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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

EVALUATION OVERVIEW 
 

The “Consolidate Protection Assistance Services to Vulnerable Migrants Along Migratory Routes in 
Egypt” (CASE) project took place from 1 December 2017 to 31 December 2019 (24 months) as Work 
Package 3 of the Regional Development and Protection Programme for North Africa (RDPP NA) Phase 2, 
funded by the European Commission with a €2 million budget. The RDPP NA aims to improve the 
protection of refugees and migrants and provide alternatives to the risks of irregular migration by 
facilitating dignified living conditions and opportunities. At the same time, the project supports the 
welfare of host societies by promoting their empowerment and resilience.1  
 
IOM Egypt’s CASE project aims to strengthen and develop third countries’ institutional capacity to 
provide adequate reception and international protection and manage mixed migration flows along 
migratory routes in Egypt. Central to the programme delivery is the IOM in Egypt’s Migration Protection 
and Assistance (MPA) unit. The MPA unit provides tailored assistance on a case-by-case basis, aimed at 
bolstering the well-being and protection of vulnerable migrants in Egypt. The unit is organized around 
three key programmatic areas, including: (1) Localized Direct Assistance (LDA), which includes socio-
economic support, medical services, education and legal assistance; (2) Assisted Voluntary Return and 
Reintegration (AVRR) from Egypt, to assist stranded migrants willing to return to their country of origin 
and to assist on a case-by-case basis with social and professional reintegration; and AVRR to Egypt, to 
assist migrants stranded in Europe to return to Egypt; (3) Outreach activities that engage with migrant 
and Egyptian communities. CASE supported interventions across all three of these programmatic areas. 
 

Overall Project Regional Development and Protection Programme, North Africa (RDPP NA) Phase 2 

Project Title (Work 
Package 3)  

Consolidate Protection Assistance Services to Vulnerable Migrants Along Migratory 
Routes in Egypt (CASE) 

Executing Agency International Organization for Migration 

Programme 
Duration  

1 December 2017 to 31 December 2019 (24 months) 

Description This project (CASE) is Work Package 3 within the larger project: RDPP NA Phase 2 

Geographical 
Coverage 

Egypt and Sudan 

Programme Budget €2,000,000 

Donor European Union – Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund; Co-funding: Italy 

Grants ISFB/ISFP/AMIF/JUST-DRUGS (2016) and AMIF-EMN (2017-2018) 

Partners Egyptian authorities, national and international NGOs 

Target Beneficiaries 
Vulnerable migrants, including victims of trafficking; unaccompanied minors and 
children; and survivors of sexual and gender-based violence 

 

EVALUATION OVERVIEW 
 

The evaluation scope covers the whole project implementation period from 1 December 2017 to 30 
November 2019. It covers all project components, including: humanitarian assistance provided to 
migrants in Egypt; AVRR provided to migrants who voluntarily desired to return to their country of origin; 
individual and community reintegration in Sudan; and outreach activities and community cohesion 
events in Egypt. While the evaluation was originally to have been conducted in Cairo, Egypt, travel was 

 
1 https://italy.iom.int/en/activities/rdpp-north-africa 

https://italy.iom.int/en/activities/rdpp-north-africa
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not possible due to Covid-19 related border closures, travel restrictions and safety concerns. It was 
therefore conducted remotely. 
 
The overall objective of this final external evaluation is to evaluate the project’s overall design, 
management and implementation and to assess if the project has achieved the intended results by 
analysing project objectives, results and activities, with considerations to the overall objective of the 
project. The evaluation is being conducted for use by the donor in order to assess the efficiency in 
addressing the project objective and to measure how economically resources/inputs (including funds, 
expertise and time) were converted into results throughout the lifecycle of the project. The evaluation 
will also be used by IOM management to improve the performance of other ongoing projects, and to 
improve efficiencies in the use of resources. The evaluation will contribute to accountability and learning, 
identifying lessons learned and proposing practical recommendations for follow-up, as appropriate. 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 
Methods used to collect information during the evaluation included a document review as well as 
remote key informant interviews with programme staff, partners, and other stakeholders, beneficiaries 
and representatives of beneficiary communities. A remote validation workshop was held on 2 July 2020 
with relevant IOM management, staff and key stakeholders, in which findings were presented and 
validated. An analysis of the last available logical framework was undertaken, with careful attention paid 
to the achievement of outputs and targets as defined in the project documents and measured against 
baseline data, where relevant. Achievements and non-achievements against the logical framework and 
narrative report were explored in detail through interviews and consultation of project documents. Data 
was collected across seven evaluation criteria, including the OECD-DAC criteria (revised December 2019 
to include coherence) with the addition of EU added value. 
 
In light of the Covid-19 pandemic and related border closures, travel was not possible. All KIIs were 
conducted remotely, through online platforms including Skype, Zoom, Bluejeans, and IMO. Interviews 
were semi-structured. IOM Egypt provided interpretation support where required. Purposive sampling 
was used to select project staff, other IOM mission staff, beneficiaries or representatives of beneficiary 
migrant communities for interviews. The list of potential relevant stakeholders was compiled and 
reviewed by the evaluator and evaluation focal points at IOM. The total number of stakeholders 
consulted for this evaluation is 31, including 14 women (45%) and 17 men (55%). Of these, 15 individuals 
were migrant beneficiaries or leaders of migrant beneficiary communities in Egypt, while 16 were staff 
and management at IOM Egypt or IOM Sudan involved in project planning, management and 
implementation. All interviews were conducted in accordance with sound ethical practice in research, 
particularly with respect to ensuring participants’ safety, anonymity, the protection of data, and risk 
mitigation. Covid-19 presented a range of challenges to the evaluation, including the inability to conduct 
site visits and meet staff and beneficiaries in-person; the inability to hold focus groups due to lockdown 
and travel restrictions; mobility restrictions for IOM staff in Cairo; and technological challenges due to 
the remote nature of the work. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 
Below is a summary of the main evaluation findings against the evaluation criteria of relevance, 
coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, EU added value and sustainability. These findings are 
further elaborated within the full-length evaluation report. 
 

RELEVANCE 

 

The CASE project demonstrates relevance at the beneficiary, government, donor, organizational level. It 
also aligns with relevant regional and international commitments and priorities, including the 2030 
Sustainable Development Agenda, and the principles and objectives of the Migration Governance 
Framework. CASE’s overall project objective (to “strengthen and develop third countries’ institutional 
capacity to provide adequate reception and international protection and manage mixed migration flows 
along the migratory route in Egypt”) remains highly relevant, with IOM Egypt data demonstrating high levels 
of demand for the types of services offered through CASE, including AVRR and localized direct assistance. 
Beneficiaries and community leaders within migrant communities also spoke clearly about the ongoing and 
acute need for the kind of assistance offered by IOM through the broader work of the MPA, including direct 
assistance, training, and AVRR. 

 

COHERENCE 

 
This evaluation found that the CASE project experienced some internal coherence challenges in relation to 
the concurrent implementation of projects such as CARE and PROTECT, with some overlapping activities. 
These challenges were particularly identified in the areas of monitoring and evaluation (M&E), reporting, 
and to some extent, spending. The simultaneous implementation of these projects created some challenges 
for attribution, and at times it was difficult for staff to distinguish between the projects, particularly when 
considering outcomes and impacts. Other internal coherence challenges related to the different modalities, 
or approaches, to AVRR as articulated (or implemented) through CASE, and those implemented through the 
EU-IOM Joint Initiative for Migrant Protection and Reintegration. Externally, IOM Egypt worked closely with 
relevant partners and stakeholders, including other UN agencies, NGO partners, and government and 
diplomatic actors to ensure complementarity and avoid duplication, build referral networks, and expand its  
reach into different migrant communities, to help access the most vulnerable migrants. 
  

EFFICIENCY 

 
Financial information for CASE was up-to-date and available, with 89.5% of the €2 million budget having 
been spent by the project’s end. IOM Egypt staff worked hard to implement CASE as efficiently as possible. 
The team acquired appropriate resources with due regard for cost, implemented activities as simply as 
possible, and attempted to keep overheads as low as possible. Nonetheless, the project experienced some 
efficiency challenges, particularly related to the political and economic context in countries of origin for 
migrants returning through AVRR programming, and in effective monitoring and evaluation. Some activities 
were not able to be undertaken due to these external challenges, accounting for some underspending 
within the project, and the team spoke about pressured spending towards the end of the project. The team 
demonstrated flexibility and adaptability in response to the contextual challenges encountered throughout 
project implementation. Staffing capacity in the provision of localized direct assistance for vulnerable and 
stranded migrants could be reviewed, to ensure that migrants are able to reach IOM and obtain needed 
assistance in a timely way. 
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EFFECTIVENESS 

 
A final, cumulative end-of-project log frame and theory of change was not available for this evaluation, with 
the last available log frame being one submitted with the final quarterly report of July to September 2019. 
This made it difficult to clearly assess project achievement against targets. Within the available log frame as 
well as in narrative reports, the project did not incorporate a methodology to systematically track and 
capture results or impact from project activities, beyond the tracking of outputs. This has important 
implications for any assessment of impact, and sustainability, as will be discussed under those criteria below. 
In general, this evaluation found that M&E for this project could be strengthened considerably, particularly 
in regard to impact and outcome monitoring and assessment, linked to a clearly articulated theory of change 
and project logic. The project would very likely have benefited substantially from the dedicated and regular 
engagement of M&E expertise throughout the project cycle at the programme or mission level. Despite this, 
it is evident that IOM staff worked hard to implement and monitor project activities targeting vulnerable 
and stranded migrants across three main activity areas, including the provision of protection services and 
localized direct assistance; AVRR services (with a strong focus on reintegration support); and community 
outreach and training. 

 
Due to challenges in the social, political and economic context in Sudan, some core planned activities under 
the AVRR pillar were unable to be implemented, including a planned labour market assessment and a 
reintegration approach focused on community rather than individual reintegration. Following related 
budget re-allocations, the project reached many more migrants than originally anticipated with localized 
direct assistance, and also reached more migrants than planned with AVRR support. Outreach activities far 
over-reached the original target within project documents, but because specific activities and targets under 
SO3 were not included in project documents (aside from a target of training 30 community outreach 
volunteers), it is difficult to assess effectiveness as a measure of what was planned against what was 
delivered.  

IMPACT 

 
Within its design, the CASE project did not include a clearly articulated theory of change, and did not define 
an approach to outcome or impact measures and monitoring. However, this evaluation suggests that the 
project has had some discernable or probable positive impacts for vulnerable and stranded migrants in 
Egypt. Due to the nature of the programming, with its strong focus on localized direct assistance and AVRR, 
many of these impacts have been at the micro, or individual level, though certainly both direct assistance 
and AVRR support can have positive impacts beyond the individual, particularly at the family level. One IOM 
staff referred to the project as a “life-saving intervention,” noting that at one point, the CASE project was 
the only project with funding available to support direct medical assistance for stranded and vulnerable 
migrants. While monitoring of AVRR was not undertaken to the extent that was originally planned, there is 
some evidence from IOM’s monitoring survey that the AVRR component of CASE has effectively assisted 
some migrants to open businesses, provide for themselves and their families, and even in some cases, to 
employ others. However, assessing the true impact of AVRR would require a much more in-depth, resource-
intensive and focused investigation beyond the scope of this evaluation. At the meso-level, the work of CASE 
towards building community linkages through community level training, the Migrant Community Council, 
and the training of migrant community leaders appear to be having some impact as a mechanism for sharing 
information and linking vulnerable and stranded migrants to available assistance. At the macro-level, with 
CASE funding, IOM was able to help advance working arrangements between IOM Egypt, the Government 
of Egypt and the Government of Sudan towards improvements in the processing and reintegration of 
Sudanese returnees. Despite not receiving permission to open a sub-office in Cairo and Alexandria, the 
project also allowed for the establishment of a roving team, providing enhanced evidence of the need and 
importance of such services in Alexandria and the North Coast. 
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EU ADDED VALUE 

 
EU added value could be demonstrated within the CASE project in several key ways. First, the partnership 
and collaboration between IOM Egypt and the EU is of particular importance, given the political importance 
and influence of the EU, and the shared migration and human rights interests between IOM Egypt and the 
EU. Being part of the larger RDPP NA project also afforded valuable opportunities to benefit from the 
experience and support of the Management Support Unit in Rome, and to share learning and enhance 
dialogue with other RDPP NA service providers. IOM Egypt reported that through this EU-funded project, 
its own capacity had also been enhanced regarding reporting and donor relations. 
  

SUSTAINABILITY 

 
The diverse project components, largely falling under the three themes of localized direct assistance to 
stranded and vulnerable migrants in Egypt, AVRR and community outreach and training, all have 
significantly different sustainability considerations. However, the lack of outcome and impact measures 
and monitoring poses limitations on the assessment of sustainability for this evaluation. The direct 
assistance programming under CASE undoubtedly assisted stranded and vulnerable migrants to meet 
immediate and direct needs that might otherwise have gone unmet, but some staff raised concerns 
regarding the limited finances and limited time period of the assistance, questioning its sustainability over 
the medium- or long-term. It should be noted that direct assistance, by its nature, is designed to assist 
vulnerable and stranded migrants with immediate and urgent needs, and as the programme moves 
forward in the time of Covid-19, the need for such assistance in Egypt is likely to grow quickly. How and in 
what form to continue, expand or adapt direct assistance provision remains an important strategic 
question for IOM Egypt.  
 
In terms of the AVRR programming under CASE, while sustainability considerations were woven into the 
project design through a strong community reintegration focus and robust monitoring plans for returnees 
to Sudan, these components were not able to be implemented, largely due to the tumultuous political, 
economic and social context in Sudan at the time of the project. Further, as staff noted, the sustainability 
of returns depends not only on IOM, but also the decisions, circumstances and choices of the returned 
individuals. Thus, there is little evidence to support a discussion of sustainability, particularly in the 
medium to long-term, for migrants returned to their CoO under CASE. Nonetheless, there is evidence that 
IOM Egypt, through institutional AVRR policies, procedures and experience over many years, continues to 
work towards sustainable reintegration as a core feature of AVRR. Finally, project activities related to 
community outreach and training (such as the hair and cosmetic training, health training, the Women’s 
Day activities and the Iftar event in Alexandria) were not included as specifically planned activities in the 
available log frame under SO3. That is, while these activities may certainly qualify as outreach or capacity 
building activities, the specific events or activities were not articulated in the project design and monitoring 
framework. Although they were reported upon in project documents, no monitoring data beyond the 
output level was gathered, for example, in terms of outcomes or impact, necessarily limiting any 
assessment of sustainability. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

Through the CASE project, IOM Egypt was able to deliver much-needed assistance and support to 
vulnerable and stranded migrants along migration routes in Egypt. Managed by the Migrant Protection 
and Assistance unit, the project implemented activities within three broad intervention areas, including 
the provision of localized direct assistance, assisted voluntary return and reintegration assistance and 
support, and community outreach and trainings. Under CASE, amongst other achievements, IOM Egypt 
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was able to reach nearly 2,600 vulnerable migrants with the provision of tailored direct assistance, to 
assist in the voluntary return of 447 migrants to the country of origin, and to help 384 of those migrants 
to complete their reintegration assistance. The project also conducted various outreach and training 
events in Cairo, Alexandria and the North Coast. The AVRR component of the CASE project design 
included a focus on a community reintegration approach for AVRR migrants returning to Sudan. This 
approach represented a shift away from previous AVRR modalities, which focused more on individual 
reintegration assistance and support. 
 
The project was not without its challenges. One of the core challenges it faced was the political and 
economic unrest in Sudan, which made the implementation of the planned community reintegration 
approach impossible, including activities such as the planned labour market assessment in Sudan and in-
depth monitoring of AVRR returnees in Sudan. In some cases, the unrest also complicated the ability of 
the IOM teams to provide timely reintegration assistance to returned migrants. The AVRR modality was 
also somewhat different to the approach being implemented in Sudan (and some other receiving 
countries) under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, creating some coherency challenges. In terms of its planned 
activities, IOM Egypt was also unable to secure permission from the Government of Egypt during the 
course of the project to open the proposed IOM sub-offices in Cairo and Alexandria, as originally 
proposed. CASE was implemented at the same time as two other similar (and sometimes overlapping) 
projects (CARE and PROTECT), which afforded both challenges and opportunities to the project.  
 
IOM demonstrated flexibility and adaptability in its response to challenges, though some of the external 
factors were beyond its control. In particular, IOM’s introduction of a roving team to better meet the 
needs of migrants in Alexandria and the North Coast has meant that despite the lack of permission for a 
sub-office to date, IOM Egypt has nonetheless been able to expand the reach of its services in the region. 
With the support of the donor, project funding was reallocated to further support the direct assistance 
and AVRR needs of vulnerable and stranded migrants, contributing to the project’s achievements far 
beyond its original targets for both direct assistance provision and AVRR assistance. 
 
The CASE project integrated gender and human rights considerations into its programming, for example, 
in including key relevant gender considerations within eligibility and vulnerability assessments for direct 
assistance, as outlined in the SOPs. These include, for example, high prioritization of victims of trafficking, 
SGBV survivors, single parents, and women at risk. The project also included an outreach event for 
expectant and new mothers, in collaboration with the Migration Health Division, including the 
distribution of baby boxes and supplies. 
 
Finally, the evaluation found that the project’s approach to monitoring and evaluation could have been 
stronger and more systematic. IOM Egypt’s formal approach to M&E is explicitly results-based. However, 
within the last available log frame as well as in narrative reports, CASE did not incorporate a methodology 
to track and capture results or impact from project activities, beyond the tracking of outputs. It does not 
appear that a robust log frame was developed at the proposal or inception phase that included 
information key to a results-based management approach, including outcome or impact indicators (as 
well as data sources and collection methods), including at the level of the overall objective. While log 
frame updates were included in quarterly reports, no cumulative end-of-project log frame was available 
for this evaluation. This has important, limiting implications for the assessment of effectiveness, impact, 
and sustainability. Despite strong staff monitoring efforts, the project would likely have benefited from 
dedicated M&E staff at the programme or mission level to offer support in this regard. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

1.  
M&E APPROACH – Ensure alignment with IOM’s results-based M&E approach, with clear 
measures and a clear methodology to track and capture results or impact from project activities 
beyond the tracking of outputs. 
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2.  

LOGICAL FRAMEWORK - Develop a robust project log frame that includes information key to a 
results-based management approach, including outcome or impact indicators, and data sources 
and collection methods, including at the level of the overall objective. The log frame should be a 
living document that is well-understood, utilised and regularly updated to reflect any changes in 
the project. 

3.  ATTRIBUTION - Strengthen M&E plans and systems to develop indicators that are better able to 
track attribution, particularly where similar projects may be funding similar activities.  

4.  DEDICATED M&E SUPPORT - Consider including a budget line within project proposals for 
dedicated M&E support at the programme or mission level. 

5.  

M&E TOOLS – Strengthen M&E tools (such as pre- and post-tests or surveys) and approaches that 
are used throughout the project. Ensure that all M&E tools are aligned with IOM guidance and 
tools (e.g. existing IOM AVRR monitoring tools and guidance). Use tools such as ongoing narrative 
reports, Stories of Change and Lessons Learned, more regularly and systematically to help monitor 
and capture project impact across activities 

6.  

EVALUATION SYNTHESIS – Consider undertaking an evaluation synthesis following the completion 
of CASE, CARE and PROTECT to amalgamate learnings and recommendations from across these 
three similar and often overlapping projects, at a programme level. If not possible, consider an 
evaluation exercise of the entire thematic portfolio or programme supported by two or more 
projects, to identify potential improvements and maximize effectiveness beyond the individual 
project level. 

7.  
DEMAND – As IOM continues its outreach efforts and engagement with migrant communities 
(through, for example, the Migrant Community Council) careful attention should be paid to 
ensuring that there is the capacity within IOM to meet the demand for direct assistance that is 
generated. 

8.  
VALUE FOR MONEY – Consider integrating the collation of Value for Money (VfM) data into routine 
monitoring and reporting practices. For example, throughout project implementation, IOM could 
regularly document concrete examples of how the project can demonstrate that it is maximizing 
the impact of the funding it receives. 

9.  STAFFING – Consider expanding the hours of the direct assistance hotline and increasing intake 
staffing levels to better meet demand. 

10.  
MIGRANT COMMUNITY COUNCIL – Consider strategies for further strengthening the role of the 
Migrant Community Council, including more frequent meetings, capacity-building support for 
migrant leaders, and improved communication linkages.   

11.  
ENTREPRENEURIAL TRAINING – Where possible, consider offering different approaches to soft-
skills or entrepreneurial training for migrants with different levels of literacy and education. 
Monitor the potential impact of this training beyond a pre- and post-test. 

12. 
GENDER INCLUSION – Ensure that men and women are equally able to participate in 
entrepreneurial and soft skills training, noting that women may face particular barriers to 
participation, including child care. 

13. SUSTAINABILITY PLAN – Ensure that a Sustainability Plan is integrated into the proposal and 
concept documents and is tracked throughout the M&E cycle. 

14. INDICATORS – Ensure that sustainability indicators are included in the log frame and monitored 
throughout the program. If not included in donor templates, these can be monitored separately. 

15. 

GOVERNMENT ENGAGEMENT – For future projects, consider the explicit inclusion of project level 
activities specifically designed to build government capacity and create an enabling environment 
for the achievement of project goals and the sustainability of project impacts. These could feed 
into broader government engagement and capacity building strategies at the programme or 
mission level. 
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INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND 

The International Organization for Migration (IOM) is the UN Migration Agency, supporting the 
attainment of migration-related commitments of the 2013 Sustainable Development Agenda, which is 
framed and accelerated by the elaboration of the Global Compact on Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration 
and the adoption of the IOM Migration Governance Framework (MiGOF).2  
 
Egypt has been an observer state to IOM since 1974, becoming a full-fledged member in 1991, when it 
established its mission in Cairo with the purpose of assisting foreign nationals who had been forcefully 
displaced by the Gulf War to voluntarily repatriate or resettle in third countries.3 More recently, while 
Libya continues to be the primary departure point for irregular Mediterranean crossings, Egypt’s 
geographic position has made it an increasingly importantly departure point for irregular migrants. Large 
movements of irregular migrants into Egypt have coincided with economic and legislative challenges, 
and with minimal options to regularise their stay in Egypt, migrants arriving and transiting through the 
country are highly vulnerable to exploitation and abuse, with many experiencing multiple barriers to 
protection. 
 
