assessment report. Without the report, it would 
have been difficult to make the case to donors for the needed funding. The assessment report also serves 
to meet the requirements of the Action Plan for Chapter 24 for EU accession negotiations. Beyond that, it 
is unclear whether the assessment report will generate any further benefits. 

The AVR Decree contributed to a strengthened legal framework. This project helped to take the first step, 
and now a separate regional project implemented by IOM with IPA funds is working to finalize and take it 
to the Western Balkans regional level. The aim is to first help states develop a full national AVR  framework 
with defined roles and tasks, and then promote increased government ownership and leadership. 

HBM trainings and the HBM Handbook improved awareness and implementation of the laws relevant to 
irregular migration and protection of vulnerable migrants in Serbia. This continues to generate benefits 
by providing documents and materials that can continue to be referred to and used by national and local 
level border authorities, along with increased knowledge among front-line responders and pool of trained 
trainers available to support future delivery of trainings. The interviewed stakeholders noted that those 
products will continue to be useful and used for many years to come, and that they can later be adapted 
if and when the context and situation changes. 

Development of a strategy and action plan were intended to contribute to sustained benefits by setting 
out future strategic directions and their operationalization through a concrete action plan. The aim as set 
out in the proposal was that the strategy and action plan should remain valid for the next mid-term period 
of five years. In practice, this will likely hold true pending formal adoption, expected by October 2018. 

Conclusion: Many benefits generated by the project are likely to continue, including continued use of the 
draft AVR degree to inform legal developments, future roll-out of trainings using the HBM training 
materials and ongoing use of the HBM Handbook to inform awareness and implementation of the laws 
relevant to irregular migration and protection of vulnerable migrants in Serbia, and implementation of the 
CIM strategy and action plan. 

 
 
S2. Local ownership: To what extent is the project supported by local institutions and embedded in 
institutional structures that are likely to survive beyond the life of the project? 

The CIM strategy and action plan were highly institutionalized and embedded in institutional structures. 
The development process was planned and led by government agencies, with facilitation support from 
IOM. All relevant strategies and laws were considered to ensure alignment. The implementation of the 
action plan was also discussed in the planning workshops including the budget, with funding sourced 
mainly from the regular national budget rather than international financing. Some EU funds were already 
allocated, and it was determined these could be used to support various planned actions.  

It is not clear the extent to which SOPs established in HBM trainings and Handbook have been integrated 
into the system of the MoI by means of internal regulations or by arrangements among MoI departments 
and other stakeholders, as was originally intended. However, MoI and CRM representatives indicated that 
they contributed to project design and maintained strong partnership with IOM in the implementation of 
this project and have taken ownership of the project’s products. The HBM training curriculum and 
handbook remain as valuable resources for future use. The sustained use of the RCP cannot be assessed 
based on available evidence, given that the project did not directly contribute to its development or 
updates beyond funding visits to border.   
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Conclusion: The project is highly supported by local institutions, as can be seen for example in the 
indication by MoI and CRM representatives that they contributed to project design, maintained strong 
partnership with IOM in the implementation of this project, and have taken ownership of the products. 
Most tools appear to have been embedded in institutional structures. For instance, HBM training 
curriculum are embedded using MoI inputs into content and using MoI staff as trainers, and the CIM 
strategy and action were embedded into institutional budgetary and planning processes and structures.  

 
 
S3. Stakeholder involvement: To what extent have target groups and possibly other relevant 
stakeholders been involved in project planning and implementation? 

The MoI and CRM were closely involved in project planning and implementation. There was limited direct 
involvement of other stakeholders in the design and implementation of this project itself, though the 
involvement of other stakeholders was promoted indirectly through various related working groups. 

- A Working Group for Solving the Issues of Mixed Migratory Flows that was led by the Ministry of 
Labour, Employment and Social Affairs ensured the participation and contribution of other 
government ministries and agencies relevant to the response to the mass influx of migrants 
starting in 2015. It is assumed therefore that those other institutions were able to contribute 
thereby to the RCP, though this is not clear based on evidence. 

- An inter-ministerial working group was established to support development of a new strategy and 
action plan for irregular migration, led by CRM as the national body responsible for proposing 
migration management strategies to the government, and by the MoI as the national body 
responsible for developing and leading implementation of the action plan. IOM supported the 
process through an expert consultant contracted to facilitate the working group by carrying out 
analysis to guide the group’s strategic planning and by developing the initial draft. The process 
was agreed to between IOM, CRM and MoI using a standard strategy preparation process. The 
working group allowed for involvement and participation of other actors relevant to addressing 
irregular migration in Serbia, including inter alia the Ministry of Defence; Ministry of Labour, 
Employment and Social Affairs; Ministry of Justice; Ombudsman’s Office; Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs; and Ministry of Finance. IOM support under this project served to facilitate a participative 
government-led process. Interaction and discussions among the national actors served to gather, 
share and reflect on lessons from recent years, and feed these into the strategic planning process. 

Conclusion: The main target group was government agencies responsible for leading efforts to address 
irregular migration, which are the MoI and CRM. Both the MoI and CRM were closely involved in project 
planning and implementation. Though other government stakeholders were not directly involved, they 
contributed indirectly through their involvement inter-ministerial working groups. 
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4.6 Gender 

G1. Gender mainstreaming: Were gender mainstreaming issues taken into account in the project design 
and implementation? 

In terms of gender mainstreaming in the project design, the Evaluator was guided in her assessment 
mainly by the “Guiding Questions for Mainstreaming Gender into the Project Cycle” in the IOM Project 
Handbook of 2012, the version in force at the time this project was developed:  

Guiding questions Yes/No Comments 

Does the project proposal use gender-
sensitive language? Does the proposal 
avoid stereotypes and discrimination by 
refraining from assuming traits of, or 
assigning roles to, men or women?  

Yes Language in the proposal is gender-sensitive and avoids 
stereotypes and discrimination. This is largely related to 
limited attention to gender throughout the document.  

Does the project proposal avoid the use 
of token sentences such as “gender will 
be mainstreamed” and instead 
incorporate gender considerations into 
the project document? 

Yes A few gender considerations are incorporated. It is stated 
that “gender- and age-specific vulnerabilities and needs will 
be taken into account” in the development of protection 
indicators. It also states that the RCP will incorporate sex 
and age disaggregated data. 

Has a gender analysis been conducted? No Gender analysis was not conducted.  

The proposal repeatedly mentions “vulnerable groups” but 
this is defined as unrelated to gender (“covering single-
headed families with minors, chronically ill, persons with 
special needs, etc.”).  
The proposal does not break down by gender the number of 
irregular migrants in Serbia. It does not break down by 
gender the Centre’s accommodation capacity, apart from 
referring to separate areas for men and women. 
There is no analysis of the respective situation of men and 
women, the different ways in which men and women 
experience the problems being addressed, nor the different 
impact all of the activities will have upon men and women. 
There is also no analysis of the ways in which men and 
women interact, their roles in society, nor other similar 
gender-related considerations.  

Have the results of gender analysis been 
used to define a strategy and activities 
that respond to the needs of men and 
women?  

No Gender analysis was not conducted. GCU noted a lack of sex 
disaggregated data in the problem description and the 
results matrix in their comments during project 
development. 

Has sex-disaggregated data been used 
to assess whom the target group 
consists of? Does the project include a 
gender-proportionate target? 

No Gender analysis was not conducted. 

Has a needs assessment been 
conducted to identify men’s and 
women’s needs in a given setting using 
participatory methods? 

No Gender analysis was not conducted. 

Have potential barriers to participation 
been examined and strategies and 
activities to overcome these barriers 
included in the proposal? 

No Gender analysis was not conducted. 
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Have both practical and strategic needs 
been considered? 

No Gender analysis was not conducted. 

Has an empowerment component been 
included? 

No Gender analysis was not conducted. 

Does the Results Matrix include 
indicators that are gender-sensitive? 

Partly None of the result statements are gender-sensitive, related 
to the lack of gender analysis.  
A few indictors are gender-sensitive though they only 
include attention to sex disaggregated numbers for 
reporting (to gather data on how men and women are 
benefiting from the project), rather than also sex-
disaggregated targets (to set specific targets for male and 
female beneficiaries): 

- Outcome 1. The indicator includes increased 
beneficiaries at the Centre being offered needs- 
and vulnerability-sensitive services. However, a 
numerical target was not provided. 

- Output 1.3 and 1.5. The target number of officials 
trained and the number participating in the study 
tour were not sex-disaggregated (no breakdown by 
sex), though it states that reported numbers will be 
sex disaggregated. 

Is the budget gender-sensitive? Have all 
of the gender components received 
adequate funding? 

No No gender components were planned, again related to the 
lack of gender analysis. 

Various examples of gender mainstreaming in the design can be found. IOM’s Gender Coordination Unit 
(GCU) commented on the proposal and suggested various edits; the final project document incorporated 
many of those suggestions, representing areas where gender mainstreaming was considered in the 
project design. For example:  

- GCU reviewers suggested that during implementation, to the extent possible, the project team 
should ensure that men and women are able to actively participate wherever possible including 
participation among stakeholders in the activities (trainings, study trips, consultations, etc.) and 
ensure that the Project Steering Committee includes male and female members. It is not apparent 
the extent to which this was done in practice. 

- GCU also suggested to ensure that gender issues are included in the planned training under 
Output 1.3 (how needs, vulnerabilities and services might differ for men, women, girls, boys, 
LGBTI migrants; and how gender roles and relations might impact these needs, vulnerabilities, 
services) and ensure that leaflets under Output 1.4 are accessible and useful for different groups. 
Attention was reportedly given to this for Output 1.3 in terms of incorporations of gender-
sensitive elements into the training; however, Output 1.4 was never achieved.  

In terms of gender mainstreaming in the project implementation, limited progress can be observed in 
relation to the guiding questions provided in the IOM Project Handbook of 2011:  

Guiding questions Yes/No Comments 

Has the hiring of a gender-balanced project team been promoted? N/A Evidence not available. 

Is gender expertise reflected in the terms of reference for project staff? N/A Evidence not available.  

Have staff and implementing partners received training so as to avoid 
gender stereotypes? 

N/A Evidence not available. 

Have local institutions working on gender equality been involved in project 
implementation, to the extent possible, especially the national gender 
machinery? 

N/A Evidence not available. 
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The Evaluator therefore complemented the analysis with the following additional guiding questions 
provided in the current edition of the IOM Project Handbook, revised in 2017: 

Guiding questions Yes/No Comments 

Do ongoing consultations include a broad, 
representative and diverse range of stakeholders? 

Partly The project directly consulted only with the 
MoI and the CRM for this project. The initially 
planned Project Steering Committee was not 
used due to the creation just prior to the 
project of an MoI-led working group to 
respond to the influx of irregular migrants.  

Has gender-balanced participation in the project’s 
activities been promoted, in terms of members of 
steering committees, trainers, beneficiaries and 
other stakeholders? 

No No apparent promotion based on available 
evidence, though this was highlighted in GCU 
comments during the project review process.  

For activities involving research reports, manuals, 
handbooks or other publications, have gender 
considerations been fully integrated and specific 
needs, concerns, and implications for men, women, 
girls and boys properly incorporated? 

Yes The training curriculum, manual and 
handbook included attention to gender. 

Have gender-sensitive indicators been developed 
and are they being used during project monitoring? 
Are the different impacts that project activities might 
be having on men, women, boys, girls and other key 
groups being monitored, where relevant? 

Partly The proposal planned that several indicators 
would report gender disaggregated data, 
which was done in practice. However, the 
targets were never gender disaggregated. 
Gender-specific impacts were not monitored 
nor reported, based on available evidence.  

Has the contribution of the project towards 
addressing men’s and women’s issues been 
highlighted? 

No This relates to the lack of a gender analysis in 
the design and therefore a lack of gender-
specific results.  

Has particular attention been paid to the role of the 
project in contributing to the advancement of gender 
equality? 

No This relates to the lack of a gender analysis in 
the design and therefore a lack of gender-
specific results.  

