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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Migration Crisis Operational Framework (MCOF) thematic evaluation assesses the International
Organization for Migration’s (IOM) overall performance in applying the Framework in crises with
mobility dimensions, explores the development of IOM’s technical expertise for managing it, analyses
MCOF’s relevance to IOM’s mandate, operational responses and to new developments in the
humanitarian and development fields, and examines the internal synergies and institutional steps
taken for an effective and sustained use of this Framework as a key decision-making and management
tool for the Organization’s comprehensive response to crises (before, during and after). The evaluation
also explores the challenges of applying the MCOF, and lessons learned and best practices, namely
from two selected case studies (Libya and South Sudan), and provides recommendations on the
strategic approach of the Framework, reporting and operational procedures. Accordingly, the
evaluation highlights the strategic, institutional and operational relevance of the MCOF for IOM at the
global, regional and national levels. It also discusses the extent to which the application of the MCOF
has helped achieve the four objectives underpinning the Framework, from the perspectives of IOM
staff and Member States, as well as from the documentation review. Finally, the evaluation explores
how resources (human and financial) have been converted into outputs in support of applying the
MCOF and what the outcomes (medium-term) and impact (long-term) have been for IOM at the
various levels. Overall, the findings reveal that the MCOF remains an institutionally and strategically
relevant document for the Organization. While the Framework has been found to be an effective tool
in the few cases where it has been applied, greater efforts are still required to increase its operational
use, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, outcomes and impact.
RELEVANCE
The MCOF was developed based on IOM’s operational experiences, in particular the Libyan crisis
response in 2011, and in compliance with IOM’s mandate, the 12-point strategy, and other internal
policies, frameworks, strategies, guidelines and standard operating procedures (SOPs). Most IOM staff
at Headquarters (HQ) that participated in the evaluation exercise reported IOM policies, frameworks,
strategies, SOPs, programmes and fundraising efforts as promoting the MCOF as a reference tool for
crisis management and post-crisis transition and recovery. Figure 1 provides an overview of the
institutional and strategic relevance of the MCOF. Operationally, further efforts are required, as
demonstrated by the limited number of existing MCOF strategic plans, especially at the Country Office
(CO) level, to ensure that the MCOF remains relevant. Most participating IOM staff at HQ, Regional
Offices (ROs) and COs reported being familiar with the MCOF, however, to different degrees,
highlighting the need for more training and awareness-raising activities. Nevertheless, the MCOF is
perceived as having supported a comprehensive approach to crises, helped address cross-cutting
issues and accounted for context-specific factors such as key political events and processes, and the
social and economic consequences of crises.
EFFECTIVENESS
Overall, the MCOF and those developed at the RO and CO levels have helped IOM achieve the four
objectives of the Operational Framework at these respective levels, with the fourth objective faring
best (i.e. MCOF has helped IOM build on its partnerships with States, international organizations, and
other relevant actors in the fields of humanitarian response, migration, peace and security, and
development) at all levels (CO, RO and HQ). In contrast, the ten Member States that participated in
this evaluation found the MCOF as having helped IOM first and foremost improve and systematize its
response to migration crises by bringing together its different sectors of assistance within a pragmatic

and evolving approach (Objective 1). Utility-wise, IOM staff at HQ, ROs and COs reportedly use the
MCOF: a) to justify and clarify IOM’s activities; b) build new and sustain existing partnerships; c) as an
internal reference, guidance, and background information; d) for programming; e) to inform national
policies, strategies, plans and institutions; and f) for planning purposes. However, several barriers
were identified by IOM staff, especially internal ones when it comes to using the MCOF in responding
in a comprehensive way to mobility dimensions of a crisis (e.g. a lack of understanding about the value
of the MCOF in crises situations). Externally, one of the barriers to using the MCOF is the existence of
other strategies and systems such as the Humanitarian Country Team (HCT) coordination system and
the cluster approach. However, the MCOF is reportedly most effective for facilitating collaboration
with governments, followed by donors, and less so with United Nations (UN) agencies and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and civil society actors.
EFFICIENCY
Looking at how resources have been converted into outputs, data reveals that few IOM staff at the
country and regional levels have in fact analysed the financial and administrative requirements for
effectively applying the MCOF in implementing preparedness, response, and transition and recovery
activities. This is in part explained by the fact that the implementation of the MCOF at these levels
does not always imply additional allocation of resources. However, as the MCOF is a tool for fostering
improved internal coordination and programmatic coherence at all levels, a strengthening of the
internal coordination mechanisms and the allocation of resources on a consistent and ongoing basis
are required for undertaking comprehensive assessments and developing response strategies at
different stages of a crisis with mobility dimensions, including in anticipation of or in the wake of a
crisis situation.
OUTCOME AND IMPACT
At the institutional and strategic level, almost half of the participating Chiefs of Mission (CoMs),
Regional Directors (RDs), Senior Management and departmental staff at HQ mentioned that MCOF
has helped reinforce IOM’s position as the leading agency on displacement and migration crises. When
looking at whether and how the perception of governments/Member States, donors and UN agencies
has changed regarding the usefulness of the MCOF as a reference framework for preparedness,
response, and transition and recovery efforts in crisis situations since its approval in 2012, the lack of
assessments of the MCOF rendered this question difficult for IOM staff to answer. At the operational
level, most IOM staff at the COs and ROs that have reportedly applied the MCOF, along with the IOM
staff at the HQ level, viewed the MCOF as being a useful reference tool in preparedness, response,
transition and recovery, and migration management initiatives in their respective contexts by
increasing IOM’s credibility. Other reported outcomes and impacts of the MCOF at the global,
regional, and country levels include increased stakeholder: a) awareness about and the knowledge
and capacity to prepare, respond to, and transition and recover from a crisis situation; and b) interest
in obtaining IOM support for preparing, responding to, and transitioning and recovering from crisis
situations.
KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
Moving forward, this evaluation recommends a reflection around two options that emerged from the
global MCOF analysis and the two cases studies (Libya and South Sudan). Option one is, in consultation
with ROs and DOE, to require COs, within a specific timeframe, to develop or adapt existing strategic
plans for crisis response informed by the application of the MCOF. Option two is to maintain the MCOF
mainly as an institutional tool/reference guide for comprehensive, coherent and synergetic

operational responses and strategic planning, and for other purposes, including donor relations. Once
updated, the MCOF should be shared and discussed with Member States, as appropriate.
Given the evolvements internationally in the humanitarian and developments fields, such as IOM
joining the UN system in 2016 and the current changes underway in how the UN development system
works, as well as IOM’s commitments since the adoption of the MCOF, this internal reflection and
update of the Operational Framework is needed. This is especially the case if the Organization is to
continue being at the forefront of operational, research, policy and advocacy efforts when it comes to
addressing the mobility dimensions of crises.

1. INTRODUCTION
Contemporary crises1 caused by natural or man-made disasters are characterized by complex and
often large-scale migration flows both within and across the borders of affected countries. The
patterns of mobility during a crisis, which often shift alongside changing contextual factors and
dynamics on the ground, involve significant vulnerabilities for individuals and affected communities.
For example, Libya – a country of destination and transit for regular and irregular migrants from the
Saharan and Sahel regions – experienced high levels of forced migration during the 2011 revolution.
The crisis was compounded by armed confrontations (2014-2016) and resurgent bouts of instability
and violence since 2017, which have led to continued internal displacement and other complex
migratory flows (e.g. labour migrants, migrants seeking onward travel to Europe, migrants who are
long-term residents of the country, and returning internally displaced persons (IDPs)). However,
existing international, regional and national level frameworks do not recognize all patterns of mobility
during crises such as that in Libya.
It is against this background and the awareness that crisis-related migration flows are growing in scale
and complexity that the IOM developed the MCOF, which was endorsed by Member States in
November 2012 through Resolution No. 1243.2 The Operational Framework is based on the
understanding that States bear the primary responsibility to protect and assist crisis-affected persons
residing on their territory in a manner consistent with international humanitarian and human rights
law. Upon their request and with their consent, IOM supports Member States to fulfil these
responsibilities. Specifically, the MCOF was developed with the intention to improve and systematize
the way in which IOM supports its Member States and partners in responding to the assistance and
protection needs of crisis-affected populations.
As outlined in the IOM Council Resolution No. 1243, IOM is to report to the Council on a regular basis
on the application of the MCOF. However, apart from two short assessments on the application of the
Operational Framework (2013 and 2015) and brief discussions in the yearly reports to the IOM
Standing Committee on Programmes and Finance (SCPF), a comprehensive evaluation of the MCOF
has not been carried out. In addition, since the adoption of the MCOF, a series of developments have
taken place on the international scene in the humanitarian, peace and security, and development
fields, including IOM joining the UN system in September 2016. It is against this background, as well
as the importance of the MCOF for responding to crises and for managing IOM’s responses in such
contexts, that the present thematic evaluation was conducted.

1

“The term “crisis” is used to describe a range of scenarios, including environmental hazards (climate change, natural
disasters), economic/financial factors (market collapse), violence-related situations (conflict, internal and international
disorder) or health-related matters (pandemics). Although crises can be local, national or transnational, they usually have
similar consequences on communities and governments, including instability (political and/or economic), disruption of social
life and of basic service delivery, mortality and health issues, and population movements (internal and/or cross-border). IOM
also recognizes that a crisis involves various phases – pre-crisis, emergency and recovery phases – which influence the type
of response needed.” IOM SCPF, “Migration consequences of complex crises: institutional and operational responses.” 10th
Session SCPF/80, (15–16 May 2012): 1.
2 During the 101st Session of the IOM Council, held on 27-30 November 2012, Member States adopted Resolution No. 1243,
endorsing the MCOF.
IOM Council, “IOM Migration Crisis Operational Framework. Resolution No. 1243” (Adopted by the Council at its 523rd
meeting on 27 November 2012).
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2. EVALUATION BACKGROUND
2.1. Evaluation Objectives
In agreement with the Department of Operations and Emergencies (DOE), the MCOF evaluation has
been included in the Biennial Evaluation Plan 2017-2018 of the Office of the Inspector General (OIG).
The main objectives of the evaluation are to:
•
•
•
•

Assess IOM’s overall performance in applying the MCOF in crises with mobility dimensions, as
per its objectives;
Explore the development of IOM’s technical expertise for managing the MCOF;
Analyse the MCOF’s relevance to IOM’s mandate and operational responses, as well as to new
developments in the humanitarian and developments fields; and
Examine the internal synergies and institutional steps taken for an effective and sustained use
of the MCOF as a key decision-making and management tool for IOM’s comprehensive
responses to crises.

The evaluation also explores the challenges of applying the MCOF, and lessons learned and best
practices, namely from two selected case studies (Libya and South Sudan, see Annexes 4 and 5,
respectively), and provides recommendations on the strategic approach of the MCOF, reporting and
operational procedures (see Annex 1 for the Terms of Reference (ToR)).