Over the last 25 years, IOM has enlarged its engagements, encompassing a wide range of activities in 
areas including labour migration and human development; counter-trafficking; technical cooperation on 
migration management; migration and health; emergency and post-crisis migration management; and 
resettlement. In alignment with IOM’s global principle that humane and orderly migration benefits all, 
the overall strategic objective of IOM Egypt from its Country Strategy 2017-2022 is “to support the 
Government of Egypt (GoE) and relevant actors to govern migration to effectively maximize its positive 
impact while minimizing its potential costs on all migrants and society.”4 IOM Egypt’s five strategic 
outcomes to assist the GoE and its partners to operationalize the principles and objectives of MiGOF 
include: 
 
1. GoE develops coherent, evidence based, whole-of–government policies regarding complex 

migration flows and the socio-economic impact of migration; 
2. GoE builds intra- and inter-regional partnerships on migration governance to enhance cooperation; 
3. GoE and stakeholders effectively maximize the positive impact of emigration from and return 

migration to Egypt on the socioeconomic well-being of migrants and society; 
4. Diversity sensitive mechanisms in place to address the needs of and provide protection to all 

migrants and relevant vulnerable groups even in the face of mass influxes; 
5. GoE ensures that migration takes place in a safe, orderly and dignified manner while reducing the 

prevalence of irregular migration of non-Egyptians from, to, and through Egypt. 
 
IOM’s work in Egypt also contributes to the attainment of the global Sustainable Development Agenda, 
within which migration is featured in a wide range of goals, targets and indicators, with 11 out of 17 
goals containing targets and indicators that are relevant to migration or mobility.5 The central reference 
to migration within the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) is made in target 10.7 to facilitate orderly, 
safe, regular and responsible migration and mobility of people, including through the implementation of 
planned and well-managed migration policies, which appears under Goal 10 to reduce inequality within 
and among countries.  

 
2 IOM Evaluation Policy 2018. https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-
iom/evaluation/iom_evaluation_policy_in_266_external_18.pdf 
3 IOM Egypt “About Us”: https://egypt.iom.int/en/about-us 
4 IOM Egypt Country Strategy 2017-2022, updated 2020. 
5 https://migrationdataportal.org/themes/sustainable-development-goals-sdgs-0 

https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/evaluation/iom_evaluation_policy_in_266_external_18.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/evaluation/iom_evaluation_policy_in_266_external_18.pdf
https://egypt.iom.int/en/about-us
https://migrationdataportal.org/themes/sustainable-development-goals-sdgs-0
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PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The “Consolidate Protection Assistance Services to Vulnerable Migrants Along Migratory Routes in 
Egypt” (CASE) project took place from 1 December 2017 to 31 December 2019 (24 months) as Work 
Package 3 of the Regional Development and Protection Programme for North Africa (RDPP NA) Phase 2, 
funded by the European Commission. The RDPP NA aims to improve protection of refugees and migrants 
and provide alternatives to the risks of irregular migration by facilitating dignified living conditions and 
opportunities. At the same time, the project supports the welfare of host societies by promoting their 
empowerment and resilience.6  The RDPP NA is funded by the European Union under the Asylum, 
Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF), the European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI), the North of 
Africa window of the EU Trust Fund for Africa, and by those States participating in an ad hoc consortium 
and willing to contribute.7 
 
The RDPP NA country leader is Italy through the Ministry of Interior (MOI). The MOI has set up in its 
premises a Management Support Unit (MSU), with close cooperation with the Head of Unit III – 
International Relations of the Department for Civil Liberties and Immigration, responsible for the overall 
implementation of the RDPP NA.8 IOM Italy is also part of the MSU, which provides technical support 
and expertise in the overall design, implementation and monitoring of the activities carried out under 
the RDPP NA programme. The RDPP NA has funded 40 projects in Algeria, Chad, Libya, Mauritania, 
Morocco, Niger, and Tunisia, along with Egypt, for a total of EUROS 41.4 million.9 In RDPP NA Phase 2, 
implementing agencies and organizations, each with their own discrete work packages within RDPP NA, 
include: IOM Algeria, UNHCR Algeria, IOM Egypt, Save the Children Egypt, UNHCR Egypt, UNHCR Libya, 
and UNHCR Morocco.  
 
The RDPP NA strategy includes both a protection and a development component. The objectives of the 
protection component are: 1) improving mechanisms in place to tackle the challenges posed by mixed 
migratory flows, notably through the development of progressively fully-fledged national asylum 
systems; 2) Reinforcing national systems to effectively provide protection to refugees and migrants; and 
3) Securing effective information and awareness raising on the risks of irregular migration and the 
existence of legal and safe alternatives. The objectives of the development component are: 1) enhancing 
economic and equal opportunities for migrants and host communities; 2) strengthening social cohesion, 
through improved, more inclusive services and addressing potential tensions between migrants and host 
communities; and 3) expanding a culture of rights, most notably through improved dialogue, advocacy 
and communication. The work of CASE falls within the protection component of RDPP NA. 
 
IOM Egypt’s CASE project, as Work Package 3, aims to strengthen and develop third countries’ 
institutional capacity to provide adequate reception and international protection and manage mixed 
migration flows along migratory routes in Egypt. Central to the programme delivery is the IOM in Egypt’s 
Migration Protection and Assistance (MPA) unit, which focuses on the well-being and protection of 
migrants in Egypt through the provision of tailored assistance and interventions that focus on sustainable, 
long-term solutions that address migrant vulnerabilities and the root causes of migration. AVRR is a core 
activity of IOM, which enables tens of thousands of migrants across the world to return home every year. 
The MPA unit also offers various forms of humanitarian and protection assistance, as well as technical 
support to stakeholders through capacity building, advocacy and awareness raising. 
 
Within IOM Egypt, the MPA unit provides tailored assistance on a case-by-case basis, aimed at bolstering 
the well-being and protection of vulnerable migrants in Egypt. Beneficiaries of this assistance include 

 
6 https://italy.iom.int/en/activities/rdpp-north-africa 
7 https://italy.iom.int/en/activities/rdpp-north-africa 
8 Annex 1: Description of the Action PART B, Proposal document RDPP NA Phase 2: Proposal Number: AMIF-
2016-AG-IBA-RDPP-NA 
9 https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/docs/publications/bls19346_factsheet_general.pdf 

https://italy.iom.int/en/activities/rdpp-north-africa
https://italy.iom.int/en/activities/rdpp-north-africa
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/docs/publications/bls19346_factsheet_general.pdf
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survivors of sexual and gender-based violence (SGBV), victims of trafficking, and other vulnerable groups 
such as asylum seekers awaiting registration appointments with the United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees (UNHCR), and migrants who do not intend to register with the UNHCR or have had their 
UNHCR files closed and have been in Egypt for at least six months.10 
 
The work of the MPA unit is organized around three key programmatic areas, including: (1) Localized 
Direct Assistance (LDA), which includes socio-economic support, medical services, education and legal 
assistance; (2) AVRR from Egypt, to assist stranded migrants willing to return to their country of origin 
and to assist on a case-by-case basis with social and professional reintegration; and AVRR to Egypt, to 
assist migrants stranded in Europe to return to Egypt; (3) Outreach activities that engage with migrant 
and Egyptian communities. 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

A project summary is provided below.11 
 

Overall Project Regional Development and Protection Programme, North Africa (RDPP NA) Phase 2 

Project Title (Work 
Package 3)  

Consolidate Protection Assistance Services to Vulnerable Migrants Along Migratory 
Routes in Egypt (CASE) 

Executing Agency International Organization for Migration 

Programme 
Duration  

1 December 2017 to 31 December 2019 (24 months) 

Description This project (CASE) is Work Package 3 within the larger project: RDPP NA Phase 2 

Geographical 
Coverage 

Egypt and Sudan 

Programme Budget € 2,000,000 

Donor European Union – Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund; Co-funding: Italy 

Grants ISFB/ISFP/AMIF/JUST-DRUGS (2016) and AMIF-EMN (2017-2018) 

Partners Egyptian authorities, national and international NGOs 

Target Beneficiaries 
Vulnerable migrants, including victims of trafficking; unaccompanied minors and 
children; and survivors of sexual and gender-based violence 

 
The project General Objective (for RDPP NA Phase 2), Specific Objective (CASE), Specific Outcomes and 
Outputs are outlined below.12 
 

General Objective (RDPP NA PHASE 2)  

Strengthening and developing third countries’ institutional capacity to provide adequate reception 
and international protection and manage mixed migration flows. 

Objective (CASE) 

 Strengthening and developing third countries’ institutional capacity to provide adequate reception 
and international protection and manage mixed migration flows along the migratory route in Egypt. 

 
10 “Migration and Protection Assistance Unit” IOM Egypt Website. https://egypt.iom.int/migrant-assistance-
division 
11 Summary drawn from project documents, including RDPP NA IOM Egypt Case Project Info Sheet. Available at: 
https://italy.iom.int/sites/default/files/documents/RDPP%20NA%202016%20IOM%20Egypt%20infosheet.pdf 
12 RDPP NA Project Proposal: Annex A – Projects’ description and Estimated Budgets 
 

https://egypt.iom.int/migrant-assistance-division
https://egypt.iom.int/migrant-assistance-division
https://italy.iom.int/sites/default/files/documents/RDPP%20NA%202016%20IOM%20Egypt%20infosheet.pdf
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Specific Outcomes (SO) and Outputs (Work Package 3: CASE) 

SO 1: Protection services for vulnerable migrants along migratory routes to address their protection 
needs. 

Output 1.1 Migrant assistance premises in place in Cairo. 

Output 1.2 Migrant assistance facilities in place in Alexandria. 

Output 1.3 570 vulnerable migrants provided with localized assistance. 

Output 1.4 1,000 non-food item packages distributed to address migrants’ needs. 

SO 2: Vulnerable and stranded migrants in Egypt have access to strengthened sustainable return and 
reintegration assistance. 

Output 2.1 Assessment of community reintegration projects available. 

Output 2.2. 12 basic soft skills training sessions. 

Output 2.3 303 migrants receiving reintegration assistance in countries of return. 

Output 2.4 50 migrants and community members benefiting from community reintegration projects 
in Sudan. 

Output 2.5 8 returnee support group meetings. 

SO 3: Capacity building of community volunteers in Egypt to perform migrants outreach activities. 

Output 3.1 30 Community outreach volunteers trained. 

SO 4: Vulnerable and stranded migrants returned to Sudan from Egypt have access to pilot projects 
to support community-oriented reintegration. 

Output 4.1 5 basic business skills training sessions for Sudanese returnees. 
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There was no Theory of Change (ToC) or graphic representation of project logic in the original project 
documents. There were no underlying assumptions explicitly articulated as to the project’s 
conceptualization of how the desired changes would come about. The evaluator developed the visual 
below to provide a graphic overview of the CASE project logic. 
 

Figure 1: CASE project logic 
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CONTEXT AND PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 
 
EVALUATION MANDATE 
 
This final evaluation is mandated by the donor and is aligned with the United Nations Evaluation Group 
(UNEG) Norms and Standards for Evaluation (2016)13 and IOM’s Evaluation Policy (2018).14  
 

EVALUATION SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES 
 

The evaluation scope covers the whole project implementation period from 1 December 2017 to 30 
November 2019. It covers all project components, including: humanitarian assistance provided to 
migrants in Egypt; Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration provided to migrants who voluntarily 
desired to return to their country of origin; individual and community reintegration in Sudan; and 
outreach activities and community cohesion events in Egypt. While the evaluation was originally to have 
been conducted in Cairo, Egypt, travel was not possible due to Covid-19 related border closures, travel 
restrictions and safety concerns. It was therefore conducted remotely. 
 
The overall objective of this end-line external evaluation is to evaluate the project’s overall design, 
management and implementation and to assess if the project has achieved the intended results by 
analysing project objectives, results and activities, with considerations to the overall objective of the 
project. The evaluation is being conducted for use by the donor in order to assess the efficiency in 
addressing the project objective and to measure how economically resources/inputs (including funds, 
expertise and time) were converted into results throughout the lifecycle of the project. The evaluation 
will also be used by IOM management to improve the performance of other ongoing projects, and to 
improve efficiencies in the use of resources. The evaluation will contribute to accountability and learning, 
identifying lessons learned and proposing practical recommendations for follow-up, as appropriate. 

 
PAST EVALUATIONS 
 
There have been no previous dedicated evaluations of this project.  
 

  

 
13 UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation (June 2016). https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-
iom/evaluation/UNEG-Norms-Standards-for-Evaluation-2016.pdf 
14 IOM Evaluation Policy 2018. https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-
iom/evaluation/iom_evaluation_policy_in_266_external_18.pdf 

https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/evaluation/UNEG-Norms-Standards-for-Evaluation-2016.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/evaluation/UNEG-Norms-Standards-for-Evaluation-2016.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/evaluation/iom_evaluation_policy_in_266_external_18.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/evaluation/iom_evaluation_policy_in_266_external_18.pdf
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EVALUATION FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY 
 

APPROACH 
 
This evaluation was guided by the following OECD/DAC criteria, including coherence, updated in 
December 2019.15 EU added value has been included as an additional specific criterion for this European 
Commission-funded intervention. 
 
Table 1: OECD-DAC Evaluation Criteria 

1 RELEVANCE 
A measure of the extent to which intervention objectives and design 
respond to beneficiaries’ global, country, and partner/institution needs, 
policies, and priorities, and continue to do so if circumstances change.  

2 COHERENCE 
The compatibility of the intervention with other interventions in a 
country, sector or institution. 

3 EFFECTIVENESS 
The measure of the extent to which an intervention achieved, or is 
expected to achieve, and its results, including any differential results 
across groups.  

4 EFFICIENCY 
A measure of the extent to which the intervention delivers, or is likely to 
deliver, in an economic and timely way. 

5 IMPACT 
The extent to which the intervention has generated or is expected to 
generate significant positive or negative, intended or unintended, higher-
level effects. 

6 
EU ADDED 

VALUE 

EU added value looks for changes which it can reasonably be argued are 
due to the EU intervention, over and above what could reasonably have 
been expected from national actions by the Member States. 

7 SUSTAINABILITY 
The extent to which the net benefits of the intervention continue, or are 
likely to continue. 

 
Evaluation questions were based on these evaluation criteria (please see Annex 4 for the detailed 
questions). Taken together, these criteria and questions have been designed to provide IOM Egypt’s 
management with the critical information needed to evaluate the programme, with an eye to lessons 
learned to refine this work and inform future IOM programming. 
 

METHODS 
 
A variety of methods were used to collect information during the evaluation, ensuring that gender 
considerations were integrated in the data collection and analysis methods. These methods included the 
following: 
 

DESK REVIEW 

Documentation reviewed included, inter alia: 

• RDPP NA Proposal documents 

• Logical Framework 

• Donor Reports 

• Monitoring reports and documentation 

• Strategic plans 

• Budgets 

 
15 Better Criteria for Better Evaluation: Revised Evaluation Criteria Definitions and Principles for Use. OECD/DAC 
Network on Development Evaluation. Available at: https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-
criteria-dec-2019.pdf 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
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• Any other relevant documentation (such as news stories, 
publication, success stories, relevant mission reports) 

KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS AND 
CONSULTATIONS 

Due to Covid-19, the evaluation was required to be conducted 
remotely, with primary data collection through remote key informant 
interviews with programme staff, partners, and other stakeholders, 
along with beneficiaries and representatives of beneficiary 
communities. 

VALIDATION WORKSHOP 
At the end of the data collection, a remote Validation Meeting was 
held with relevant IOM management, staff and key stakeholders to 
present and validate the findings. 

 
Document Review 
 
The evaluator reviewed and consulted relevant project documentation as provided by IOM Egypt, which 
was supplemented by further documents as requested throughout the process by the evaluator. 
Documents reviewed are available in Annex 3. These documents were further supplemented by 
consultation with relevant articles and IOM publications, along with grey literature, including reports, 
evaluations, and other online sources relevant to the CASE project. 
 
Inception Report 
 
An inception report was developed at the beginning of the evaluation and submitted to IOM Egypt, 
outlining the evaluation’s approach, methodology and tools. As part of this report, an evaluation matrix 
was designed to guide the evaluation process. 
 
Log Frame Analysis 
 
An analysis of the last available logical framework was undertaken, with careful attention paid to the 
achievement of outputs and targets as defined in the project documents and measured against baseline 
data, where relevant. Achievements and non-achievements against the logical framework and narrative 
report were explored in detail through interviews and consultation of project documents. 
 
Key Informant Interviews 
 
Following discussions with the core programme team, key informant interviews (KIIs) were held with 
selected staff, partners, other stakeholders and representatives of migrant beneficiary communities. In 
light of the Covid-19 pandemic (see “Limitations” below) all KIIs were conducted remotely, through 
online platforms including Skype, Zoom, Bluejeans, and IMO. Interviews were semi-structured, covering 
the relevant evaluation criteria while ensuring that each interview left sufficient flexibility to allow the 
unique perspectives and contributions of each interviewee to emerge. IOM Egypt provided 
interpretation support where required. IOM Egypt provided all migrants and migrant community leaders 
participating in the evaluation with EGP 50 (approximately US$3) to cover any data costs they might 
incur. 
 
Sampling and Summary of Respondents 
 
Purposive sampling was used to select project staff, other IOM mission staff, beneficiaries or 
representatives of beneficiary migrant communities for interviews. The list of potential relevant 
stakeholders was compiled and reviewed by the evaluator and evaluation lead at IOM. The total number 
of stakeholders consulted for this evaluation is 31, including 14 women (45%) and 17 men (55%). Of 
these, 15 individuals were migrant beneficiaries or leaders of migrant beneficiary communities in Egypt, 
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while 16 were staff and management at IOM Egypt or IOM Sudan involved in project planning, 
management and implementation. 
 
Ethics and Safeguarding 
 
All interviews were conducted in accordance with sound ethical practice in research, particularly with 
respect to ensuring participants’ safety, anonymity, the protection of data, and risk mitigation. The 
consultant adhered to all IOM safeguarding policies and practices, and is familiar with the non-
negotiables of conduct in the humanitarian and development sector. The evaluation processes aligned 
line with IOM Data Protection Principles, IOM’s code of conduct, do no harm principles, as well as UNEG 
norms and standards for evaluation. 
 
Data Quality Control and Analysis Plan 
 
During data collection, emerging themes were tested and explored in further depth, as the perspectives 
of various stakeholders became clearer. Various tools utilised to collect, triangulate and validate the 
data, included: Programme Logic; Maximising Accountability and Learning Opportunities; and assessing 
Quality of Evidence. This evaluation attempted to ensure data quality through the application of the 
BOND Principles (Voice and Inclusion, Appropriate, Triangulation, Contribution, and Transparency)16 
and the ALNAP criteria (Accuracy, Representativeness, Relevance, Generalisability, Attribution, and 
Clarity around contexts and methods).17 In the interviews, descriptive, normative, and impact questions 
were used to ensure that past, present, and future conditions are described, with cause-and-effect 
relationships explored. 
 
A remote presentation of preliminary evaluation findings was undertaken with key IOM programme staff 
on 2 July 2020, during which evaluation findings were presented and validated. 
 

LIMITATIONS 
 

This evaluation took place between May and July 2020, during the global Covid-19 pandemic. This posed 
some important limitations to the evaluation, especially given that global travel restrictions and border 
closures rendered international travel impossible during the evaluation timeline. Travel between South 
Africa (the evaluator’s base) and Egypt, along with subsequent travel to other project sites for in-person 
primary data collection, was therefore not possible. Remote interviews were held in lieu of in-person 
interviews with key staff and stakeholders.  
 
The evaluation aimed to include beneficiary voices within the evaluation where possible. In on-site 
fieldwork, beneficiaries are often met through focus group discussions, in their own communities. In this 
evaluation, during Covid-19, no groups could be gathered together, and safety considerations of both 
IOM staff and beneficiaries was paramount. This meant that only key informant interviews were possible, 
and that these interviews were required to be conducted remotely via an online platform (most 
discussions with migrants were organized through IOM Egypt using the “Bluejeans” app or “Zoom”). This 
limited the number of beneficiaries who could be reached for inclusion in this evaluation, which is lower 
than it would be in an evaluation with in-person focus group discussions and without the safety 
considerations of Covid-19. While AVRR returnees were reached in Senegal, Nigeria and Comoros, the 
numbers are small and cannot be considered a representative sample. 
 
Another limitation is that rather than engaging with a significant number of direct beneficiaries, many of 
the insights from migrant communities included in this report are from leaders within various migrant 

 
16 BOND, Evidence Principles, https://www.bond.org.uk/resources/evidence-principles 
17 ALNAP, Strengthening the quality of evidence in humanitarian evaluations, May 2017, 
www.alnap.org/system/files/content/resource/files/main/alnap-eha-method-note-5-2017.pdf  

https://www.bond.org.uk/resources/evidence-principles
http://www.alnap.org/system/files/content/resource/files/main/alnap-eha-method-note-5-2017.pdf
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communities, who engage with IOM through the Migrant Community Council. While these community 
leaders cannot be considered representative of direct beneficiaries, migrant community leaders are 
nonetheless in a strong position to understand and communicate a wide range of experiences and issues 
encountered within their respective communities. Language also posed a limitation to this evaluation, 
exacerbated by the context of Covid-19. Many of the remote key informant interviews took place in 
English, however, where required, interpretation support was provided by IOM. 
 
A further Covid-19-related limitation on this evaluation was that staff in IOM Egypt faced increasing 
pressures due to the need for Covid-19 response, and were themselves either working from home, or 
only working on a rotational basis in the office. The additional pressures on staff time amidst the Covid-
19 crisis, along with the lack of ready access to some project documentation that was on systems 
accessible only in the office, may have contributed to some delays in the evaluation process. Due to 
factors outside the evaluator’s control, some interviews that may have contributed to this evaluation 
could not be held (including with the donor, Ministry of Interior, and Chief of Mission, IOM Egypt).  
 
While site visits and observation would usually provide a further opportunity to verify project outcomes 
through observation, verification of outputs and first-hand engagement with programme staff, partners 
and beneficiaries, this was not possible during this evaluation in light of Covid-19. This was mitigated 
through alternative triangulated verification of project outcomes (e.g. through interviews with multiple 
sources, project documentation, photographs, etc.).  
 
Finally, another limitation of this evaluation is that the CASE project ran concurrently with two other 
interlinked and sometimes overlapping projects: CARE and PROTECT. In some cases, activities were 
funded by two or all three of the projects simultaneously. This made questions of contribution and 
attribution an ongoing challenge during the course of the evaluation, with staff, during interviews, 
sometimes unclear whether an event or a particular example of impact was linked to one project or 
another. 