 
Conclusion: While gender was mainstreamed to some extent in the design, by planning to assess sex and 
age specific vulnerabilities and needs and to disaggregate by sex during reporting, a gender analysis was 
not conducted and therefore results of such analysis could not be used to inform gender-sensitive planning 
of the project strategy, results and activities. In terms of project implementation, government stakeholders 
were indirectly consulted through MoI-led working groups (rather than the planned Project Steering 
Committee), some data was disaggregated by sex, and project products incorporated attention to gender, 
including the HBM trainings and HBM Handbook. However, there was no apparent promotion of gender-
balanced participation in activities.  

 
 
 
G2. Gender-sensitive findings: Were all findings related to gaps and needs assessed as planned in terms 
of how different groups (women, men, girls, boys, migrants identifying as LGBTI, etc.) were being 
impacted? 

The assessment of the Centre at Padinska Skela aimed to determine the extent to which beneficiaries at 
the Centre were offered services sensitive to their needs and vulnerabilities. Overall, while various gender-
specific findings are included, many other findings are not gender-specific.  

As stated in the project document, all findings related to gaps and needs would be assessed in terms of 
how different groups (women, men, girls, boys, migrants identifying as LGBTI, etc.) were being impacted. 
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However, there is no explicit reference in the assessment report to this intention to carry out a gender-
sensitive analysis. There is reference to an intention to examine the “specific needs of vulnerable groups.” 
Though “vulnerable groups” is not defined in that report, the project document defines it as unrelated to 
gender: single-headed families with children, chronically ill, persons with special needs, etc. Also, neither 
men nor women should be considered a “vulnerable group.” Women may face specific vulnerabilities, but 
they should not be considered vulnerable based solely on their gender, nor should men be considered 
free from vulnerabilities based solely on their gender.  

The gender-specific findings include: 

- Gender-disaggregated number of migrants accommodated at the Centre in recent years. 
- The Centre had separate quarters for male and female detainees. The condition of dormitory for 

women and children was compared to the dormitory for men. There were separate washing 
facilities for men and women with adequate privacy. Meals were hygienically prepared and met 
the requirements for babies, pregnant women and breastfeeding mothers. 

- Though one dormitory designated for the accommodation of women and children had been 
renovated, the sanitary areas of the dormitories, bathroom and toilet facilities in the area 
designated for the accommodation of men have not improved and the remaining dormitories for 
women have not been refurbished. 

- Families with children are occasionally accommodated in the Center. In accordance with the 
principle that families should not be separated, families with children are accommodated in a 
separate designated area. One room was designated as a recreational play room for children, 
painted in bright colours, with adequate natural and artificial lighting, but had not been equipped. 
This play room was still not equipped as of this Evaluation.  

- Unaccompanied minors are not accommodated in the immigration detention facility but are 
provided with alternatives to detention and are housed within existing facilities for children 
without parental care. Children with parents or guardians are rarely accommodated in the Centre. 

However, various other findings were not gender-specific. For instance, although the report mentions that 
separate facilities are provided for women and men, the accommodation capacity is not gender-
disaggregated. 

Other findings that were not gender-specific include: needs related to verbal communication (e.g. 
translators and interpreters of same gender, if needed); needs related to supervision while moving around 
the Centre, receiving visitors, or making phone calls (e.g. supervision by police of the same gender, if 
needed); admission search and medical check-up (e.g. any gender-specific needs); availability of prayer 
space (e.g. separate prayer space for men and women); access to lawyer and social worker (e.g. of same 
gender as detainee, if needed); access to financial means to cover return to countries of origin (e.g. 
different challenges according to gender). Women, men, boys and girls could have different needs in these 
areas, but gender and age-specific analysis was not apparent.  

Conclusion: Findings in the assessment report on the Centre at Padinska Skela included attention to how 
women, men and children were impacted; however, there was no attention to needs of girls and boys nor 
to the needs of migrants identifying as LGBTI. Though several findings were gender-specific, not all of the 
findings included assessment of how different gender and age groups were being impacted.  

 

 
G3. Using gender-sensitive findings: Were gender-specific findings related to gaps and needs gathered, 
and how were these received and acted upon? 

The only gender- or age-specific findings observed in this project relate to the assessment of the Centre 
at Padinska Skela, as already summarized above. Based on those findings, the final assessment report 
included several specific recommendations: 
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- Further improvement of accommodation and sanitations facilities for both men and women.  
- Complete the furnishing and equipping of the playroom for children. This age-specific finding and 

recommendation relates to specific needs of children, though again there is no mention 
specifically of needs of girls and boys (not gender-specific). 

Other recommendations were not gender-specific: 

- Resolve the issue of access to translators and interpreters through allocation of funds 
- Consider provision of a systematic support for assisted voluntary return (AVR) 
- Better document the access to protection services and establish closer monitoring practices 

through credible and verifiable internal practices. Continue oversight via independent bodies, 
such as the Ombudsman through the NPM mechanism. 

- Provide residents with copies of the House Rules in languages they understand. Include in the 
document the right to seek asylum. 

Progress to date appears to centre on the gender-specific recommendations, namely improving the  
accommodation and sanitations facilities and furnishing and equipping of the playroom for children. 

Conclusion: Not all findings of the assessment report of the Centre at Padinska Skela were gender-specific, 
though several gender- and age-specific findings and related recommendations were included. Overall, 
progress to date in acting on the recommendations appears to centre on improving accommodation and 
sanitation facilities for both men and women. No progress has been made to date on the one age-specific 
recommendation, namely furnishing and equipping of the playroom for children. 

 

 

4.7 Human Rights 

H1. Migrant data: Has the Response Capacity Plan been regularly updated, including data on numbers 
of migrants, types of vulnerabilities and service/referral provided? 

As already noted, this project did not in the end play a direct role in the development or the updating of 
the RCP, as was initially planned. The government developed both the initial version itself before the start 
of the project and the later reported versions, with support from UNHCR. However, this project retained 
Output 1.6 as an intended result and therefore this report examines achievement of that result.  

Due to the fact that IOM did not directly contribute to the RCP development, the question of content and 
regular updating of the RCP cannot be fully answered based on the evidence available to the Evaluator. 
According to government stakeholders, the RCP was reportedly updated at least twice since it was initially 
developed in the summer of 2015 and finalized in September 2015. The Evaluator received two versions 
through IOM staff, one being the initial version from 2015 (50 pages) and the other an English version for 
the period October 2016 to March 2017 (six pages). It is not clear whether the initial version  of the RCP 
(available only in Serbian) includes data on numbers of migrants, types of vulnerabilities and 
service/referral provided, nor is such information is not included in the later English version. From what 
the Evaluator can tell using Google Translate, the original RCP available only in Serbian assesses available 
accommodation capacities, the existing material, human and financial resources and capacities, and the 
possibility of engaging extraordinary funds. It also considers contingencies by looking at various scenarios 
regarding migrant flows and dynamics. It also mentions that special assistance should be provided to 
vulnerable categories of migrants (young children, unaccompanied minors, persons will illness or special 
needs, pregnant women).   

That initial RCP states that it would be updated every six months, and more frequently if necessary. As the 
initial plan was developed in September 2015, if it was updated every six months, there should have been 
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at least five updates. Stakeholders only referred to a couple updates, and IOM only had the initial plan for 
2015-2016 and one update for the period October 2016 to March 2017.  

Conclusion: The project did not in the end contribute directly to development or updating of the RCP, apart 
from funding a few visits by national officials to local border posts. IOM therefore did not influence the 
content and only had access to the initial version from September 2015. Though government stakeholders 
mentioned that several updates were later carried out, it does not appear that the intention to update the 
plan every six months occurred in practice. Based on available evidence, therefore, it does not appear that 
the RCP included data on the numbers of migrants, types of vulnerabilities or service/referral provided, nor 
was it updated with sufficient frequency to ensure updated information even if it had been included. 

H2. Contribution to migrant rights: To what extent did the project contribute to enhancing migrant’s 
rights by supporting the Centre? 

Prior to this, no other assessment regarding the Centre’s readiness and capacity to scale up in view of 
increased demand and the specific needs of vulnerable groups had been carried out independently, but 
solely as a part of a broader effort conducted by the MoI. Occasional inter-sectoral assessments were 
conducted involving CRM and other relevant institutions. This assessment supported national efforts to 
improve the response to irregular migration, in line with government plans and priorities, including the 
Action Plan for Chapter 24. 

The project included attention to human rights in the findings of the assessment of the Centre at Padinska 
Skela. The focus of the assessment was to identify elements that contribute to minimizing the negative 
impact of immigration detention on migrants’ physical and mental wellbeing, especially taking into 
account the needs of minors and families as well as vulnerable groups/individuals, with a view to 
improving services necessary for humane immigration detention conditions in accordance with national 
and international legislation and best practice, and also assessing access to international protection. To 
this end, the assessment used a rights-centred approach guided by a draft IOM Checklist for Monitoring 
Detention as a reference during the field visits and interviews. The report provides an assessment of 
accommodation capacities and needs since a previous refurbishment in July 2015In addition to findings 
already mentioned related to gender- and age-specific needs, the following findings relate to human 
rights: 

- Access to a prayer room. Detainees had a right to practice religious beliefs. An appropriate prayer 
room was designated to serve this purpose within the immigration detention facility. Meals were 
prepared and served according to religious requirements. House rules were adapted during 
specific religious periods to fit the needs of the detainees.   

- Screening for needs related to disabilities, medical needs, and victims of trafficking: Migrants with 
severe disabilities and other medical conditions are not accommodated in the Centre. A 
vulnerability assessment is conducted during the referral stage. When such a situation is detected 
a referral is made to an adequate medical or other facility as appropriate. Detainees who appear 
to be trafficked persons have access to applicable procedures through the referral to the Centre 
for protection of Trafficking Victims. 

- Access to protection mechanisms. Mechanisms in place for identification of persons in need of 
protection, including an interview upon admission, provision of information by trained staff on 
protection procedures and the right to apply for asylum or for other forms of protection. A 
factsheet on rights of foreigners which Centre staff hands out to all residents is available only in 
English and does not specify entitlement to asylum in Serbia (a need foreseen to be addressed 
under this project’s Output 1.4 but never achieved). These shortcomings, however, reportedly did 
not prevent foreigners from accessing asylum as all were granted access to a lawyer (if they could 
cover costs) or to legal counselling from NGOs specializing in asylum and migration issues 
including the Belgrade Centre for Human Rights and the Centre for Asylum. 
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- Access to social workers. Social workers are not present in the Centre but can be contacted by the 
Centre’s staff if needed, including appointment of guardians for unaccompanied underage asylum 
seekers and persons deprived of legal capacity without legal representatives before they apply 
for asylum. However, asylum seekers are rarely referred to the Centre; children with parents or 
guardians are rarely accommodated at the Centre; and unaccompanied minors are provided with 
alternatives to detention and housed in other existing facilities. 

Conclusion: The project contributed to some extent to enhancing migrant’s rights by supporting the 
Centre, including carrying out the first independent assessment of the Centre’s readiness and capacity to 
scale up in view of increased demand and the specific needs of vulnerable groups. The assessment used a 
rights-centred approach and aimed to identify elements that contribute to minimizing the negative impact 
of immigration detention on migrants’ physical and mental wellbeing. 

 

H3. Impact of the migration crisis: What impact did the context of the migration crisis and the impacts 
of those dynamics have on the ability of the project to contribute to protection of migrants’ rights? 

Despite the pressure imposed by the migration crisis dynamics, the project was able to successfully carry 
out the planned assessment of the Centre at Padinska Skela. As mentioned above, prior to this project 
there had been no assessment regarding the readiness and capacity/scaling up of the centre in view of 
increased demand as well as specific needs of vulnerable groups carried out independently, but solely as 
a part of a broader effort conducted by the MoI.   

However, though the assessment was completed as planned, the ability to act on all recommendations 
was impeded by the dynamics of the migration crisis. At the same time, while dynamics of the crisis appear 
to have shifted attention from the Centre, there was an observed dwindling of numbers that were 
accommodated in the Centre: 1,849 persons were accommodated in 2012 but only 324 persons were 
registered in 2015 of the time of the assessment. According to the assessment report, this trend was 
mainly due to a stricter implementation of the Asylum Act and improved access to mechanisms to protect 
the rights of migrants entering Serbia. 