2.2. Evaluation Scope
The evaluation analyses the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, outcome and impact of the MCOF at
the global, regional and national levels, taking into account its four objectives, the three phases of a
crisis (before, during and after) and the 15 sectors of assistance3, as well as its complementarity with
other IOM migration management tools and international frameworks, response systems, and
coordination modalities such as the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) Transformative Agenda
and cluster approach.
This evaluation addresses the following questions:
Relevance:
- Is the MCOF strategically relevant to meet the requirements of IOM’s migration crisis response
in line with its objectives and the IOM’s mandate?
- Do specific IOM policies, strategies, standard procedures, programmes and fundraising efforts
promote the MCOF as a reference tool for crises management and post-crisis transition and
recovery?
- Are the strategies for promoting and/or using MCOF with external partners, such as UN
agencies, NGOs, donors and national governments properly consider IOM administrative and
financial capacities, as well as other technical requirements?
- Does the MCOF properly cover cross-cutting issues such as gender and human rights, as well
as cultural aspects?

3

Camp Management and Displacement Tracking, Shelter and Non-Food Items, Transport Assistance for Affected
Populations, Health Support, Psychosocial Support, (Re)integration Assistance, Community Stabilization and Transition,
Disaster Risk Reduction and Resilience Building, Land and Property Support, Counter-trafficking and Protection of Vulnerable
Migrants, Technical Assistance for Humanitarian Border Management, Emergency Consular Assistance, Diaspora and Human
Resource Mobilization, Migration Policy and Legislation Support, and Humanitarian Communications.
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Effectiveness:
- Are the MCOF management and related monitoring mechanisms effective to report on its
specific and overall performance and impact, and to generate recommendations for future
strategic moves, including for resource mobilization?
- What are the institutional set-up and roles of the IOM’s COs, ROs, and HQ in promoting and
using the MCOF?
- How do we use MCOF to systematically frame our migration crises response across the
organization?
- Is the MCOF an effective tool for framing and facilitating the collaboration with governments,
donors, UN agencies and civil society partners?
- How globally effective has IOM been in reaching the objectives of the MCOF? Has the coverage
of and assistance to displaced populations and migrants in crises been comprehensive and
adequately addressed using the MCOF?
- In terms of connectedness, how does the MCOF assure that activities are implemented in a
way that takes medium, longer-term and interconnected approaches into account?
- How effective is the training and roll-out of the MCOF inside and outside of IOM, including
with implementing partners, governments and within the UN humanitarian coordination
response?
Efficiency:
- Has IOM properly analysed financial requirements and organisational architecture for an
effective implementation of the MCOF?
- Are internal collaboration and resources sufficient to support the MCOF’s implementation as
a relevant tool for the management of migration crises and mobility of populations?
Outcome and impact:
- What is the outcome and/or strategic impact of the MCOF on IOM as the leading agency on
displacement and migration crises, and as catalyst for resource mobilization for IOM
operations?
- How has Member States, donors and partners’ perception about the usefulness of the MCOF
as a reference framework evolved since its approval in 2012?
- What is the outcome and/or impact of the MCOF for positioning IOM in preparedness,
transition and post-crises initiatives?

2.3. Evaluation Methodology
Sampling and data collection tools: Purposive sampling was used to identify the
respondents/participants in this study. A combination of qualitative and quantitative data collection
tools was employed to gather the necessary information. Specifically, following an extensive
documentation review (see Annex 2 for a list of documents reviewed), structured surveys (comprising
of both closed and open-questions) and semi-structured interviews were conducted with IOM staff at
COs, ROs, and HQ, as well as with Member States. Table 1 below provides an overview of the data
collected per type of respondent/participant.
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Table 1. Overview of the Global, Regional and National Data Collected
Respondent/Participant Type

Survey

Interview

CoMs
CO Programme Staff
RDs
Regional Thematic Specialists (RTSs)
Senior Management (HQ)
Departmental Staff (HQ)
Member States

19
23
3
8
0
1
10

0
0
0
0
11
10
0

Total
Respondents/Participants
19
23
3
8
11
11
10

Two case studies (Libya and South Sudan) were also identified in consultation with the DOE team to
complement the documentation review, surveys and interviews. Interviews and focus group
discussions (FGDs) were conducted with relevant staff at each mission, providing in-depth information
about the application of the MCOF, including challenges and successes encountered and forwardlooking recommendations. Prior to each field visit, the MCOF strategic plan(s) and relevant documents
were reviewed. A number of interviews, FGDs and surveys were also conducted with IOM external
partners, donors and/or beneficiaries, as appropriate. Tables 2 below provides an overview of the data
collected by the type of respondent/participant per case study.
Table 2. Overview of the Data Collected per Case Study
Respondent/Participant Type
Survey
Interview FGD
Libya
IOM Staff
1
15
0
IOM Implementing Partners
0
1
0
South Sudan
IOM Staff
5
9
34
IOM Implementing Partners
0
6
35
IOM Donors
0
2
26
IOM Beneficiaries
0
0
77
Government
0
3
28

Total Respondents/Participants
16
1
35
12
6
61
18

Data analysis: A combination of qualitative and quantitative data was collected. The qualitative data
was analysed thematically to understand trends in the different issues areas covered by the surveys,
interviews and FGDs. A qualitative data analysis software was used to code the responses of the
participants, which made it possible to explore the saliency of various issues covered for the evaluation
criteria. The saliency was determined by the number of times respondents/participants made
references to a given issue. Summary tables and graphs were used to provide an overview of the
results obtained from the quantitative data collected.

4

The first focus group discussion with IOM staff had a total of 11 participants, the second one a total of three participants,
and the third had a total of seven participants.
5 Each focus group discussion with the implementing partners had a total of two participants.
6 Each focus group discussion with the donors had a total of two participants.
7 Seven focus group discussions were organized: two at Nazareth Collective Center (the first one had a total of nine
participants and the second one a total of six participants), one at Hai Masna Collective Center (a total of seven participants),
one with Jebel Kher community members (a total of eight participants), and three at the PoC site (the first and second had
each had a total of ten participants and the third one had a total of 11 participants).
8 The first focus group discussion with government counterparts had a total of three participants and the second one had a
total of 12 participants.
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Limitations: Given that purposive sampling was used to identify the participants for this evaluation,
the findings are not generalizable to the larger populations in question (all CoMs, CO programme staff,
RDs, RTSs, Senior Management and departmental staff at HQ, and Member States). Nevertheless, the
results from this evaluation provide important insights regarding the evaluation criteria and questions
explored that can guide further reflections on and future directions regarding the MCOF.
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3. MCOF BACKGROUND
The MCOF is informed by the concept of “migration crisis” that describes the complex and often largescale migration flows and mobility patterns arising from a crisis, which typically involve significant
vulnerabilities for individuals and affected communities and generate acute and longer-term
migration management challenges. A migration crisis may be sudden or slow in onset, can have natural
or man-made causes, and can take place internally or across borders.
This approach has been developed to highlight the migration dimensions of crises such as:
(a) The patterns of human mobility before, during and after a crisis;
(b) The types of consequences that emerge from these patterns, from different perspectives,
including humanitarian, migration management, and peace and development;
(c) The implications of these types of consequences for rapid, inclusive, predictable and
accountable responses for the affected populations;
(d) The needs and specific vulnerabilities9 of crisis-affected populations not adequately covered
by existing frameworks at the international, regional and national levels, such as international
migrants caught in crises in their destination/transit countries.
To meet these challenges, the MCOF calls for improved coordination and capacities informed by two
pillars. Pillar one consists of the three phases of a crisis, referred in the MCOF as the “before, during
and after” stages, which direct the type of response required: 1) pre-crisis prevention of forced
migration and preparedness in case it occurs; 2) emergency response to a migration crisis; and 3)
transition and recovery initiatives to mitigate and address the short- and long-term effects of a
migration crisis. Pillar two maps out the 15 sectors of assistance linked to each phase of a migration
crisis, each of which represents a distinct set of IOM activities with a specific function in an operational
response, depending on the type and phase of the crisis. Some sectors are traditionally part of
humanitarian responses, while others aim to address the migration dimensions of a crisis. The 15
sectors draw upon IOM’s mandate and operational experience regarding the needs and vulnerabilities
of different crisis-affected populations, considering gender and age criteria, as well as requests for
assistance by States.
Together the two pillars support a flexible, comprehensive and context-specific response to crises with
mobility dimensions with the aim to:
(a) “Improve and systematize IOM’s response to migration crises by bringing together its different
sectors of assistance within a pragmatic and evolving approach, while upholding human rights
and humanitarian principles and promoting longer-term development goals;
(b) Help crisis-affected populations, including displaced persons and international migrants
stranded in crisis situations in their destination/transit countries, to better access their
fundamental rights to protection and assistance through IOM support to States;
(c) Respond to the often-unaddressed migration dimensions of a crisis, by complementing
existing humanitarian systems as well as other systems addressing peace and security, and
development issues; and

9

“Migrant-specific vulnerabilities can include: a lack of knowledge of or access to mechanisms of nationally based assistance;
heightened exposure to violence and exploitation; a shortage of personal means to escape crisis areas; and a lack of access
to travel documents or embassy officials.” IOM Council, “IOM Migration Crisis Operational Framework,” 101st Session,
MC/2355, (15 November 2012): 2.
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(d) Build on IOM’s partnerships with States, international organizations and other relevant actors
in the fields of humanitarian response, migration, peace and security, and development.”10
To support the operationalization of the MCOF at the CO level, IOM launched an internal MCOF-based
strategic planning methodology in 2016 for developing more strategic responses to migration crises.
That same year, RTSs were trained to facilitate the MCOF strategic planning process at Missions in
their region. Accordingly, a ‘Facilitator Manual’ and associated toolkit were developed, integrating
recent IOM policies, operational frameworks and guidance, such as IOM’s humanitarian policy, the
“Principles for Humanitarian Action (PHA)”11, “Mainstreaming Protection”12 and the “Progressive
Resolution of Displacement Situations Framework (PRSD)”13, and enabling the development of
strategic planning products for IOM offices and their counterparts in affected countries. Since 2012,
only 14 MCOFs have been published by IOM across the Organization.14