 
 

Entrepreneurial “soft-skills” training for AVRR returnees, Cairo, 2019. (Credit: ASPIRE Training Solutions) 
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EVALUATION FINDINGS 
 

RELEVANCE 
 

Relevance is a measure of the extent to which intervention objectives and design respond to 
beneficiaries’ global, country, and partner/institution needs, policies, and priorities, and continue to do 
so if circumstances change. This evaluation showed that the project’s objectives were consistent with 
beneficiary needs, country priorities, donor needs, organizational strategy and international 
frameworks. 
 
BENEFICIARIES 
 
The relevance to beneficiaries of the range of activities supported under CASE is clear, illustrated by the 
numbers of migrants seeking out IOM Egypt’s services and support, including localized direct assistance 
and AVRR. From 2017 to 2019, the total number of migrants in transit who received AVRR support from 
IOM Egypt increased from 472 from 25 countries to 905 from 26 countries in 2019.18 Not all of these 
migrants were supported under CASE (CASE provided funding for 477 migrants to receive AVRR support 
during its two year implementation period), but the growing numbers are indicative of an ongoing need 
and relevance. Further, while IOM Egypt works with NGO partners and other UN agencies, IOM is the 
only organization providing AVRR to migrants in Egypt.  
 
Various mechanisms embedded within IOM’s modalities and approaches to its work help ensure that 
relevance to beneficiaries is central to its programming, including localized direct assistance, AVRR, and 
training programmes offered to migrants. For example, direct assistance offered by the MPA unit 
through CASE funding caters for a range of assistance needs, according to individuals’ or families’ specific 
needs in areas such as housing, education, legal assistance, socio-economic and medical assistance. IOM 
Egypt’s eligibility and vulnerability assessments and categorization processes, outlined in its Direct 
Assistance and AVRR Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) mean that available assistance is tailored to 
need and able to target the most vulnerable migrants. Within its programming, the MPA unit also 
engages with a “Migrant Community Council (MCC)”. Through the MCC, IOM Cairo fosters relationships 
with leaders from various migrant communities within Egypt to help connect IOM with communities, 
and to provide a mechanism for raising community and individual assistance needs. One IOM 
stakeholder noted that the project’s explicit targeting of vulnerable and stranded migrants was “a major 
breakthrough” in a funding environment in which attention and resources are targeted for refugees and 
asylum seekers only. 
 
Beneficiaries and community leaders within migrant communities also spoke clearly about the ongoing 
and acute need for the kind of assistance offered by IOM through the broader work of the MPA, including 
direct assistance, training, and AVRR. Participants and migrant leaders, along with project staff, noted 
the scope and urgency of many unmet needs within migrant communities in Egypt, which have been 
exacerbated in recent months in the context of Covid-19. 
 
COUNTRY PRIORITIES 
 
The project aligns with Egypt’s high-level migration and development priorities and commitments. Egypt 
is a signatory to the 1951 Refugee Convention and the 1967 Protocol, as well as to the 1969 OAU 
Convention Governing the Specific Aspects of Refugee Problems in Africa. Egypt voted in favour of the 
Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration in December 2018. The Egyptian government is 
also committed to progress towards achieving the Sustainable Development Goals, through its aligned 
country-level strategy “Egypt Vision 2030,” which expresses the following vision: “By 2030, the new 

 
18 IOM Egypt data provided to evaluator by email 5 June 2020.  
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Egypt will achieve a competitive, balanced, diversified and knowledge based economy, characterized by 
justice, social integration and participation, with a balanced and diversified ecosystem, benefiting from 
its strategic location and human capital to achieve sustainable development for a better life to all 
Egyptians.” While there is no explicit mention of migration within the strategy, it was designed to align 
with the objectives of the SDGs (in which migration features clearly within SDG targets and indicators), 
and contains a social justice prerogative that envisages “a society that provides protection, and support 
to marginalized and vulnerable groups.”19 
 
The CASE project also aligns with relevant priorities of the Egyptian government as expressed through 
the work of the National Council for Childhood and Motherhood (NCMM), and the National Coordinating 
Committee on Combating and Preventing Trafficking in Persons (NCCTIP), which IOM Egypt supports. For 
example, the CASE project’s eligibility and vulnerability assessment for localized direct assistance 
prioritizes single parents, women at risk, and victims of trafficking (VoT), among other criteria. The 
project also helped create linkages for referrals, or example, to shelters run by the Ministry of Social 
Solidarity (MOSS) and the NCMM. 
 
Finally, some stakeholders argued that the focus on direct assistance and AVRR for vulnerable and 
stranded migrants also supported the Egyptian government in their own response to migration, through 
the mitigation of the social and financial costs that might otherwise accrue to the GoE. 
 
IOM STRATEGY 
 
While not directly referenced in the project documents, the CASE project appears to be aligned with IOM 
principles, strategies and objectives at the international, regional and country level. The project works 
within the principles and objectives of the Migration Governance Framework (MiGOF), which was 
endorsed by IOM Member States in November 2015, through Council Resolution 1310. MiGOF “seeks to 
present, in a consolidated, coherent and comprehensive way, a set of three principles and three 
objectives which, if respected and fulfilled, would ensure that migration is humane, orderly, and benefits 
migrants and society.”20 These principles and objectives are presented below: 
 
Figure 2: MiGOF Principles and Objectives21 

 

 
19 Government of Egypt. “Sustainable Development Strategy: Egypt Vision 2030”. p.13. Available at: 
https://www.arabdevelopmentportal.com/sites/default/files/publication/sds_egypt_vision_2030.pdf 
20 https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/migof_brochure_a4_en.pdf 
21 https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/migof_brochure_a4_en.pdf 

https://www.arabdevelopmentportal.com/sites/default/files/publication/sds_egypt_vision_2030.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/migof_brochure_a4_en.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/migof_brochure_a4_en.pdf
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The CASE project, in particular, supports progress towards Objective 1: Advance the socioeconomic well-
being of migrants and society; and Objective 3: Ensure that migration takes place in a safe, orderly and 
dignified manner. Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration programming supported through the 
CASE project also demonstrates alignment with the seven principles of IOM’s AVRR Framework, which 
include: 1) voluntariness; 2) migrant-centred response; 3) safety; 4) sustainability of reintegration; 5) 
confidentiality; 6) dialogues and partnership; and 7) evidence-based programming.22  
 
At a regional level, the CASE project aligns with MENA-level objectives and more specific objectives 
outlined for North Africa, as presented in IOM’s Middle East and North Africa Regional Strategy 2017-
2020,23 which is itself aligned with MiGOF principles and objectives. Some of the main specific MENA-
level objectives supported by CASE include: 
 

• To build opportunities for training, employment and mobility, especially for young people 
(supporting MiGOF Objective 1) 

• To promote the health of migrants and migration-affected communities and build capacities and 
links with the health sector to ensure inclusive, migrant-friendly health services (supporting 
MiGOF Objective 1) 

• To promote community-based and community-development approaches to counter-smuggling 
efforts and reintegration of returnees (international migrants, unsuccessful asylum-seekers or 
IDPs) (supporting MiGOF Objective 3) 

 
In regard to sub-regional priorities, two key specific IOM objectives for North Africa (including Egypt) 
supported through CASE include: 
 

• To promote educational, vocational and mobility opportunities and other alternatives to 
irregular migration, especially for North African youth 

• To ensure safety and sustainability of returns and reintegration, using community-based 
approaches, from Europe to North Africa, and from North Africa to other regions. 

 
IOM Egypt’s work is also guided by its country-level strategy, “IOM Egypt 2017-2022 Country Strategy: 
Update 2020.”24 In line with IOM’s global principle that humane and orderly migration benefits all, IOM 
Egypt’s overall strategic objective is “to support the government of Egypt and relevant actors to govern 
migration to effectively maximise its positive impact while minimising its potential costs on all migrants 
and society.” CASE, through its AVRR, soft skills training, and localized direct assistance components, 
contributed to all four dimensions of protection identified in its country level plan, including physical, 
legal, social and economic protection, and the project particularly aligns to two of the five country level 
strategic outcomes, including: 
 

• Diversity sensitive mechanisms are in place to address the needs of and provide protection to 
all migrants and relevant vulnerable groups, even during mass influxes; 

• GoE ensures that migration takes place in a safe, orderly, and dignified manner while reducing 
the prevalence of irregular migration of non-Egyptians from, to, and through Egypt. 

 
DONOR PRIORITIES 
 
The RDPP NA Phase 2, of which CASE is one component, was designed as a complementary phase to the 
RDPP NA 2015, expanding the scope and the number of beneficiaries of the previous programme. The 

 
22 IOM. 2018. A Framework for Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration. Available at: 
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/our_work/DMM/AVRR/a_framework_for_avrr_online_pdf_optimized_2
0181112.pdf 
23 IOM Middle East and North Africa Regional Strategy 2017-2020 
24 IOM Egypt 2017-2022 Country Strategy, Update 2020. 

https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/our_work/DMM/AVRR/a_framework_for_avrr_online_pdf_optimized_20181112.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/our_work/DMM/AVRR/a_framework_for_avrr_online_pdf_optimized_20181112.pdf
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programme was designed to adhere to the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF) Annual Work 
Programme 2016, and to contribute to the implementation of a range of EU and global policy/documents 
and agendas, including: 
 

• Global Approach of Migration and Mobility; 

• EU Agenda on Migration and related Partnerships Frameworks with third countries; 

• Renewed Action Plan on Return; 

• Joint Communication to the EU Parliament, the European Council and the Council – Migration 
on the Central Mediterranean route – Managing flows, saving lives; 

• Valetta and Malta Action Plans; 

• Common Union Resettlement priorities; 

• 2030 Sustainable Development Goals; 

• New York UNGA Declaration of September 2016; 

• EC’s Communication on the Central Mediterranean.25 
 
CASE also aligns with the EU-Egypt Partnership Priorities, in the contact of the revised European 
Neighbourhood Policy, adopted in the EU-Egypt Association Council in July 2017.26 These Partnership 
Priorities include support to Egypt's sustainable economic and social development, reinforcement of the 
partnership in foreign policy, and cooperation in the stabilisation process, notably in the fields of good 
governance, human rights, security and migration.27 
 
REGIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL PRIORITIES 
 
IOM Egypt’s country-level strategy notes that there are four key commitments it supports at the regional 
and international level, including: 1) the Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration (GCM), 
2) the African Union-led Horn of Africa Initiative on Human Trafficking and Smuggling of Migrants (AU-
HoAI), 3) the EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route Initiative also known as the Khartoum Process, and 4) 
the Political Declaration and Action Plan resulting from the Valletta Summit on Migration in 2015. The 
CASE project is also aligned with Egypt’s international commitments to the global 2030 Sustainable 
Development Agenda, throughout which migration has been mainstreamed. In particular, target 10.7 
calls for the facilitation of “orderly, safe, regular and responsible migration and mobility of people, 
including through the implementation of planned and well-managed migration policies.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
25 Annex 1: Description of the Action PART B, Proposal document RDPP NA Phase 2: Proposal Number: AMIF-
2016-AG-IBA-RDPP-NA 
26 https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/neighbourhood/countries/egypt_en 
27 European Commission. Brussels, 30.10.2017 C(2017) 7175 final. COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING DECISION of 
30.10.2017 adopting a Single Support Framework for European Union support to Egypt for the period 2017-2020. 
Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/single-support-framework-2017-
2020-decision_and_annex_egypt.pdf 
 

https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/neighbourhood/countries/egypt_en
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/single-support-framework-2017-2020-decision_and_annex_egypt.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/single-support-framework-2017-2020-decision_and_annex_egypt.pdf
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Figure 3: Sustainable Development Goals 

     

 
SUMMARY 
 

The CASE project demonstrates relevance at the beneficiary, government, donor, organizational level. It 
also aligns with relevant regional and international commitments and priorities, including the 2030 
Sustainable Development Agenda, and the principles and objectives of the Migration Governance 
Framework. CASE’s overall project objective (to “strengthen and develop third countries’ institutional 
capacity to provide adequate reception and international protection and manage mixed migration flows 
along the migratory route in Egypt”) remains highly relevant, with IOM Egypt data demonstrating high 
levels of demand for the types of services offered through CASE, including AVRR and localized direct 
assistance. Beneficiaries and community leaders within migrant communities also spoke clearly about 
the ongoing and acute need for the kind of assistance offered by IOM through the broader work of the 
MPA, including direct assistance, training, and AVRR. 
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COHERENCE 
 

Coherence is a measure of the compatibility of the intervention with other interventions in a country, 
sector or institution. An analysis of coherence helps build an understanding of “the role of an 
intervention within a particular system (organisation, sector, thematic, country), as opposed to taking 
an exclusively intervention- or institution-centric perspective.” 28  The criterion of “coherence” was 
included in the revised OECD/DAC criteria of December 2019, which noted that a “lack of coherence can 
lead to duplication of efforts and undermine overall progress.”29 This criterion is also included in the 
evaluation criteria laid out by the European Commission. The below section presents findings related to 
the internal and external coherence of the CASE project.  
 
INTERNAL COHERENCE 
 
Internal coherence addresses the synergies and interlinkages between the intervention and other 
interventions carried out by the same institution/government, as well as the consistency of the 
intervention with the relevant international norms and standards to which that institution/government 
adheres. 
 
The simultaneous implementation of the CASE (EC-funded), CARE (funded by the Federal Republic of 
Germany) and PROTECT (funded by the Government of the Netherlands) projects at IOM Egypt created 
some challenges for coherence, along with some opportunities for leveraging resources to amplify 
results (the latter is discussed in more detail under “Effectiveness”). Staff noted that all three project 
proposals were prepared at a time when IOM Egypt was in need of funding for the Migrant Protection 
and Assistance Unit, and that while different, the projects shared many common approaches and 
activities. One staff member indicated that taken together, these three projects provided the main 
funding for the larger MPA programme over this period. Each distinct project required separate 
management, monitoring, evaluation and reporting. This evaluation found that for the CASE project, the 
successful concurrent funding of these three projects created some challenges particularly in the areas 
of monitoring and evaluation (M&E), reporting, and to some extent, spending. 
 
In terms of M&E, overlapping components of these three projects made the attribution of some project-
specific outputs, outcomes and impacts difficult, as budgets for some of the activities were shared across 
all three projects. To illustrate, the soft skills training component was funded by all three projects, 
meaning that at most, any outputs, outcomes or impacts from the training could only be articulated as 
a contribution of the CASE project, rather than being fully attributable to the project. The concurrent 
implementation of these similar projects also made it difficult for staff to be able to track and share 
stories of impact or change associated with one specific project. In some instances, the concurrency of 
these three projects also contributed to challenges in spending, as these similar projects each contained 
budgets for similar (or overlapping) activities. In cases where project funds were pooled towards one 
common activity, it could be difficult for the project to spend the full budgeted amount. This is discussed 
further under “Efficiency.”  
  
This evaluation also found that the project team faced some challenges in terms of the consistency of 
the AVRR modality utilised within CASE, and the AVRR approaches and modality of the much larger EU-
IOM Joint Initiative for Migrant Protection and Reintegration (JI). The JI was launched in December 2016 
with funding from the European Union (EU) Emergency Trust Fund for Africa (EUTF), as the first 
“comprehensive programme to save lives, protect and assist migrants along key migration routes in 

 
28 See above. 
29 Better Criteria for Better Evaluation: Revised Evaluation Criteria Definitions and Principles for Use. OECD/DAC 
Network on Development Evaluation. Available at: https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-
criteria-dec-2019.pdf 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
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Africa.”30 Amongst other objectives, the JI aims to improve protection, provide direct assistance and 
enable the assisted voluntary return of migrants stranded along the migration routes; and support the 
reintegration process of returning migrants in an integrated approach which addresses economic, social 
and psychosocial dimensions and fosters the inclusion of communities of return.31 Egypt, along with 
Sudan and Ethiopia (the top two countries of origin for migrants returned to their CoO through AVRR 
supported by CASE) are all included within the JI. 
 
In Sudan, JI funding and new AVRR modalities were being rolled out from 2017, during the same 
timeframe as CASE. JI activities did not begin to roll out in Egypt until late 2019. Activities under JI were 
associated with new dedicated resources, staffing, and tools (including monitoring and evaluation tools) 
within IOM Sudan, along with a strong involvement by the Government of Sudan in return and 
reintegration of Sudanese nationals. By contrast, CASE was a project of IOM Egypt, working in 
collaboration with IOM Sudan towards return and reintegration activities within Sudan, and with a lesser 
degree of direct government engagement.  
 
One IOM respondent described the CASE project as a “hybrid” model in terms of the project’s approach 
to AVRR in particular, positioning it somewhere between a more traditional IOM approach to AVRR, 
which focused more on the reintegration of individuals, and IOM’s new modality of AVRR with a greater 
focus on community reintegration, and community-level support. Having CASE (alongside CARE and 
PROTECT, which also had strong AVRR components) implemented alongside the new modalities as laid 
out within the JI may have contributed to some confusion amongst stakeholders, including governments. 
For example, governments may have been unclear as to why they were differently engaged in returns 
effected under the JI than they were for returns effected under CASE. Another example of a coherence 
challenge was cited by a staff member who noted that there had been cases of migrants being returned 
from Egypt to their CoO under CASE project funding, but that on their return, the IOM receiving mission 
wanted to use JI funding for reintegration support, and report these returned migrants within the 
reporting framework of the JI. 
 
The evaluation found the design of the CASE project to be largely consistent with the international norms 
and standards to which IOM adheres, including the principles and approaches recommended in 
“Towards an Integrated Approach to Reintegration in the Context of Return”32 and “A Framework for 
Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration”.33 For example, for Sudan, the project design explicitly 
included a focus on community-level reintegration support, a labour market assessment to assess 
specific opportunities for returning migrants, and monitoring component for returned migrants to work 
towards evidence-based policy and actions. However, despite the project design, some of these project 
components were unable to be realized, or fully realized, mainly due to unforeseen political and socio-
economic challenges in Sudan.  
 
Nonetheless, the evaluation also found that the monitoring and evaluation of CASE could be 
strengthened considerably, to better align with IOM’s AVRR principle of “evidence-based programming.” 
Under this principle, “systematic and continuous data collection, monitoring and evaluation have been 
established throughout the entire AVRR process to understand the impact of AVRR interventions and 
inform ongoing and future programme design. Feedback mechanisms should also be in place to allow 

 
30 https://migrationjointinitiative.org/about-eu-iom-joint-initiative 
31 As above. 
32 Graviano, N., Gotzlemann, A., Nozarian, N. and Wadud, A. IOM. 2017. Towards an Integrated Approach to 
Reintegration in the Context of Return. Available at: https://eea.iom.int/publications/towards-integrated-
approach-reintegration-context-return 
33 IOM. 2018. A Framework for Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration. Available at: 
https://eea.iom.int/publications/framework-assisted-voluntary-return-and-reintegration 

https://migrationjointinitiative.org/about-eu-iom-joint-initiative
https://eea.iom.int/publications/towards-integrated-approach-reintegration-context-return
https://eea.iom.int/publications/towards-integrated-approach-reintegration-context-return
https://eea.iom.int/publications/framework-assisted-voluntary-return-and-reintegration
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migrants to express their views on the assistance received in an open and confidential manner.”34 
Despite strong team efforts and achievements towards monitoring AVRR components, this evaluation 
found that there was insufficient evidence to systematically assess the outcomes and impact of the 
project’s AVRR component, as will be discussed in more detail under “Effectiveness” and “Impact.”  
 
EXTERNAL COHERENCE 
 
External coherence considers the consistency of the intervention with other actors’ interventions in the 
same context. This includes complementarity, harmonisation and coordination with others, and the 
extent to which the intervention is adding value while avoiding duplication of effort. 
 
This evaluation found that IOM coordinates efforts with other UN agencies, NGOs and stakeholders, for 
example, through monthly thematic UNHCR-chaired working groups with protection and service 
partners. These include organizations such as Save the Children, Médicins sans Frontieres, UNFPA, St. 
Andrews Refugee Services, the World Food Programme and Caritas. IOM also coordinates with partners 
beyond these monthly meetings. One example of IOM efforts to ensure complementarity and 
coordination within the CASE project is the approach it took to the expansion of its outreach work in 
Alexandria and the North Coast through the roving IOM team. One staff member shared that when 
beginning this outreach work, IOM met with partners already working on the ground in Alexandria, 
including Caritas, UNHCR, Save the Children and Terres des Hommes, “to coordinate work together, and 
let them know what IOM would be doing in Alexandria and the North Coast.”  
 
IOM Egypt also maintains strong bilateral coordination and referral mechanisms with key partners. In 
terms of the localized direct assistance, such as that offered within CASE, a staff member gave the 
example of IOM sharing with relevant organizations a list of those migrants who have received financial 
assistance from IOM, in order to avoid duplication. Partners also refer to each other, as needed. For 
example, Caritas might refer education-related requests to IOM Egypt, or medical cases that exceed 
Caritas’ limit on medical expenditures. Referrals comprise a key component of the MPA’s localized direct 
assistance response, particularly for migrants ineligible for refugee- and UNHCR-focused programming 
with partners. IOM Egypt reports that they are receiving increasing referrals from partners regarding 
migrants interested in returning to their CoO through the AVRR programme. As a matter of practice, 
IOM Egypt and UNHCR also coordinate closely to cross-check cases, in order to determine whether 
migrants who have approached IOM have active files with UNHCR or international protection concerns.  
 
During the implementation of CASE, IOM Egypt also worked closely with relevant embassies and 
consulates (including Ethiopia, Senegal, Nigeria and Sudan) to build referral mechanisms for stranded or 
vulnerable migrants to be assisted, where possible, by IOM. IOM Egypt reports that these relationships 
have resulted in individual referrals, partnerships towards assisting migrants in government custody, and 
enhanced dialogue opportunities regarding migrant needs and the services available for them. Through 
the project, IOM Egypt has also been working with the Government of Egypt, for example, in attempts 
to obtain permission to open sub-offices in Cairo and Alexandria. Under CASE, there were no project 
activities with a specific focus on the building of government capacity in migration management, though 
staff noted that engagement with government was ongoing at the programme level, within the MPU 
and was a part of IOM Egypt’s ongoing approach to its work. While project activities certainly fed into 
the overall objective, there may have been further scope within the project design to ensure that specific 
activities were included, where possible, to help build government capacity and ownership in a way that 
explicitly and even more directly aligned with the project’s overall objective of “strengthening and 
developing third countries’ institutional capacity to provide adequate reception and international 
protection and manage mixed migration flows along the migratory route in Egypt.” 
   