Additionally, this project was able to more broadly contribute to the human rights of migrants beyond the 
Centre at Padinska Skela, which was the original intended focus. In the context of the wider response to 
the migration crisis, this project made significant contributions to improved capacities of Serbian 
authorities. As already described in the Impact section, this project significantly contributed to improved 
capacity of the BPD to address needs of irregular migrants, specifically a capacity to ensure needs- and 
vulnerability-sensitive services for increased numbers of irregular migrants. Overall, there was an 
increased number of irregular migrants receiving services in Serbia, and evidence indicates that those 
services were more needs- and vulnerability-sensitive.  

Conclusion: The migration crisis had a significant impact on implementation and results of the project, as 
noted previously, though the project was still able to contribute to protection of migrant’s rights. The focus 
shifted from the Centre specifically, given the pressures and needs that emerged in the context of the 
migration crisis, though progress was still made in assessing needs and gaps of the Centre. Beyond the 
Centre, the project was also able to contribute more broadly by building national institutional capacities 
to ensure needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services for increased numbers of irregular migrants.  
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5. Summary of Conclusions 
The below list compiles all conclusions introduced in the previous section, representing a summary of the 
relevance of project design, effectiveness and performance, efficiency of project management and 
implementation, and impact and sustainability, as well as attention to cross-cutting issues (gender and 
human rights): 

Relevance 

1. The project document is well-designed and logically constructed according to the IOM and IDF 
project development guidelines. A few issues were identified related to formulation of results and 
indicators, especially at outcome level and the timeline of planned activities, which posed a hurdle 
for M&E planning in terms of setting a proper foundation for monitoring and reporting. See 
conclusions below under Efficiency section for observations related to M&E planning during 
implementation. 

2. The intended results are well aligned to direct beneficiary needs. Responsiveness to needs in the 
original design, and IOM adaptability and flexibility ensured that the project remained aligned to 
needs in the context of the migration crisis. However, while the project focus on building 
capacities of state authorities and the Centre remained relevant, the attention to the Centre at 
Padinska Skela was less than initially planned due to the emergent needs in the context of the 
migration crisis which diverted the attention away from the needs of the Centre. 

3. The project is well aligned with government policies and national strategies. It is in line with 
migration policy needs by addressing the need for a new strategy and action plan on irregular 
migration and by seeking to contribute to a wider process of EU accession by supporting fulfilment 
of the Action Plan for Chapter 24. Activities and results are intentionally designed to align and 
support these goals. 

4. The project is well aligned to IOM’s country strategy for Serbia; to IOM’s regional strategy which 
covers Serbia and other Western Balkan countries; and to IOM’s global Immigration and Border 
Management internal strategy and IOM’s Migration Governance Framework (MiGOF). 

5. Going forward, attention is likely still needed to long-term capacity building aims including 
attention to specific needs faced by the Centre. Additional activities may also be needed to 
support the implementation of the CIM strategy and action plan, implementation of the new Law 
on Foreigners, and support for evidence-based contingency planning. 

Effectiveness 

6. The project was effective in achieving most of the planned outputs and outcomes, though some 
outputs were not achieved or only partially achieved, related mainly to diversion of attention from 
the Centre in the context of the migration crisis:  

- Outcome 1 relates to building capacities of the authorities to address needs of increased 
numbers of migrants. The assessment of the Centre (Output 1.1) and study tour (Output 
1.5) were achieved. The protection indicators and SOP (Output 1.2) and trainings (Output 
1.3) were most achieved, though without attention specifically to the Centre as originally 
planned. The extent of achievement of the RCP (Output 1.6) is not clear based on available 
evidence and the project did not directly support its development or updating as planned. 
Information leaflets for migrants (Output 1.4) were not achieved. Overall, the project 
helped to increase capacity through improved knowledge and skills to provide needs- and 
vulnerability-sensitive services to irregular migrants. However, no change was observable 
in Centre staff capacities or in the Centre having a coordination role in emergencies. 
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- Outcome 2 relates to adoption of a new government strategy for addressing issues of 
irregular migration. A draft strategy and action plan were completed (Output 2.1) and are 
expected to be adopted by October 2018. This fills a gap in the legislation and will provide 
a more complete framework for migration management. 

7. Other activities could have been useful to achieve intended results, related to sharing the 
assessment report, information leaflets for migrants, and helping to share or improve the quality 
of the RCP. Though it is not clear the extent to which alternate activities would have been effective 
or feasible in the context of the migration crisis, various budget lines remained unspent by the 
end of the project (explored in more detail under Efficiency). 

8. Government stakeholders were satisfied with the project and its outputs, and in particular 
appreciated the flexibility of IOM to adapt quickly to emergent needs and priorities, while still 
achieving the aim of improving work and functioning of state authorities. Limited evidence is 
available on the extent to which the work and functioning of the Centre at Padinska Skela were 
enhanced, however, related again to diversion of attention from the Centre in the context of the 
migration crisis. Stakeholders recognized this was beyond the control of IOM and were satisfied 
with the quality of outputs and overall IOM support. 

9. The project was highly adaptive to the external conditions, which shifted significantly before and 
also during the implementation of the project, related to a massive influx of irregular migrants 
starting in 2015. This stretched the government partner resources and diverted attention from 
the intial focus of this project only on the Centre at Padinska Skela, to also attend to increased 
pressures at the border and other emergent needs and priorities. 

Efficiency 

10. The migration crisis context was a significant factor in terms of timeliness of activities and outputs. 
It increased pressure on government partners, which appears to have led to delayed start-up of 
various activities. Adaptation of planned activities was required to ensure alignment with needs 
in the context of the migration crisis. Additionally, timeliness may have been impacted by a lack 
of monitoring tools (see next conclusion). Still, most delayed activities were timely completed 
once they started. Some activities were cancelled due to a lack of need; however, the budget lines 
for most cancelled activities remained unspent by the end of the project (again, see next 
conclusion). 

11. While the project team was admirably flexible and adaptive to the migration crisis, some parts of 
the design as reflected in the project document remained inconsistent with the reality. The 
project document was not updated (only a few adjustments made towards the end as part of a 
no-cost extension request), nor were monitoring tools such as a detailed work plan used to update 
and track activity timelines. The basic workplan in the proposal (incorrectly 12 months rather than 
18, as noted under Relevance section) was not revised or adapted. The only documented activity 
planning was to list all remaining activities at the end of each interim donor report without 
indication of specific dates or sequencing. The lack of clear, measurable indicators also impacted 
results monitoring and reporting at outcome level. These aspects appear to have impacted on the 
reporting and may played a role in the underspending observed in this project. 

Impact 

12. This project significantly contributed to institutional capacity building by helping build necessary 
knowledge and skills to handle an increased influx of migrants (Outcome 1). Less progress is 
observed in terms of the capacity of the Centre at Padinska Skela, though the project did 
contribute to observed changes, particularly related to physical refurbishments. The project also 
contributed directly to drafting the CIM strategy and action plan by playing a key facilitation role 
in the strategic development process, which is on track to soon be adopted (Outcome 2). Only 
limited conclusions can be drawn related to effective and service-oriented facilities for irregular 
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migrants (Objective). Evidence indicates that the project did contribute to improving conditions 
for irregular migrants. However, insufficient observable evidence was available both of the extent 
of the change itself (condition of facilities and services), as well as the extent of contribution of 
this project as compared to alternative factors. 

13. Unintended effects of the project include a wider breadth of the coverage than originally planned, 
as the project was adapted from a focus only on the Centre to also support BPD response at the 
border and in other migrant accommodation centres established during the migration crisis. The 
training curriculum has also been used to promote the work of the border police and the 
situations they face in addressing mixed migration flows, resulting interest in the training from 
other non-border police. 

14. The project has served to inform several follow-up projects, including use of the assessment of 
the Centre to inform the design of projects funded by MADAD and the Swiss government to 
support physical refurbishments of the Centre, and use of the training curriculum to roll-out 
additional trainings under other projects implemented by IOM in Serbia. 

Sustainability 

15. Many benefits generated by the project are likely to continue, including continued use of the draft 
AVR degree to inform legal developments, future roll-out of trainings using the HBM training 
materials and ongoing use of the HBM Handbook to inform awareness and implementation of the 
laws relevant to irregular migration and protection of vulnerable migrants in Serbia, and 
implementation of the CIM strategy and action plan. 

16. The project is highly supported by local institutions, as can be seen for example in the indication 
by MoI and CRM representatives that they contributed to project design, maintained strong 
partnership with IOM in the implementation of this project, and have taken ownership of the 
products. Most tools appear to have been embedded in institutional structures. For instance, 
HBM training curriculum are embedded using MoI inputs into content and using MoI staff as 
trainers, and the CIM strategy and action were embedded into institutional budgetary and 
planning processes and structures. 

17. The main target group was government agencies responsible for leading efforts to address 
irregular migration, which are the MoI and CRM. Both the MoI and CRM were closely involved in 
project planning and implementation. Though other government stakeholders were not directly 
involved, they contributed indirectly through their involvement inter-ministerial working groups. 

Gender 

18. While gender was mainstreamed to some extent in the design, by planning to assess sex and age 
specific vulnerabilities and needs and to disaggregate by sex during reporting, a gender analysis 
was not conducted and therefore results of such analysis could not be used to inform gender-
sensitive planning of the project strategy, results and activities. In terms of project 
implementation, government stakeholders were indirectly consulted through MoI-led working 
groups (rather than the planned Project Steering Committee), some data was disaggregated by 
sex, and project products incorporated attention to gender, including the HBM trainings and HBM 
Handbook. However, there was no apparent promotion of gender-balanced participation in 
activities. 

19. Findings in the assessment report on the Centre at Padinska Skela included attention to how 
women, men and children were impacted; however, there was no attention to needs of girls and 
boys nor to the needs of migrants identifying as LGBTI. Though several findings were gender-
specific, not all of the findings included assessment of how different gender and age groups were 
being impacted. 
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20. Not all findings of the assessment report of the Centre at Padinska Skela were gender-specific, 
though several gender- and age-specific findings and related recommendations were included. 
Overall, progress to date in acting on the recommendations appears to centre on improving 
accommodation and sanitation facilities for both men and women. No progress has been made 
to date on the one age-specific recommendation, namely furnishing and equipping of the 
playroom for children. 

Human Rights 

21. The project did not in the end contribute directly to development or updating of the RCP, apart 
from funding a few visits by national officials to local border posts. IOM therefore did not 
influence the content and only had access to the initial version from September 2015. Though 
government stakeholders mentioned that several updates were later carried out, it does not 
appear that the intention to update the plan every six months occurred in practice. Based on 
available evidence, therefore, it does not appear that the RCP included data on the numbers of 
migrants, types of vulnerabilities or service/referral provided, nor was it updated with sufficient 
frequency to ensure updated information even if it had been included. 

22. The project contributed to some extent to enhancing migrant’s rights by supporting the Centre, 
including carrying out the first independent assessment of the Centre’s readiness and capacity to 
scale up in view of increased demand and the specific needs of vulnerable groups. The assessment 
used a rights-centred approach and aimed to identify elements that contribute to minimizing the 
negative impact of immigration detention on migrants’ physical and mental wellbeing. 

23. The migration crisis had a significant impact on implementation and results of the project, as 
noted previously, though the project was still able to contribute to protection of migrant’s rights. 
The focus shifted from the Centre specifically, given the pressures and needs that emerged in the 
context of the migration crisis, though progress was still made in assessing needs and gaps of the 
Centre. Beyond the Centre, the project was also able to contribute more broadly by building 
national institutional capacities to ensure needs- and vulnerability-sensitive services for increased 
numbers of irregular migrants. 

Additionally, a few lessons learned and good practices are identified below that could be useful in the 
design of similar projects in Serbia or in other countries were IOM works:  

Mainstreaming and fulfilment of migrants’ human rights in an immigration detention setting: 

 Lesson learned that attention to the issue of immigration detention requires coordinated and 
strategic attention to make progress, given the sensitive nature of the issue and the need to 
build support among all concerned stakeholders and draw attention to international standards.  

Responding to mass flows of migrants and meeting needs of stranded migrants: 

 Good practice to support technical inter-sectoral working groups between national institutions, 
as a strong coordination model. Funding for such coordination mechanism through workshops 
and meetings can be useful to promote equal partnership, involvement and ownership, thereby 
contributing to sustainability. 