10

IOM Council, “Migration Crisis Operational Framework,” 1.
IOM Council, “IOM’s Humanitarian Policy - Principles of Humanitarian Action,” Part II.8, 106th Session C/106/CRP/20, (12
October 2015).
12 IOM, “Guidance Note on how to mainstream protection across IOM crisis response (or the Migration Crisis Operational
Framework sectors of assistance),” IN/232, (20 January 2016).
13 IOM, Progressive Resolution of Displacement Situations Framework (Geneva: IOM, 2016).
14 Sudan 2017-2019, Turkey 2018-2019, Libya 2017-2019, South Sudan 2016-2017 & 2018-2019, Yemen 2017-2018, Costa
Rica and Panama 2017-2019, Ecuador 2017-2019, Mexico 2017-2019, Dominican Republic 2017-2019, Haiti 2015, Northern
Triangle (Guatemala, Honduras and El Salvador) 2017-2021, and the DRC (2012-2013 & 2014-2017). Note: MCOF has also
been incorporated in regional and country strategies such as the IOM Pacific Strategy (2017-2020) and IOM Country Strategy
for Palau (2017-2020).
11
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4. RESULTS AGAINST THE OECD-DAC EVALUATION CRITERIA
4.1. Relevance
Institutional and Strategic Relevance
a) MCOF and IOM Policies, Frameworks, Strategies, Guidelines, SOPs and Fundraising Efforts
The MCOF was developed in compliance with existing IOM internal policies, frameworks, strategies
and guidelines, including the Financial Regulations and procurement policies, and SOPs, and based on
IOM’s operational experiences. When Senior Management and departmental staff at HQ (n=22) were
asked whether specific IOM policies, frameworks, strategies, SOPs, programmes and fundraising
efforts promote the MCOF as a reference tool for crisis management and post-crisis transition and
recovery, 91 per cent (n=20) responded yes.15 The following discussion will explore these linkages,
using findings from both the documentation review and the interview and survey data collected at the
HQ level. For an overview of the linkages between the MCOF and IOM policies, frameworks, strategies,
and guidelines see Table 3 below.
Table 3. Overview of the MCOF Linkages to IOM Policies, Frameworks, Strategies and Guidelines
Type
Year
Links/Relevance of
Statements
IOM Policies,
about the
Frameworks,
MCOF
Strategies and
Guidelines to MCOF
IOM Constitution
1953, Articles 1.1(a) & (b)
No
2013
12-Point Strategy
2007 Points 1-4 & 9-10
No
IOM Data Protection Principles
2009 All principles
No
Migration Emergency Funding Mechanism 2011 Entire mechanism
No
(MEFM)
Taking Sendai Forward: IOM Strategic Work Plan 2017 Entire framework
Yes
on Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) and Resilience
2017-2020
Migration Governance Framework (MiGOF)
2015 Objective 2
Yes
PHA*
2015 Entire policy
Yes
Gender Equality Policy 2015-2019
2015 Entire policy
No
PRDS Framework*
2016 Entire framework
Yes
Guidelines to Protect Migrants in Countries 2016 All guidelines
Yes
Experiencing Conflict or Natural Disasters
(MICIC)
Protection Mainstreaming Guidance*
2016 Entire guidance
Yes
Framework
for
Addressing
Internal 2017 Entire framework
Yes
Displacement*
Framework for Addressing Gender-Based 2018 Entire framework
Yes
Violence (GBV) in Crises (GBViC)*
* These policies, frameworks and guidance documents can be understood as extensions of the MCOF as they expand upon
key issues covered in the Framework.
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Of the two remaining participants, one responded no and the other skipped the question.
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MCOF and the IOM Constitution (1953, 2013)16: The MCOF is aligned to IOM’s mandate that is set out
in Articles 1.1(a) and (b) of the IOM Constitution.17
MCOF and the IOM 12-Point Strategy (2007)18: The IOM Strategy was adopted in 2007 through
Resolution No. 1150, outlining 12 areas or points of activity that IOM should focus on in fulfilling its
role as a global leader in migration management. The MCOF is aligned to the Strategy, especially point
9, followed by points one to four and 10. According to the former point, IOM will “participate in
coordinated humanitarian responses in the context of inter-agency arrangements in this field and to
provide migration services in other emergency or post-crisis situations as appropriate and as relates
to the needs of individuals, thereby contributing to their protection.” 19 Since the MCOF was developed
after the Strategy, there are no explicit mentions to the MCOF.
MCOF and the Data Protection Principles (2009)20: The use of data and analysis for understanding
mobility patterns in crisis situations is essential for adapting assistance to the changing needs of
affected populations and their intentions of return. 21 IOM relies mainly on the Displacement Tracking
Matrix (DTM) for mapping out the nature and scope of displacement induced by disaster, whether
man-made or resulting from natural circumstances when engaging in responses to crisis situations. In
the MCOF, the DTM, which is governed according to the IOM’s Migration Data Governance Policy and
Guidelines (2017)22 and is compliant with the IOM’s Data Protection Principles, is part of the 15 sectors
of assistance. Thus, through the DTM, the MCOF indirectly integrates and upholds the IOM’s Data
Protection Principles in informing programming in crises situations.
MCOF and the MEFM (2011)23: In December 2011, IOM Member States adopted Resolution No. 1229
establishing the MEFM to reinforce the Organization’s operational and emergency response capacity
by providing it with the funds required to bridge the gap between the start-up of emergency
operations and the subsequent receipt of donor funding. The MEFM is, in turn, acknowledged in
Resolution No. 1243 on the MCOF as a financial mechanism for enabling IOM to “respond rapidly in
assisting affected migrants during the acute emergency phase of a humanitarian crisis”.24
MCOF and DRR (2017)25: In addition to DRR being one the MCOF sectors of assistance, the MCOF is
acknowledged in IOM’s strategic approach to DRR and resilience entitled, “Taking Sendai Forward:
IOM Strategic Work Plan on DRR and Resilience 2017-2020”, highlighting the linkages between the
two documents. Specifically, according to this Strategic Work Plan, “through MCOF, IOM incorporates
risk and resilience into country-specific planning processes and resource mobilization efforts,
reflecting the strategic relevance of this area of work for IOM in addressing the mobility dimensions
of crisis”.26
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IOM, Constitution and Basic Texts, 2nd Edition (Geneva: IOM, 2017).
Article 1, Paragraph 1: “The purposes and functions of the Organization shall be: (a) to make arrangements for the
organized transfer of migrants, for whom existing facilities are inadequate or who would not otherwise be able to move
without special assistance, to countries offering opportunities for orderly migration; (b) to concern itself with the organized
transfer of refugees, displaced persons and other individuals in need of international migration services for whom
arrangements may be made between the Organization and the States concerned, including those States undertaking to
receive them;” Ibid., 6.
18 IOM, “IOM Strategy,” 94th Session MC/INF/287, (9 November 2007).
19 Ibid., 4.
20 IOM LEG, “IOM Data Protection Principles,” IN/00138, (1 May 2009).
21 IOM SCPF, “IOM Framework for Addressing Internal Displacement,” 20th Session S/20/4, (6 June 2017): 9.
22 IOM ICT/LEG, “Migration Data Governance Policy,” IN/253, (1 May 2017).
23 IOM, “Migration Emergency Funding Mechanism (MEFM,” IN/207, (27 March 2013).
24 IOM Council, “Migration Crisis Operational Framework Resolution,” 2.
25 IOM, Taking Sendai Forward: IOM Strategic Work Plan on Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) and Resilience 2017-2020 (Geneva:
IOM, 2017).
26 Ibid., 8.
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MCOF and the MiGOF (2015) 27: The MiGOF was introduced in December 2015 with the adoption of
Resolution No. 1310 by the IOM Council, setting out “the essential elements for facilitating orderly,
safe, regular and responsible migration and mobility of people through planned and well-managed
migration policies.”28 In the document, the MCOF is mentioned under Objective 2, “Good migration
governance is based on effective responses to mobility dimensions of crises”, which is a clear
representation of the MCOF.29 According to this Objective, “effective responses to crises combine
traditional humanitarian activities with transition and recovery programmes, as well as migration
governance activities, as described in the IOM Migration Crisis Operational Framework.”30 Therefore,
the MiGOF can be understood as the overarching umbrella for migration management under which
the MCOF is located for preparedness, response, and transition and recovery type of programming in
crises situations.
MCOF and the PHA (2015)31: As per the MCOF, the mobility dimensions of crisis situations are of
specific concern to IOM and its Member States. In strengthening IOM’s humanitarian role in
responding to crises with mobility dimensions, IOM Council endorsed the PHA in November 2015.32
The policy makes explicit reference to the MCOF and acknowledges the migration crisis approach
underpinning the Operational Framework.
MCOF and the Gender Equality Policy 2015-2019 (2015)33: The IOM’s Gender Equality Policy 20152019 calls upon the Organization to effectively integrate gender into programming during crises,
including through, “addressing gender-specific protection and assistance needs [and] preventing and
responding to the emergence of new forms of gender-based violence.”34 An analysis of the risks and
threats to which all migrants and other crisis-affected individuals and groups are exposed to when
designing and developing any intervention has been achieved through the context analysis and other
analyses underpinning the MCOF Strategic Planning Methodology (2016). 35
MCOF and the PRDS Framework (2016) 36: The Framework was developed in 2016, outlining IOM’s new
approach to the resolution of displacement.37 The PRDS integrates a mobility perspective and adopts
a resilience-based approach to respond to the needs of all those affected by crises and displacement.
MCOF's phased approach in responding to migration crises contributes to the analysis of the processes
and activities that underpin the progressive resolution of displacement situations by recognizing the
inter-connectedness of responses during each phase, as well as synergies across the different sectors
of assistance.38

27

IOM Council, “Migration Governance Framework: The essential elements for facilitating orderly, safe, regular and
responsible migration and mobility of people through planned and well-managed migration policies,” 106th Session
C/106/40, (4 November 2015).
28 Ibid.
29 Ibid., 5.
30 Ibid.
31 IOM Council, “IOM’s Humanitarian Policy - Principles of Humanitarian Action,” Part II.8, 106th Session C/106/CRP/20, (12
October 2015).
32 IOM SCPF, “Report on IOM Response to Migration Crises,” 18th Session, S/18/6 (15 April 2016).
33 IOM Council, “Gender Equality Policy 2015–2019,” 106th Session C/106/INF/8/Rev.1, (19 November 2015).
34 Ibid., 3.
35 IOM, IOM Migration Crisis Operational Framework Introduction to Strategic Planning (Geneva: IOM, 2016).
36 IOM, Progressive Resolution of Displacement Situations Framework (Geneva: IOM, 2016).
37 The PRDS Framework was informed by the IASC Framework on Durable Solutions for Internally Displaced Populations,
particularly the principles and eight criteria outlined therein. Ibid.
38 Ibid., 8.
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MCOF and the MICIC Guidelines (2016)39: The Guidelines
“All activities under MICIC can be
constitute a voluntary, non-binding document – the
outcome of the State-led MICIC initiative – that provides a thought of as activities under the
different sectors of assistance of the
series of recommendations to States, International
MCOF...MICIC activities are part of
Organizations, including IOM, civil society and the private
the emergency response by IOM,
sector on how to prepare and respond to crises in a way
bringing
in
migrant
specific
that better accounts for migrants’ presence. MICIC is
aligned to existing IOM policies and frameworks, especially
responses, needs, etc.”
the MiGOF (Objective 2) and the MCOF. Regarding the
An IOM Programme Staff
MCOF, MICIC activities do fit within the overall scope of the
Operational Framework for managing the mobility
dimensions of crises, which is mentioned in the text. According to MICIC, when planning for, or
intervening in crises with a mobility dimension, IOM should consider the presence of international
migrants among the affected populations.40 To respond to their specific needs (e.g. legal status in the
host country and availability of documentation), the Organization may need to carry out specific
efforts that can fit within the different MCOF sectors of assistance.41
MCOF and the Protection Mainstreaming Guidance (2016) 42: IOM has produced a guidance note on
how to integrate protection mainstreaming principles into all IOM sectors of assistance captured by
the MCOF before, during and after a crisis to ensure that the response:
1. “minimizes any unintended negative consequences and prioritizes safety and dignity of the
affected individuals and communities;
2. ensures their meaningful access to aid and services without discrimination;
3. fosters participation and empowerment; and
4. holds IOM accountable to affected populations, thus contributing to the respect and
fulfilment of their rights.”43
This text highlights the link between the MCOF and the guidance note, and how the latter has
integrated the former in mainstreaming the protection principles in IOM’s programming in crises.
MCOF and the Framework for Addressing Internal Displacement (2017)44: The Framework outlines the
Organization’s ongoing principles, commitments, approach and operational objectives in relation to
the continuously changing global landscape of internal displacement. Its goal is to support operational
effectiveness across the Organization in the identification and implementation of responses to
internal displacement and as part of its coordinated partnerships such as through the IASC.45 The
Framework falls under and contributes to the operationalization of Principle 146 and Objective 2 of the
MiGOF and pertains to all aspects of implementing the MCOF with respect to IDPs and affected
communities.
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Migrants in Crisis Initiative, Guidelines to Protect Migrants in Countries Experiencing Conflict or Natural Disaster (Geneva:
Migrants in Crisis Initiative, 2016).
40 Migrants in Crisis Initiative, Assisting Migrants in Emergencies Working on MICIC at the regional, national and local level:
A guidance note for IOM regional and national offices (Geneva: Migrants in Crisis Imitative, 2018), 34.
41 Ibid.
42 IOM DOE, “Guidance Note on how to mainstream protection across IOM crisis response (or the Migration Crisis
Operational Framework sectors of assistance),” IN/232, (20 January 2016).
43 Ibid., 2.
44 IOM, Framework for Addressing Internal Displacement (Geneva: IOM, 2017).
45 IOM has been part of the IASC since its establishment in 1992, and participates in all humanitarian country teams and UN
country teams.
46 “Good migration governance would require adherence to international standards and the fulfilment of migrants’ rights.”
IOM Council, “Migration Governance Framework,” 2.
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MCOF and the GBViC Framework (2018)47: The GBViC Framework’s key objective is to ensure that the
safety, dignity, well-being and equitable access to services for all crisis-affected persons, especially
women and girls, is prioritized, integrated and coordinated across all IOM crisis operations. The GBViC
model, its three approaches (mitigating risks, supporting survivors and addressing the root causes)
and interventions build on all 15 sectors of assistance in the MCOF by centring on a common vision
and shared objective, to which each IOM operation can contribute based on an understanding of the
different outcomes and strategic interventions that are sought and undertaken.
Other less frequently mentioned IOM policies, frameworks, strategies and guidelines that promote
the MCOF as a reference tool for crisis management, post-crisis transition and recovery, and migration
management by the Senior Management and departmental staff interviewed and surveyed at HQ
(n=22) were:
•
•
•
•
•