 
34 IOM. 2018. A Framework for Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration. Available at: 
https://eea.iom.int/publications/framework-assisted-voluntary-return-and-reintegration 

https://eea.iom.int/publications/framework-assisted-voluntary-return-and-reintegration
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Finally, throughout the implementation of CASE, IOM Egypt developed and maintained dialogue with 
leaders within a range of migrant communities, through the “Migrant Community Council” (MCC). MCC 
members assist IOM Egypt in referrals, particularly in regard to vulnerable cases, and help provide a 
conduit between IOM and the migrant communities it attempts to serve. This evaluation found that 
while there appears to be significant potential in this approach, more can be done to improve the MCC 
structure, purpose and functions, to build communication and trust, and to help ensure that migrant 
leaders receive support in their roles. This will be discussed in more detail under “Effectiveness.” 
 
SUMMARY 
 
This evaluation found that the CASE project experienced some internal coherence challenges in relation 
to the concurrent implementation of projects such as CARE and PROTECT, with some overlapping 
activities. These challenges were particularly identified in the areas of monitoring and evaluation (M&E), 
reporting, and to some extent, spending. The simultaneous implementation of these projects created 
some challenges for attribution, and at times it was difficult for staff to distinguish between the projects, 
particularly when considering outcomes and impacts. Other internal coherence challenges related to the 
different modalities, or approaches, to AVRR as articulated (or implemented) through CASE, and those 
implemented through the EU-IOM Joint Initiative for Migrant Protection and Reintegration. Externally, 
IOM Egypt worked closely with relevant partners and stakeholders, including other UN agencies, NGO 
partners, and government and diplomatic actors to ensure complementarity and avoid duplication, build 
referral networks, and expand its reach into different migrant communities, to help access the most 
vulnerable migrants.  

 

Credit: ASPIRE Training Solutions. Migrants at the entrepreneurial training, 2019.  
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EFFICIENCY 
 
Efficiency is a measure of the relationship between outputs (intervention products or services) and 
inputs (the resources that it uses). A project is regarded as efficient if it utilizes the least costly resources 
that are appropriate and available to achieve the desired outputs. During this evaluation, financial data 
was available and up to date. Discussions with the project team, including the Finance Assistant, showed 
the team sought to acquire appropriate resources with due regard for cost, implemented activities as 
simply as possible, attempted to keep overheads as low as possible, achieved most deliverables on time 
and budget (aside from those with external limiting factors), and addressed duplication and conflicts. 
The project budget and spending, value for money, adaptability and flexibility, reporting, capacity and 
monitoring and evaluation are discussed below. 
 
PROJECT BUDGET & SPENDING 
 
The project budget was EUR 2,000,000. The table below is based on the approved final financial report, 
which was received by the Consultant from the Finance Assistant on 1 June 2020. It summarises the 
foreseen budget, disbursement and variance of funds at the project’s end, as of 30 November 2019. 
 

Table 2: Project Budget Overview 

YEAR BUDGET IN EUR 
DISBURSEMENT 

@ 30 NOV 2019 
VARIANCE $ VARIANCE % 

1 Dec 2017 to 30 
Nov 2019 

€2,000,000 €1,790,267.83 €209,732.17 89.5% 

 
Table 3: Project Budget Breakdown 

HEADING 
FORESEEN 

BUDGET in EUR 
DISBURSEMENT @ 
30 NOV 201209,9* 

VARIANCE € VARIANCE % 

A Staff 467,403.84 480,417.38 -13,013.54 102.8 

B1 Travel  9,394.20 6717.04 2,677.16 71.5 

B2 Subsistence (DSA) 16,172.76 16,070.52 102.24 99.4 

C Sub-contracting 55,260.00 32,823.83** 22,436.17 59.4 

D Direct costs of providing 
financial support 

- - - - 

E Other Direct costs 1,320,928.08 1,137,118.53 183,809.55 86.0 

F Indirect costs 130,841.12 117,120.53 13,720.59 89.5 

Total Amount 2,000,000.00 1,790,267.83 209,732.17 89.5 

 
*In the final financial report, this column is entitled “Amounts Actually Paid and Booked to the Accounts of the 
Beneficiaries as of 30.11.2019 (EUR) 
**Inclusive of the evaluation commitment of EUR 18,420.00 
 

IOM Egypt benefits from strong country-level and international systems that help ensure financial 
accountability and transparency in spending and procurement. For example, input and support were 
provided for CASE by the finance team at the Manila (Global) Administrative Centre (MAC), which 
provides global support in the areas of finance, human resources management, information technology, 
staff security, project tracking, and health claims processing, among others.35 Queries were reverted 
back to the IOM team in Cairo and addressed ahead of the finalisation of the final financial report. The 

 
35 https://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/mainsite/activities/countries/docs/philippines/MAC-
Functions.pdf 

https://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/mainsite/activities/countries/docs/philippines/MAC-Functions.pdf
https://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/mainsite/activities/countries/docs/philippines/MAC-Functions.pdf


 

34 | P a g e  
FINAL EVALUATION OF CASE 2017-2019) | IOM EGYPT |DRAFT REPORT | JULY 2020 

variance in disbursement at the end of the project as reported in the final technical narrative report was 
€212,331, a small difference from the final variance reported in the approved financial report 
(€209,732.17). This was due to adjustments made between the submission of the final technical 
narrative report and the approved final financial report, following input from the MAC. 
 
As shown in the above tables, underspending in the project amounted to approximately 10.5% of the 
budget. Some of the key areas of underspending included budget lines dedicated to pre-departure travel 
assistance; telecommunications; specialized assistance to vulnerable migrants; post-arrival assistance; 
provision of basic soft skills training; a labour market assessment in Sudan; and AVRR monitoring in 
Sudan. Reasons for this underspending varied, attributable partially to internal challenges, but also to 
external circumstances. As noted above in “Coherence”, one of the internal challenges faced by the team 
was the simultaneous implementation of three similar and to some degree overlapping projects 
including CASE, CARE and PROTECT. Positively, staff noted that taken together, these three projects 
allowed the MPA Unit to run their larger programme with increased staffing, and that being able to draw 
resources from different projects to fund activities meant that they could amplify the number of 
migrants who were reached and supported through project activities. 
 
On the other hand, staff also noted that because of some common spending commitments across all 
three projects, at times it was difficult to spend the full amount of some budget lines in the CASE project. 
To illustrate, staff and office costs had been budgeted across all three projects, not anticipating that all 
three would be successfully funded. Costs were then split across the projects, resulting in various 
degrees of underspending. With the evaluation of each project being undertaken separately, no 
comment can be made regarding the extent to which this represented a challenge across all three 
projects. Another area in which internal challenges contributed to underspending is the budget line for 
telecommunications. Here, as a result of instructions issued and internal audits conducted at the central 
level during the implementation period of CASE, work cellphones were removed from the office and the 
distribution of work phones was halted, due to concerns that some staff were misusing work phones. 
With regard to CASE, while funding for staff work phones to support project implementation was there, 
staff reported they were unable to spend as planned within that budget line. Overall, staff noted that 
there was significant pressure to spend during the final months of the project. 
 
Some underspending was also linked to external contextual factors beyond the control of the project 
team. For example, political and economic upheaval in Sudan during the course of the project meant 
that the planned labour market assessment and the full extent of planned AVRR monitoring for migrants 
returning to Sudan could not take place. Similarly, the budget for post-arrival assistance was not fully 
utilised, as most migrants requiring this assistance are Ethiopian returnees, while external political 
circumstances meant that returns to Ethiopia were put on hold for some time during the course of 
project implementation. Despite these challenges, staff worked hard to ensure that project funds were 
appropriately and effectively spent. 
 
VALUE FOR MONEY 
 
Development funding should work as best as it can and needs to be well targeted and managed. In 
development cooperation, this concept is referred to as value for money (VfM). VfM is defined as the 
“best balance between the “three E’s” − economy, efficiency and effectiveness.” 36  VfM cannot be 
assessed by using one of these dimensions in isolation. Sometimes a fourth “E” is added, that is, equity, 
which highlights the importance of reaching different groups. VfM is not a tool or a method but rather a 
way of thinking about how best to use resources. According to the Department for International 
Development (DFID) in the United Kingdom, the purpose of the VfM approach is to “develop a better 
understanding (and better articulation) of costs and results so that we can make more informed, 

 
36 Ibid. 
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evidence-based choices. This is a process of continuous improvement.” 37  For IOM, this means 
maximizing the impact of each dollar spent to improve the lives of vulnerable migrants. VfM should strive 
for quality at the lowest price. The VfM agenda is driven by increased transparency and accountability 
in project operations.  
 
While a full VfM assessment is beyond the scope of this evaluation, the evaluation found that IOM 
programme staff were able to provide clear examples of the ways in which they sought to maximize the 
impact of programme funding. One staff member highlighted the important role of IOM’s procurement 
policies and processes in ensuring good value for NFIs sourced during the project. As an example, this 
staff member cited procurement’s role in sourcing reasonably priced baby supplies for one of the 
project’s outreach and distribution activities with vulnerable or stranded migrants who were expectant 
and new mothers in Cairo and Alexandria, noting such supplies were generally very expensive within 
Egypt. As another example, staff noted the efforts made by IOM Egypt to source inexpensive training 
spaces and seek sponsorship/donations for materials to be used in skills training (for example, 
approaching the company Maybelline to donate cosmetic supplies for the project’s hair and make-up 
skills training). A staff member noted, “We try to find the resources in-house, and count on ourselves. 
We could have taken the easy option and booked a hotel for the training, but we just thought outside 
the box so we could save money and have more training. We always try.” IOM Egypt could consider how 
to best to systematically document VfM throughout the project in order to further strengthen project 
efficiency. 
 
ADAPTABILITY & FLEXIBILITY 
 
Faced with the challenges imposed by rapidly shifting political and economic conditions in project-
related countries, the IOM teams in Egypt and Sudan demonstrated adaptability in attempting to 
manage unanticipated contextual changes, and adjust spending, activities, and procurement modalities 
to continue to serve migrants, including returnees. For example, in the contact of Sudan’s long-term 
economic instability, including high inflation rates and currency shortages, the project faced challenges 
in providing economic reintegration support to returnees in Sudan. Faced with high rates of inflation, 
shortages of imported goods, and restrictions on access to cash, the CASE project faced difficulties 
accessing items requested by individual returnees to support their reintegration plans, and suppliers 
were reluctant to sign long term agreements with IOM to assist in smoother procurement. In response 
to these challenges, IOM Sudan adjusted its procurement modality, asking returnees to source their own 
quotations for the business type outlined in their reintegration plan, from local suppliers. These were 
then evaluated by IOM Sudan and approved by IOM Egypt, in accordance with IOM’s internal 
procurement guidelines, with payment then made directly to the supplier. Another example of 
adaptability within the project is the budget reallocations to support the introduction of a roving team 
in Alexandria and the North Coast when it became clear that permission to open a sub-office in 
Alexandria was unlikely to be gained by the GoE. This will be discussed further under “Effectiveness.” 
 
REPORTING  
 
No significant challenges were noted during this evaluation regarding reporting quality or timeliness, 
though earlier in the project, IOM staff noted that there had been some challenges in submitting on 
time. Reporting involved the gathering of information not just from IOM Egypt, but also from receiving 
missions, and reports were required to then be reviewed within IOM Regional Office (MENA) and the 
MSU in Rome, before being ultimately submitted to the donor. As the project progressed, IOM Egypt 
adapted its reporting processes and timelines, beginning earlier to ensure that enough time was 
provided for review and input at these different levels. IOM Italy stakeholders indicated that the 

 
37 DFID, DFID’s Approach to Value for Money (VfM), July 2011, 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/67479/DFI
D-approach-value-money.pdf  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/67479/DFID-approach-value-money.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/67479/DFID-approach-value-money.pdf
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project’s quarterly reporting was “very, very useful for all of us” in terms of raising any issues or obstacles 
that required attention by the MSU or the donor. 
 
CAPACITY 
 
Staff respondents largely argued that there was sufficient staffing, both in terms of numbers and 
capacity, to carry out project activities effectively. One staff member noted that they benefited from 
having a strong team because of the simultaneous funding of CARE, CASE and PROTECT. While there was 
some turnover of staff during the project, staff respondents felt this did not lead to any significant 
disruption of activities, in part due to strong human resources and procurement systems. 
 
However, there are some indications that the local direct assistance component of CASE may have 
benefited from enhanced staffing, particularly within the intake and registration team, given the limited 
operating hours of the hotline, and reports from migrant community leaders of frustration within their 
respective communities around insufficient access to IOM through both hotline and drop-in services. 
Some migrant leaders noted, for example, that the hotline was often either busy or would go 
unanswered. As IOM continues its outreach efforts and engagement with migrant communities 
(through, for example, the Migrant Community Council) careful attention should be paid to ensuring that 
there is the capacity to meet the demand for direct assistance that is generated.  
 
This evaluation also noted the lack of dedicated M&E staff within the MPA Unit, with project staff within 
the unit taking on all internal M&E functions associated with CASE. While the unit benefits from IOM 
Egypt M&E capacities that are shared across other programmes of the Mission, having dedicated M&E 
capacity at the programme level could help ensure effective and systematic M&E throughout the 
lifespan of this, and other, projects.  
 
MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
 
One of the pivotal challenges for this evaluation was the lack of systematic outcome and impact tracking 
throughout the project. While this will be discussed in greater detail under “Effectiveness,” shortcomings 
in outcome and impact monitoring and reporting also present a challenge for the measure of 
“Efficiency,” as it hinders the project’s ability to effectively use evidence to learn and adjust. To illustrate, 
without systematic monitoring of the impact of the training received by migrants, determinations 
regarding what is working well, and where improvements might be made to improve the effectiveness 
and efficiency of the project, are difficult. The challenges of monitoring the outcomes and impact of 
training amongst mobile populations (for example, migrants who receive training in Egypt and then 
return to their countries of origin) must be acknowledged. However, without outcome and impact 
measures, it is difficult to ascertain the extent to which funds spent on specific activities went beyond 
meeting the project’s target, and instead contributed clearly and demonstrably to the overall objectives 
of the project. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Financial information for CASE was up-to-date and available, with 89.5% of the €2 million budget having 
been spent by the project’s end. IOM Egypt staff worked hard to implement CASE as efficiently as 
possible. The team acquired appropriate resources with due regard for cost, implemented activities as 
simply as possible, and attempted to keep overheads as low as possible. Nonetheless, the project 
experienced some efficiency challenges, particularly related to the political and economic context in 
countries of origin for migrants returning through AVRR programming, and in effective monitoring and 
evaluation. Some activities were not able to be undertaken due to these external challenges, accounting 
for some underspending within the project, and the team spoke about pressured spending towards the 
end of the project. The team demonstrated flexibility and adaptability in response to the contextual 
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challenges encountered throughout project implementation. Staffing capacity in the provision of 
localized direct assistance for vulnerable and stranded migrants could be reviewed, to ensure that 
migrants are able to reach IOM and obtain needed assistance in a timely way. 

 

EFFECTIVENESS 
 
Effectiveness is a measure of the extent to which an intervention achieved, or is expected to achieve, 
and its results, including any differential results across groups. Objectives are defined quantitatively as 
expected outputs or results.38 Effectiveness is evaluated by comparing what results have been obtained 
with what was planned and analysing the factors that have contributed to the achievement and non-
achievement of project aims. For each area, main achievements are presented, followed by a discussion 
of specific drivers of, and challenges to, these achievements. This section first addresses the logical 
framework and M&E system. It then addresses the main achievements of the project. The CASE project 
was designed to contribute to support and protection services for vulnerable and stranded migrants 
through three main activity areas, including the provision of protection services and localized direct 
assistance; AVRR services (with a strong focus on reintegration support); and community outreach and 
training.  
 
LOGICAL FRAMEWORK AND M&E 
 
A final log frame tracking cumulative results against baselines and targets was not available for this 
evaluation. Along with the project proposal documents and final narrative project report, the most 
recently updated log frame was provided from the quarterly report for 1 July to 30 September 2019. 
However, this log frame did not provide a picture of cumulative progress, but only targets achieved for 
that reporting period. The lack of an end-of-project, finalised log frame presenting final actual activities 
and outputs against the anticipated activities and outputs made it challenging to clearly assess project 
achievement against targets.  
 
IOM Egypt’s formal approach to M&E is explicitly results-based, defined as a “systematic approach to 
tracking results and performance, based on a transparent and reflective logical and results framework 
approach, and to measuring impact through evaluation.”39 However, within the available log frame as 
well as in narrative reports, CASE did not incorporate a methodology to track and capture results or 
impact from project activities, beyond the tracking of outputs. It does not appear that a robust log frame 
was developed at the proposal or inception phase that included information key to a results-based 
management approach, including outcome or impact indicators (as well as data sources and collection 
methods), including at the level of the overall objective. As noted above, there was also no Theory of 
Change with articulated assumptions, mapping out they ways in which stakeholders believed that the 
desired changes would come about through the implementation of CASE. This has important 
implications for any assessment of impact, and sustainability, as will be discussed under those criteria 
below.  
 
While the project team made considerable efforts towards monitoring of outputs and in monitoring 
CASE-supported AVRR returnees, this evaluation found that M&E for this project could be strengthened 
considerably, particularly in regard to impact and outcome monitoring and assessment. Some 
stakeholders argued that monitoring and evaluation was currently not as strongly embedded as it should 
be within the institutional culture at the mission level. IOM Egypt currently does not have dedicated 
M&E staff at the programme level, though it has some M&E capacity at the mission level shared across 
other programmes, and support from a Monitoring and Evaluation Officer at the IOM Regional Office, 

 
38 European Commission, EVALSED: The resource for the evaluation of Socio-Economic Development, September 
2013, http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/guide/guide_evalsed.pdf  
39 https://egypt.iom.int/en/results-based-monitoring-and-evaluation 

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/guide/guide_evalsed.pdf
https://egypt.iom.int/en/results-based-monitoring-and-evaluation
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Middle East and North Africa. However, Regional Office M&E support is limited in terms of human 
resources, and this support, including M&E capacity development at the mission level, is shared across 
all IOM missions within the region. The project would very likely have benefited from the dedicated and 
regular engagement of M&E expertise throughout the project cycle. 
 
 

CASE beneficiaries at a glance: 
 

2,595 Total number of vulnerable migrants assisted through localized direct 
assistance (1,717 females, 878 males) 

447 Total number of vulnerable migrants voluntarily returned to their 
County of Origin (226 females, 221 males) 

384 Total number of individuals who completed their reintegration 
assistance 

10 Total number of Soft Skills Training sessions held for migrants as part 
of their preparation for return and reintegration 
 

 
 
PROTECTION SERVICES AND LOCALIZED DIRECT ASSISTANCE 
 
This section addresses core project activities under SO1: “Protection Services for vulnerable migrants 
along migratory routes to address their protection needs.” 
 
Achievement 
 
Initially, the CASE project aimed to reach a total of 507 migrant beneficiaries with targeted localized 
direct assistance, including socioeconomic assistance, housing and education assistance, and NFIs. This 
is provided directly by IOM, through project funding. The final narrative report indicates that a total of 
2,595 vulnerable migrants actually received assistance through CASE, in Cairo, Alexandria and the North 
Coast, representing a significant over-achievement from the original target. Of these beneficiaries, 1,717 
(66%) were female, and 878 (34%) were male.40 This over-achievement stemmed from adaptations 
made midway through the project when it became apparent that funds could not be spent for the 
originally intended development of migrant assistance premises or facilities in Cairo and Alexandria, with 
the Egyptian Red Crescent. This planned activity was unable to be completed during the course of the 
project, as the team was not able to secure the necessary permission from the GoE (for example, security 
clearance, in the case of Alexandria), and funds were reallocated, with donor permission, to enhanced 
service provision and direct assistance to migrants identified through a new roving team, working in 
Alexandria and the North Coast. This represented an important expansion of services and geographic 
reach for IOM Egypt. The project was also able to provide services for groups of migrants from detention 
centers in both Cairo and Aswan. 
 
Potential recipients of direct assistance must meet the specific eligibility requirements, and are screened 
according to a set of vulnerability criteria laid out on the “Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) for 
Direct Assistance and Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration”, developed through RDPP funding.41 
While all the factors explaining the significantly higher number of female versus male beneficiaries are 
not known, it is likely to be a reflection of some of the priority criteria laid out in the SOPs, in which 

 
40 RDPP - Technical part - narrative_13 February-LN_AM_5 March 
41 IOM Egypt, Standard Operating Procedures for Direct Assistance and Assisted voluntary Return and 
Reintegration. RDPP NA. 
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victims of trafficking, SGBV survivors, single parents, and women at risk are amongst those considered 
high priority beneficiaries. 
 
Through CASE, IOM Egypt was also able to reach 666 vulnerable migrants with various forms of NFIs, 
against a target of 1000, that is, an achievement of 67%. These NFIs took various forms, including the 
procurement and distribution of blankets, hygiene kits, backpacks with art kits for migrant children 
during an art intervention, and baby kits for pregnant and new mothers.  
 
Drivers of achievement 
 
The relevance of this activity is one of the key drivers of its achievements. The demand for localized 
direct assistance for stranded and vulnerable migrants in Egypt is clear, as indicated by the large numbers 
of migrants who have been screened and have received various forms of assistance. Migrant community 
leaders in Cairo spoke strongly about the ongoing need for this kind of assistance, and highlighted even 
greater needs than usual at the time of evaluation, due to the particularly profound impacts of the Covid-
19 pandemic on migrants and their families. One stakeholder noted that the funding of direct assistance 
for stranded and vulnerable migrants represented a “major breakthrough” for migrants who are 
generally left out of support and assistance that is often more readily available for refugees and asylum 
seekers. One migrant leader explained, “What I like is that IOM is very straight. They know how to say 
yes and no. If they can serve you, they welcome you with open hands, but if they cannot serve you, they 
tell you.” 
 
IOM Egypt’s SOPs for screening eligibility and then assessing vulnerability has helped ensure that 
available direct assistance reaches the most vulnerable. IOM’s relationships with other UN agencies and 
NGOs have also helped strengthen referral mechanisms. For example, as described above in 
“Coherence”, when IOM Egypt began to work through its roving team in Alexandria and the North Coast, 
it was able to coordinate with other actors working in the area to avoid duplication and ensure that 
migrants could be referred to the organizations best positioned to meet their specific needs. One IOM 
staff member gave the examples of Caritas referring requests for educational assistance to IOM, 
alongside medical cases that exceeded Caritas’ own organizational ceiling on medical assistance. IOM’s 
increasing community reach through the development of a Migrant Community Council has also created 
new pathways for referrals at the community level, as will be discussed below in the section on 
community outreach. 
 