 Good practice to support improved coordination between national and local levels through 
practical meetings and visits. This is always useful though it is especially pertinent in crisis 
contexts to ensure that experiences and perspectives of local-level authorities are shared with 
their national counterparts to inform the development of national plans and policies, and also to 
ensure that information and updates from the national level is shared at the local level.   
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6. Summary of Recommendations 
Based on the findings and conclusions described above, the following recommendations are provided by 
the Evaluator for consideration by IOM staff and donors in the implementation of future activities: 

To build on progress under this project, the IOM Mission in Serbia is recommended to: 

 Strategize how to best proceed to improve conditions and procedures related to immigration 
detention, building on issues identified in the assessment report form 2015 and other reports 
regarding unmet needs, as well as considering how to best help build momentum and best draw 
attention to international standards and best practices in this area going forward. This could 
include helping draw attention back to the Centre, which may take concerted effort and time to 
deal with the sensitivity of the issue of immigration detention. IOM can play a role in helping build 
momentum and providing guidance. IOM can consider better positioning itself as an expert by 
not only responding to government requests for support, but also taking proactively drawing 
attention to international standards and good practice in this area. To achieve this, IOM can pull 
in resources including expert staff and lessons learned from global experiences in the field 

 Review the content, scope and quality of the RCP and the frequency with which it is updated; 
consult with partners regarding contingency planning support needs and assess whether needs 
are covered by existing interventions or if additional support is needed. 

In general, in future projects, IOM and partners are recommended to: 

 Improve the overall quality of the results matrix and work plan to lay a stronger foundation for 
monitoring and reporting on results and activities. 

 Include an indicator to measure the increase in knowledge among participants for all training 
activities, such as through pre- and post-tests. 

 Update the project document to reflect changes in cases where the project will no longer directly 
support the envisaged deliverables. If it is not possible to make changes to the project document, 
for example due to donor restrictions or other reasons, alternative activities can be considered 
that remain in line with intended results to ensure full utilization of available budget. 

 Improve results monitoring and reporting by planning for and tracking of progress of each result, 
rather than re-stating the activities carried out, and improve activity monitoring by updating the 
basic work plan from the proposal and converting it into a more detailed work plan with dates 
and sequencing, adapted as needed in line with contextual changes since initial design. 



56 

7. Annexes 

Annex 1 – Evaluation terms of references (TOR) 
 

Final internal ex-post evaluation of the project 
 “Increasing Capacities for Addressing Irregular Migration in Serbia” 

 
Commissioned by: IOM Serbia Country Office 

 
1. Evaluation context 
 
The International Organization for Migration (IOM) is the leading inter-governmental organization in the 
field of migration and works closely with governmental, intergovernmental and non-governmental 
partners. With 169 Member States, a further 8 states holding observer status and offices in over 100 
countries, IOM is dedicated to promoting humane and orderly migration for the benefit of all. It does so 
by providing services and advice to governments and migrants. 
 
In support of overall IOM objectives, immigration and border management (IBM) activities are directed 
at helping governments develop improved policy, legislation, administrative structures, operational 
systems and the human resource base necessary to respond more effectively to diverse migration and 
border challenges and to institute good migration governance. Such activities are designed as 
partnerships, with the requesting government and other relevant interlocutors working closely with IOM 
to identify needs, determine priority areas, and shape and deliver interventions. Since realities on the 
ground and the goals of governments and other actors in migration management change over time in 
both nature and priority, IBM activities continuously evolve to meet new migration challenges on the 
national, regional and international levels. 
 
In Serbia, the country experienced a surge in mixed migration flows starting in 2015 as the Western Balkan 
Route became an important route for irregular migration from Asia and Africa to the European Union. 
This placed a heavy burden on Western Balkans countries, demanding increased technical capacities of 
Border Police for processing and registration of migrants and refugees. They faced issues of hindered 
development, weak welfare systems and limited institutional capacities. In particular, there had been a 
noted increase of irregular migrants, which puts extraordinary pressure on state services and institutions, 
especially those dealing with accommodation, care, reception, and other related services. It was 
determined that increasing irregular migration flows in the longer term, both locally and regionally, would 
require better preparedness and capacities to ensure effective protection services.  
 
Despite closure of the Western Balkan Route in March 2016, the needs described above persisted due to 
the uncertain political and migratory situation in Serbia and neighbouring countries.  At the same time, 
the changing dynamics related to the migration crisis had important impacts on the project 
implementation in terms of dramatically changed circumstances in the field of irregular migration in 
Serbia. Namely, the very fact that during 2013, the total of 5,065 persons and during 2014, 16,500 persons 
expressed their intention to seek asylum in Serbia as opposed to the second half of 2015 when per one 
day, between 5,000 and 8,000 persons in need of international protection used to express this intention, 
proves that increased migratory pressure put enormous strain on migration management system in Serbia 
(the Ministry of Interior in particular) and its institutional capacities at the time when the project has 
started. Therefore, the very focus of project institutional partners was on dealing with challenges posed 
by the activity of the Balkan Route.   
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Migrants not in need of international protection and awaiting their departure were placed in the country’s 
only reception centre in Padinska Skela.18 It is operated by the Ministry of Interior (MoI) to accommodate 
foreigners awaiting removal, identity confirmation or document issuance. Coordination between 
reception centres and other institutions is central in effective management of migration-related 
emergency situations, and the authorities lacked adequate mechanisms to manage resources and provide 
accommodation and services to migrants. Furthermore, an absence of established procedures between 
government agencies, coupled with underdeveloped skills was undermining efforts to effectively manage 
reception and assistance to migrants in need including support, identification and referral to vulnerable 
migrants.  
 
IOM has implemented various projects to respond to this context in Serbia. The focus of this evaluation is 
the project “Increasing Capacities for Addressing Irregular Migration in Serbia” funded by the IOM 
Development Fund (IDF).19 Since September 2015 until June 2017, the project has helped support capacity 
building of Serbian institutions, especially the Ministry of the Interior, to contribute to effective and 
service-oriented reception facilities for irregular migrants through two components: 
 

 Support the Border Police Directorate and reception centre in addressing needs of increased 
numbers of migrants (Outcome 1). This included an assessment of capacities and resources 
(Output 1.1) and development of protection indicators and standard operating procedures 
(Output 1.2) to increase preparedness for accommodation. In addition, the project has worked to 
enhance skills of border police/centre staff through trainings (Outputs 1.3) and a study visit 
(Output 1.5) to enable provision of adequate assistance and support with a specific focus on 
vulnerable groups. Information on available services was produced and distributed to migrants at 
reception centres (Output 1.4). Finally, knowledge was provided to government staff and a 
Response Capacity Plan was developed (Output 1.6) to ensure that important information on 
resources is available to all stakeholders.  
 

 Develop government strategy for addressing irregular migration in Serbia (Outcome 2). This 
included developing a draft of a new action plan for strategy implementation (Output 2.1). The 
project aimed to transpose relevant objectives of the Action Plan for Chapter 24 of the Serbian 
EU Acquis harmonization process, by proposing those measures which had been identified by the 
Government of Serbia/Ministry of Interior through a consultative process.  

 
IOM Serbia seeks to support the fulfilment of the Action Plan for Chapter 24 and closely monitor and 
support implementation, to contribute to a wider process of Serbia’s EU accession. The proposed 
project supports the fulfilment of two specific recommendations, and their accomplishment was used as 
the objective-level indicator in the project’s results matrix:  
 

- Recommendation 1.3: Addressing accommodation needs with particular attention for minors 
and other vulnerable groups. 

 
- Recommendation 1.4: Propose an evaluation mechanism assessing the accommodation 

capacities for irregular migrants on a continuous bases with the possibility to boost capacity in 
the short term, if necessary; attention also needs to be paid to ensuring that the centre’s staff 
are adequately trained.   

 
2. Evaluation purpose  
 
                                                           
18 Serbian authorities implemented many measures to address challenges posed by irregular migration. While five centres 
were set up for accommodation of asylum-seekers, for others, there was only one ‘Reception Centre for Foreigners’ in Padinska 
Skela. 
19 The IOM Development Fund (IDF) supports developing Member States in efforts to strengthen their migration management 
capacity by providing essential "seed funding" for innovative project. In operation since 2001, IDF has funded over 600 projects 
implemented in more than 115 countries worldwide. 
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The overall objective is to assess the relevance of project design, effectiveness and performance of the 
project, efficiency of project management and implementation, and impact and sustainability, as well as 
attention to cross-cutting issues (gender and human rights). 
 
The evaluation will be used primarily by IOM and the project donor, the IOM Development Fund (IDF), to 
assess performance and impact and to inform future decision-making on the use of the Fund. The 
evaluation was designed to be conducted several months after the end of the project to allow time for 
the National Strategy for Combatting Irregular Migration in Serbia to be endorsed by all institutional 
partners and adopted by Serbian Government as a final product of the consultative process conducted by 
the project. However, as of the time of the evaluation, the strategy is still in a draft version, awaiting a 
public hearing that was preliminarily agreed with the government, now awaiting further indication from 
the government for its organization. 
 
Secondarily, given that this project represents a specific area for IOM that is internally strictly guided, 
namely mainstreaming and fulfilment of migrants’ human rights in an immigration detention-setting, is 
applicable to other countries where IOM works. The evaluation will be used by IOM’s thematic specialists 
in IBM to assess lessons learned and best practices that can be applied to future projects. In particular, as 
Serbia hosts a large group of stranded migrants, some of whom will perhaps be integrated, others 
returned, evaluation of the performance of this project and where Padinska Skela as a centre stands now 
can inform future follow-up interventions. In addition, some recommendations of the evaluation could be 
related to the further needs and performance of the centre following the migratory pressure on resulting 
from the crisis, for use by government partners for future planning and decision-making. 
 
3. Evaluation scope 
 
The evaluation will cover the entire period of project implementation (1 September 2015 to 30 June 2017) 
of the “Increasing Capacities for Addressing Irregular Migration in Serbia” project up to the time of the 
evaluation. The evaluation will take place mainly in Belgrade, Serbia and also include a visit to Padinska 
Skela centre. 
 
4. Evaluation criteria 
  
The evaluation will be use the five main OECD-DAC criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact 
and sustainability as well as cross-cutting issues of gender and human rights. Also, in terms of gender, all 
findings will disaggregated by sex (as relevant and to the extent possible) and analysed and reported on 
accordingly.  
 
5. Evaluation questions 
 
Relevance 

 Do the intended results remain valid and pertinent as originally planned or as subsequently 
modified in terms of direct beneficiary needs (state authorities and reception centre), and does it 
align with and support government policies and national strategies?  

 Is the project aligned with and supportive of IOM national, regional and/or global strategies and 
the Migration Governance Framework? 

 Are there any identifiable ways that the approach should be revised in future, or is it evident 
that additional or complementary activities or projects will need to be implemented? 

 Is the project document well designed according to IOM project development guidelines and 
logical framework approach, including results, indicators, budget and M&E planning? 

 
Effectiveness 

 Have the project outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans, or 
are they on track to being achieved? If no, why not? 
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 Were the activities sufficiently well implemented to reach intended results? Would other 
activities have been more effective in reaching the results?  

 To what extent has the project and its outputs met expectations and enhanced the work and 
functioning of the state authorities and the reception centre? 

 To what extent has the project adapted to changing external conditions in order to ensure 
project outcomes are achieved?  

 
Efficiency 

 Were the project activities undertaken as scheduled and were outputs delivered on time? If not, 
what is the reason for possible delays?  

 What measures have been taken to ensure that resources are efficiently used?  
 
Impact 

 Is there sufficient observable evidence to make a conclusion about the project’s impact in terms 
of the intended outcomes and objective and exclude alternative explanations?  

 What other unintended effects can be observed, whether positive or negative? 
 Did the project take timely measures for mitigating any unplanned negative impacts? 
 Has the project served to design or inform discussion of follow-up projects (actual or planned)?  

 
Sustainability 

 Are the benefits generated likely to continue once external support ceases?  
 To what extent is the project supported by local institutions and embedded in institutional 

structures that are likely to survive beyond the life of the project? 
 To what extent have target groups and possibly other relevant stakeholders been involved in 

project planning and implementation? 
 