Accountability to Affected Populations (AAP, forthcoming);
Transition and Recovery Guidance on Community Stabilization and other transition and
recovery documents48;
Guidance on Counter-trafficking (CT) in Emergencies49;
Emergency health documents; and
Emergency Manual50.

MCOF and SOPs: To activate its policies, IOM generally follows several internal SOPs in responding to
crises with mobility dimensions, including those for: a) defining the criteria and procedures for
classifying emergencies into three levels that require different institutional and operational
engagement51; b) distributing non-food items (NFI) and using feedback mechanisms in IOM shelter
operations52; c) planning and carrying out large scale evacuations in natural disasters, as well as
planning, implementing and coordinating the successful closure of camps and camp-like situations53;
d) designing Cash-Based Interventions54; and e) collecting data on crisis-affected populations55. The
SOPs relevant for the implementation of the Operational Framework are reportedly also based on
evaluations of large-scale crisis responses and IOM’s commitments under the IASC Transformative
Agenda (TA).56
MCOF and IOM Departments: The MCOF reportedly informs migration management activities
considering the three phases of the crises (especially humanitarian border management (HBM), CT in
humanitarian settings, DRR, and emergency health activities), donor relations activities (namely the
Humanitarian Compendium and the Global Initiatives publication), and operations and emergency
activities (such as emergency preparedness and response, and post-crisis management and recovery).
The application of the MCOF to programmes at the CO and RO levels will be discussed under the
section on Effectiveness.
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MCOF and Fundraising Efforts: While the MCOF has been used for fundraising at the CO level, namely
in those countries that have developed an MCOF Strategic Plan, it could be used more systematically,
including for framing appeals at the global level. At HQ, when used, MCOF has been mentioned as
having proven useful for fundraising. For example, according to the DTM staff,
“We have a menu that makes sense and comprehensively giving solutions to the affected
populations based on our expertise. Usually when there is a broader meeting...[MCOF]
makes it easier to pitch DTM because displacement tracking is a clear focus looking at. It
shows an integrated approach and the importance of information.”
The extent to which the MCOF is used for fundraising at the CO and RO levels will be discussed under
the section on Effectiveness.
b) MCOF and International Systems, Frameworks and Commitments
The MCOF is based on the understanding that migration management tools can reinforce existing
response systems to assist and protect crisis-affected persons at each stage of a crisis (before, during,
and after). Apart from the emergency response aspects, the Operational Framework also intends to
support the existing peace and security, and development systems and frameworks, adding value to
the management of processes dealing with transition, recovery and longer-term development.57 The
discussion that follows explores the links between the MCOF and other international frameworks and
strategies covering humanitarian interventions, security and peacebuilding, and development, using
findings from both the documentation review and the data collected from Senior Management and
departmental staff at HQ and RDs and RTSs (n=33).
MCOF and the International Humanitarian System: The MCOF fits with the cluster approach that is
coordinated by the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA). The cluster approach
is “an important mechanism that contributes to improving the effectiveness, predictability,
accountability and partnership of humanitarian responses,” including to internal displacement in crisis
situations.58 In the Cluster System, IOM is the global cluster lead for CCCM in natural disasters.59 Within
the IASC and through the HCT set-up, IOM is regularly requested to take on operational and strategic
roles in logistics, emergency shelter, protection60, health and early recovery clusters – all being also
MCOF sectors of assistance.61 The MCOF also captures IOM’s commitments under the IASC TA such as
by promoting partnerships and coordination and mainstreaming gender.62
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In alignment to the Grand Bargain on Humanitarian Financing (2016) and New Way of Working
(NWOW, 2016) commitments63, IOM advocates for donors to adopt flexible funding models and seeks
multi-year funding to reinforce the humanitarian-development nexus (HDN). The MCOF supports
IOM’s commitments under these two initiatives in three important ways:
1. Funding: The MCOF Strategic Planning Methodology (2016) permits IOM to draft a strategy
moving beyond mere immediate emergency responses. This presents the opportunity to
develop multi-year and unearmarked funding appeals, helping, in turn, to promote greater
predictability and continuity in the Organization’s humanitarian response.
2. HDN: The MCOF highlights not just humanitarian needs but also recovery and long-term
objectives such as community stabilization, reintegration, peacebuilding and development
matters. “At a time when the discussion of the NWOW/HD(P)N [Humanitarian-development
(peace) nexus] is about the kind of document/framework that could encompass the HRP and
the UNDAF [UN Development Assistance Framework] in one document, bridging the
humanitarian and development approaches, the MCOF could be an answer”64 for IOM’s
management of the three phases of a migration crisis. As such it could facilitate enhancing
resilience by supporting a whole of organizational response to addressing the needs and
reducing risks to and vulnerabilities of crisis-affected populations. This is particularly relevant
given the commitment to joint approaches towards collective outcomes, which also requires
coherence across the humanitarian, development and peace components of IOM’s
programming.
3. Collective outcomes: “By providing a holistic response to the complex nature of crisisgenerated population flows and by looking at all phases of a crisis (before, during, after) as a
whole, and considering the specific needs and vulnerabilities of crisis-affected migrants based
on the comparative advantage of a diverse range of actors, including those outside the UN
system, it is a very useful tool for providing inputs towards collective outcomes.”65 The MCOF
is also useful for articulating collective outcomes internally within IOM, i.e. to promote
coherence towards shared objectives for instance in the context of HD(P)N.
The MCOF does not, however, address the commitment on transparency under the Global Bargain, as
this issue is not explicitly discussed in the MCOF. It is therefore recommended that if the MCOF is to
continue being used as a reference tool for preparing for, responding to and recovering from migration
crises, that it be updated to account for the commitments made under these global initiatives.
The MCOF also fits in with the recent Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration (GCM),
especially Objectives 2 on minimizing the adverse drivers and structural factors that compel people to
leave their country of origin (e.g. its action on launching emergency operations and supporting postemergency recovery) and Objective 7 on addressing and reducing vulnerabilities in migration.66
However, while the GCM does not explicitly include IDPs and being a state owned process, the MCOF
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will continue to be used to address gaps related to crises response when providing assistance to
Governments, in line with the intent of the GCM, including by drawing on its origin in the New York
Declaration for Refugees and Migrants 67. Furthermore, the MCOF fits in the comprehensive refugee
response framework of the Global Compact on Refugees (GCR)68 and is aligned to the international
refugee protection regime that is included in the MCOF wheel. The IOM is collaborating closely with
the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) in emergency camp management, shelter, health,
psychosocial and transport assistance, and by supporting the provision of durable solutions through
resettlement programmes, voluntary repatriation or local integration – all activities covered under the
MCOF sectors of assistance.69
MCOF and the International Security and Peacebuilding Systems: IOM engages in post-conflict
institution-building and transition and is a key partner of governments, donors, and the UN in
programmatic areas related to (re-)establishing stability and security in vulnerable communities.
“Upon the request of and in close consultation with the States concerned, IOM is involved in joint
programming for security sector reform (SSR), disarmament, demobilization and reintegration (DDR),
electoral assistance (including out-of-country voting), rule of law, reconciliation, reparations and
reconstruction.”70 All these activities fall under the MCOF community stabilization and transition
sector of assistance.
MCOF and Development Frameworks in Crisis and Post-Crisis Contexts: Through the MCOF, IOM
promotes linkages between migration and development, through programmes such as those
promoting the return of qualified nationals to assist post-crisis recovery.71 Furthermore, the MCOF is
consistent with target 10.7 of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development to “facilitate orderly,
safe, and responsible migration and mobility of people, including through implementation of planned
and well-managed migration policies.”72
In summary, the MCOF remains institutionally and strategically relevant to meet the requirements of
IOM’s migration crisis responses in line with its objectives and the IOM’s mandate. However, the
MCOF needs to be updated to be more consistent with the latest developments and commitments
made under various initiatives since its adoption in 2012, such as the Grand Bargain and the NWOW,
covering the humanitarian, peace and security, and development fields. The MCOF could also be
used more systematically for comprehensive fundraising efforts at the CO, RO and HQ levels.
Operational Relevance
Operationally, further efforts are required, especially at the CO level, to ensure that the MCOF remains
relevant. Most CO programme staff and CoMs surveyed reported being familiar with the MCOF,
however, to different degrees. Specifically, from a total of 42 respondents, 24 reported being
extremely/very familiar with the MCOF and 15 somewhat familiar, with the remaining three reporting
being not so/not at all familiar. Similarly, at the RO level, most of the RDs and RTS surveyed reported
being familiar with the MCOF, but to different degrees as well. From a total of 11 RTSs and RDs
surveyed and interviewed, 8 reported being extremely/very familiar with the MCOF and two
somewhat familiar, with only one RD mentioning not being at all familiar with the Operational
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Framework. Finally, at the HQ level, all Senior Management and departmental staff interviewed and
surveyed reported being familiar, again to varying degrees, with the MCOF. Out of a total of 22 staff,
18 reported being extremely/very familiar with the MCOF, with the remaining four reporting being
somewhat familiar with the Operational Framework (see Figure 2 below for an overview of the
results). The variation in familiarity with the Operational Framework highlights the need to conduct,
for instance, more trainings and awareness-raising about it.
Figure 2. IOM Staff Familiarity with the MCOF
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When CoMs and RDs were asked whether they have a crisis response strategy in place based on the
MCOF, over half of the CoMs (11 out of 19) and RDs (two out of three) reported not having such a
strategy in place. Of these respondents (n=13), four mentioned having plans to develop a strategy for
promoting the MCOF among external partners in their respective countries of operation, with the
remaining respondents stating not planning to have one (n=4) or not knowing of plans to have such a
strategy (n=5).
Of the CoMs and RDs that responded having a crisis response strategy in place based on the MCOF
(eight out of 19 CoMs and one out of three RDs), the majority (n=7) reported having coordinated the
MCOF with external partners as a tool for implementing preparedness, response, transition and
recovery and/or migration management activities in a migration crisis. For example, during the
development of the MCOF Strategic Plan 2018-2019 for South Sudan, the IOM Office held
consultations not just with staff, but also with beneficiaries in the key programming locations. Yet,
given that it is an IOM internal reference tool, external partners were not consulted either for the first
nor the second MCOF for the country (for more details, see the case study report in Annex 5). Similarly,
in Libya, IOM staff interviewed reported that consultations and exchange of views were coordinated
with external partners on the MCOF Strategic Plan 2017-2019. However, time constraints and
knowledge gaps between local partners and UN organizations, among others, negatively affected the
extent of such coordination (for more details, see the case study report in Annex 4).
Furthermore, of the three RDs surveyed, two mentioned that the RO has provided support to COs in
developing MCOF strategy documents, through review, training and advice, in coordination with HQ.
However, none mentioned their respective offices as having provided any form of financial support to
COs in this regard.
“Rolling out the MCOF has proved to be a time- and resource intensive undertaking. The RO
promotes the use of the MCOF and offers support to missions that have an interest in
undertaking MCOF strategizing but is unfortunately not in a position to commit specific
24