The IOM team demonstrated adaptability and commitment in its approaches to the provision of direct 
assistance. For example, the development of a roving team for Alexandria and the North Coast was a 
response to IOM Egypt’s not having received permission from the GoE to open a sub-office in Alexandria, 
as originally intended. This roving team enabled IOM to reach vulnerable and stranded migrants closer 
to where they were located, rather than requiring these migrants to travel to reach the IOM offices in 
Cairo. One staff member noted that rapidly increasing transportation fees in Egypt were making it 
increasingly difficult for individuals to travel between Alexandria and Cairo, as these expenses had now 
exceeded what IOM was able to offer in assistance allowances for travel. While IOM continues to seek 
permission for the opening of a sub-office in Alexandria, the interim solution of the roving team has 
made a strong contribution to meeting the needs of vulnerable and stranded migrants that may 
otherwise have been missed. 
 
Both staff and migrant leaders consulted for this evaluation shared that the variety of direct assistance 
offered by IOM was one of its strengths, as IOM was able to work towards helping meet the tailored 
needs of individual migrants through a range of services and assistance.  
 
Challenges to achievement 
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While the CASE project enabled IOM Egypt to reach almost 2,600 migrants with localized direct 
assistance, staff and migrant community leaders consulted for this evaluation also shared some 
challenges. For example, challenges in addressing high levels of demand for local direct assistance were 
highlighted by both project staff and migrant leaders. Hotline hours, for example, are currently from 8:00 
a.m. to 12:00 noon, with one staff member noting that throughout that time, “there are calls all the 
time. Applicants complain the [hotline] number is always busy or no one is answering.” 
 
This was confirmed during discussions with migrant community leaders for this evaluation, some of 
whom spoke clearly about the frustration within their communities in terms of not being able to get 
through to IOM by phone, or not being to see someone at IOM when they arrived in person at the office. 
As one community leader noted, “In our group, we have so many complaints about people who didn’t 
know how to reach IOM, or had to wait too long. People are struggling to access it.” Access issues were 
also raised by staff and migrant leaders in relation to the physical location of IOM’s offices in Cairo, which 
can be difficult and expensive for migrants to reach. As noted, IOM’s proposal for the opening of a sub-
office in Cairo did not receive the necessary permission during the course of the CASE project, 
representing an ongoing challenge for IOM and the communities it serves. 
 
ASSISTED VOLUNTARY RETURN AND REINTEGRATION 
 
This section addresses core project activities under SO2: “Vulnerable and stranded migrants in Egypt 
have access to strengthened sustainable return and reintegration assistance” and SO4: “Vulnerable and 
stranded migrants returned to Sudan from Egypt have access to pilot projects to support community-
oriented reintegration.” 
 
Achievement 
 
IOM Egypt reported that through the CASE project, they were able to support a total of 447 stranded 
migrants through the AVRR programme, comprised of 221 males (49%) and 226 (51%) females, including 
168 children.42 These individuals were considered extremely vulnerable, living in perilous circumstances 
in Egypt, including some who were in government custody. This represented an over-achievement in 
relation to the project’s target of 303, due to budget reallocations in 2019 and the geographical 
expansion of IOM’s return and reintegration services to migrants in Alexandria and the North Coast, as 
discussed above. Under CASE, IOM Egypt assisted migrants in returning to 20 different countries of 
origin, with Sudan, Ethiopia and Nigeria represented the top three countries of return. Sudan and 
Ethiopia accounted for approximately 75% of all returns. IOM Egypt worked with IOM receiving missions 
in migrants’ countries of origin to help ensure returnees were able to access reintegration assistance and 
support on arrival, and that sustainable reintegration plans were developed. 
 
Of the 447 returnees, 410 were eligible to receive reintegration assistance. 384 individuals (representing 
206 cases) completed their reintegration assistance under CASE, while the remaining 26 individuals were 
unable to receive their assistance either because they were no longer contactable, or did not provide 
the required supporting documents. CASE project documentation indicates that reintegration assistance 
was used mainly for developing businesses or livelihood options through agriculture, clothing/tailoring, 
and the development of shops selling general goods, or for education or housing assistance. The opening 
of shops was the most common usage of reintegration funding, with 152 individuals opting for this form 
of assistance. The monitoring of individual reintegration was conducted in the missions of return, with 
project funds allocated to this end. A team from IOM Egypt also travelled to Nigeria and to Ethiopia to 
conduct selected monitoring of reintegration, make site visits, and coordinate with reintegration teams 
in the receiving country. These monitoring visits covered returns made across the three interlinked 
projects of CASE, CARE and PROTECT. Monitoring findings will be reviewed under “Impact.”  

 
42 RDPP - Technical part - narrative_13 February-LN_AM_5 March 
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As part of the AVRR assistance, under CASE (with co-funding from other concurrent projects) offered 
soft-skills training to migrants, designed to increase the viability and success of returnees’ livelihood and 
income-generating plans. This training largely focused on basic entrepreneurial leadership and skills for 
migrants eligible for reintegration assistance. Initially offered over three days, the first day was focused 
on “character-building” and psychosocial preparation for the challenges of return. An adjustment to the 
program was made in 2019 to shorten it to 2 days with a focus on entrepreneurial training when 
participants expressed their difficulty in attending for a full three days, due to work imperatives. The 
CASE project contributed to 10 training sessions held from November 2018 to December 2019, delivered 
mainly in Arabic and English.  
 

Participants at the one of the soft-skills training hosted by IOM in Cairo, through ASPIRE Training Solutions, 2019. 
(credit: IOM Egypt) 

 
At the design stage, the CASE project envisaged a strong focus on developing and implementing 
community approaches to reintegration for migrants returning to Sudan. However, this aspect of 
programming was not able to be carried out during the course of the CASE project, largely due to political 
and economic instability in Sudan. For example, the planned labour market assessment was not feasible 
during the project, and socio-economic reintegration activities within Sudan faced significant challenges 
and setbacks relating to high rates of inflation and currency shortages in the country. However, while 
not in the original project design, in March 2019, IOM was able to organise a mission inviting delegates 
from the Secretariat of Sudanese Working Abroad (a governmental institution mandated to coordinate 
the reintegration efforts for returning Sudanese nationals) to Cairo to discuss working arrangements, 
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strengthen relationships between both governments, and work jointly towards improvement in the 
processing of Sudanese nationals wishing to leave Egypt, and to ensure fair and comprehensive 
reintegration packages reached returnees. As well, IOM Sudan undertook alternative activities geared 
towards the promotion of job creation and livelihoods beyond individual reintegration approaches, 
including the hosting of a job fair and networking event for returnees in Khartoum in November 2019, 
which involved liaising with the private sector to link returnees with potential opportunities. 
 

Beneficiary story 
 
One staff member shared a story of a Kenyan woman, Alice (not her real name), who was a victim of 
trafficking (VoT) supported under CASE to return to Kenya through AVRR. According to the staff member, 
Alice had been forced into an unwanted marriage in Kenya to an older man, and had managed to escape 
her situation and her family. Vulnerable and alone, Alice had come across an individual who invited her 
to come and work in Egypt as a teacher, but when she arrived, she was forced into domestic work, where 
she was mistreated. Again, Alice managed to escape her situation, and this time turned to IOM Egypt for 
assistance. Here, she was able to find assistance in obtaining a passport, access to psychological support, 
and eventually voluntary return and reintegration assistance to Kenya, to a different location than from 
where she had fled. In Kenya, Alice continued to receive support under CASE, in terms of medical 
assistance and continuing psychological support. (Recounted to evaluator by IOM staff) 
 

 
Drivers of achievement 
 
As with the CASE project’s localized direct assistance activities, the AVRR component of CASE benefited 
from the IOM team’s adaptability and flexibility, for instance, in IOM’s capacity to adjust activities amidst 
externally changing circumstances. For example, as noted above, while the community reintegration 
activities and labour market assessment were not able to be undertaken in Sudan, the project adapted 
to pursue relevant activities that could be undertaken in lieu, such as the job fair in Khartoum. 
 
The project was able to draw on IOM’s national and international expertise in managing and 
implementing AVRR activities, as well as its existing relationships with governments, IOM missions in 
receiving countries, and other key stakeholders. Strong and growing referral networks also assisted IOM 
Egypt in identifying and reaching vulnerable migrants who were eligible for and positioned to benefit 
from AVRR. The project’s incorporation of gender considerations into its AVRR programming represents 
another achievement, with staff noting that female migrants may face particular vulnerabilities in Egypt 
in the workplace, as single mothers, or if abandoned by their husbands in Egypt. 
 
Challenges to achievement 
 
The social, economic, political and security conditions in Sudan caused the temporary suspension of 
returns and reintegration assistance in Sudan during project implementation. The country context also 
caused difficulties and delays in accessing funds for reintegration, communication with returnees, and 
basic daily operations. Conditions in Sudan also created hurdles for the implementation of the planned 
community reintegration approach in Sudan, alongside the anticipated labour market assessment. The 
planned focus on community reintegration approaches, as opposed to individual reintegration 
approaches, represented a shift in modality for IOM. According to staff in Egypt, it was hoped that 
piloting this approach in Sudan would help garner lessons learned and experience to be able to 
implement community approaches in IOM Egypt’s future AVRR programming. Following extensive 
dialogue and analysis conducted with various potential candidates among the countries of return from 
Egypt, Sudan was selected for the pilot reintegration, as the most common country of return from Egypt. 
However, this intended community reintegration programming met with a number of obstacles.  
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For one, rapidly shifting political and economic conditions in Sudan created significant obstacles for 
programme implementation, and made it difficult for IOM to liaise with government counterparts in 
Sudan. In addition, despite the dialogue and analysis ahead of the selection of Sudan, one stakeholder 
argued that “Sudan really wasn’t ready for the community reintegration element,” noting the extra 
workload, financial and human resources required to implement such an approach, along with the shift 
in mindset. Further, the CASE project approaches to AVRR and community reintegration also coincided 
with the launch of Joint Initiative activities in Sudan from the summer of 2017, which was being 
supported by a larger staff component, along with other dedicated resources and tools. The CASE project 
was described by one stakeholder as a kind of “hybrid” between former IOM AVRR modalities focused 
on individual reintegration, and new modalities focusing more on community reintegration approaches. 
Given this, the simultaneous implementation of CASE and JI activities in Sudan may have also created 
some challenges. This is discussed in more detail under “Coherence”. 
 
Monitoring also represented a challenge for the AVRR component of CASE. While reintegration 
monitoring was meant to be conducted in the mission of return, IOM Egypt staff noted that this 
represented a challenge within the project, for a number of reasons. First, there was not always 
adequate staffing capacity in the mission of return to effectively monitor returns. Second, the sheer 
geography of some countries of origin and the dispersal of returnees within those countries created 
monitoring challenges. Third, while interpretation is an option, language barriers may exist between 
returnees and IOM staff in centralized offices in countries of return. Ongoing mobility, technological 
challenges, or fear of maintaining contact should a returnee’s anticipated business or reintegration 
strategy fail, are also factors that contribute to the challenges of monitoring. For Sudan, there were other 
particularly challenging factors, such as the economic and political unrest in the country at the time of 
project implementation, making monitoring even more difficult. The monitoring of AVRR did not appear 
to align with existing IOM guidance and tools for the monitoring and evaluation of AVRR.43 Limited 
funding for AVRR monitoring represents another challenge, though IOM Egypt notes that it is already 
within their planning to expand AVRR monitoring by increasing monitoring funds, or further assessing 
how best to maximize available resources if additional funds are not available.  
 
The soft-skills entrepreneurial training offered by ASPIRE Training Solutions was another important 
aspect of the AVRR programming, designed to help equip returning migrants with the skills they would 
need to better implement their own reintegration plans in their CoO. In designing and implementing 
such a training session for diverse groups of migrants, some of the key challenges included language 
barriers, different levels of literacy and education amongst the participants, and cultural differences. 
While the course was offered in Arabic and English, some participants spoke only Amharic or Oromo.44 
One of the ASPIRE team noted that the different levels of education and literacy was “very challenging,” 
noting that while some participants were university graduates, others had low levels of literacy. 
 
ASPIRE mitigated these challenges by engaging two trainers to provide support at different levels, by 
engaging IOM interpreters where necessary, and by minimizing theoretical training while focusing 
instead on hands-on, activity-based learning. One member of the ASPIRE team also noted that while she 
could not provide an exact gender breakdown of participants, most participants were men. While unsure 
of the reason, she speculated one consideration could have been that it is not as easy for women to 
participate in such training, especially due to childcare considerations. She also noted that some 
participants had suggested they would have benefited further from the training if they knew more about 
the concrete conditions and business needs in the communities to which they would be returning. 
Another challenge was the lack of monitoring. While a pre- and post-test was conducted during the 
training, there is no way to assess the impact of this training for returnees, once back in their CoO. This 
is discussed further under “Impact.” 

 
43 See, for example, Module 5: “Monitoring and Evaluation for Reintegration Assistance”: 
https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/iom_reintegration_handbook.pdf 
44 Aspire Training Solutions. “Entrepreneurial Leadership Training Program Report.” September 2019. 

https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/iom_reintegration_handbook.pdf
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COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND TRAINING 
 
This section addresses core project activities under SO3: “Capacity building of community volunteers in 
Egypt to perform migrants outreach activities”.  
 
Achievement 
 
The CASE project contributed to a range of outreach, capacity building and community training activities 
implemented by IOM Egypt. The overall project target identified for S03 was that 30 community 
outreach volunteers would be trained. IOM’s reported activities within this SO went far beyond the 
training of 30 community outreach volunteers.45 While not exhaustive, activities included the inception 
of the Migrant Community Council, health training, an art intervention for migrant children, skills-
building for migrants within Egypt, and the hosting of an Iftar and a Women’s Day activity in Alexandria. 
In this respect, it is difficult to comment on effectiveness (as a measure of achievements against planned 
results), given that most of the activities actually undertaken under this SO were not reflected in the log 
frame. 
 
During the implementation of CASE, and with funding from CASE and other projects, IOM initiated a 
Migrant Community Council (MCC) consisting of leaders from within different migrant communities in 
Cairo and Alexandria. The MCC aims to bring together leaders from various migrant communities to 
provide a forum for discussion, exchange of information, and to enhance cooperation and connections 
between IOM and the communities it serves. Quarterly meetings of the MCC continued throughout the 
implementation of CASE, including during a visit by the EU delegation in November 2019. The MCC is 
regularly called upon and institutionalized within IOM Egypt’s activities, though some, including staff and 
MCC members, suggested that further work could be done to strengthen its role. 
 

Project Story 
 
Within one of the IOM’s health training for migrants in Alexandria, supported in part by the CASE project, 
there was a robust discussion of traditional methods of treating open wounds with coffee, a practice 
that is not uncommon within the region, but which can lead to wound infection and adverse outcomes. 
At the training, there was a long discussion, with debate, questions and some resistance from migrants, 
some of whom wondered why IOM was trying to change their culture and challenge the wound 
treatment method that had been handed down to them for generations. Recently, at a different training 
event in Alexandria, IOM Egypt’s Medical Programme Coordinator within the Migration Health Division 
was approached by a Sudanese woman who had some months earlier been part of the migrant training 
and discussion on wound care. She thanked him for what she had learned that day, noting that her son 
had been badly cut on his arm with a knife in the interim, and that using the primary first aid response 
she had learned at that training, she had been able to safely and effectively stop the bleeding and seek 
care for the injury at the emergency room. The Medical Programme Coordinator reflected that this 
training had provided an opportunity for discussion and open debate, to help change a long term belief 
in the pursuit of better health outcomes for migrants. (Recounted to evaluator by IOM staff) 

 
Other outreach activities included the celebration of International Women’s Day in March 2019 in 
Alexandria, along with an awareness-raising event on countertrafficking in persons. The event was also 
supported by Caritas and the Arkan Center, and brought together members of the Sudanese, South 
Sudanese and Yemeni communities to discuss women’s rights and empowerment. This event also 
entailed the distribution of baby boxes for new and expectant mothers, along with sessions on health.  
 

 
45 RDPP - Technical part - narrative_13 February-LN_AM_5 March 
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International Women’s Day event in Alexandria, March 2019. (Credit: IOM Egypt) 

 
IOM, along with Save the Children Egypt, also hosted a community Iftar for 150 migrants in Alexandria 
and the North Coast in May 2019, to “celebrate the cohesion between various migrant communities and 
reinforce their role within the larger host community.”46 The event included presentations on the range 
of assistance services provided by both organizations to migrants in Alexandria and the North Coast, 
including AVRR.47 An Iftar was also hosted in Cairo. IOM press release for the Cairo event notes that the 
event included 15 community leaders from Sudan, South Sudan, Somalia, Guinea, Gambia, Eritrea and 
Yemen, along with their families. The event also included a health awareness session provided by the 
Migrant Health Division.48 In both events, information was shared regarding human trafficking, with a 
focus on how communities can identify, report cases and assist victims.  
 
Drawing on CASE funding, IOM also sponsored “mental wellness sessions” for 200 migrant children, 
delivered by CROWN consultancy agency, mostly between the ages of six and eight, through an art-based 
methodology, over four different sessions in July 2019. 56% were boys and 44% girls. Participating 
children received backpacks with a range of art supplies, along with a booklet entitled “To Be Brave” 
designed by CROWN Consulting, which was designed to teach parents and children how to be safer 
online and offline. CROWN’s report on the training notes that 198 children participated. 
 
Table 4: Migrant children participants, CROWN training49 

NATIONALITY NUMBER OF CHILDREN PERCENTAGE 

Sudanese 111 56.5% 

 
46 RDPP - Technical part - narrative_13 February-LN_AM_5 March 
47 https://egypt.iom.int/en/news/iom-holds-community-Iftar-migrants-alexandria-and-north-coast 
48 https://egypt.iom.int/en/news/iom-organizes-Iftar-health-awareness-and-human-trafficking 
49 Crown Consulting. 2019. “Art Able” project report.  

https://egypt.iom.int/en/news/iom-holds-community-iftar-migrants-alexandria-and-north-coast
https://egypt.iom.int/en/news/iom-organizes-iftar-health-awareness-and-human-trafficking
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South Sudanese 26 13% 

Eritrean 28 14% 

Yemeni 18 9% 

Libyan 3 1.5% 

Ethiopian 12 6% 

Total 198 100% 

 
Under CASE, IOM Egypt also held a two-day capacity building session on health in Alexandria, attended 
by 20 members of the Syrian community who work as health workers. Over the two days, participants 
learned about the medical services offered by IOM, and received sessions on first aid, hygiene, and 
nutrition, among other topics. IOM’s legal service partner also contributed to the training by sharing 
information regarding documentation, requirements for leasing apartments, and other relevant topics. 
The same training was offered in Cairo for 10 people from the Yemeni community and 10 people from 
the Sudanese community.  
 
IOM also reported skills-building/livelihood activities for vulnerable and stranded migrants in Egypt, 
including a three-day training for eight women from various nationalities around hair and cosmetics. This 
training aimed to provide migrants with specific skills that could help facilitate decent work 
opportunities, improve livelihoods and quality of life, and allow for economic self-sufficiency. 
 
Drivers of achievement 
 
One of the drivers of achievement in terms of capacity-building and outreach is the approach taken by 

the project to bring in various units and experts to provide specialized input for migrants, for example, 

cooperation with the Migration Health Division to deliver health-related training, or with IOM’s legal 

partner to help deliver information to migrant communities about documentation. This approach of 

integrating information sharing, including information about IOM’s services, is at the core of IOM’s 

outreach activities. 

 
IOM Egypt’s efforts to build direct and more systematic relationships with various migrant communities 
in different parts of Egypt through the Migrant Community Council has opened new lines of 
communication or enhanced existing ones to better reach stranded and vulnerable migrants in need of 
assistance. 
 
Challenges to achievement 
As noted above, the scope and breadth of activities reported on under SO3 go well beyond the actual 
specific objective of “Capacity building of community volunteers in Egypt to perform migrants outreach 
activities” or the target of 30 community outreach volunteers trained. While the activities that were 
rolled out may indeed have had real value for participants and community members, some of them 
appear to be unaligned with the actual wording of the SO. For example, while not questioning their 
contribution, and while they may certainly be considered outreach activities, it is unclear how the art 
event for children, or the baby shower for pregnant women, or the Iftar event, could be considered 
“capacity-building of community volunteers to perform migrants outreach activities.” In this case, the SO 
itself could perhaps have been broader and clearer, to encompass a wider range of outreach activities, 
with the target adjusted to more accurately reflect actual activities under this SO, within a clear and 
cohesive programme logic. 
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Iftar and awareness-raising event, held in Alexandria, May 2019. (Credit: IOM Egypt) 
 
In terms of the Migrant Community Council, some migrant leaders called for enhanced support from 
IOM, both for their communities and also in relation to their own role as community leaders. Some noted 
that the work they did for their communities was voluntary, and spoke about the challenges of juggling 
their own need to work and support themselves and their family with the demands they faced in working 
on behalf of their communities. As one migrant leader from Sudan noted, “We also face the challenge 
that we are also volunteers. Sometimes we give our time to our people like this. This is the reality of 
community leaders.” Another said, “We’re not asking for many things – just for a little bit of hope. We’re 
the ones going into the community.” Others indicated frustration with the IOM in terms of 
communication channels and migrants’ ability to reach the IOM for services. A further challenge is that 
many MCC leaders are in Egypt as documented refugees, who may have different needs and perspectives 
than other migrants. For IOM, the further development of a Migrant Community Council could represent 
an important ongoing mechanism for enhanced communication and reach, but with challenges such as 
how to ensure inclusive representation of migrant (as opposed to refugee) communities, managing 
community and community leaders’ expectations, how to support migrant leaders and build their 
capacity to support their communities, and how to ensure that migrant leaders and their communities 
are meaningfully benefiting from the MCC mechanism.   
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Finally, as noted earlier, without a project log frame inclusive of specific targets, indicators and outcomes 
for various planned activities, assessing the effectiveness of most of the activities under this SO is not 
feasible as a measure of what was planned against what was delivered. This also limits assessment of 
impact, as will be discussed in the following section.  
 