Gender 
 Were gender mainstreaming issues taken into account in design and implementation? 
 Were all findings related to gaps and needs assessed as planned in terms of how different 

groups (women, men, girls, boys, migrants identifying as LGBTI, etc.) were being impacted?  
 Were gender-specific findings related to gaps and needs gathered, and how were these received 

and acted upon?  
 

Human rights 
 Has the Response Capacity Plan been regularly updated, including data on numbers of migrants, 

types of vulnerabilities and service/referral provided? 
 
IOM is interested in all conclusions that can be reached by the evaluation team on the above questions, 
but the recommendations and lessons learned should give particular focus if possible to whether the 
project contributed to enhancing migrants’ rights by supporting the center, as well as to the migrants’ 
rights within the context of the migration crisis and the impacts of those dynamics such as increased 
pressure on border, lack of human resources on the part of border police to deal with the crisis and specific 
responses to vulnerable groups. This should include, to the extent possible, attention to the contributions 
from other IOM interventions to the shelter and how this project enabled the building of capacities and 
resources under other related projects. 
 
6. Evaluation methodology  
 
The methodology, to be refined and adapted during the inception phase, will potentially include: 
 

 Review of project documents (proposal, reports, work plans, monitoring data, financial data, etc.); 
relevant IOM strategies and guidance; relevant national strategies and action plans  

 Key informant interviews with IOM staff, state authorities, and donor focal point 
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 Focus groups with border officials and reception staff  
 Site visits and direct observation at the reception centre 

 
The monitoring data to be provided to the evaluation team will include: information on baselines and 
progress against indicators in the results matrix, feedback from state counterparts and authorities 
involved in project implementation on the extent to which the project met expectations and enhanced 
the work and functioning of the reception centre thereby supporting the institutional capacities for 
dealing with increased migratory pressure,  relevant updates to the national strategy for combatting 
irregular migration, and pre/post evaluations of increased knowledge following participation in the study 
tour and the training course. 
 
The evaluator will create an Inception Report that will provide more details on the methodologies to be 
used, to include an evaluation matrix, initial drafts of interview guides, and agenda for interviews and field 
visits (to be coordinated with IOM Serbia). 
 
Finally, the evaluator must follow the IOM Data Protection Principles, UNEG norms and standards for 
evaluation, and relevant ethical guidelines.  
 
7. Evaluation team 
 
This evaluation will be carried out by the Regional M&E Officer from IOM’s Regional Office in Vienna. 
 
8. Evaluation deliverables 
 
The deliverables expected from the Evaluator include the following: 
 

 An inception report will be prepared by the Evaluator and shared with IOM Serbia. The report 
should include an evaluation matrix and interview guides, along with any other needed data 
collection tools. 
 

 Following the field visit, the Evaluator will prepare a short presentation of the initial findings and 
tentative conclusions and recommendations. This will be used to debrief the evaluation manager 
and other relevant parties, to identify and address any misinterpretations or gaps.  
 

 Building on the debrief and initial feedback received, the Evaluator will produce a draft report 
that will be shared with the evaluation manager for review. The evaluation manager will 
consolidate all feedback and present it to the Evaluator. Feedback should focus on technical 
aspects and not on the conclusions or findings, unless those are based on inaccurate or 
incomplete information, in which case corrected or supplemental information should be 
provided.  

 
 Once feedback is provided by the evaluatoin manager, the Evaluator will prepare the final report. 

The report will follow the same presentation logic and include, at a minimum, the information 
described in the IOM Project Handbook template for evaluation reports: executive summary, list 
of acronyms, introduction, evaluation context and purpose, evaluation framework and 
methodology, findings, conclusions and recommendations. Annexes should include the TOR, 
inception report, list of documents reviewed, list of persons interviewed or consulted and data 
collection instruments. The Evaluator will also prepare a two-page Evaluation Brief to facilitate 
sharing of the key findings, conclusions and recommendations.  

 
All deliverables are to be written in English and meet good language standards. The final report should 
meet the standards laid out in the UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports.  
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9. Evaluation work plan 
 
Based on the TOR, the Evaluator will carry out a review of documents provided by the evaluation manager, 
and draft the Inception Report for review by the evaluation manager. The evaluation manager will arrange 
an initial management meeting (short phone call) to ensure a common understanding of the evaluation 
process, to confirm final logistics, and review and give inputs into data collection plans as outlined in the 
Inception Report.  
 
Field visit logistics will be the responsibility of the evaluation manager, including arranging meetings, 
transportation, and external interpretation services for meetings and field visits. An informal debrief 
should be included at the end of the field visit, and then a more formal debrief presentation should be 
held in the week following the visit on the initial findings following conclusion of the data collection and 
preliminary analysis. This will allow for any obvious oversights, misinterpretations, or information gaps to 
be identified and addressed before the evaluator begins drafting the full report. 
 
Once approved by the evaluation manager, the report will be shared with the donor (by evaluation 
manager), with IOM’s Office of the Inspector General (by the Regional M&E Officer for RO Vienna), and 
with other IBM specialists as needed (by the IBM Regional Thematic Specialist for RO Vienna). To facilitate 
sharing of findings, the Evaluator will also produce a two-page Learning Brief. 
 

Activity Responsible Timeline 

Compile and share relevant documentation Evaluation manager 4 days 
Review documents and draft inception report Evaluator 5 days 
Review and comment on inception report Evaluation manager 2 days 
Finalize inception report, data collection tools Evaluator 5 days 
Finalize logistical arrangements and agenda Evaluation manager 5 days 
Field visit (including travel time) Evaluator 5 days 
De-brief to evaluation manager Evaluator 1 day 
Draft report  Evaluator 15 days 
Draft report review and feedback Evaluation manager 5 days 
Final report and learning brief  Evaluator 5 days 
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Annex 2 – Evaluation Matrix 
 
 

                                                           
20 The stakeholders to be interviewed have been divided into X groups: IOM staff and consultants in the country, HQ/RO staff of IOM, government partners (MoI, CRM, MLEVSA, MoJ), BP/RC beneficiaries (trained border 
police and reception center staff), and donor (IDF). This will guide the identification of questions relevant to each group. Questions may be further refined for specific interviews (in the Interview Guides). 

CRITERIA AND QUESTIONS (from the ToR) SUB-QUESTIONS AND INDICATORS DATA SOURCES 

Criteria Evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators Documents (desk review) Stakeholders (interviews)20 
IOM HQ/RO Govt BP/RC Donor 

Relevance R1. Is the project document well 
designed according to IOM 
project development guidelines 
and logical framework 
approach, including results, 
indicators, budget and M&E 
planning? 

 

Overall, was the project proposal and budget 
well designed? 

Comparison of project documents 
to IOM Project Handbook (first 
edition, in effect during project). 

Project documents 

IOM Project Handbook 

X X   X 

Is the results matrix clear, logical and complete 
– including results chain (vertical logic) and the 
indicators and assumptions (horizontal logic)? 

Assessment of logic and 
coherence of results matrix 
compared to IOM standards. 

Project documents 

IOM Project Handbook 

X  X   

What are the hypotheses and assumptions 
within the theory of change, and to what 
degree are they reasonable and logical?  

Hypotheses and assumptions 
reflected in the project document 
and in the understanding of the 
project stakeholders. 

Project documents 
 

X  X   

Was the M&E planning well designed?  Comparison of project documents 
to the IDF guidance provided at 
time of activation. Assessment of 
M&E plans and tools used. 

IDF guidance 

M&E plans and tools 

X X   X 

R2. Do the intended results 
remain valid and pertinent as 
originally planned or as 
subsequently modified in terms 
of direct beneficiary needs 
(state authorities and reception 
centre)? 

 

To what extent has the context shifted during 
and since the project implementation? 

Documented assessments and 
stakeholder perceptions. 

Project documents X  X   

How well have intended results aligned to 
beneficiary needs (state authorities and the 
reception center)?   

Changes to social, political, 
security and economic context. 

Project documents 

Donor reports 

X  X X  

Were there any modifications to the results, 
activities or budget since initial design? How 
well did they respond to objectives and needs? 

Formal or informal modifications 
to the project design. Assessment 
of alignment to objectives/needs. 

Project documents X     

R3. Do intended results align 
with and support government 
policies and national strategies? 

How well have the results and assumptions 
aligned to government policies and national 
strategies?  

 

 

Consultations during design and 
implementation. Alignment with 
national strategies and policies. 

National strategies X  X   
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21 The stakeholders to be interviewed have been divided into X groups: IOM staff and consultants, government partners (MoI, CRM, MLEVSA, MoJ), BP/RC beneficiaries (trained border police and reception center staff), 
and donor (IDF). This will guide the identification of questions relevant to each group. Questions may be further refined for specific interviews (in the Interview Guides). 

Criteria Evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators Documents (desk review) Stakeholders (interviews)21 
IOM HQ/RO Govt BP/RC Donor 

Relevance 
(continued) 

R4. Is the project aligned with 
and supportive of IOM national, 
regional and/or global strategies 
and the Migration Governance 
Framework? 

 

 

Does the Mission have a country strategy, and 
if so to what extent does the project align? 

Alignment with IOM country 
strategy. 

CO Serbia strategy X     

To what extent does the project align with the 
RO Vienna regional strategy? 

Alignment with IOM regional 
strategy. 

RO Vienna strategy,  
Western Balkans strategy 

X X    

To what extent does the project align with the 
IOM Strategy? MiGOF? global IBM strategy? 

Alignment with IOM global 
strategies. 

IOM Strategy, MiGOF, 
global IBM strategies 

X X    

Alignment and coordination with other IOM 
projects and efforts of government and other 
actors? 

Alignment with other efforts, and 
consultation and coordination 
efforts to ensure alignment.  

Project documents X X X   

R5. Are there identifiable ways 
that the approach should be 
revised, or is it evident that 
additional complementary 
activities or projects will be 
needed? 

Did the project approach respond well to the 
identified needs?  

Are there any identifiable gaps that can be 
observed now, or are foreseen in the future? 

Perceptions of stakeholders of the 
relevance of the project approach, 
and identification of current or 
likely future gaps.  

Alignment with needs and gaps. 

Donor reports  

Assessment report 

Response Capacity Plan 

Strategy/Action Plan 

X  X   

Effectiveness 
 

Et1. Have the project outputs 
and outcomes been achieved in 
accordance with the stated 
plans, or are they on track to 
being achieved? If no, why not? 

Output 1.1. Current capacities of the Center 
assessed and recommendations made 

Did the report assess the Center according to 
planned scope, was it of high quality, and was 
it made available to relevant stakeholders?  

Assessment report available and 
perceived to be of good quality. 

Donor reports 

Assessment report 

X  X X  

Output 1.2 Protection indicators and standard 
operating procedures developed  

Does the Decree provide a good quality set of 
indicators and SOPs? Note: amended output 
from original plan to a Decree on AVR. 

Indicators and SOP available and 
perceived to be of good quality 
(responsive to needs, useful). 

Donor reports 

Indicators/SOP (reflected 
in the Decree on AVR) 

X  X   

Output 1.3 Border police/center staff trained 
to provide adequate services and support  

Was the target number of participants met? 
Did they increase knowledge? 

Was the training adequate to meet needs? 

Did the training curriculum undergo 
‘international peer review’? (note clear what 
was intended – e.g. by IOM and UNHCR?) 

Number of staff trained and 
increase in knowledge and skills. 

Alignment to needs perceived by 
government and the direct 
beneficiaries (BP and RC staff).  

Alignment to international 
standards. 

Donor reports 

Participant lists and 
pre/post tests 

 
 

 
X 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 
 
 
 

X 
 

X 
 

 
X 

 



64 

                                                           
22 The stakeholders to be interviewed have been divided into X groups: IOM staff and consultants, government partners (MoI, CRM, MLEVSA, MoJ), BP/RC beneficiaries (trained border police and reception center staff), 
and donor (IDF). This will guide the identification of questions relevant to each group. Questions may be further refined for specific interviews (in the Interview Guides). 