funding for these exercises due to a limited budget. Instead, the RO provides support where
it can, for example, by working on translations of the framework brochure to enhance its
accessibility, as well as committing human resources to the development and review of
mission strategies. Henceforth, the RTS(s), whenever possible, ensure the allocation of
resources within projects to either develop or complement existing government strategies to
reflect the MCOF.”73
In line with these findings, when it comes to integrating the MCOF in country/regional strategies,
programmes and fundraising activities, more efforts are needed, especially at the country level, to
maintain the relevance of the MCOF for responding to crises. Specifically, at the CO level, only eight
of 19 CoMs reported having integrated the MCOF in their country and programme strategies. For
fundraising, only seven out of 19 CoMs reported having used the MCOF for fundraising. At the regional
level, all three RDs surveyed reported having integrated the MCOF in regional strategies. For regional
programmes and fundraising, two of the three RDs mentioned having integrated MCOF in these
efforts. The figures show that the potential of the MCOF for programming and fundraising activities
may be underutilized (see Figure 3 below for an overview of the results). It is important to note,
however, that the MCOF is not always the most relevant tool for programming and fundraising
activities as it will be noted later in the report, for instance when participating in the consolidated
appeals process.
Figure 3. Integration of the MCOF in Strategies, Programmes and Fundraising
Efforts at Country and Regional Levels
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On the relevance of applying the MCOF in planning and implementing preparedness, response,
transition and recovery and/or migration management activities in a crisis situation, 13 out of 23 CO
programme staff and five out of eight RTSs surveyed responded positively,
“During the Bay of Bengal and Andaman Sea Crisis in 2015, IOM Thailand developed a regional
‘MCOF for Maritime Crisis’ to assist governments pursuant to the growing interest in the
migration consequences of crisis situations. In 2016, IOM Thailand also participated in
[Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific] ROAP’s development of ‘South East Asia MCOF:
Strategic plan for migration crisis by mass irregular movements’ and ‘ASEAN MCOF: Strategic
plan for natural disasters’.”74
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Of the remaining 13 CO programme staff and RTSs, 10 mentioned not having applied and three not
knowing whether the MCOF has been applied in planning and implementing activities in crises. Some
of the explanations provided for not applying MCOF include the sudden onset of a crisis, the existence
of other strategies and systems, such as the Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP) and the HCT, and the
lack of knowledge and experience in applying the Operational Framework.
In applying the MCOF, when CO programme staff and RTSs that have reportedly applied the MCOF
were asked whether the RO has been involved in the application of the MCOF to migration crises at
the country level, 11 out of 18 said yes. For example, IOM Kazakhstan received “relevant expertise”
from IOM HQ and RO Vienna for developing the MCOF Scenario for Kazakhstan. The CO also received
support with the IOM baseline study on the linkages between water resource management and
migration in Kazakhstan. Afterwards, international experts shared Kazakhstan’s MCOF approach in the
context of DRR and climate change adaptation globally with IOM. The remaining CO programme staff
and RTSs mentioned that the RO did not provide such support (n=3) or that they did not know (n=4).
At the HQ level, 19 out of 22 Senior Management and departmental staff interviewed and surveyed
view the MCOF as relevant for planning IOM’s response to migration crises in line with its mandate.
In terms of implementation, however, less than half of the Senior Management and departmental
staff at HQ (10 out of 22) reported the MCOF as being relevant for implementing IOM’s response in
crisis situations, with the remainder stating no (n=7) or that they don’t know/skipped the question
(n=5).
In terms of promoting and/or using the MCOF, 17 out of the 22 Senior Management and departmental
staff said yes (77%), with the remaining five stating no (23%)75. Some of the frequent ways the MCOF
has been reportedly used include as a reference for:
•
•
•
•

framing and developing policies and other internal documents and for providing inputs;
developing training in various divisions across the different departments at IOM;
designing, planning and fundraising for projects; and
explaining/justifying the work that the Organization engages in.

Looking at whether the MCOF has supported IOM in taking a comprehensive approach to its response
to migration crises at the country and regional level, 11 out of 13 CO programme staff and all five RTSs
that have reportedly applied the MCOF mentioned that it has. For instance, in Turkey, one staff
member mentioned that,
“the MCOF fits well with the current strategic document of the UNCT and the Regional
Refugee and Resilience Plan (3RP), therefore it is quite complementary. The 2-Day MCOF
Workshop helped staff understand our comprehensive approach and come together to
analyse the situation and propose a cohesive strategy. Before this, I believe the units were
separately working under their own strategic goals, not necessarily as one IOM Turkey.”76
The remaining two respondents either did not know or skipped the question.
On cross-cutting issues, 10 out of 13 CO programme staff and three out five RTSs that reportedly
applied the MCOF mentioned that the MCOF helps address cross-cutting issues, such as gender, the
environment, CT and protection, human rights of migrants and AAP. For instance, the analysis of GBV
and specific needs of women and children in the “MCOF for Maritime Crisis” was reportedly
incorporated into projects providing assistance and protection to the affected populations. The
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remaining staff at the country and regional levels mentioned that the MCOF does not help address
cross-cutting issues (n=2) or that they do not know (n=3).
Context-wise, when asked whether the application of the MCOF accounts for context-specific factors
including cultural aspects, as per the MCOF Strategic Planning Methodology (2016), eight out of 13 CO
programme staff and four out of five RTSs that have reportedly applied the MCOF mentioned that it
does. The remaining staff responded no (n=4) or that they did not know (n=2). According to one staff
member, “the tools in the Methodology for context analysis are not particularly useful, but a country
doing a strategy does this with many tools, and that is the most useful. It then informs the MCOF
section of the country strategy in general.”77
Overall, the above findings demonstrate that efforts are required, especially at the CO and RO levels
to ensure that the MCOF remains operationally relevant. First and foremost, the MCOF is not applied
to the extent that it could be, as demonstrated by the limited number of existing MCOF strategic plans
at the CO and RO levels. Given the reasons provided for not having developed an MCOF strategic plan
or applied the MCOF to crises, an internal reflection is needed to explore the usefulness and/or
complementarity of the MCOF in light of the existence of other strategies and systems, such as the
Cluster System and the HRPs that IOM applies and engages in, as well as the different purposes of
these strategies and systems. Unlike the MCOF, these other strategies and systems do not call for
whole of organizational responses nor promote an HD(P)N approach. Second, more efforts are
needed for integrating MCOF in country/regional strategies, programmes and fundraising activities.
Third, given that a great amount of variation exists in terms of staff familiarity with the MCOF, more
trainings and awareness-raising efforts should be considered, especially at the CO and RO levels.
Finally, on a more positive note on its operational relevance, the MCOF is perceived as having
supported a comprehensive approach to crises, helped address cross-cutting issues and accounted for
context-specific factors such as key political events and processes, and the social and economic
consequences of crises.

4.2. Effectiveness
MCOF Objectives: Perspectives from the Field (COs and ROs)
The following sub-section explores the results for each of the four MCOF objectives for those ROs and
COs that have reported having: a) a crisis response strategy in place based on the MCOF; b)
incorporated the MCOF in their internal regional or country strategy; or c) applied the MCOF in
planning and implementing any preparedness, response, transition and recovery and/or migration
management activities in the context of a migration crisis in their country or region of operation.
Accordingly, the responses of 30 IOM staff that have confirmed one of the above three points are
captured in the analysis that follows. Overall, the MCOF and those developed at the regional and