SUMMARY 
 
A final, cumulative end-of-project log frame and theory of change was not available for this evaluation, 
with the last available log frame being one submitted with the final quarterly report of July to September 
2019. This made it difficult to clearly assess project achievement against targets. Within the available log 
frame as well as in narrative reports, the project did not incorporate a methodology to systematically 
track and capture results or impact from project activities, beyond the tracking of outputs. This has 
important implications for any assessment of impact, and sustainability, as will be discussed under those 
criteria below. In general, this evaluation found that M&E for this project could be strengthened 
considerably, particularly in regard to impact and outcome monitoring and assessment, linked to a 
clearly articulated theory of change and project logic. The project would very likely have benefited from 
the dedicated and regular engagement of M&E expertise throughout the project cycle at the programme 
or mission level. Despite this, it is evident that IOM staff worked hard to implement and monitor project 
activities targeting vulnerable and stranded migrants across three main activity areas, including the 
provision of protection services and localized direct assistance; AVRR services (with a strong focus on 
reintegration support); and community outreach and training. Due to challenges in the social, political 
and economic context in Sudan, some core planned activities under the AVRR pillar were unable to be 
implemented, including a planned labour market assessment and a reintegration approach focused on 
community rather than individual reintegration. Following related budget re-allocations, the project 
reached many more migrants than originally anticipated with localized direct assistance, and also 
reached more migrants than planned with AVRR support. Outreach activities far over-reached the 
original target within project documents, but because specific activities and targets under SO3 were not 
included in project documents (aside from a target of training 30 community outreach volunteers), it is 
difficult to assess effectiveness as a measure of what was planned against what was delivered. 
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IMPACT 
 

Impact is the extent to which the intervention has generated or is expected to generate significant and 
potentially transformative positive or negative, intended or unintended, higher-level effects. Impact 
seeks to identify “social, environmental and economic effects of the intervention that are longer term 
or broader in scope than those already captured under the effectiveness criterion.”50  
 
As highlighted throughout this report, the CASE project did not include clear outcome or impact 
measures and monitoring. Without such data, a discussion of impact is necessarily limited. Within these 
limitations, this section draws on programme documents, interviews, and monitoring reports to address 
the impact and potential impact at the micro (individual), meso (community, groups and organisations) 
and macro-level (policy and institutional). 
 
Micro-level impact 
 
The localized direct assistance component of CASE reached nearly 2,600 vulnerable and stranded 
migrants in Egypt through various forms of tailored assistance, including medical assistance, housing 
support, socio-economic support, legal assistance and education assistance. IOM’s work to expand its 
operations to Alexandria and the North Coast through a roving team, even without having obtained the 
permission to open a sub-office there, has undoubtedly provided more opportunities to reach vulnerable 
or stranded migrants. While there is no project-level data to demonstrate outcome or impact, this kind 
of immediate support that is targeted through eligibility and vulnerability assessments, is highly likely to 
have had positive impacts at the individual and potentially family level. It is also likely that the different 
forms of assistance have different degrees of impact over the short-, medium- and long-term, and that 
the impact of this assistance will vary according to the individual circumstances of the migrant.  
 
To illustrate, for someone who has received life-changing or even life-saving medical assistance, there 
can be little doubt of profound impact at the individual level. IOM staff from the Migration Health 
Division noted that while medical assistance has been funded under other projects as well, at one point 
in time, CASE was the only project running through which direct medical assistance could be offered to 
vulnerable and stranded migrants, making this what he referred to as “a lifesaving intervention.” He 
noted that the CASE project was relied upon as one of the core projects able to provide medical 
assistance at all levels of care (preventative, primary, secondary and tertiary) to vulnerable and stranded 
migrants. 
 
The impact of the provision of NFIs for stranded and vulnerable migrants is also highly likely to have had 
an immediate or short-term impact for individual migrants and potentially their families. Again, these 
impacts also are likely to vary according to the type of NFI distributed. Under CASE, for example, IOM 
was able to distribute baby boxes to 50 vulnerable or stranded new or expectant mothers in Cairo and 
Alexandria. The box itself was designed to serve as a temporary baby bed, with provisions to cover all 
health needs for several months. While the Migration Health Unit had been working on baby boxes 
through other projects as well, IOM staff noted that the CASE project represented one of the first 
opportunities to implement the delivery of these boxes. Such an intervention may have long-term 
impacts on both neonatal and maternal health outcomes. NFIs such as hygiene parcels, or blankets, also 
undoubtedly have an obvious immediate impact. The impacts of other forms of NFI distribution, such as 
the art kits distributed to 200 migrant children, while they may be real and important, are less clear. 
 
The CASE project’s AVRR component, by its very nature, has also undoubtedly had significant impacts 
on the lives of returnees and their families. Some of the monitoring work done by IOM Egypt through a 
survey with returnees (62 case files) in indicates that 76% of those surveyed considered the assistance 

 
50 https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
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they had received from IOM to be either helpful or very helpful (see figure 4), even though many 
considered the amount to be insufficient to set up a business. Approximately 47% indicated that their 
business was operational and that they were now earning a living from it, while 11% reported that they 
were also employing between 1-3 other people. Of the surveyed cases, 57% indicated that they used 
the income generated from their business to support their family members. In terms of future plans, 
most respondents reported that they planned to expand their existing business (49%), open a new 
business (16%), or find employment (16%), while only 4% indicated they planned to move abroad.51 
The below graph shows the percentage of 62 surveyed cases in response to the question, “Do you 
consider the assistance provided is to be helpful?” 
 

 
Figure 4: Data from IOM Egypt’s AVRR monitoring survey report.  

 

Mrs. Mariame’s Story 
 
In 2016, Mrs. Mariame (not her real name) decided to leave Guinea to accompany her husband, who 
had decided to travel to Egypt for educational purposes. Since they did not have the means, they decided 
to leave their two children behind with her family members. Some time after arriving in Egypt, Mrs. 
Mariame’s husband abandoned her, leaving her alone and unsure of what to do. While she tried to locate 
her husband, she was unsuccessful. Mrs. Mariame had entered Egypt legally, but was not able to find 
work due to her lack of Arabic language skills. She believed her best option would be to return to Guinea. 
 
Mrs. Mariame approached IOM to request assistance with voluntary return to her home country, so she 
could be reunited with her children there. She was interviewed by IOM in 2019, and was found eligible 
for assistance. IOM advised her on the process, what was needed from her side, and what documents 
she needed to prepare. Before her travel, she received counselling on what to expect when she returned 
to Guinea, how IOM could assist with her reintegration, and how to contact IOM Conakry. In June 2019, 
she was ready to travel. A ticket was booked for her and Mrs. Mariame returned to Guinea. Less than 
one month later, in July 2019, Mrs. Mariame approached the IOM mission in Conakry, and provided the 
necessary documents to approve her reintegration plan. She had decided that the best way to use 
reintegration support from IOM was to start a small business. To this end, IOM helped her purchase 
items such as rice, sugar and vegetable oil, to assist her with starting up a small grocery store. 

 
51 RDPP NA Phase 2 Monitoring of Reintegration: Annex II. Monitoring Report Stats_RDPP NA Phase 2 Egypt_final 
draft_rev IOMIT 
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Mrs. Mariame was contacted again by IOM in November 2019 to monitor her situation and assess 
whether the assistance had enabled her to rebuild her life. Mrs. Mariame was positive about her 
experience, and satisfied with the assistance provided, which she considered to be helpful. She indicated 
that she had used additional family savings to purchase more items for the store. At the time of the 
monitoring, the business was operational and earning income for her and her two children. However, 
she noted that their income continued to be low, and their housing arrangements remained insufficient. 
At the time of monitoring, Mrs. Mariame’s goal was the further expansion of her business. (Shared with 
the evaluator by IOM staff) 

 
The entrepreneurial and skills training offered by IOM Egypt through CASE may also have had some 
impact at the micro-level, but there is little evidence to demonstrate what that impact has been. For 
example, while pre- and post-tests show some changes in knowledge following the entrepreneurial skills 
workshops hosted by ASPIRE, there is no project data to track whether or not that knowledge was 
applied in practice, or whether the skills gained translated into their own reintegration experience. This 
is similar with the hair and make-up training provided to eight migrant women in Cairo, though one of 
the participants interviewed for this evaluation expressed her appreciation with the three-day training 
she received, noting that “The instructors listened, and they were ready for questions. The training was 
really a help.” An ASPIRE facilitator for the entrepreneurial training noted that from her perspective, 
“people were very grateful for getting involved in the training, and we were emotionally affected too. 
We need to invest in such a category of people. There are challenges, but we can invest in them more 
and give them opportunities. I feel blessed to be a part of it.”  
 

Ms. Amina’s Story 
 
One Senegalese returnee interviewed for this work had been back in Senegal for ten months at the time 
of the interview, after spending four and a half years in Egypt. Amina (not her real name) learned about 
AVRR from others she knew who had already received AVRR assistance. For awhile, in Egypt, Amina had 
been working in domestic service, but not speaking English or Arabic presented significant challenges for 
her, and for some time, she had no work. Amina was alone in Egypt, and decided to return to Senegal, 
where she has used her reintegration assistance to open a small grocery shop. “It is working little by 
little,” she noted. While it does not generate a lot of income, Amina shared that she does not owe 
anybody money. At first, in her community, she had to address expectations from some community 
members that because she had been working in Egypt, she should have come home with significant 
savings, which was not in fact the case. With time, she said, she has been able to reintegrate well, and 
has no plans to leave Senegal anytime soon. Her focus instead is to invest in the store and grow her 
business. Amina noted that she would have appreciated shorter waiting times to access IOM in Cairo, 
and that she would also appreciate more follow up and support now that she is back in Senegal. 
However, she was thankful for the assistance, noting that without it, she would not have been able to 
start her business, and may have had to stay in Egypt without a job or try to find more work as a domestic 
worker. “The assistance helped me a lot,” she said. (shared with the evaluator by Amina) 
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Credit: IOM Egypt. Skills-training event, Cairo, 2019. 
 
Meso-level impact 
 
Some of the activities implemented under CASE are also likely to have had an impact at the meso-level. 
As noted under “Effectiveness”, the intended community reintegration activities for migrants returning 
to Sudan were not able to be implemented during the project. Nonetheless, work undertaken through 
the hosting of the job fair in Khartoum, connecting returnees with the private sector, represent an 
approach to AVRR going beyond individual reintegration, particularly since the linkages between IOM 
Sudan and these private sector actors have continued.  
 
The community level awareness-raising and training events (supported in part by CASE) may also have 
had some impact at the meso-level, through building awareness of the types of assistance that IOM can 
offer, and sharing relevant information (for example, related to counter-trafficking in persons, and 
health). One IOM staff member shared that during one of their visits to Alexandria, through meetings 
with partners and communities, they identified a need for sharing basic medical knowledge, including 
emergency and first aid response, especially because unsafe living conditions were contributing to high 
levels of accidents, such as burns. Migrant community leaders were trained first, followed by the wider 
communities, as well as health care providers who may lack training in the specific medical needs of 
migrants.  
 
There is also some indication that IOM’s engagement with and training of MCC leaders (partially funded 
under CASE) has had an impact on leaders’ knowledge and ability to assist individuals within their own 
communities. One female Somali migrant community leader noted that they “have benefited” from the 
training received from IOM in terms of collaboration and networking. “We have been informed very 
well,” she noted. “We have come to know how to approach IOM, and what IOM can do for migrants.” 
Another female Yemeni migrant community leader noted that she had received training about child 
protection, child law, irregular migration, trafficking and the services that IOM can offer. “I have 
benefited a lot from these trainings,” she said, “and pass this knowledge to my community.” She 
expressed particular appreciation for the legal assistance and health assistance that IOM could offer to 
migrants. 
 
Macro-level impact 
 
While much of the work conducted under CASE is likely to have more impact at individual and community 
levels, some potential contributions to macro level impact can be identified. For example, following 
several months of challenges with the Sudanese authorities, in March IOM organized a mission inviting 
delegates from the Secretariat of Sudanese Working Abroad to Cairo to toward towards improved 
working arrangements. IOM Egypt reports that the meetings facilitated by IOM between IOM, the SSWA 
and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Egypt helped strengthen relationships between both governments, 
to work towards improved processing of Sudanese nationals wishing to leave Egypt, and to work towards 
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the smoother provisioning of fair and comprehensive packages to applicants.52 During this mission, IOM 
Egypt reports that together with SSWA, they were able to decide on a comprehensive approach that also 
aligns with other existing return programmes, such as the EU-IOM Joint Initiative.53 
 
During the implementation of CASE, IOM was not able to secure permission from the GoE to open sub-
offices in Cairo and Alexandria. However, the project helped contribute to laying the groundwork for the 
expansion of services. One IOM staff member noted that despite the lack of permission to open a sub-
office in Alexandria, CASE, with funding from other projects as well, has allowed for the development of 
the roving team which is operating in Alexandria and the North Coast. Through its work, the roving team 
is helping to build evidence that such services are in demand there, and in turn, to help strengthen IOM’s 
advocacy towards the opening of a sub-office. One stakeholder argued that one of the impacts of this 
project was that it successfully called attention to vulnerable and stranded migrants, as opposed to 
asylum seekers and refugees, as “a caseload though could be legitimated for attention and for funding.” 
 
Finally, it must also be noted that CASE contributed to the programmatic work of the Migrant Protection 
and Assistance Unit, which works alongside other units at IOM Egypt to strengthen the capacity of the 
GoE towards improved migration management and governance, and supports regional and international 
initiatives. Engagements with government, with an eye to macro-level impact, are ongoing and 
underscore the work of IOM.  
 

SUMMARY 
 
Within its design, the CASE project did not include a clearly articulated theory of change, and did not 
define an approach to outcome or impact measures and monitoring. However, this evaluation suggests 
that the project has had some discernable or probable positive impacts for vulnerable and stranded 
migrants in Egypt. Due to the nature of the programming, with its strong focus on localized direct 
assistance and AVRR, many of these impacts have been at the micro, or individual level, though certainly 
both direct assistance and AVRR support can have positive impacts beyond the individual, particularly at 
the family level. One IOM staff referred to the project as a “life-saving intervention,” noting that at one 
point, the CASE project was the only project with funding available to support direct medical assistance 
for stranded and vulnerable migrants. While monitoring of AVRR was not undertaken to the extent that 
was originally planned, there is some evidence from IOM’s monitoring survey that the AVRR component 
of CASE has effectively assisted some migrants to open businesses, provide for themselves and their 
families, and even in some cases, to employ others. However, assessing the true impact of AVRR would 
require a much more in-depth, resource-intensive and focused investigation beyond the scope of this 
evaluation. At the meso-level, the work of CASE towards building community linkages through 
community level training, the Migrant Community Council, and the training of migrant community 
leaders appear to be having some impact as a mechanism for sharing information and linking vulnerable 
and stranded migrants to available assistance. At the macro-level, with CASE funding, IOM was able to 
help advance working arrangements between IOM Egypt, the Government of Egypt and the Government 
of Sudan towards improvements in the processing and reintegration of Sudanese returnees. Despite not 
receiving permission to open a sub-office in Cairo and Alexandria, the project also allowed for the 
establishment of a roving team, providing enhanced evidence of the need and importance of such 
services in Alexandria and the North Coast.  
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EU ADDED VALUE 

EU added value looks for changes which it can reasonably be argued are due to the EU intervention, over 
and above what could reasonably have been expected from national actions by the Member States. This 
evaluation identified a number of specific examples of EU added value within the CASE project. 
 
Overall, the CASE project provided an opportunity for IOM Egypt and the EU to develop and enhance 
their cooperation, and to work together to advance mutual migration and human-rights interests. The 
EU’s political importance and influence make it a particularly important partner for IOM Egypt. As one 
IOM stakeholder noted, “We really value the support and contribution of the European Union, as one of 
the major actors when it comes to migration management in this region.”  
 
CASE was one Work Package within the much larger European Commission-funded project of the RDPP 
NA Phase 2. IOM stakeholders noted that being part of this larger project (which would likely not be 
possible at the level of national actions by individual Member States) afforded opportunities for IOM 
Egypt to engage with other service providers implementing different Work Packages under RDPP NA. 
Stakeholders spoke about the value of shared learning opportunities and enhanced dialogue with other 
service providers under RDPP NA. As part of the larger RDPP NA project, CASE also benefited from the 
support that was offered at the level of the Management Support Unit in Rome, which one stakeholder 
described as “very helpful.” IOM Egypt staff noted that through this EU-funded project, their own 
capacity had been enhanced around reporting and donor relations. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
EU added value could be demonstrated within the CASE project in several key ways. First, the partnership 
and collaboration between IOM Egypt and the EU is of particular importance, given the political 
importance and influence of the EU, and the shared migration and human rights interests between IOM 
Egypt and the EU. Being part of the larger RDPP NA project also afforded valuable opportunities to 
benefit from the experience and support of the Management Support Unit in Rome, and to share 
learning and enhance dialogue with other RDPP NA service providers. IOM Egypt reported that through 
this EU-funded project, its own capacity had also been enhanced regarding reporting and donor 
relations. 
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Credit: ASPIRE Training Solutions. Migrants at an entrepreneurial training, Cairo, 2019. 

SUSTAINABILITY 

Sustainability is understood as the extent to which the net benefits of the intervention continue, or are 
likely to continue. The various project components (localized direct assistance [SO1], AVRR [S02 and 
SO4], and community outreach and training [SO3]) each have different sustainability considerations, as 
presented below. However, as discussed below, a lack of outcome and impact measures and monitoring 
poses limitations for a robust assessment of sustainability. 
 
LOCALIZED DIRECT ASSISTANCE 
 
IOM Egypt’s localized direct assistance is, by its nature, tailored assistance designed to meet what are 
often the urgent or pressing needs of vulnerable and stranded migrants in Egypt. This assistance can 
include, for example, socio-economic support, the facilitation of medical services, assistance with 
education expenses, or legal assistance. Direct assistance aims to address the immediate needs of 
migrants who may otherwise not be able to seek or find assistance elsewhere. Some of this assistance 
may have very profound and sustainable outcomes for individual migrants (for example, assistance with 
urgent medical needs, or assistance in obtaining legal documents), while other forms of assistance may 
provide temporary, though still much-needed, relief or aid (such as short-term assistance with housing).  
 
Two key challenges of assessing the sustainability of direct assistance delivered under CASE are the 
challenges related to the monitoring of outcomes and impact, and the range of services offered. 
Nonetheless, it is clear that direct assistance has multiple and important immediate impacts for 
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vulnerable and stranded migrants in Egypt, and sustainability considerations are quite different than for 
other project activities. As one stakeholder noted, learnings from other programs suggests that direct 
assistance provides an important opportunity to interact with beneficiaries, and help IOM build its own 
real-time understanding of the issues facing migrant communities. It also provides a strong basis for 
partnership-building and mobilizing networks (e.g. through referral networks) which can help build 
towards macro-level changes, such as policy change, government cooperation and progress towards the 
GCM and the SDGs. The long-term sustainability of the programme is now being considered by IOM 
Egypt, in terms of engaging national counterparts (potentially through public and private partnerships) 
in the provision of assistance services, to share ownership and accountability and then gradually hand 
over responsibilities.  
 
Some staff commented on the short-term limitations of the funds and services available through direct 
assistance, noting that in some cases, while the funds might assist in the short- or even medium-term, 
when the funding limitations are met, migrants may then be faced with the same challenges as they had 
before receiving assistance (for example, in terms of housing, or paying school fees). To mitigate these 
challenges, IOM case workers follow up with migrants who have received assistance, once the period of 
assistance has come to an end. 
 
The provision of localized direct assistance continues at IOM Egypt beyond the CASE project, and the 
pressing needs and vulnerability within migrant communities in Egypt, as expressed through migrant 
community leaders, have only intensified since the end of CASE, with the onset of the global Covid-19 
pandemic. As IOM Egypt continues to build relationships with migrant communities and expand its 
services geographically within the country, it is likely that the demand for direct assistance will only 
continue to grow. How and in what form to continue direct assistance provision remains an important 
strategic question for IOM Egypt. 
 
ASSISTED VOLUNTARY RETURN AND REPATRIATION 
 
Internationally, in its AVRR programming, working towards sustainable reintegration remains a central 
feature of IOM’s work. IOM Egypt placed a strong focus on sustainability in the design of the AVRR 
component of the CASE project. The project design, for example, emphasized entrepreneurial skills 
development for returning migrants, and intended to implement a community reintegration approach 
for migrants returning to Sudan. However, as noted in “Effectiveness,” despite project design, the 
community reintegration approach to the AVRR component of the CASE project met with some 
significant challenges in terms of implementation, in large part due to social, political and economic 
instability in Sudan during the project period. Monitoring of voluntarily returned migrants also did not 
take place to the extent that had been planned. While the project team worked hard to adjust 
approaches and opportunities to support returnees in Sudan (for example, through the hosting by IOM 
Sudan of a job and career fair), planned community reintegration approaches were not able to be 
implemented as envisioned. 
 
As with other project activities, a challenge to assessing the sustainability of this component is the lack 
of medium to long-term monitoring. One IOM staff member noted that especially for short projects, 
monitoring AVRR, even in the short-term, can be particularly challenging. For example, project resources 
earmarked for the monitoring of returnees last only until the project’s end, making it difficult to monitor 
sustainability over time. This is especially difficult for migrants who receive AVRR assistance towards the 
end of a project, as there may be insufficient time to effectively monitor and assess sustainability. 
Further, monitoring of AVRR can be difficult, time and resource-intensive, and sometimes impossible, as 
people move, change contact details, or do not wish to be contacted further. Robust assessments of 
sustainable reintegration also need to go beyond economic aspects to incorporate social and 
psychosocial dimensions of return. 
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Despite some of the monitoring challenges, the monitoring survey work that was conducted by IOM 
Egypt for the AVRR component of CASE suggests mixed experiences of migrants who have received AVRR 
services, which may impact long-term sustainability. For example, of the 62 surveyed cases, 61% 
reported that the reintegration assistance amount was “insufficient to set up their businesses and they 
had to rely on other sources.”54 At the time of monitoring, approximately 47% of the surveyed cases 
reported that their business was operational, and they were earning an income from it, while 23% 
indicated their businesses were operational, but with no income generated yet. A further 11% was still 
planning and setting up the business, while an additional 6% had had to close their business.55 IOM 
Egypt also undertook monitoring missions to Nigeria and Ethiopia during the course of the CASE project 
for site visits with AVRR returnees. The complicated travel, expense and time involved in such missions 
meant that in the case of Nigeria, eight returnees were visited over a nine-day mission. The mission 
visited returnees who were supported under CASE, CARE and PROTECT, with only one of the eight having 
been supported with CASE funding. Without medium or long-term monitoring, a more detailed 
assessment of sustainability of these returns is not possible. It is also difficult, within the scope of this 
evaluation, to comment on the sustainability of returns for migrants who use their reintegration 
assistance for purposes such as medical expenses or housing support.  
 