Criteria Evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators Documents (desk review) Stakeholders (interviews)22 
IOM HQ/RO Govt BP/RC Donor 

Effectiveness 
(continued) 

 Output 1.4 Migrants at the Reception Center 
informed  

Were leaflets made available to migrants? Or 
were any alternate activities supported to 
inform migrants under this project? 

Leaflets produced and made 
available to migrants, or alternate 
activities to inform migrants of 
their rights and available services.  

Donor reports 

Information leaflets 

X  X X  

Output 1.5 Knowledge of Reception Center 
staff/Border Police increased  

Was the study tour location appropriate i.e. 
related to preparedness for managing high 
influx of migrants? i.e. reason for selecting 
Italy, usefulness of ‘EU hotspot’ approach? 

Did the tour target the right participants? i.e. 
selection of 8 MoI and 1 CRM 

Did the tour participants increase knowledge? 

Appropriateness of the content 
and participants. Assessed 
increase of knowledge. Examples 
of use of knowledge.  

 

 

Donor reports  

Results of pre/post tests 

Study tour report 

X  X X  

Output 1.6 Response Capacity Plan developed 

Was a response capacity plan developed? 

What was the role of IOM under this or other 
projects in the development and/or updating?  

Does it clarify local level coordination, incl. 
between CRM, MoI and other admin bodies? 

Is the plan updated regularly?  

Response Capacity Plan is 
available and regularly updated.  

Response Capacity Plan 
and updated versions 

Donor reports 

X  X X  

Outcome 1 Support Border Police Directorate 
and reception center in addressing needs of 
increased number of migrants 

BPD and Center better prepared to address 
needs of increased numbers of migrants? 
Coordination and referral; identification and 
vulnerability checks; assistance and protection.  
To what extent has the project met the 
expectations of the project partners? 

To what extent has the project enhanced the 
work and functioning of the reception center? 

Examples of knowledge and skills 
used by study tour and training 
participants to assist migrants. 

Center has coordination role in 
emergencies (in RCP, in practice), 
and information on resources 
available to all stakeholders. 

Increased number of beneficiaries 
offered needs- and vulnerability- 
sensitive services (as documented 
in RCP, or other documentation).  

Post-training and post-
tour follow-up reports (?) 

Response Capacity Plan 
and updated versions 

Beneficiary statistics  

 

 

X  X X 
 
 
 

X 
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23 The stakeholders to be interviewed have been divided into X groups: IOM staff and consultants, government partners (MoI, CRM, MLEVSA, MoJ), BP/RC beneficiaries (trained border police and reception center staff), 
and donor (IDF). This will guide the identification of questions relevant to each group. Questions may be further refined for specific interviews (in the Interview Guides). 

Criteria Evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators Documents (desk review) Stakeholders (interviews)23 
IOM HQ/RO Govt BP/RC Donor 

Effectiveness 
(continued) 

 Output 2.1 Action Plan for implementation of 
the strategy for addressing irregular migration 
drafted. Addendum: Strategy developed. 

Are future strategic directions laid out, and are 
they operationalized in the action plan? Does it 
define measures and expected results? 

Strategy and action plan drafted. Draft strategy and action 
plan 

X  X   

Outcome 2 Develop a government strategy for 
addressing issues of irregular migration in 
Serbia  

Strategy and action plan adopted 
and in place. 

 X  X   

Et2. Were activities sufficiently 
well implemented to reach 
intended results? Would other 
activities have been more 
effective? 

 Stakeholder perceptions of 
effectiveness of activities, and 
potential alternative options. 

Donor reports X X X X  

Et3. To what extent has the 
project and its outputs met 
expectations and enhanced the 
work and functioning of the 
state authorities and the 
reception center? 

Addressed under Outcome 1 above.        

Et4. To what extent has the 
project adapted to changing 
external conditions in order to 
ensure project outcomes are 
achieved? 

To what extent did the project mitigate 
challenges in carrying out the activities, to 
ensure that outcomes were reached? 

Was monitoring data used by IOM and/or 
presented to partners, and based on that were 
recommendations made for adjustments? 

Explanations of mitigation 
measures employed, and 
stakeholder perceptions of 
potential alternative options. 

Donor reports 

Monitoring reports 

Meeting minutes or 
emails discussing 
mitigation measures 

X X X   

Efficiency Ey1. Were the project activities 
undertaken as scheduled and 
were outputs delivered on 
time? If not, what is the reason 
for possible delays?  

Was a coordinated implementation work plan 
prepared in close consultation with concerned 
partners? And if so, was it used? 

Documentation of workplan and 
reports of its use during 
implementation of the project. 

Work plan X  X   

Were any activities delayed or cancelled, and if 
so what are the reasons?  

Documentation and explanations 
of delays. 

Work plan 
Donor reports 

X     
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24 The stakeholders to be interviewed have been divided into X groups: IOM staff and consultants, government partners (MoI, CRM, MLEVSA, MoJ), BP/RC beneficiaries (trained border police and reception center staff), 
and donor (IDF). This will guide the identification of questions relevant to each group. Questions may be further refined for specific interviews (in the Interview Guides). 

Criteria Evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators Documents (desk review) Stakeholders (interviews)24 
IOM HQ/RO Govt BP/RC Donor 

Efficiency 
(continued) 

Ey2. What measures have been 
taken to ensure that resources are 
efficiently used? 

Was a Project Steering Committee established? 
Did it meet bi-annually? Who were the 
members? Did they help to steer the process, 
provide strategic input and review and endorse 
project progress and results? 

Documentation of regular 
coordination with project 
partners, and explanation of their 
involvement in steering the 
project implementation.  

Meeting minutes X     

What has been the role of RO Vienna RTS and 
the Sub-Regional Coordinator? To what extent 
has support provided been timely and useful? 

Documentation and explanation of 
support and guidance efforts by 
RO Vienna. 

Meeting minutes and 
emails. 

X X    

Impact I1. Is there sufficient observable 
evidence to make a conclusion 
about the project’s impact in 
terms of the intended outcomes 
and objective and exclude 
alternative explanations?  

 

 

 

Institutional impact: To what extent has the 
administrative capacity of the Center been 
increased?  

To what extent did the project help develop or 
update the Response Capacity Plan? Did the 
study tour have any impact in this regard? 

Operational impact: Do the procedures and 
mechanisms supported provide useful tools? 

Policy impact: What if any progress has been 
made, or is likely to be made, in implementing 
the strategy and action pan? 

Impacts of the project at policy, 
institutional and operational 
levels. Analysis of contribution of 
the project compared to alternate 
explanatory factors. 

 X  X X  

I2. What other unintended effects 
can be observed (positive or 
negative)? 

 Stakeholder perceptions. Donor reports X X X X  

I3. Did the project take timely 
measures for mitigating any 
unplanned negative impacts? 

 Stakeholder perceptions and 
explanations of measures taken. 

Donor Reports X X X   

I4. Has the project served to 
design or inform discussion of 
follow-up projects (actual or 
planned)? 

 

 

 Specific examples and explanation 
of relation to this project.  

 X X X   
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25 The stakeholders to be interviewed have been divided into X groups: IOM staff and consultants, government partners (MoI, CRM, MLEVSA, MoJ), BP/RC beneficiaries (trained border police and reception center staff), 
and donor (IDF). This will guide the identification of questions relevant to each group. Questions may be further refined for specific interviews (in the Interview Guides). 

Criteria Evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators Documents (desk review) Stakeholders (interviews)25 
IOM HQ/RO Govt BP/RC Donor 

Sustainability S1. Are the benefits generated 
likely to continue once external 
support ceases?  

Institutional sustainability: To what extent are 
procedures and mechanisms likely to continue 
to be used?  

Policy sustainability: To what extent will the 
strategy and action plan remain valid?  
(proposal: should remain valid for five years) 

Stakeholder perceptions of likely 
future use of project products. 

 X  X X  

S2. To what extent is the project 
supported by local institutions and 
embedded in institutional 
structures that are likely to survive 
beyond the life of the project? 

Supported: To what extent have MoI and other 
local institutions been involved in the design 
and implementation of the project? 

Supported: To what extent has the MoI and 
other local institutions taken ownership of the 
products (indicators, SOPs, response capacity 
plan, strategy and action plan)? 

Embedded: Have SOPs been institutionalized, 
e.g. through internal regulations/arrangements 
of relevant sections of the MoI and other 
institutions and stakeholders? 

Degree of involvement of 
stakeholders. Stakeholder 
perceptions of local support and 
ownership. Examples of 
institutionalization. 

Donor reports X  X X  

S3. To what extent have target 
groups and possibly other relevant 
stakeholders been involved in 
project planning and 
implementation? 

Beyond MoI and other local institutions 
(covered above), to what extent have target 
groups or other relevant stakeholders been 
involved in planning and implementation?  

 Donor reports X     

If so, to what extent did their involvement 
likely contribute to sustainability? 

 Donor reports X     

Gender 
 
 

G1. Were gender mainstreaming 
issues taken into account in design 
and implementation? 

 Evidence of integration of gender 
mainstreaming using IOM 
checklist from project handbook. 

Project document 

Donor reports 

X     

G2. Were all findings related to 
gaps and needs assessed as 
planned in terms of how different 
groups (women, men, girls, boys, 
migrants identifying as LGBTI, etc.) 
were being impacted?  

 Inclusion of impacts according to 
gender in the capacity assessment 
of the Center, and in the Response 
Capacity Plan. Relates to question 
under human rights. 

Response Capacity Plan 
and updated versions  

X  X   
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26 The stakeholders to be interviewed have been divided into X groups: IOM staff and consultants, government partners (MoI, CRM, MLEVSA, MoJ), BP/RC beneficiaries (trained border police and reception center staff), 
and donor (IDF). This will guide the identification of questions relevant to each group. Questions may be further refined for specific interviews (in the Interview Guides). 

Criteria Evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators Documents (desk review) Stakeholders (interviews)26 
IOM HQ/RO Govt BP/RC Donor 

Gender 
(continued) 

G3. Were gender-specific findings 
related to gaps and needs 
gathered, and how were these 
received and acted upon? 

 Covered in above question.  X  X   

Human rights 
 

H1. Has the Response Capacity 
Plan been regularly updated, 
including data on numbers of 
migrants, types of vulnerabilities 
and service/referral provided? 

 Inclusion of updated migrant data 
(numbers, vulnerabilities, services 
provided) in the Response 
Capacity Plan. Relates to question 
under gender. 

Response Capacity Plan 
and updated versions 

X  X X  

H2. To what extent did the project 
contribute to enhancing migrants’ 
rights by supporting the Center? 

 

To what extent has progress been made in 
improving protection of migrant rights? 

To what extent did the project contribute to 
improving protection of migrants’ rights, both 
in the Center and generally in the context of 
the migration crisis? 

Impacts of the project at policy, 
institutional and operational 
levels. 

 X  X X  

H3. What impact did the context of 
the migration crisis and the 
impacts of those dynamics have on 
the ability of the project to 
contribute to protection of 
migrants’ rights? 

What factors supported or hindered the ability 
of the project to contribute to improving 
improve migrant rights? (e.g. increased 
pressure on the border; Lack of financial and 
human resources; Specific responses to 
vulnerable groups) 

Impacts of the project at policy, 
institutional and operational 
levels.  