country office levels have helped IOM achieve the four objectives of the Operational
Framework at these respective levels, with the fourth objective faring best. For a breakdown
of the results by objective, see Figure 4 below.
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Figure 4. IOM Achievement of the MCOF Objectives
(CoMs, CO Programme Staff, RDs and RTSs, n=30)
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Objective 1: When it comes to improving and systematizing IOM’s response to migration crises by
bringing together its different sectors of assistance before, during and/or after a migration crisis, while
upholding human rights and humanitarian principles and promoting longer term development goals,
22 of the 30 IOM staff (73%) mentioned that the MCOF has helped IOM achieve this objective at the
regional and country levels.
“In the RO Vienna region, the MCOF sectors of assistance helped IOM to position itself before,
during and/or after a migration crisis. In the emergency contexts in the region, MCOF was the
guiding framework for IOM engagement in several sectors of assistance within the UN, and to
plan the humanitarian response accordingly. As the response in the main emergencies, in
Ukraine and in Turkey, turn towards more long-term recovery, IOM is well prepared to take
up this challenge to bridge the gap between humanitarian aid and development focused
interventions.”78
However, the extent to which this objective is achieved depends on the decision-making of staff with
related responsibilities and donor priorities, which have been highlighted as not always coinciding
with the priorities that IOM offices may have outlined through the MCOF. The remaining respondents
were of the view that MCOF has not helped IOM achieve this objective (17%) or that they did not know
to what extent the MCOF has helped in this regard (10%). One of the comments provided regarding
the non-achievement of the objective is that achieving it is not specifically because of the MCOF.
Objective 2: Looking at whether the MCOF has supported IOM in helping crisis-affected populations,
including IDPs and international migrants stranded in their destination/transit countries, to better
access their fundamental rights to protection and assistance through the support it provides to States,
20 of the 30 staff (67%) were of the view that the MCOF has helped IOM achieve this objective in their
respective region or country.
“IOM closely collaborates with national, regional and local governmental counterparts to
provide services including protection to the affected population. By way of example, in Turkey,
IOM works with municipalities to provide essential services including protection; while in
78
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Ukraine, MoUs were signed with migration-related ministries and services in Ukraine, as well
as local partnership arrangements with 73 conflict-affected communities. In addition, IOM
supports the government in responding to the needs of conflict-affected populations by
monitoring and analysing displacement data (DTM) on the socio-economic characteristics of
IDPs and IDP households, as well as the challenges they face.”79
However, similar to Objective 1, the issue was raised as to whether it is because of the MCOF that IOM
has achieved this objective. The remaining respondents mentioned that the MCOF has not helped IOM
achieve this objective (27%) or that they do not know to what extent this is the case (7%).
Objective 3: When it comes helping respond to the often-unaddressed migration dimensions of a crisis,
by complementing existing humanitarian systems, as well as other systems addressing peace and
security, and development issues, 20 of the 30 IOM staff (67%) mentioned that the MCOF has helped
IOM achieve this objective.
“MCOF strategies in the region complement emergency response plans put in place to assist
crisis-affected populations (3RP and the HRP in Turkey; the HRP for Ukraine), as well as
development plans (IOM is part of the UN Development Cooperation Plan in Turkey; in
Ukraine, IOM is part of the HCT and UN Eastern Team (UNET)). IOM actively participates,
among other coordinating bodies, in meetings of the Inter-Cluster Coordination Group,
Shelter/NFI, Food Security and Livelihoods, Protection and WASH clusters, and Cash Working
Group. IOM is also co-chairing, jointly with UNHCR, the coordination platform for the UNDAF
2018-2022 Pillar Four on human security, social cohesion and recovery with a particular focus
on Eastern Ukraine.”80
The remaining respondents mentioned that the MCOF has not helped IOM achieve this objective
regionally or nationally (27%) or that they do not know (7%).
Objective 4: Finally, in terms of building on IOM’s partnerships with States, international organizations
and other relevant actors in the fields of humanitarian response, migration, peace and security, and
development, the MCOF appears to have been the most successful in helping IOM achieve this
objective. Specifically, 24 of the 30 staff that responded to this question (80%) mentioned that the
MCOF has helped IOM build partnerships with States, international organizations and other relevant
actors in the four fields in question.
“Yes, because many stakeholders including donors (and even colleagues in certain
departments in IOM) do not understand why a migration agency is doing emergency response
activities, rehabilitating infrastructure, livelihoods, social cohesion and peacebuilding, PVE,
etc. The MCOF provides the framework that IOM can use to explain to stakeholders why we
do the activities we do and how they relate to a comprehensive migration crisis operational
response. This, to me, is the greatest value of the MCOF.”
This result is particularly important given the projectized nature of IOM. The remaining respondents
mentioned that the MCOF has not helped IOM achieve this objective (13%) or that they did not know
(7%). Similar to the previous three objectives, most negative responses were due to the absence of an
MCOF in the region or country in question.
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MCOF Objectives: Perspectives from HQ
Related to the state of the MCOF objectives from the field perspective, at the HQ level, Senior
Management and departmental staff hold a very positive view of IOM’s effectiveness in reaching the
four objectives, especially objective one and four. For a breakdown of the results by objective see
Figure 5 below.
Figure 5. IOM Effectiveness in Achieving the MCOF Objectives
(HQ, n=22)
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Objective 1: Out of the 22 respondents to this question, 19 (86%) mentioned that IOM has been
globally effective, albeit to different degrees, in improving and systematizing its response to migration
crises by bringing together its different sectors of assistance before, during, and/or after a migration
crisis, while upholding human rights and humanitarian principles and promoting longer term
development goals. Specifically, whereas 12 responded that IOM has been very effective/effective,
seven answered that is has been only somewhat effective. Some of the reasons provided as to why
IOM has been only somewhat effective include not being sure whether it is because of the MCOF or
another factor that IOM has been able to achieve this objective, personality factor and the lack of
institutionalization of the MCOF. The remaining three respondents mentioned that IOM has not been
effective or that they do not know whether it was effective in achieving this objective.
Objective 2: For this objective, respondents were reportedly less sure, compared to the other three
objectives, about the Organization’s effectiveness in helping crisis-affected populations, including IDPs
and international migrants stranded in their destination/transit countries, to better access their
fundamental rights to protection and assistance through the support it provides to States. While 11
respondents mentioned that the IOM was very effective/effective, four mentioned that it was
somewhat effective, with the remaining respondents stating that the Organization has not been at all
effective (n=1) or that they did not know how effective it has been in this regard (n=6). Many
respondents to this question find it difficult to know if the progress made towards this objective is
connected to the MCOF. “If there wasn’t an MCOF, would achieving this objective be less effective?”81
On a more positive note, other respondents were of the view that the MCOF has helped IOM be more
effective in this regard,
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“IOM has always been effective and is more and more effective. The MCOF pushed protection
and recognizing the centrality of beneficiaries which are also part of the Grand Bargain. IOM
has also always had strong advantage in dealing with governments, something which also
needs to remain. MCOF helped push some of the processes to contribute to that. IOM is much
better at articulating the protection of people than before, is much more confident in talking
about protection. I welcome institutional change even though it is still a challenge
sometimes.”82
Objective 3: Of the 22 respondents, 11 found the MCOF as being very effective/effective and 6
somewhat effective in helping respond to the often-unaddressed migration dimensions of a crisis, by
complementing existing humanitarian systems, as well as other systems addressing peace and
security, and development issues. Among the explanations provided as to why the MCOF has been
only somewhat effective is the challenge in attributing IOM’s effectiveness in reaching this objective
to the MCOF. “We have done a lot as an organization but don’t know if truly thanks to MCOF, maybe
most important value added is that it gave colleagues the framework to streamline messages, guide
work and how to jointly move forward in the system.”83 The remainder of the respondents (n=5)
mentioned that IOM was not effective or that they did not know whether it was effective in achieving
this objective.
Objective 4: Of the 22 respondents, 19 (86%) mentioned that the IOM has been globally effective in
building on IOM’s partnerships with States, international organizations and other relevant actors in
the fields of humanitarian response, migration, peace and security, and development. “There is room
to do more but it has been very effective, maybe the area where MCOF has helped the most.”84
However, certain staff questioned the extent to which it is because of MCOF that IOM has been
effective in reaching this objective. “Again, we do it, but would not say better or worse at building
partnerships because of MCOF.” 85 The remaining three respondents did not know whether IOM has
been effective in helping reach this objective.
Overall, the MCOF and those developed at the regional and country office levels appear to have
contributed to IOM achieving the four objectives of the Operational Framework, which go beyond it,
with the fourth objective faring best, followed by the first one at all levels (CO, RO and HQ). One of
the recurrent issues raised is whether the achievement of the objectives is because of the MCOF or
because of standard IOM principles and operational strategies and procedures that the MCOF
captures. In light of these findings, it is strongly recommended that an internal reflection be carried
out to determine the following: 1) Is the MCOF an effective tool to use systematically in IOM
operations planning, strategic responses and recovery, including with external
partners/stakeholders? 2) Is the use of the MCOF mainly in giving staff a framework to streamline
messages, guiding their work and informing how to jointly move forward in the existing
international systems and frameworks? 3) Is the MCOF to be presented externally as a clarification
of IOM’s role in the before, during and after stages of crises?
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Utility of the MCOF
When looking at how IOM staff at HQ, ROs and COs reportedly use the MCOF, several broad patterns
emerge. The following are the main purposes for which the MCOF has been used by IOM staff, in the
order of importance:
1. Justify and clarify IOM’s activities
“MCOF went through the Council and still rings a bell, at least among Member States and is always
a door opener when mention government because they signed off on it and are supposed to
support it. Helps us to justify a lot of things disputed or questioned by other stakeholders.”86
2. Build new and sustain existing partnerships
“It defines modalities of cooperation that fit in already existing structures such as the Cluster
System and IOM has already defined roles within the IASC which are easily used for preparing and
responding to crisis and existing funding mechanisms such as CERF can be used to mobilise
resources for response. It is also premised on the respect of international humanitarian and
human rights law.”87
3. Internal reference, guidance and background information
“MCOF was the guiding framework that allowed IOM to suggest and plan activities in different
sectors.”88
4. Programming
“In general, MCOF makes responses more comprehensive and holistic. Example now in Lao PDR is
a response linking CCCM, Shelter and Health. This also fits well with the government priorities.”89
5. Inform national policies, strategies, plans and institutions
“The results on promotion of the MCOF contributed directly to the mainstreaming of DRR into the
development of the National Concept on Migration Policy (2017 – 2021) and contributed to the
capacity building of the local authorities.”90
6. Planning
“MCOF has brought clarity and enabled planning for all the phases of crises and also ensured that
human rights and humanitarian principles are systematically observed and adhered to in
emergency response and other areas of IOM work.”91
7. Other: Fundraising, training, collaboration, strategic planning, complement and support
existing humanitarian system, research and external information products, and capacity
building.
When asked how the MCOF has contributed to achieving the outputs, outcomes and/or impacts of
activities implemented in response to migration crises at the country and regional levels, CO
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programme staff and RTSs reconfirmed all the main purposes for which the MCOF has been used by
IOM staff (see “Utility of the MCOF”):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Justification of activities;
Guidance/reference document;
Inform policies, strategies and plans;
Support coordination and collaboration;
Programming;
Training and capacity building; and
Research and information products.

Barriers to using MCOF
When asked whether the CO or RO has encountered any barriers in using the MCOF in responding in
a comprehensive way to the mobility dimensions of a crisis, seven out of the 31 CO programme staff
and RTSs (23%) mentioned having encountered barriers. Externally, barriers reported include national
governments (e.g. governments being opposed to certain activities, having conflicting priorities or the
national capacities to respond themselves to crises, etc.), inter-agency responses to crises under which
the application of MCOF is difficult, and contextual factors, including seasonal ones that impede
operational responses to crises. Internally, there were more barriers reported, including the following:
•
•
•

A lack of adequate resources for having trained staff on the MCOF to cover all three phases
of a crisis;
A lack of or insufficient support from the CoM; and
A lack of understanding about the value of the MCOF in crises situations.