The available project data also does not allow for an assessment of the extent to which the 
entrepreneurial training offered through ASPIRE Training Solutions represented a sustainable 
intervention. Pre- and post-tests from the training generally show various degrees of increases in 
training-related knowledge, but it is unclear whether or how knowledge or skills gained by participants 
translated into their own reintegration experiences and choices, or contributed to the sustainability of 
their reintegration. However, the challenges and expense of conducting monitoring activities, 
particularly over the longer term for AVRR returnees, must be noted. 
 
Nonetheless, the evaluation findings suggest that the relationships fostered and developed through this 
project component (for example, with receiving missions, private sector actors in Sudan, and 
government actors) will be likely to feed into future AVRR programming, and that some of the lessons 
learned from the CASE project around AVRR (such as the utilization of different procurement modalities 
for reintegration assistance in Sudan) can be taken forward and applied in future work, where relevant. 
Further, the relationships that IOM has continued to develop through CASE with other UN agencies, 
NGOs and migrant community leaders has helped to build referral networks, through which stranded or 
vulnerable migrants can be referred to IOM for AVRR support in the future. 
 
COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND TRAINING  
 
As noted above in “Effectiveness”, most activities undertaken and reported on within SO3 were not 
defined in the available log frame for CASE. Again, the lack of outcome and impact indicators makes it 
difficult to assess the sustainability of the CASE project’s community outreach and training activities. To 
illustrate, while the project provided skills training for eight migrant women in hair and cosmetics, 
without evidence to show whether or not this training led to actual changes in the lives of these 
individuals, little comment can be made on whether such training represents a sustainable intervention. 
Similarly, it is not possible from project documents to assess the sustainability dimension of the art 
interventions for migrant children. Without monitoring data, it is also not possible to comment on the 
sustainability of health training for community health workers from the Syrian, Yemeni and Sudanese 
communities, or outreach events such as the Iftar event, or Women’s Day activity in Alexandria. IOM 
Egypt is fully aware of this challenge and is working to enhance its monitoring of impact in relation to its 
outreach activities. 
 

 
54 RDPP NA Phase 2 Monitoring of Reintegration: Annex II. Monitoring Report Stats_RDPP NA Phase 2 Egypt_final 
draft_rev IOMIT 
55 As above 
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There is some evidence to suggest that the work being done to develop and refine IOM’s engagement 
with a Migrant Community Council has potential to make a sustainable contribution to the work of IOM 
moving forward, in terms of their ongoing efforts to reach vulnerable and stranded migrant populations 
in Egypt. In this evaluation, migrant community leaders and IOM staff noted the potential of this forum 
for enhancing linkages between IOM Egypt and the migrant communities it serves. However, it is too 
early to assess the sustainability of the Council, and the evaluation suggests that further work is required 
by IOM Egypt to help work towards the sustainability of this mechanism. 
 

SUMMARY 
 
The diverse project components, largely falling under the three themes of localized direct assistance, 
AVRR and community outreach and training, all have significantly different sustainability considerations. 
However, the lack of outcome and impact measures and monitoring poses limitations on the assessment 
of sustainability for this evaluation. The direct assistance programming under CASE undoubtedly assisted 
stranded and vulnerable migrants to meet immediate and direct needs that might otherwise have gone 
unmet, but some staff raised concerns regarding the limited finances and limited time period of the 
assistance, questioning its sustainability over the medium- or long-term. It should be noted that direct 
assistance, by its nature, is designed to assist vulnerable and stranded migrants with immediate and 
urgent needs, and as the programme moves forward in the time of Covid-19, the need for such assistance 
in Egypt is likely to grow quickly. How and in what form to continue, expand or adapt direct assistance 
provision remains an important strategic question for IOM Egypt.  
 
In terms of the AVRR programming under CASE, while sustainability considerations were woven into the 
project design through a strong community reintegration focus and robust monitoring plans for 
returnees to Sudan, these components were not able to be implemented, largely due to the tumultuous 
political, economic and social context in Sudan at the time of the project. Further, as staff noted, the 
sustainability of returns depends not only on IOM, but also the decisions, circumstances and choices of 
the returned individuals. Thus, there is little evidence to support a discussion of sustainability, 
particularly in the medium to long-term, for migrants returned to their CoO under CASE. Nonetheless, 
there is evidence that IOM Egypt, through institutional AVRR policies, procedures and experience over 
many years, continues to work towards sustainable reintegration as a core feature of AVRR. Finally, 
project activities related to community outreach and training (such as the hair and cosmetic training, 
health training, the Women’s Day activities and the Iftar event in Alexandria) were not included as 
specifically planned activities in the available log frame under SO3. That is, while these activities may 
certainly qualify as outreach or capacity building activities, the specific events or activities were not 
articulated in the project design and monitoring framework. Although they were reported upon in 
project documents, no monitoring data beyond the output level was gathered, for example, in terms of 
outcomes or impact, necessarily limiting any assessment of sustainability. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

Through the CASE project, IOM Egypt was able to deliver much-needed assistance and support to 
vulnerable and stranded migrants along migration routes in Egypt. Managed by the Migrant Protection 
and Assistance unit, the project implemented activities within three broad intervention areas, including 
the provision of localized direct assistance, assisted voluntary return and reintegration assistance and 
support, and community outreach and training. Under CASE, amongst other achievements, IOM Egypt 
was able to reach nearly 2,600 vulnerable migrants with the provision of tailored direct assistance, to 
assist in the voluntary return of 447 migrants to the country of origin, and to help 384 of those migrants 
to complete their reintegration assistance. The project also conducted various outreach and training 
events in Cairo, Alexandria and the North Coast. The AVRR component of the CASE project design 
included a focus on a community reintegration approach for AVRR migrants returning to Sudan. This 
approach represented a shift away from previous AVRR modalities, which focused more on individual 
reintegration assistance and support. 
 
The project was not without its challenges. One of the core challenges it faced was the political and 
economic unrest in Sudan, which made the implementation of the planned community reintegration 
approach impossible, including activities such as the planned labour market assessment in Sudan and in-
depth monitoring of AVRR returnees in Sudan. In some cases, the unrest also complicated the ability of 
the IOM teams to provide timely reintegration assistance to returned migrants. The AVRR modality was 
also somewhat different to the approach being implemented in Sudan (and some other receiving 
countries) under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, creating some coherency challenges. In terms of its planned 
activities, IOM Egypt was also unable to secure permission from the Government of Egypt during the 
course of the project to open the proposed IOM sub-offices in Cairo and Alexandria, as originally 
proposed. CASE was implemented at the same time as two other similar (and sometimes overlapping) 
projects (CARE and PROTECT), which afforded both challenges and opportunities to the project.  
 
However, IOM demonstrated flexibility and adaptability in its response to challenges, though some of 
the external factors were beyond its control. In particular, IOM’s introduction of a roving team to better 
meet the needs of migrants in Alexandria and the North Coast has meant that despite the lack of 
permission for a sub-office to date, IOM Egypt has nonetheless been able to expand the reach of its 
services in the region. With the support of the donor, project funding was reallocated to further support 
the direct assistance and AVRR needs of vulnerable and stranded migrants, contributing to the project’s 
achievements far beyond its original targets for both direct assistance provision and AVRR assistance. 
 
The CASE project integrated gender considerations into its programming, for example, in including key 
relevant gender considerations within eligibility and vulnerability assessments for direct assistance, as 
outlined in the SOPs. These include, for example, high prioritization of victims of trafficking, SGBV 
survivors, single parents, and women at risk. The project also included an outreach event for expectant 
and new mothers, in collaboration with the Migration Health Division, including the distribution of baby 
boxes and supplies. 
 
Finally, the evaluation found that the project’s approach to monitoring and evaluation could have been 
stronger and more systematic. IOM Egypt’s formal approach to M&E is explicitly results-based. However, 
within the last available log frame as well as in narrative reports, CASE did not incorporate a methodology 
to track and capture results or impact from project activities, beyond the tracking of outputs. It does not 
appear that a robust log frame was developed at the proposal or inception phase that included 
information key to a results-based management approach, including outcome or impact indicators (as 
well as data sources and collection methods), including at the level of the overall objective. While log 
frame updates were included in quarterly reports, no cumulative end-of-project log frame was available 
for this evaluation. This has important, limiting implications for the assessment of effectiveness, impact, 
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and sustainability. Despite strong staff monitoring efforts, the project would likely have benefited from 
dedicated M&E staff at the programme or mission level to offer support in this regard. 
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LESSONS LEARNED 
 

1. The flexibility and adaptability of a dedicated project team and the donor was an important 
factor of achievement in this project. For example, when permission from the GoE to open sub-
offices in Cairo and in Alexandria was not forthcoming, the project responded with the 
establishment of a roving team to more effectively reach vulnerable and stranded migrants in 
Alexandria and the North Coast. 
 

2. IOM Egypt appreciated and was able to benefit from the support of the Management Support 
Unit, as part of the larger RDPP project. IOM benefited, for example, from support with 
reporting, and the facilitation of opportunities for networking and learning with other 
implementing partners. 

 
3. The project would have benefited from more robust monitoring and evaluation, and the clear 

incorporation of a systematic, results-based M&E approach that moved beyond the tracking of 
outputs to better capture results or outcomes of project activities.  
 

4. The engagement of dedicated M&E staff at the programme or mission level could have provided 
valuable input into the monitoring and evaluation tools and approaches used throughout the 
project (including, for example, in the log frame design, pre- and post-test design, and AVRR 
monitoring). 
 

5. Eligibility and vulnerability assessments for localized direct assistance, as outlined in the SOPs, 
have effectively integrated gender and equity considerations into the delivery of direct 
assistance. This approach helps the team reach the most vulnerable amongst those who 
approach IOM for assistance. 

 
6. The simultaneous implementation of the similar and sometimes overlapping projects of CASE, 

CARE and PROTECT created both opportunities and challenges for CASE. In some cases being 
able to draw funding from all three projects helped strengthen activities and outputs. However, 
it also created some challenges for spending, M&E, reporting and attribution.  
 

7. The CASE project’s intended community reintegration approach in Sudan represented a shift 
from the previous focus on individual reintegration. However, it was also somewhat different 
than the approach being undertaken in Sudan under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, creating some 
challenges for coherence. However, due to political, social and economic unrest in Sudan, the 
intended community reintegration activities in Sudan could not be implemented as planned. 
Nonetheless, lessons learned from these challenges have helped informed the mission’s 
approaches to AVRR moving forward. 
 

8. Migrant Community Council members are appreciative of the Migrant Community Council 
platform. Some are also asking for more regular communication, and more support in terms of 
capacity-building and resources to assist community leaders in their work, as well as more 
livelihoods support for migrants. Migrant community leaders and IOM staff noted the challenges 
migrants can face in accessing IOM’s services, including not being able to reach IOM on the 
hotline, or in-person at the offices. 
 

9. The high demand for localized direct assistance highlights the ongoing multifaceted vulnerability 
of many migrants in Egypt. At the time of this evaluation, in the face of the Covid-19 pandemic, 
the ongoing need for immediate assistance has intensified.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The evaluation findings, including identified strengths and challenges, form the basis of the 
Recommendations. These Recommendations reflect the main areas that require attention, and issues 
that are currently being addressed are not included in this list. They apply across the planning, 
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation levels. 
 

1. 
M&E APPROACH – Ensure alignment with IOM’s results-based M&E approach, with clear 
measures and a clear methodology to track and capture results or impact from project 
activities beyond the tracking of outputs. 

2. 

LOGICAL FRAMEWORK - Develop a robust project log frame that includes information key 
to a results-based management approach, including outcome or impact indicators, and 
data sources and collection methods, including at the level of the overall objective. The 
log frame should be a living document that is well-understood, utilised and regularly 
updated to reflect any changes in the project. 

3. 
ATTRIBUTION - Strengthen M&E plans and systems to develop indicators that are better 
able to track attribution, particularly where similar projects may be funding similar 
activities. 

 4. 
DEDICATED M&E SUPPORT - Consider including a budget line within project proposals for 
dedicated M&E support at the programme or mission level. 

 5. 

M&E TOOLS – Strengthen M&E tools (such as pre- and post-tests or surveys) and 
approaches that are used throughout the project. Ensure that all M&E tools are aligned 
with IOM guidance and tools (e.g. existing IOM AVRR monitoring tools and guidance). Use 
tools such as ongoing narrative reports, Stories of Change and Lessons Learned, more 
regularly and systematically to help monitor and capture project impact across activities 

 6. 

EVALUATION SYNTHESIS -- Consider undertaking an evaluation synthesis following the 
completion of CASE, CARE and PROTECT to amalgamate learnings and recommendations 
from across these three similar and often overlapping projects, at a programme level. If 
not possible, consider an evaluation exercise of the entire thematic portfolio or 
programme supported by two or more projects, to identify potential improvements and 
maximize effectiveness beyond the individual project level. 

 7. 

DEMAND -- As IOM continues its outreach efforts and engagement with migrant 
communities (through, for example, the Migrant Community Council) careful attention 
should be paid to ensuring that there is the capacity within IOM to meet the demand for 
direct assistance that is generated. 

  8. 

VALUE FOR MONEY - Consider integrating the collation of Value for Money (VfM) data 
into routine monitoring and reporting practices. For example, throughout project 
implementation, IOM could regularly document concrete examples of how the project 
can demonstrate that it is maximizing the impact of the funding it receives.  

  9. 
STAFFING – Consider expanding the hours of the direct assistance hotline and increasing 
intake staffing levels to better meet demand. 

 10. 
MIGRANT COMMUNITY COUNCIL – Consider strategies for further strengthening the role 
of the Migrant Community Council, including more frequent meetings, capacity-building 
support for migrant leaders, and improved communication linkages.   

 11. 
ENTREPRENEURIAL TRAINING – Where possible, consider offering different approaches 
to soft-skills or entrepreneurial training for migrants with different levels of literacy and 
education. Monitor the potential impact of this training beyond a pre- and post-test. 
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  12. 
GENDER INCLUSION – Ensure that men and women are equally able to participate in 
entrepreneurial and soft skills training, noting that women may face particular barriers 
to participation, including child care. 

  13. 
SUSTAINABILITY PLAN - Ensure that a Sustainability Plan is integrated into the proposal 
and concept documents and is tracked throughout the M&E cycle. 

14. 
INDICATORS - Ensure that sustainability indicators are included in the log frame and 
monitored throughout the program. If not included in donor templates, these can be 
monitored separately. 

15. 

GOVERNMENT ENGAGEMENT – For future projects, consider the explicit inclusion of 
project level activities specifically designed to build government capacity and create an 
enabling environment for the achievement of project goals and the sustainability of 
project impacts. These could feed into broader government engagement and capacity 
building strategies at the programme or mission level. 
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Annex 1: Terms of Reference 
 
Below is the most recent version of the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the CASE project evaluation, as 
provided to the evaluator on June 9, 2020. 

 

Terms of Reference 

Evaluation of the project “CONSOLIDATE DIRECT 

ASSISTANCE SERVICES TO VULNERABLE MIGRANTS 

ALONG MIGRATORY ROUTES IN EGYPT (CASE)” 

Final External Evaluation 
 

Commissioned by IOM Egypt Country Office, Migrant Protection Assistance Unit, Migrant Protection and 

Services Team. 

  

Evaluation context 

 

In line with the Regional Development and Protection Programme (RDPP) concept, with what has already 

implemented under the RDPP North Africa (NA) 2015, with the Asylum, Migration, and Integration Fund Annual 

Work Programme (AMIF AWP) 2016 as well as with the priorities agreed by the RDPP Steering Committee and 

based on the assessments made by the applicant and co-applicants, IOM action responded to the protection needs of 

irregular migrants. This action aimed to strengthen and develop Egypt’s institutional capacity to provide adequate 

reception and international protection and manage mixed migration flows. For this purpose, IOM identified 

vulnerable and stranded migrants wanting to return to their countries of origin (including, but not limited to, Sudan, 

Ethiopia, Nigeria) to benefit from Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration (AVRR) services with in-kind 

reintegration assistance being provided and monitored. In Sudan, IOM also conducted an assessment to develop 

context-specific pilot interventions in order to sustainably reintegrate returnees and at the same time stabilize local 

communities. IOM enhanced the assistance of marginalised migrants in Alexandria, increased access to Child 

Protection and Education services and improving social cohesion levels.  

 

From 1 December 2017 to 30 November 2019, the Ministry of Interior – Department for Civil Liberties and 

Immigration of Italy contributed to these objectives through the assistance of more than 2000 migrants through the 

project “Consolidate Direct Assistance Services to Vulnerable Migrants Along Migratory Along Migratory 

Routes in Egypt (CASE)” IOM contributed to the protection of migrants through improved access to services and 

livelihood opportunities while in transit and in countries of return. These aims were achieved through addressing the 

needs of vulnerable migrants in Egypt, including factors which may impact reintegration for those migrants planning 

to return, such as skills, individual and family financial situations and the returnees’ emotional and psychological 

wellbeing. Skills-based trainings were designed to respond to market needs assessment recommendations formulated 

in order to incorporate community-level sustainability in reintegration projects in Country of origin.  

 

Evaluation purpose 

 

The overall objective of the evaluation is to evaluate the project’s overall design, management and implementation 

and to assess if the project has achieved the intended results by analysing project objectives, results and activities, 

with considerations to the overall objective of the project. 

The evaluation is being conducted for use by the donor in order to assess the efficiency in addressing the project 

objective and to measuring how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time) were converted into results 

throughout the project life cycle. The evaluation will be also for use by management in IOM to improve the 

performance of other ongoing projects and best use of project resources based on the findings of the evaluation.  

  

The impact of the project will be assessed through the analysis of the implemented activities. 

Evaluation scope 

 

The evaluation will cover the whole project implementation period from 1 December 2017 to 30 November 2019. 

The evaluation is expected to cover all project components including:  

- Humanitarian assistance provided to migrants in Egypt; 
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- Assisted Voluntary return provided to migrants who voluntarily desired to return to their country of 

origin; 

- Individual and community reintegration in Sudan; 

- Outreach activities and community cohesion events in Egypt. 

 

The evaluator is expected to conduct the evaluation in Cairo, Egypt.  Additional information is required from 

other missions, travel arrangement will be arranged by the evaluator.  

 

Evaluation criteria 

 

Project’s performance will be evaluated according to the OECD/DAC evaluation quality standards based on the 

criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact.  

 

Evaluation questions 

The evaluation is expected to respond to the following key evaluation questions under each of the evaluation 

criterion below:  

 

a) Relevance  

• To what extent has the project responded to the priority needs of the target beneficiaries and 
stakeholders?  

• To what extent has the project responded to national priorities in implementing countries?  

• To what extent was the programme’s approach to protection and direct services in line with IOM 
policy on AVRR? (Relevance)  

• Did the project respond to the needs of the project beneficiaries and other target groups 
/stakeholders?  

 

b) Effectiveness  

• To what extent were the project activities translated into planned outputs, outcome and long-term 
goal?  

• To what extent did the dedicated migrant assistance facilities improve the access of vulnerable 
migrants to protection services prior to their return?  

• What is the quality of the results /services/products provided?  

• What are the main obstacles or barriers that the project has encountered during the implementation 
of the project? Has the project been successful in addressing these obstacles?  

• Are there any factors that prevented beneficiaries and project partners from accessing the 
results/services provided?  

• How appropriate are the project designs to achieve project results in the context in which they 
operate?  

• How coherent and sound the intervention logic based on target country specific needs?  

 
c) Efficiency  

• How effectively were the project performances and results monitored?  

• Were the projects’ activities undertaken and outputs delivered on time?  

• Were the costs proportionate to the results achieved?  
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d) Impact  

• What impact did the project have on the beneficiaries and what are the key project intervention and 
delivery strategies that contributed to the observed impact if any?  

• Are there any unintended positive or negative effects in relation to anticipated results in the project 
document?  
  

• Did the project take timely measures for mitigating any unplanned negative impacts?  
 
 
e) Sustainability 

• What are the key project activities and benefits that are like to continue after the project has ended?  

• Are structures, resources and processes in place to ensure that benefits generated by the project 
continue once external support ceases?  

• To what extent is the project embedded in institutional structures that are likely to continue 
addressing migrants’ vulnerabilities once external support has ceased?  

• Are there functional mechanisms that to ensure continuity of project activities and benefits beyond 
the project life cycle?  

• Do the project partners have the financial capacity and are they committed to maintaining the 
benefits of the project in the long run?  

 

• To what extent have target groups and possibly other relevant interest groups /stakeholders been 
involved in the planning /implementation process?  

 

• Gender mainstreaming: the evaluation is also expected to assess the extent to which the project 
mainstreamed gender in its design, implementation packages and strategies as well as in reporting.  

 
The above are key evaluation guiding questions. The evaluator may propose additional questions that 
are relevant for responding to collect sufficient data to meet the expectations of the evaluation.  
 

Evaluation methodology 

 

This summative evaluation will be conducted through an external evaluation company. It is expected to use mixed 

methods approach to collected needed quantitative and qualitative data to assess the project performance in relation 

to intended short, medium- and long-term results.  

Efforts shall be exerted to safeguard the inclusivity and engagement of relevant stakeholders to bring 
out their voice on how they perceived the implementation of CARE project, notably vulnerable migrants, 
returnees, reintegrated migrants to CoO, host communities, civil societies, government counterparts, 
community and local authorities’ leaders 
 
The evaluation is expected to use a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods to collect data needed to 

inform the objective assessment of the project performance in relation to planned results. Minimum expected data 

collection methods shall include:  

1. Desk review to have a better understanding of the circumstances that surrounded the project throughout 

its life cycle;  

2. Field visits in some selected areas in Egypt and Sudan;  

3. FGDs with beneficiaries in selected project implementation sites; and  

4. Key Informant Interviews with community leaders, relevant authorities, staff involved in the 

implementation of the project and the management.  
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The evaluator is expected to develop a detailed the methodological approach in close consultation with IOM in 

order to ensure rigour in the evaluation process and resultant findings and recommendations.  

The evaluation processes shall be in line with IOM Data Protection Principles, IOM’s code of conduct, do no harm 

principles, UNEG norms and standards for evaluations. 