 X  X X  
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Annex 3 – List of documents reviewed 

- IOM project document, including proposal and budget 
- IOM project document revisions to budget and duration requested in February 2017 
- Donor reports (first interim for 1 September 2015 – 29 February 2016, second interim for 1 

March 2016 – 31 August 2016, third interim for 1 September 2016 – 28 February 2017, and 
final report27 for 1 Sept 2015 to 30 June 2017), including the following annexes: 

o Report on the study visit to Italy 
o Agenda of the validation of assessment + Photos 
o Agenda of training for police officers + Photos 
o Report on preparatory meeting for drafting national strategy 
o Report of the Centre Assessment – draft and final versions 
o Draft decree on AVR, “Decree on establishing the Programme for Support to 

Voluntary Return of Foreigners for the period 2017-2019” 
o HBM Handbook, “ 
o Training programme outline  and curricula 
o Training manual 
o Draft Strategy and Action Plan for Combatting Irregular Migration in the Republic of 

Serbia for the Period 2017-2020 
- IOM regional strategy for RO Vienna 
- IOM Migration Governance Framework 
- IOM Strategy 
- IOM Immigration and Border Management (IBM): Internal Strategy 2016-2020 
- IOM internal detention guidance note 
- “Situation Overview – European Migration Crisis: IOM Emergency Response Plan for Serbia 

and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, September – December 2015”, Sept 2015 
- EU Action Plan for Chapter 24 (March 2015 version)  
- Final evaluation report of Japan-funded project, “Support to Border Police in Addressing 

Increased Migration Flows along the Western Balkan Route, May 2017, Evaluator: S. Harris 

 
Annex 4 – List of persons interviewed or consulted 
 
IOM staff and consultants for Country Office in Belgrade, Serbia  

- Ms. Lidija Markovic, Head of Office 
- Ms. Jovana Gusic, currently on Special Leave Without Pay (Project manager for this project) 
- Mr. Marko Perovic, National IPA II Coordinator (Project developer for this project) 
- Ms. Donatella Bradic, Regional IPA II Manager (Consultant at the time of this project; carried 

out the assessment of the Centre at Padinska Skela) 
- Ms. Olivera Mijuskovic Kortas (Consultant under this project; prepared the draft AVR decree) 
- Mr. Slobodan Cvejic, Associate Professor, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade 

(Consultant under this project; facilitated the strategic development process) 

IOM staff for Regional Office in Vienna, Austria 

- Ms. Livia Styp-Rekowska, Regional Thematic Specialist 

Government partners 

- Ms. Jelena Bujakovic, Deputy Head, Sector for International Cooperation, EU Affairs and 
Planning, Ministry of the Interior (at time of this project: Assistant Head of Border Police 
Directorate, Ministry of the Interior)  

- Ms. Svetlana Velmirovic, Deputy Commissioner, Commissariat for Refugees and Migration   
- Mr. Vladimir Milosavljevic, Inspector for Foreigners, Division for Foreigners, Border Police 

Directorate, Ministry of the Interior   

                                                           
27 The final donor report was still being finalized at the time of the evaluation. 
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Annex 5 – Interview Guides 

The below Interview Guides were used as a guide in the semi-structured interviews. During the course 
of the interview, the evaluator omitted some or asked additional or follow-up questions depending on 
the direction of each conversation. 
 
 
Interview Guide: IOM staff and consultants 

 Can you describe your role in this project? (design, implementation, etc) 

Project design 

 What is your impression of the quality of the project design? R1 
 In your opinion, how well did the project (results, and approach taken) align to the needs, 

both of state authorities and the reception center?  R2, R4 
 How well has the project aligned to government policies and strategies? R2 
 Does the project align to IOM strategies? R3 
 How does this project align with other interventions, both IOM projects and the efforts of 

government and other actors? Were any coordination mechanisms used to ensure 
alignment? R3  

 To what extent has the context shifted since the start of the project? Were there 
modifications since initial design? How well did they respond to objectives and needs? R2 

 Are there any identifiable gaps that can be observed now, or are foreseen in the future? R4 
 Are there identifiable ways that the approach should be revised, or is it evident that 

additional complementary activities or projects will be needed?  

Management and monitoring 

 How did you plan for and carry out monitoring (activities, results, financials, risks)? R1 
 Was any of the monitoring coordinated with government partners?  
 Was a coordinated implementation work plan prepared in close consultation with concerned 

partners? And if so, was it used? Ey1. 
 Were any activities delayed, or cancelled, and if so what are the reasons? What are the 

reasons for changes, or lack of changes, to the budget? Ey1. 
 What was the impact if any of the decision to not establish a PSC but instead hold regular 

bilateral meetings? Did this include only MoI, or others (MoJ, Ministry of Labor)? Ey2. 
 Have the RO Vienna RTS or the Sub-Regional Coordinator played a role in supporting this 

project? To what extent has support provided been timely and useful? Ey2. 

Effectiveness (Outputs) 

 Did the report assess the Center according to planned scope, was it of high quality, and was it 
made available to relevant stakeholders? Output 1.1. 

 Does the Decree provide a good quality set of indicators and SOPs? Output 1.2 
 Was the target number of participants met? Did they increase knowledge? Was the training 

adequate to meet needs? Output 1.3 
 Were leaflets made available to migrants? Or were any alternate activities supported to 

inform migrants under this project? Output 1.4 
 Was the study tour location appropriate i.e. related to preparedness for managing high influx 

of migrants? i.e. reason for selecting Italy? Did the tour target the right participants? Did the 
tour participants increase knowledge? Output 1.5 
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 Was a response capacity plan developed? Who is the intended audience? Who actually uses 
it? What was the role of IOM under this or other projects in the development and/or 
updating? How many times has it been updated, and when last? Does it include data on 
numbers of migrants, types of vulnerabilities and service/referral provided? Output 1.6 

 Are future strategic directions laid out, and are they operationalized in the action plan? Does 
it define measures and expected results? Output 2.1 

 To what extent has the project met the expectations of the project partners?  
 Did the project fact any external challenges during implementation? What measures were 

taken to mitigate challenges, and ensure that results are achieved? Was monitoring data 
used by IOM and/or presented to partners, and based on that were recommendations made 
for adjustments? Et4. 

 Were activities sufficiently well implemented to reach outputs? Would other activities have 
been more effective? E2. 

Effectiveness (Outcomes) / Impact 

 Outcome 1: What progress can be observed in the work and functioning of the Centre? Are 
BPD and the Centre better prepared to address needs of increased numbers of migrants? Et  

o What factors contributed or hindered IOM success in this area?  
o Has IOM made a significant contribution? Impact  

 Outcome 2: What progress can be observed in adoption of the draft strategy and plan? 
o What factors contributed or hindered IOM success in this area?  
o Has IOM made a significant contribution? Impact 

 Were activities sufficiently well implemented to reach outcomes? Would other activities 
have been more effective? E2. 

 Objective: What is your impression of the impact of this project, keeping in mind the 
objective, Effective and service-oriented reception facilities? 

 Can any unintended effects be observed? I2. 
 If so, did the project take timely measures to mitigate unplanned negative impacts? I3. 
 Has the project served to design or inform discussion of follow-up projects (actual or 

planned)? I4. 

Sustainability 

 Are the benefits generated likely to continue once external support ceases? procedures and 
mechanisms? strategy and action plan? S1. 

 To what extent is the project supported by local institutions and embedded in institutional 
structures? To what extent have MoI and other local institutions been involved in the design 
and implementation of the project? To what extent has the MoI and other local institutions 
taken ownership of the products? Have SOPs been institutionalized? S2. 

 Beyond MoI and other local institutions, to what extent have target groups or other relevant 
stakeholders been involved in planning and implementation? If so, to what extent did their 
involvement likely contribute to sustainability? S3. 

Gender 

 How was gender mainstreaming issues considered in design and implementation? G1. 

Human Rights 

 To what extent has progress been made in improving protection of migrant rights? What 
impact did the context of the migration crisis and the impacts of those dynamics have? H2. 
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Interview guide: Government 

 Can you describe the work of your agency in relation to this project?  
 Can you describe your role in this project?  

Relevance 

 To what extent was this aligned with national needs, in your opinion? R2 
 Did the project align well to government policies and strategies? R2 
 Did the project align to efforts being made by government and other actors in this area? R3 

Effectiveness (outputs) 

 Did the report assess the Center according to planned scope, was it of high quality, and was it 
made available to relevant stakeholders? Output 1.1. 

 Are you aware of any gender-specific findings related to gaps and needs at the Center?  
If so, how were these received and acted upon? G3. 
(women, men, girls, boys, migrants identifying as LGBTI, etc.) 

 I understand that the project supported development of a Decree on AVR, and that includes 
a set of indicators and SOPs. What is your impression of the quality? Output 1.2 

 Border police/center staff trained to provide adequate services and support. Was the target 
number of participants met? Did they increase knowledge? Was the training adequate to 
meet needs? Output 1.3 

 I understand that the project planned to develop informational leaflets migrants in various 
languages, but this was ultimately not carried out given delays with the new law on 
foreigners. Is this correct? Do you recall discussing with IOM any alternative options to 
inform migrants under this project? Output 1.4 

 Was the study tour location appropriate i.e. content, location, targeting the right 
participants? Did the tour participants increase knowledge? Output 1.5 

 Was a response capacity plan developed? What was the role of IOM under this or other 
projects in the development and/or updating? Does it clarify local level coordination, incl. 
between CRM, MoI and other admin bodies? Is the plan updated regularly? Output 1.6 

 Has the Response Capacity Plan been regularly updated, including data on numbers of 
migrants, types of vulnerabilities and service/referral provided? H1. 

 Are future strategic directions laid out, and are they operationalized in the action plan? Does 
it define measures and expected results? Output 2.1 
 

Effectiveness (Outcomes) / Impact 

 What is your impression of the overall impact of this project? 
 Outcome 1: What progress can be observed in the work and functioning of the Centre? Are 

BPD and the Centre better prepared to address needs of increased numbers of migrants? Et  
o What factors contributed or hindered IOM success in this area?  
o Has IOM made a significant contribution? Impact  

 Outcome 2: What progress can be observed in adoption of the draft strategy and plan? 
o What factors contributed or hindered IOM success in this area?  
o Has IOM made a significant contribution? Impact 

 Can any other unintended effects be observed? I2. 
 If so, did the project take timely measures to mitigate unplanned negative impacts? I3. 
 Has the project served to design or inform discussion of follow-up projects? I4. 

Management and monitoring 

 To what extent has the project met your expectations?  
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 Were the activities well designed to achieve the results? Would other activities have been 
more effective? E2. 

 Are you aware of any external challenges faced by this project during implementation? Are 
you aware of any measures taken to mitigate those challenges, and ensure that results were 
achieved? E4.  

 Were you involved in monitoring the implementation of this project, for instance through 
regular meetings with IOM, using a work plan, or reviewing progress? Ef1. 

 Do you have any other comment on the management of the project by IOM, and the 
coordination with partners?   

Sustainability 

 Will any procedures and mechanisms developed under this project continue to be used? 
Have any been institutionalized or embedded into local institutions? S1. 

 Do you think that the strategy and action plan will remain valid? If so, for how long? S1. 

Human Rights 

 To what extent has progress been made in improving protection of migrant rights? What 
evidence do we have of this? What impact did the context of the migration crisis and the 
impacts of those dynamics have? H2. 

Future outlook 

 Are there identifiable ways that the approach should be revised in future projects? Is it 
evident that additional complementary activities or projects will be needed? R4 

 

Interview Guide: Center staff 

 Can you describe the work of your agency in relation to this project?  
 Can you describe your role in this project?  

Relevance 

 To what extent was this aligned with national needs, in your opinion? R2 

Effectiveness (outputs) 

 Did the report assess the Center according to planned scope, was it of high quality, and was it 
made available to relevant stakeholders? Output 1.1. 

 I understand that the project planned to develop informational leaflets for migrants in 
various languages, but this was ultimately not carried out given delays with the new law on 
foreigners. What is your impression of needs related to informing migrants of rights and 
services? Output 1.4 

 Are you aware of the Response Capacity Plan? If so, do you know if it includes regularly 
updated data on migrants? Output 1.6 

Effectiveness (outcomes) / Impact  

 Were activities sufficiently well implemented to reach intended results? Would other 
activities have been more effective? Et2. 

 What is your impression of any changes over the past years, positive or negative? I2. 
 To what extent has the project enhanced the work and functioning of the Centre? Are BPD 

and the Center better prepared to address needs of increased numbers of migrants? Has 
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administrative capacity of the Center increased? What factors contributed or hindered 
success? Has IOM made a contribution? I1 

Gender 

 Are you aware of any gender-specific findings related to gaps and needs at the Center? If so, 
how were these received and acted upon? (women, men, girls, boys, migrants identifying as 
LGBTI, etc.) G3. 

Human rights 

 H2. To what extent did the project contribute to improving protection of migrants’ rights? 
What factors supported or hindered the ability of the project to contribute? (e.g. increased 
pressure on the border; Lack of financial and human resources; Specific responses to 
vulnerable groups). What factors contributed or hindered success? Has IOM made a 
significant contribution? 

Future outlook 

 Are there ways that the approach should be revised? Are additional complementary activities 
or projects will be needed? What are the priority needs for support? 