Of the other 24 respondents, more than half skipped the question as it was not applicable (n=14), with
the remaining stating that they encountered no barriers (n=7) or that they were not aware of any such
barriers (n=3).
At the HQ level, five of the 22 respondents (23%) mentioned having encountered barriers in using the
MCOF.92 Unlike the IOM staff in the field, all of the barriers encountered at the global level were
reportedly internal, including: a lack of clarity on the target audience and the use of the MCOF, a lack
of knowledge and training on the MCOF, no mechanism to work with Member States on the MCOF,
and no systematic monitoring of the MCOF that is needed to assess its use and performance and to
identify corrective measures. If it is decided that the MCOF will continue to be used as a strategic
plan in crises, the external and internal barriers identified by staff at global, regional and country
levels need to be addressed and the positive elements reinforced given the limited use of the
Operational Framework in IOM emergencies worldwide.
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Monitoring & Evaluating the MCOF
Box 1. Partnership Framework for Development,
When it comes to assessing performance
Kazakhstan, 2016-2020
and improving the capacity of IOM field
Pillar 1 (out of 3): Reducing Disparities and Improving
offices, existing MCOF management and
Human Development
related monitoring mechanisms require
further improvement if these are to be
Outcome 3.1: Ecosystems and natural resources
effective for reporting on the specific and
protected and sustainably used, and human
overall performance and impact of the
settlements resilient to natural and manmade
Operational Framework, as well as to
disasters and climate change
generate recommendations for future
strategic moves, including resource “IOM: Strengthen Government institutional and
mobilization. Specifically, eight of the 18
operational capacities relating to migration
CO programme staff and RTSs that have
management, via technical assistance, helping
reportedly applied the MCOF mentioned respond to: (1) migration crises caused by natural or
that monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of
manmade events, internally or across the borders,
IOM activities take into account the MCOF
through operationalization of the IOM’s Migration
for analysing and reporting on Crisis Operational Framework (MCOF); and (2)
performance and results. For example, migration and environment challenges, exploring the
IOM Kazakhstan, in cooperation with the
link between scarce water resources and migration.”
Kazakh Government, integrated the
(Page 39).
MCOF in the results and resources
framework of the “Partnership Framework for Development, Kazakhstan, 2016-2020 (UNDAF)” that is
regularly evaluated (for more details, see Box 1).93 In Southeast Asia, for the projects that were
implemented during and after the Bay of Bengal and Andaman Sea crises, M&E was conducted using
indicators of a logical framework that was developed based on the MCOF sectors. In Zimbabwe,
“monitoring and reporting on activities have been taking into account the MCOF for analysing
performance in particular through the initiatives reporting template in which progress and results are
reported for activities periodically based on MCOF indicators.”94 Finally, in South Sudan, the IOM
Office has developed a mission-wide M&E framework that reflects the latest MCOF strategic plan for
the country. As such, reporting against the indicators in the M&E framework will help the IOM office
in South Sudan report on progress made towards achieving the strategic objectives under the three
pillars (see Annex 5 for more information about M&E and the South Sudan MCOF 2018/2019). If
successfully implemented, South Sudan will be among the first cases to demonstrate how the MCOF
at the country level can be monitored and evaluated.
The remainder of the respondents to this question mentioned either that M&E of IOM activities do
not account for the MCOF in analysing and reporting on results (n=6) or that they do not know (n=4).
Some of the reported reasons for not having incorporated the MCOF into M&E efforts include the lack
of knowledge as to how this could be done given the commitments made to donors in programs, the
lack of a results framework for the MCOF, and nature and short duration of the projects in crisis
situations which are feasible to monitor but difficult to evaluate.

93 The Partnership Framework for

Development (PFD) sets the strategic vision and direction for the UN Country Team (UNCT)
in Kazakhstan during the period 2016-2020 and is the result of a consultative process with the Government and other
partners. It analyses how the United Nations system can continue to most effectively coordinate its activities in response to
national priorities, while serving as an easily accessible overview of United Nations goals and activities in Kazakhstan.
Partnership Framework for Development, Kazakhstan, 2016-2020, (22 June 2015).
94 Survey response of an IOM staff member, August 2018.
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MCOF and Collaboration with Key Stakeholders
When it comes to framing and facilitating collaboration with governments, donors, UN agencies, and
NGOs and other civil society actors for preparing, responding to, and transitioning and recovering from
crises, data reveals the MCOF as being only somewhat effective. Specifically, the MCOF is reportedly
most effective for facilitating collaboration with governments, followed by donors, and less so with
UN agencies and NGOs and civil society actors (see Figure 6 below for an overview of the results).
Figure 6. Extent MCOF is an Effective Collaboration Tool
(CoMs, RDs, and HQ, n=44)
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However, important variations exist between COs, ROs and HQ regarding the extent to which MCOF
is an effective collaboration tool (see Table 4 for an overview). Specifically, compared to RDs and
CoMs, the Senior Management and departmental staff at HQ view the MCOF as being more effective
for collaborating with governments, donors, NGOs and civil society actors. Given these important
differences, for instance, the CO staff surveyed viewing the MCOF as being the least effective for
collaborating with governments compared to the HQ and RO staff surveyed, it is recommended that
these be included in the reflection regarding the utility of keeping the MCOF as a strategic plan
versus a reference/guidance document.
Table 4. Comparison of the Effectiveness of MCOF for
Collaboration with Key Stakeholders
Governments
Donors
UN Agencies
NGOs
HQ
+++
+++
+
+++
ROs
++
++
+++
++
COs
+
+
++
+
When it comes to implementing activities, the MCOF is viewed as promoting medium, long-term and
inter-connected approaches through the three phases of a crisis (before, during and after), particularly
the after phase. Specifically, when asked whether the MCOF helps ensure that activities are
implemented in a way that takes these approaches into account, 13 out of the 18 CO programme staff
and RTSs that have reportedly applied the MCOF mentioned yes (72%). “In our strategy, we included
short, medium and long-term approaches, as well as potential scenarios. The MCOF has helped us to
identify these approaches and to monitor the situation in order to provide the most adequate
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assistance and activities.”95 Of the remaining respondents, only a few mentioned that the MCFO has
not helped in this regard (n=3), with the rest stating that they did not know (n=2). Considering these
findings and IOM’s global commitments, especially those under the NWOW regarding HD(P)N, the
MCOF could serve as a useful reference on how to bridge the humanitarian, development and peace
approaches, as well as to promote longer-term/multi-year funding and programming.
MCOF Training
Externally, rolling-out the MCOF is important for shaping and strengthening existing institutional
relationships with both governments and partners. This can be done through awareness-raising,
promoting MCOF in preparedness/contingency plans and through international policies and dialogues
on humanitarian and migration management. Promoting the MCOF externally also supports
Resolution No. 1243 that encourages Member States to use the MCOF for their preparedness and
response planning. Accordingly, when CO programme staff and RTSs (n=31) were asked whether their
office has conducted any trainings for external partners on the MCOF and how it can be applied to
preparedness, response, transition and recovery, and migration management activities before, during
and/or after a crisis, almost half (n=15) said that no such trainings have been conducted. In 2014, IOM
reportedly presented the MCOF to 1819 officials in 78 different occasions. Among these participants,
63% were officials from national governments and 37% included organizations with whom IOM
maintains a strategic partnership (see Figure 7 below for an overview of the type of external events
that featured the MCOF in 2014).
Figure 7. Types of Events Featuring the MCOF in 2014

Source: IOM, “Report on IOM Response to Migration: Supplementary report to SCPF,” (I June 2015), 12.

The findings discussed above reveal that there has been a drastic decrease in the number of external
events on the MCOF, including trainings, carried out since 2014 that target governments and partners.
One of the negative consequences is the lack of knowledge about the MCOF, which may affect those
States in need of capacity to support crisis-affected populations on their territory and to manage
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longer-term migration challenges. For more details about prevailing views of some IOM Member
States about the MCOF, see the next sub-section entitled, “MCOF and Member States.”
The other respondents to this question either did not know (n=5) or confirmed that MCOF trainings
have been organized for external partners (n=11). When the latter respondents were asked whether
the trainings conducted were effective, the majority said yes (eight out of 11). For example, in
Kazakhstan, trainings on the MCOF reportedly “raised the knowledge of authorities on how the MCOF
can help them to address the complex and often large-scale migration flows caused by a crisis, support
vulnerable individuals and communities affected by the crisis, and manage the potential acute and
longer-term migration challenges.”96 The remaining IOM staff surveyed mentioned that the training
conducted was ineffective (n=1) or that they did not know whether it was effective (n=2).
Internally, the rolling out of the MCOF, which began in 2013, does not appear to have been carried
out systematically.97 However, of those training sessions conducted, these were reportedly effective.
In particular, at HQ, of the 22 Senior Management and departmental staff less than half (n=8)
mentioned having participated in a training on the MCOF, seven of which mentioned such trainings as
having been effective. Nevertheless, greater efforts may be needed to ensure that trainings are
effective. For example, according to one staff member, “I received training on MCOF in 2013, but there
has been little follow-up since then in terms of further training, guidance notes, examples of where
MCOF has been put into practice, etc. A number of the questions that participants had in the training
have also not really been answered…”98. The remaining HQ staff mentioned not having received any
training (n=13) or not remembering having been trained on the MCOF (n=1). In the field, only seven
of the 53 IOM staff surveyed specified having been trained on the MCOF. 99 Accordingly, more training
and awareness-raising may be required to ensure that staff at COs, ROs and HQ are knowledgeable
about (especially who should use the MCOF, when and for what purposes) and can apply the MCOF
to crisis situations.
MCOF and IOM Member States
As mentioned earlier, the MCOF was developed in 2012 at the request of Member States, pursuant to
the growing interest in the migration consequences of crises situations arising from man-made or
natural disasters. Six years later, Member States were asked to share their views on the MCOF and
how effective IOM has been in reaching the four global objectives. Overall, apart from objective one
and four, more than half of the 10 Member States that responded to the survey mentioned not
knowing or skipped the question altogether. Of the four objectives, Member States find the MCOF as
having helped IOM first and foremost improve and systematize its response to migration crises by
bringing together its different sectors of assistance within a pragmatic and evolving approach. For an
overview of the results, see figure 8 below.
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Figure 8. The State of the MCOF Objectives According to Member States
(n=10)
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According to operative paragraph five of Resolution No. 1243, “States bear the primary responsibility
to protect and assist crisis affected persons residing on their territory in accordance with national law
and in conformity with international humanitarian and human rights law.”100 When asked, whether in
fulfilling this operative paragraph Member States have considered applying the MCOF to
preparedness, response and/or transition and recovery efforts in a migration crisis, only four out of
the 10 responded yes. As shown in Figure 9 below, apart from the capacity to improve the
management of the mobility dimensions of crises, only three out of the 10 Member States mentioned
the MCOF as having helped their capacity in some way (significantly, moderately or slightly) in
preparing for, responding to, and transitioning and recovering from such situations.
Figure 9. MCOF's Enhancement of Member States' Capacity Before, During and
After a Crisis (n=10)
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Similarly, when Member States were asked what type of support their respective governments have
received from IOM, six of out of the 10 Member States mentioned having received either capacity
building or technical support for preparedness. In this case, most of the Member States reported the
support received as having been effective. When it comes to responding to a crisis, five out of the 10
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Member States reported having received support with building their capacities and/or with
resettlement and relocations efforts. Like preparedness, most of the Member States that received
support in responding to a migration crisis found it effective. As for transitioning and recovering from
a migration crisis, three out of the 10 Member States mentioned having received capacity building or
return and reintegration support, which they reported as having been effective. Overall, the results
show that most of support received from IOM has been for preparedness, followed by response, and
lastly transition and recovery. In upholding its responsibilities laid out in Resolution No. 1243, a needs
assessment may be required on the part of IOM in supporting the capacities of Member States
during and after a crisis, while at the same time continuing to support activities in the before stage.
The level of information shared with Member States may explain the low feedback received on the
survey. According to Resolution No. 1243, the DG is to “report to the IOM Council on a regular basis
on the application of the MCOF.”101 However, to date, apart from two brief stock-taking exercises on
the MCOF in 2014 and 2015, the reports to the SCPF on IOM’s response to crisis situations have been
very brief with the latest one being in 2018 with only a one-page discussion, despite this having been
among IOM’s biggest areas of engagement during the period in question. Of the 10 IOM Member
States that participated in this exercise, only two reported being satisfied with the reporting on the
MCOF, with the remainder stating no (n=1), not knowing (n=5) or skipping the question altogether
(n=2). According to one Member State, “We haven’t seen any direct reporting on the MCOF.”102
Looking forward, IOM may consider including a greater discussion about its response to crises in its
reports to the SCPF, using MCOF as a reference for reporting, as it does with the MiGOF.
In terms of resources, operative paragraph nine of the Resolution No. 1243 recalls the establishment
of the MEFM to enable IOM to respond rapidly in assisting affected migrants during the acute
emergency phase of a humanitarian crisis, notably between the time that an emergency operation is
launched and the financial support from donors is received. When Member States were asked
whether the MCOF has encouraged their governments to contribute to the MEFM, only two said yes,
with the remainder stating no (n=5), don’t know (n=2) or skipped the question (n=2). When it comes
to fundraising and using the MCOF towards this end, none of the Member States surveyed said yes.
Overall, the MCOF is viewed by the Member States that participated in this exercise as having
especially helped IOM with improving and systematizing its response to crises (MCOF Objective 1),
highlighting the need for greater efforts on the part of IOM towards achieving the other three MCOF
objectives (two, three and four). Furthermore, the MCOF has not been used to the extent that it could
be, which may in part be explained by the type of capacity support that Member States have received
from IOM in preparing for, responding to, managing, and transitioning and recovering from a
migration crisis. Specifically, most of the support received by participating Member States in this
exercise has reportedly been for preparedness and less for response and transition and recovery.
Another plausible explanation for these results is the limited information shared with Member States
to date regarding the application of the MCOF to crises and its performance and results, which may
be addressed through improved M&E of MCOF efforts such as outcome monitoring and reporting
to the SCPF.