 

Evaluation deliverables 

 

The evaluator will be responsible for providing the following: 

a) A draft evaluation inception report that illustrates the approach to the evaluation. The inception 
report should comprise of the evaluation matrix, evaluation data collection instruments and a 
detailed provisional work plan; 

b) A presentation of the preliminary evaluation findings; 

c) A draft evaluation report outlining lessons learned and recommendations; 

d) A final analytical evaluation report with a summary of the evaluation brief (two pager) that 
reflect comments and feedback from IOM. The final report should be structured according to 
IOM evaluation report template that include the following key sections: 

o Executive summary 

o Introduction 

o Context and purpose of evaluation 

o Evaluation framework and methodology  

o Evaluation findings 

o Conclusion and recommendations 

o Annexes 

 

Evaluation workplan 

 

Activity  Days  Responsible  weeks  

Review project documents and 
relevant literature 5 Evaluator          

Develop evaluation methodology 
– submit inception report 5 Evaluator          

Data collection and analysis 5 Evaluator          

Submission of draft and final 
reports (Evaluator should 
incorporate feedback and submit 
a final report) 5 Evaluator          

 

 

 

METHOD OF PAYMENT: 

The final payment shall be issued upon completion of the work and receipt of all the final original involves 
and final evaluation report that incorporates IOM comments. The payment terms shall be issued per the 
terms and condition of the Purchase Order (PO) based on the disbursement of satisfactory submission 
of the final evaluation report and a two-pager evaluation brief with the relevant annexes (100%). 

 
The annexes should include data collection instruments, List of stakeholders interviewed during the 
evaluation, list of documents reviewed, the evaluation matrix and the evaluation ToR. 
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Required qualifications and experience  
The candidate is expected to demonstrate the following minimum academic background and 
experience in evaluation:  
• Master’s degree in advanced applied research/evaluation methods, economics or any related 
academic discipline or an affiliation with a research institution or a university; holding a PhD, or being 
in pursuit of a PhD in a relevant field is an advantage;  
• Conversant with the context in Egypt, Tunisia, Algeria, Sudan and other countries in the Middle East 
or MENA region;  

• Experience in developing and implementing Evaluations with the UN, International NGOs or donors;  

• Familiarity with the OECD/DAC and UNEG evaluation framework;  

• Strong background in monitoring and evaluation techniques in humanitarian and development 
contexts;  

• Creates a respectful office environment free of harassment and retaliation and promotes the 
prevention of sexual exploitation and abuse (PSEA);  

• Accepts and gives constructive criticism;  

• Follows all relevant procedures, processes, and policies related to the organizational principles;  

• Meets deadline, cost, and quality requirements for outputs;  

• Monitors own work to correct errors or incorporate inputs;  
• Takes responsibility for meeting commitments and for any shortcomings;  

• Experience in evaluating programmes addressing migration governance and familiarity with 
migration dynamics in North Africa particularly Egypt;  

• Experience in gender analysis and knowledge of English, French and Arabic is an advantage.  
 

APPLICATION PROCEDURE 

The interested consultant should submit a technical proposal with a detailed evaluation methodology, 
provisional work plan, and the overall approach to the evaluation and an all-inclusive budget proposal 
no later than [specify the date based on the date the application is sent out].  The submission should 
include the followings:  

 
• A technical proposal (maximum 10 pages) together with itemized budget proposal;  

• A cover letter; 

• A detailed CV; 

• References; 

• An example of a recent evaluation report. 
   
The submission of proposals and/or related questions should be directed via email to:  
When evaluating the competing applicants, IOM will consider the written qualifications/ capability, the 
information provided by the applicants, and any other information obtained by IOM through its 
research.  
Applications with missing documents will be treated as incomplete and will not be considered for further 
assessment.  
Kindly note that for efficiency reasons, only shortlisted candidates will be contacted. 
 
Proposal exceeding 20,000 USD will not be considered all-inclusive including travel cost.  
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Annex 2: List of People Interviewed and Consulted 
 
Abbreviations: 
RKII = Remote KII; and EM = Email; S=Skype; Z=Zoom; I=IMO; B=Bluejeans; MT = Microsoft Teams 
 

NO. PERSON INTERVIEWED POSITION LOCATION DATE METHOD 

1 Passeinte Hussein (F) Project Assistant, IOM Egypt Cairo May 21 RKII (S) 

2 Andrea Dabizzi (M) 
Programme Manager, Migrant Protection 

and Assistance Unit, IOM Egypt 
Cairo 

May 21 

June 22 

RKII (S) 

RKII (S) 

3 Sarah Hayes (F) Project Manager, IOM Egypt Cairo 
May 25 

June 11  

RKII (S) 

RKII (Z) 

4 Ahmed Ramadan (M) 
Senior Migrant Protection Assistant, IOM 

Egypt 
Cairo May 26 RKII (S) 

5 Lobna Nahla (F) 
Senior Migrant Protection Assistant, IOM 

Egypt 
Cairo May 27 RKII (Z) 

6 Yasmine Farghali (F) 
Migrant Protection Assistant & officer in 

charge of the Assisted Voluntary Return and 
Reintegration (AVRR) team, IOM Egypt 

Cairo May 27 RKII (S) 

7 ElSayed Mohamed (M) Finance Assistant, IOM, IOM Egypt Cairo June 1 RKII (S) 

8 
Nermine Abdelrahim 

(F) 
Senior Programme Assistant, Migration 

Protection and Assistance Unit, IOM Egypt 
Cairo 

June 2 
June 4 

RKII (Z) 

9 Lawrence Aziz (M) MPA Roving Team Focal Point, IOM Egypt Cairo June 3 RKII (Z) 

10 Migrant Beneficiary (F) IOM training attendee Cairo June 4 RKII (I) 

11 
Dr. Ahmed 

Abdelrahman (M) 
Medical Programme Coordinator, Migration 

Health Division, IOM Egypt 
Cairo June 4 RKII (Z) 

12 Nadine Habib (F) 
Project Manager, Community 

Transformation Department, Aspire 
Training Solutions 

Cairo June 7 RKKI (Z) 

13 

14 

15 

Migrant community 
leaders (3M) 

Community leaders from within Sudan (Fur, 
Moro and Zaghawa communities) 

Cairo June 8 KII (B) 

16 

17 

18 

Migrant community 
leaders (3M) 

Community leaders from Nigeria (and 
“African Diaspora in Egypt” leader); and 

South Sudan (Nuer and Dinka communities) 

Cairo June 8 KII (B) 

19 

20 

21 

Migrant community 
leaders (3M) 

Community leaders Ethiopia and Eritrea 
(Oromo, Amhara, and Tigrinya) 

Cairo June 9 KII (B) 

22 Andrew Gray (M) 
Head of Migration Management and 

Development Unit, IOM Sudan 
Khartou

m 
June 10 KII (MT) 

23 
Theogene 

Nshimiyimana (M) 
Regional Office Monitoring and Evaluation 

Officer (ROMEO), IOM MENA 
Cairo June 17 KII (S) 

24 

25 

26 

Guilia Falzoi (F) 
Clara Crimella (F) 

Carola Disegni (F) 

Head of Migration Management Unit, IOM 
Rome 

Programme Expert, IOM Rome 
Project Assistant, IOM Rome 

Rome June 22 KII (MT) 

27 

28 

Female MCC leaders 
(2F) 

Migrant Community Council community 
leaders (Yemen and Somalia) 

Cairo June 23 KII (B) 

29 AVRR migrant (M) Migrant who received AVRR assistance Comoros June 30 KII (Z) 

30 AVRR migrant (F) Migrant who received AVRR assistance Nigeria June 30 KII (Z) 

31 AVRR migrant (F) Migrant who received AVRR assistance Senegal June 30 KII (Z) 
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Annex 3: Documents Consulted 
 
 

• Crown Consulting. 2019. “Art Able” project report. 

• Aspire Training Solutions. “Entrepreneurial Leadership Training Program Report.” September 2019. 

• Better Criteria for Better Evaluation: Revised Evaluation Criteria Definitions and Principles for Use. 
OECD/DAC Network on Development Evaluation. Available at: 
https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf 

• Copy of RT.1428. Budget-IOM Template 

• European Commission. Brussels, 30.10.2017 C(2017) 7175 final. COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING 
DECISION of 30.10.2017 adopting a Single Support Framework for European Union support to 
Egypt for the period 2017-2020. Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-
enlargement/sites/near/files/single-support-framework-2017-2020-
decision_and_annex_egypt.pdf 

• Government of Egypt. “Sustainable Development Strategy: Egypt Vision 2030”. Available at: 
https://www.arabdevelopmentportal.com/sites/default/files/publication/sds_egypt_vision_2030.p
df 

• Graviano, N., Gotzlemann, A., Nozarian, N. and Wadud, A. IOM. 2017. Towards an Integrated 
Approach to Reintegration in the Context of Return. Available at: 
https://eea.iom.int/publications/towards-integrated-approach-reintegration-context-return 

• IOM. 2018. A Framework for Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration. Available at: 
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/our_work/DMM/AVRR/a_framework_for_avrr_online_pdf
_optimized_20181112.pdf 

• IOM Egypt 2017-2022 Country Strategy, Update 2020. 

• IOM Egypt, Standard Operating Procedures for Direct Assistance and Assisted voluntary Return and 
Reintegration. RDPP NA. 

• IOM Evaluation Policy 2018. https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-
iom/evaluation/iom_evaluation_policy_in_266_external_18.pdf 

• IOM. 2018. A Framework for Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration. Available at: 
https://eea.iom.int/publications/framework-assisted-voluntary-return-and-reintegration 

• IOM Middle East and North Africa Regional Strategy 2017-2020 

• IOM. Strategic Vision 2019-2023: Setting a Course for IOM. Key Messages, November 2019. 

• “Migration and Protection Assistance Unit” IOM Egypt Website. https://egypt.iom.int/migrant-
assistance-division 

• UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation (June 2016). 
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/evaluation/UNEG-Norms-Standards-for-
Evaluation-2016.pdf 

• RDPP NA 2016 – Consolidate Protection Assistance Services to Vulnerable Migrants along 
Migratory Routes in Egypt (CASE) Report on Community Reintegration projects: Community 
reintegration support to Sudanese returnees from Egypt 

• RDPP NA Project Proposal: Annex A – Projects’ description and Estimated Budgets 

• RDPP NA Phase 2 Monitoring of Reintegration: Annex II. Monitoring Report Stats_RDPP NA Phase 2 
Egypt_final draft_rev IOMIT 

• RDPP NA IOM Egypt Case Project Info Sheet. Available at: 
https://italy.iom.int/sites/default/files/documents/RDPP%20NA%202016%20IOM%20Egypt%20inf
osheet.pdf 

• RDPP - Technical part - narrative_13 February-LN_AM_5 March 

• RDPP final version of budget 2 March 
 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/single-support-framework-2017-2020-decision_and_annex_egypt.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/single-support-framework-2017-2020-decision_and_annex_egypt.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/single-support-framework-2017-2020-decision_and_annex_egypt.pdf
https://www.arabdevelopmentportal.com/sites/default/files/publication/sds_egypt_vision_2030.pdf
https://www.arabdevelopmentportal.com/sites/default/files/publication/sds_egypt_vision_2030.pdf
https://eea.iom.int/publications/towards-integrated-approach-reintegration-context-return
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/our_work/DMM/AVRR/a_framework_for_avrr_online_pdf_optimized_20181112.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/our_work/DMM/AVRR/a_framework_for_avrr_online_pdf_optimized_20181112.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/evaluation/iom_evaluation_policy_in_266_external_18.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/evaluation/iom_evaluation_policy_in_266_external_18.pdf
https://eea.iom.int/publications/framework-assisted-voluntary-return-and-reintegration
https://egypt.iom.int/migrant-assistance-division
https://egypt.iom.int/migrant-assistance-division
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/evaluation/UNEG-Norms-Standards-for-Evaluation-2016.pdf
https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/evaluation/UNEG-Norms-Standards-for-Evaluation-2016.pdf
https://italy.iom.int/sites/default/files/documents/RDPP%20NA%202016%20IOM%20Egypt%20infosheet.pdf
https://italy.iom.int/sites/default/files/documents/RDPP%20NA%202016%20IOM%20Egypt%20infosheet.pdf
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Annex 4: Guiding Evaluation Questions 
 

RELEVANCE 

1. To what extent has the project responded to the priority needs of the target men and women, other 
key groups, and stakeholders?  

2. To what extent has the project responded to national priorities in implementing countries? How does it 
address critical gaps? 

3. To what extent was the programme’s approach to protection and direct services in line with IOM policy 
on AVRR? 

4. To what extent has to project responded and contributed to relevant international guidelines and 
frameworks?  

EFFECTIVENESS 

1. To what extent were the project activities translated into the planned outputs, outcomes and long-term 
goal? 

2. To what extent did the dedicated migrant assistance facilities improve the access of vulnerable migrants 
to protection services prior to their return? Were there any differences for male and female migrants? 

3. What is the quality of the results/services/products provided? 

4. What are the main obstacles or barriers that the project has encountered during the implementation of 
the project? Has the project been successful in addressing these obstacles? 

5. Which factors and processes have contributed to the achievement or non-achievement of expected 
results (both internal and external factors)? 

6. Are there any factors that prevented male and female beneficiaries and project partners from accessing 
the results/services provided?  

7. How appropriate are the project designs to achieve project results in the context in which they operate? 
Do project designs meet the specific needs of men and women beneficiaries? 

8. How coherent and sound is the intervention logic, based on target country specific needs? 

9. How appropriate and effective were the partnerships and other institutional relationships with partners 
in which the operations of the project engaged? 

EFFICIENCY 

1. To what extent was monitoring and reporting on the implementation of the project timely, meaningful 
and adequate? 

2. Were the project’s activities undertaken and outputs delivered on time? 

3. To what extent was gender disaggregated and considered in monitoring and evaluation data and 
reporting? 

4. To what extent was the project implemented efficiently in terms of delivering the expected results 
according to quality standards, in a timely manner according to budget and ensuring value for money? 
Were the costs proportionate to the results achieved? 

5. To what extent did the management structure and human resources allocated to the programme support 
efficient programme implementation? 

IMPACT 

1. What impact did the project have on beneficiaries and what are the key project intervention and delivery 
strategies that contributed to the observed impact, if any? 

2. To what extent and how has the project affected people in ways that were not originally intended?  

a. What unintended consequences, positive or negative, did the project have?  

b. Who were the people, groups, and/or entities affected unintentionally? 

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

SUSTAINABILITY 

1. What are the key project activities and benefits that are likely to continue after the project has ended? 

2. Are structures, resources and processes in place to ensure that benefits generated by the project 
continue once external support ceases? 
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3. To what extent is the project embedded in institutional structures that are likely to continue addressing 
migrants’ vulnerabilities once external support has ceased? 

4. To what extent have target groups and possibly other relevant interest groups/stakeholders been 
involved in the planning/implementation process? 

EU ADDED VALUE 

1. Has the project contributed to changes which can be reasonably argued to be due to the EU 
intervention, over and above what could reasonably have been expected from national actions by the 
Member States? 

2. What would be the most likely consequences of stopping or withdrawing the existing EU intervention? 

COHERENCE 

1. What was the consistency of the intervention with other actors’ interventions in the same context? 

 
  



 

Annex 5: Evaluation Matrix 
 

CRITERIA QUESTIONS INDICATORS SOURCES METHODS 

RELEVANCE 

To what extent has the project 
responded to the priority needs of 
the target men and women, other 

key groups and stakeholders? 

 

Alignment with documented 
migration trends and needs of 

vulnerable migrants along 
migratory routes in Egypt; 

Male and female beneficiaries 
and other key groups report 

relevance and alignment with 
their own priorities. 

 
Project documents, 

Staff, 
Partners, 

Beneficiaries, 
Donor 

 

Programme Document Review 
Desk review (external 

literature) 
KIIs 

 

To what extent has the project 
responded to national priorities in 

implementing countries? How does 
it address critical gaps? 

Alignment with relevant 
national policies and 

commitments relevant to 
migration in Egypt and in Sudan 

To what extent was the 
programme’s approach to 

protection and direct services in line 
with IOM policy on AVRR? 

Alignment of project approach 
with documented IOM policy 

on AVRR 

To what extent has to project 
responded and contributed to 

relevant international guidelines and 
frameworks? 

Alignment and contribution to 
relevant international 

guidelines and frameworks (e.g. 
SDGs, MiGOF, Global Compact 
on Safe, Orderly and Regular 

Migration) 

EFFECTIVENESS 

To what extent were the project 
activities translated into the 

planned outputs, outcomes and 
long-term goal? 

Extent of delivery in 
relation to expected 

results; differences for men and 
women migrants 

Log Frame, 
Monitoring and 
 Donor reports, 

Staff, 
Partners, 

Beneficiaries, 
Donor 

Document Review 
Programme Document Review 

KIIs 
 

To what extent did the dedicated 
migrant assistance facilities improve 
the access of vulnerable migrants to 

protection services prior to their 

Beneficiaries report improved 
access to protection services; 

No. of migrants (disaggregated 
by gender) able to receive 
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return? Were there any differences 
for male and female migrants? 

protection services because of 
the project 

What is the quality of the 
results/services/products provided? 

 
 
 

Overall migrant beneficiary 
satisfaction with services 

received; 
Staff and partners report high 

quality of services provided 

What are the main obstacles or 
barriers that the project has 

encountered during the 
implementation of the project? Has 

the project been successful in 
addressing these obstacles? 

Main obstacles or barriers to 
effective implementation 

identified; 
 Examples of how these were 
addressed are obtained and 

assessed 

Which factors and processes have 
contributed to the achievement or 

non-achievement of expected 
results (both internal and external 

factors)? 

Factors and processes of the 
achievement and non-

achievement identified and 
probed with key stakeholders 

Are there any factors that 
prevented male and female 

beneficiaries and project partners 
from accessing the results/services 

provided? 

Factors preventing access to 
services/results probed and 
analysed; attention paid to 

differential access for men and 
women 

How appropriate are the project 
designs to achieve project results in 
the context in which they operate? 

Do project designs meet the specific 
needs of men and women 

beneficiaries? 

Project design is clear and 
logical; project design 
contextually relevant; 

Project design considers 
differential needs of male and 

female beneficiaries 

How coherent and sound is the 
intervention logic, based on target 

country specific needs? 

 

Intervention logic is clearly 
presented and well-articulated; 

Intervention logic relates 
clearly to country-specific 
needs in Egypt and Sudan 
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How appropriate and effective were 
the partnerships and other 

institutional relationships with 
partners in which the operations of 

the project engaged? 

 

Partners express satisfaction 
with partnerships and 

collaborations within the 
project; 

Partnerships added value to  
the intervention 

EFFICIENCY 

To what extent was monitoring and 
reporting on the implementation of 
the project timely, meaningful and 

adequate?  

Timely, meaningful and 
adequate M&E Data 

Budgets and actual 
expenditure, 

Donor and project reports, 
Programme Documents, 
Other internal reports, 

Staff, 
Partners, 

Beneficiaries, 
Donor 

 

 
Budget & Expenditure Review 
Document & Report Review 

KIIs 
 

Were the project’s activities 
undertaken and outputs delivered 

on time? 

Degree to which costs were 
delivered as promised, on time 

and to specification 
 

To what extent was gender 
disaggregated and considered in 

monitoring and evaluation data and 
reporting? 

Gender clearly considered and 
disaggregated in monitoring, 

and reporting 

To what extent was the project 
implemented efficiently in terms of 

delivering the expected results 
according to quality standards, in a 
timely manner according to budget 

and ensuring value for money? 
Were the costs proportionate to the 

results achieved? 

Cost-efficiency, timeliness and 
VfM; 

 efficient use of resources 
Changes and improvement over 

time 

To what extent did the 
management structure and human 

resources allocated to the 
programme support efficient 
programme implementation? 

Management Structural 
Assessment and assessment of 

HR allocated 
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IMPACT  

What impact did the project have 
on beneficiaries and what are the 

key project intervention and 
delivery strategies that contributed 

to the observed impact, if any? 

Assessment of Impact; 
Indicators in the Log Frame 

document changes; evidence of 
any different impacts for men 

and for women 
 

Log Frame, 
Project reports, 

Staff, 
Partners, 

Beneficiaries, 

 
 

Document Review 
KIIs 

 

To what extent and how has the 
project affected people in ways that 

were not originally intended? 

a. What unintended 
consequences, positive or 
negative, did the project 

have? 

b. Who were the people, 
groups, and/or entities 

affected unintentionally? 

Evidence of unintended impact; 
Evidence of MSC 

Did the project take timely 
measures for mitigating any 

unplanned negative impacts? 

Evidence that the project 
adapted to mitigate negative 

impacts if any identified 

SUSTAINABILITY 

What are the key project activities 
and benefits that are likely to 
continue after the project has 

ended? 

Examples of sustainability 

Project reports, 
Staff, 

Partners, 
Beneficiaries, 

Donor 

Document Review 
KIIs 

 

Are structures, resources and 
processes, and functional 

mechanisms in place to ensure that 
benefits generated by the project 
continue once external support 

ceases? 

Sustainability considered in 
project design; 

Examples of sustainability 
drivers 

To what extent is the project 
embedded in institutional 

structures that are likely to 
continue addressing migrants’ 
vulnerabilities once external 

support has ceased? 

Project embeddedness within 
institutional structures are 
evident; evidence that such 

structures will continue beyond 
project lifespan 
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To what extent have target groups 
and possibly other relevant interest 
groups/stakeholders been involved 

in the planning/implementation 
process? 

Evidence of gender-sensitive 
inclusion of target 

groups/stakeholders in project 
planning/implementation; 
assessment of ownership 

COHERENCE 
What was the consistency of the 
intervention with other actors’ 

interventions in the same context? 

Assessment of 
complementarity, 

harmonisation and co-
ordination with others, and the 

extent to which the 
intervention is adding value 
while avoiding duplication of 

effort. 

Proposal documents, 
Project reports, 

Staff, 
Partners, 

Beneficiaries, 
Donor 

Document Review 
KIIs 

 

EU ADDED VALUE 

Has the project contributed to 
changes which can be reasonably 

argued to be due to the EU 
intervention, over and above what 

could reasonably have been 
expected from national actions by 

the Member States? 

Evidence that the EU funding 
has been effectively leveraged 
to add value (e.g. coordination 
gains, legal certainty, greater 

effectiveness or efficiency, 
synergies or 

complementarities) 
 

Project reports, 
Staff, 

Partners, 
Beneficiaries, 

Donor 

Document Review 
KIIs 

 

What would be the most likely 
consequences of stopping or 
withdrawing the existing EU 

intervention? 

Evidence (or suggestive 
evidence) that stopping or 

withdrawing the intervention 
would have specific positive or 

negative outcomes. 

 