 
 
IOM staff at HQ and RO 

 Were you involved in the design of this project? R1 
 Any comment on the quality of the design? (narrative, results matrix, theory of change) R1 

Relevance 

 To what extent does the project align with RO Vienna regional strategy? R3 
 To what extent does the project align with IOM Strategy? MiGOF? global IBM strategy? R3 

Effectiveness 

 Any comment on the quality of the products produced under this project? 
 Are you aware of any external challenges during implementation? Are you aware of any 

measures taken to mitigate challenges, and ensure that results were achieved?  

Impact 

 Do you have any comment on the impact of this project? For instance: 
 To what extent has the administrative capacity of the Center been increased? I1  
 To what extent did the project help develop or update the Response Capacity Plan? Did 

the study tour have any impact in this regard? I1 
 Do the procedures and mechanisms supported provide useful tools? I1 
 What if any progress has been made, or is likely to be made, in implementing the 

strategy and action pan? I1 
 Can any unintended effects be observed? I2. 
 If so, did the project take timely measures to mitigate unplanned negative impacts? I3. 
 Are you aware of any design or inform discussion of follow-up projects (actual or planned) 

that followed from this project? I4. 
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Annex 6 – Analysis of project’s logical framework (results matrix) 

Results Indicators Baseline/Target Assumptions EVALUATOR COMMENTS 
Objective 
Contribute to 
effective and service 
oriented reception 
facilities for irregular 
migrants in Serbia  

% of accomplishment of 
relevant 
recommendations of the 
National Action Plan for 
Chapter 24 (priorities 
1.3 and 1.4) 

Baseline: Action Plan published and 
no change in progress related to 
Reception Center for Foreigners 
made 
Target:  Recommendations 3 and 4 
implemented  

 The objective is clear and well stated, and the 
indicator is a good measurement designed at the 
appropriate at level (related to supporting national-
level government efforts).  

Outcome 1 
Support Border Police 
Directorate and 
reception center in 
addressing needs of 
increased number of 
migrants 

 

 

Availability of protection 
services for increased 
number of irregular 
migrants and their use 
ensured  

Baseline: Current services at the 
center underdeveloped to respond 
to the needs for coordination, 
identification and provision of 
assistance to vulnerable migrants in 
case of high influx  
Target: More beneficiaries at the 
Center are offered needs- and 
vulnerabilities-sensitive services; the 
center has a coordination role in 
emergency situations 

Government support to the 
center’s work; irregular 
migration flows do not take 
on new routes or paces 

The outcome statement is written using activity 
rather than using results language. The last part 
refers to a result (“… in addressing needs of 
increased number of migrants”), but the phrasing 
focuses on the activity (the “support” provided).  

Example of suggested outcome: “Strengthened 
ability of BPD to provide needs- and vulnerability-
sensitive services to migrants.”  
Additional outcomes may also have been useful, as 
the outputs appear to contribute to a variety of 
outcome-level changes. 
The indicator involves two elements that should be 
put in separate indicators (availability of services, 
use of services). The baseline and target are not 
coherent with the indicator and with each other: 
baseline refers to services (calling it ‘assistance’) 
and also two other elements – coordination and 
identification; and target refers to a specific type of 
services (needs- and vulnerability sensitive) as well 
as to one additional element – coordination.  

Example of suggested indicator, baseline, target: 

 Percentage of beneficiaries receiving needs- 
and vulnerabilities-sensitive services (baseline: 
0, target: 100%) 

Assumption may be better placed at output level, 
as it seems to be a condition to achieve this 
outcome, rather than the assumptions necessary 
for the outcome to contribute to the objective.  
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Results Indicators Baseline/Target Assumptions EVALUATOR COMMENTS 
Output 1.1  
Current capacities of 
the Center assessed 
and recommendations 
made 

Availability of a report 
specifying administrative 
and accommodation 
capacities in view of 
increase in irregular 
migration as well as 
specific needs of 
vulnerable groups in 
such flows  

Baseline: no reference document 
showing the capacities of the center  
to meet the emerging needs  
Target: an assessment report 
describing administrative and 
accommodation capacities in view of 
increased demand as well as specific 
needs of vulnerable groups available  

Readiness of the center’s 
staff to participate in the 
assessment   

Output could be more results rather than activity 
language; for example, focus not on whether 
assessment completed but on increased knowledge 
of stakeholders of the gaps and actions needed. The 
indicator sounds more like the output, rather than 
operationalizing how we would measure it, e.g. 
number of copies printed and distributed. 
Assumption should be at level of activities, as it is a 
condition necessary to deliver the output. 
Assumptions at this level should rather answer the 
question: If the assessment is produced, what 
conditions are needed to lead to the outcome 
(services to migrants)?  

Output 1.2  
Protection indicators 
and standard 
operating procedures 
developed  

Availability of indicators 
and SOPs for the Center 
and other actors 
responding to needs of 
increased number of 
migrants 

Baseline: No indicators or 
procedures to be used in emergency 
situations or for identifying 
vulnerable migrants and providing 
support  
Target: A set of indicators and 
standard operating procedures 
available  

Common understanding and 
commitment among 
involved authorities on the 
importance of procedures  

Same comment as above that the output statement 
could be more results rather than activity focused, 
e.g. Centre and other actors have knowledge or 
tools. The indicator sounds more like the output, 
rather than operationalizing how we would 
measure it, e.g. number of copies printed and 
distributed at national and regional level. 

Output 1.3  
Border police/center 
staff trained to 
provide adequate 
services and support  

Number of persons 
trained (disaggregated 
by sex) through a 
comprehensive 
program, including on 
indicators and operating 
procedures 

Baseline:  no staff trained  
Target: up to 30 staff trained 
(disaggregated by sex) 
 

Interest and readiness of 
relevant staff to participate 
in training; adequate training 
plan that meets the needs of 
trainees 

Same comment as above that the output statement 
could be more results rather than activity focused, 
e.g. staff have more knowledge and skills. 
An additional indicator on percentage of trainees 
who show increased knowledge would have been 
useful to add. 
Assumption should be at level of activities, as it is a 
condition necessary to deliver the output. 

Output 1.4  
Migrants at the 
Reception Center 
informed  

Availability of 
information in one’s 
native language on 
rights and services 
among migrants at the 
center and feedback 
from migrants 

Baseline: no written information 
available   
Target: leaflets containing 
information on rights and service in 
several languages available to 
migrants at the center  

Level of information 
adequately selected   

Same comment as above that the output statement 
could be more results rather than activity focused, 
e.g. migrants better understand their rights. The 
indicator sounds more like the output, rather than 
operationalizing how we would measure it (e.g. 
number of copies printed and distributed). 
Assumption should be at level of activities, as it is a 
condition necessary to deliver the output 
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Results Indicators Baseline/Target Assumptions EVALUATOR COMMENTS 
Output 1.5  
Knowledge of 
Reception Center 
staff/Border Police 
increased  

Number of persons 
visiting EU MS and 
gaining new knowledge 
(disaggregated by sex)  

Baseline: so far, due to lack of 
financial resources, small number of 
staff was in position to visit EU MS to 
gain new knowledge on 
accommodation and processing of 
migrants in emergencies 
Target: 10 staff participated in the 
study tour and completed pre- and 
post-evaluations demonstrating 
improvement in knowledge  
(disaggregated by sex) 

Adequate EU MS selected to 
provide applicable 
knowledge; willingness and 
approval for staff to 
participate on the study tour   

This is a good output linked to increase in 
knowledge which is the appropriate level for an 
output. 

The indicator could be split in two (number 
participating, percentage of those gaining 
knowledge).  

Assumption should be at level of activities, as it is a 
condition necessary to deliver the output, rather 
than a condition for achieving the outcome. 

Output 1.6  
Response Capacity 
Plan developed 

Availability  the 
Response Capacity Plan 
containing 
comprehensive and 
updated information on 
accommodation needs 
and services provided  

Baseline: no information on 
accommodation needs and service 
provided available   
Target: Response capacity plan 
produced and available  

Adequate information 
selected; optimal and 
effective manner of updating 
proposed  

Same comment as before that the output 
statement could be more results rather than activity 
focused, e.g. RCP was shared with relevant 
stakeholders. The indicator sounds more like the 
output, rather than operationalizing how we would 
measure it (e.g. number of copies printed and 
distributed). 

Outcome 2  
Develop a 
government strategy 
for addressing issues 
of irregular migration 
in Serbia  

Availability  of a national 
action plan for 
implementation of the 
strategy on addressing 
irregular migration 

Baseline: Action Plan for the 
strategy on irregular migration is 
missing  
Target: Action Plan in place 

Development and adoption 
of a new strategy for 
addressing irregular 
migration;  
Political commitment and 
support to developing and 
endorsing the action plan   

The outcome statement is written as an activity 
rather than using results language. The last part 
refers to a result (“… for addressing issues of 
irregular migration”), but the statement focuses on 
the activity (“develop” a strategy).  
Example of suggested wording: “Government 
strategy is in place for addressing issues of irregular 
migration in Serbia.” The indicator would then 
measure whether it was put in place. 

Output 2.1 Action 
Plan for the 
implementation of the 
strategy for 
addressing irregular 
migration drafted  

Plan of action available 
to guide government 
institutions in 
addressing irregular 
migration  

Baseline: Strategy/Action Plan for 
Combating Illegal Migration  expired 
in 2014 
Target: a new action plan for 
addressing irregular migration 
drafted  

Commitment and willingness 
of national partners in the 
process of drafting new AP; 
Action Plan adopted  

Same comment that the output statement could be 
more results rather than activity focused, e.g. Draft 
action plan presented to the government. 

Second assumption is at proper level, but the first 
should be at activity level (it is a condition 
necessary to deliver the output, rather than a 
condition for achieving the outcome). 
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Results Indicators Baseline/Target Assumptions EVALUATOR COMMENTS 
Activities 

1.1.1  Select an expert and carry out the assessment of the center  
1.1.2  Organize assessment validation workshop  
1.1.3  Present assessment to stakeholders  
 
1.2.1  Identify and engage consultancy 
1.2.2  Organize a series of workshops with relevant authorities to collect input 
1.2.3  Propose a set of needs indicators and draft procedures for relevant authorities  
1.2.4  Present indicators at the national and regional level  
 
1.3.1  Develop training curriculum in consultation with MoI (including international 

peer review) 
1.3.2  Prepare the training manual (including translation and editing) 
1.3.3  Deliver training through five modules  
 
1.4.1 Produce and distribute information leaflets for irregular migrants at the center  
 
1.5.1  Organize a study trip 

1.6.1 Organize workshops with staff at the center and other stakeholders to collect 
sources of information 

1.6.2  Draft Response Capacity Plan  
1.6.3  Organize coordination meetings and in-site monitoring visits  
 
2.1.1  Identify consultancy to lead the process of drafting the new action plan  
2.1.2  Peer review and external expert consultations 
2.1.3  Organize consultations with stakeholders to collect input  
2.1.4  Presentation and dissemination of the action plan (including translation, 

design and printing)  
 

2.1.5  Monitor project implementation  

2.1.6  Organize bi-annual PSC meetings  

2.1.7  Carry out final evaluation  

 

Consultancy, meeting costs 

 

Consultancy, meeting costs 

 

Consultancy, training costs 

 

Workshop costs, expert, 
training costs 

 

 

 

 

Consultancy, meeting costs 

 

 

 

Activities are clear and align to the outputs.  

However, assumptions are not at the right level. 
The related costs should have been considered in 
design of the budget, and therefore under the 
control of IOM. Rather, the assumptions at this 
level should be the external conditions that are 
needed such that if we carry out the activities and 
the assumptions hold true, then IOM will deliver 
the outputs.  

The logic should follow an “if, and, then” 
construction. For example: if we organize a study 
trip and [assumptions] then knowledge of 
Reception Center staff/Border Police will increase.  
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Annex 7.1 – Theory of Change as reflected in Results Matrix 
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Annex 7.2 – Theory of Change as reflected in Results Matrix and logic revised by Evaluator 
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Annex 7.3 – Theory of Change based on Results Matrix, revised by Evaluator based on information from proposal narrative, donor reports and interviews 

 