4.3. Efficiency
Looking at how resources have been converted into outputs, data reveals that few IOM staff at the
country and regional levels have in fact analysed the financial and administrative requirements for
effectively applying the MCOF in implementing preparedness, response, and transition and recovery
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activities. Specifically, only six of the 30 IOM staff that those ROs and COs that have reportedly applied
the MCOF mentioned having conducted such an analysis, often indirectly. For instance, in the case of
Libya, there is no detailed analysis conducted because the funds are there in the programs. “I don’t
think that there is a need for a separate fund, as the MCOF is part of the current program funds. For
us, the main reason for having a new unit on M&E is to measure our performance, impact and
alignment to MCOF…At the programme level, the M&E person will make sure personnel coordinate
with programmes across the board on reporting and integrating MCOF.” 103 The remainder of the
respondents to this question mentioned that they have not analysed the financial and administrative
requirements (n=14), that they do not know whether this has been done at their respective IOM office
(n=7) or skipped the question as it was not applicable (n=3). The implementation of MCOF at the
country or regional levels does not necessarily imply additional financial resource allocation.
However, as the MCOF is a tool for fostering improved internal coordination and programmatic
coherence at all levels, a strengthening of the internal coordination mechanisms and resources to
undertake comprehensive assessments and develop migration crisis response strategies at different
stages of the crisis, including in anticipation of or in the wake of a crisis situation, may be useful.
Specifically, when asked whether internal collaboration channels and resources are sufficient to
support MCOF’s implementation as a relevant tool for the management of migration crises and
mobility of populations, 57 per cent of the IOM staff surveyed said no. The following are two of the
several comments received from IOM staff regarding this issue, highlighting, among other things, the
lack of institutionalization of the MCOF and the need for trained IOM staff on it, particularly the RTSs,
that can act as focal points to provide field offices with the support needed.
“No for resources. For collaboration channels, not sure what form these should take – goes
beyond DOE’s work – have some of the key sectors with the critical ones being trafficking and
health, which work very well for the time being because of the individuals who have worked
with DOE and in the field. How can channels be more institutionalized – why it works well with
these people is because they don’t look at MCOF as a DOE thing... Problem more at HQ and
RO level – at CO respond to crisis – silos start at HQ – important that MCOF is not understood
only as DOE baby but as an institutional product.” 104
“We need more resources, both human and financial, but ultimately about human… Need to
make sure when a mission wants to do it that we have someone at HQ to support them…Same
time we don’t have the resources available. Need dedicated people that are good at MCOF.” 105
“Next step is to clarify its purpose [MCOF] not only for the mission, but also for IOM RO; DOE
in RO said MCOF supposed to capture what you do and not lead what you do. RTS for DOE has
not done training on MCOF, in fact none of the two DOE RTSs know have not done such a
training.”106
Greater efforts may be required to strengthen internal collaboration channels and ensuring that
sufficient human and financial resources are available for applying MCOF before, during and after
crises situations.
In the 2014 review report to the SCPF on the implementation of the MCOF in 2012-2013, there was a
discussion about the Working Group (WG) on MCOF Implementation, comprising of senior technical
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staff from the different units from all departments in HQ. The WG reportedly worked closely with a
network of regional focal points based in each RO who were responsible to collect and disseminate
information on MCOF-related activities and to facilitate two-way communications between the field
and HQ.107 Unfortunately, the WG appears to no longer be active. No IOM staff at the HQ, RO or CO
level mentioned the WG at any point in time, especially on the ways of supporting the incorporation
of MCOF in IOM programming. Given the potential of such a WG to strengthen existing collaboration
channels, it is recommended that IOM look into the reasons behind the cessation of the WG and
possibilities for restoring it.
Overall, while the implementation of the MCOF at the country and regional levels does not always
imply additional allocation of resources, existing collaboration channels need to be strengthened
(e.g. restoring the WG on MCOF Implementation) and greater human and financial resources need
to be allocated on a consistent and ongoing basis for the continued use of the MCOF before, during
and after crises situations (either in the form of a strategic plan or as a guidance/reference
document).

4.4. Outcome and Impact
Since its adoption in 2012, no assessment was carried out to explore what the outcome(s) and
impact(s) of the MCOF have been either at the country, regional and/or global levels. Such an
assessment is useful to understand where and how the Operational Framework has been applied, its
utility, its successes and any prevailing gaps and measures that may be taken to address them so that
the MCOF may continue being used in the form of a strategic plan and/or as a reference in crisis
situations. The section that follows will explore the outcomes(s) and impact(s) of the MCOF, using a
combination of findings from the documentation review, the case studies and the survey and
interview data gathered from IOM staff at COs, ROs and HQ.
At the institutional and strategic level, when IOM staff (CoMs, RDs, Senior Management and
departmental staff at HQ) were asked whether the MCOF has helped reinforce IOM’s position as the
leading agency on displacement and migration crises, 20 out of 44 respondents said yes (45%).
According to one staff, “We are able to educate the international community about what mobility
dimensions are, explicitly programming support around population movements which has never been
captured by clusters – a big part of response operations and evacuations.”108 Therefore, IOM is in a
unique position given its different approach to crisis in UN system. “Few organizations look at all
dimensions of a crisis the way IOM does.”109 However, the Organization is viewed by certain staff as
not having exploited enough its strategic value. “We speak more than we should. Institutionally we
don’t live up to what we preach.”110 IOM could and should be doing more with regards to ensuring
that programming is linked throughout a crisis (preparedness, response, and transition and recovery
stages). The remaining IOM staff responded no (n=13), that they do not know (n=5) or they skipped
the questions entirely as it was not applicable (n=6),
“Would say no, as there are other things that have done this for us. Would not say MCOF. In
terms of credibility, we have always been the boots on ground and been effective at that;
credibility and space are how effective we have been in managing camps and doing CT in crises
which is a new area. Our active participation in the Grand Bargain, willingness to engage and
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to partner with other actors – these are the things that have given us more credibility
compared to MCOF.”111
To enhance the knowledge and contextual analysis of mobility in crisis contexts, IOM launched the
MCOF based “Mobility Dimensions of Crisis Working Paper” series in 2013 (e.g. Afghanistan, Mali,
Somalia, Syrian Arab Republic, Central African Republic (CAR) and Chad). The papers present the risks,
challenges and opportunities associated with the spontaneous and planned movements of all
vulnerable migrants and mobile populations during a crisis. The results of the papers provide
policymakers and practitioners with a better understanding of both the implications of existing
migration patterns for the crisis and the impact of the crisis on current and future mobility patterns.
Likewise, this contextual understanding of the mobility dimensions of crises in the short, medium and
long-term can help inform tailored responses and recovery in such contexts. For example, the papers
for CAR and Somalia were used as a basis for national policy meetings. Since the 2015, however, no
further papers have been produced. If IOM has the intention to reinforce its position as a reference
on addressing mobility dimensions in crisis contexts, the Working Papers may be essential to
achieve that.
Another possible avenue for reinforcing IOM’s position as a reference on addressing mobility
dimensions in crisis contexts is the Migration Profiles in which the mobility dimensions could be
strengthened, as appropriate, under the section on Migration Trends and Migrant Characteristics.112
The Migration Profile provide a framework for monitoring migratory processes against the background
of existing regulatory systems, policy frameworks and international cooperation initiatives. 113 In
addition to describing the number of migrants and their characteristics, the Profiles also explore ways
of setting systems for tracking migratory events over time, and piloting methods for evaluating the
ling between migration and development and assessing the socio-economic impact of migration.114
When looking at whether and how the perception of governments/Member States, donors and UN
agencies has changed regarding the usefulness of the MCOF as a reference framework for
preparedness, response, and transition and recovery efforts in crisis situations since its approval in
2012, the lack of assessments of the MCOF rendered this question difficult for IOM staff to answer.
Specifically, over 64 per cent of Senior Management and departmental staff at HQ surveyed and
interviewed reported not knowing whether the perception of these actors about the useful of the
MCOF as a reference framework has changed over the past six years (see Figure 10 below for an
overview of the results). The remaining staff at HQ mentioned either that it has changed or has not
changed. According to one staff,
“What has really changed and perhaps this is thanks to MCOF is the way the government
understands IOM and its mandate and how IOM can support it in emergencies. We are more
called to provide emergency services in a comprehensive manner. I think we are definitely
stronger as an organization in terms of how we are perceived as a result of this tool. At the
national level, it may be easier when approach governments because they are aware of the
MCOF. Helps with the buy-in.”115
Other staff, however, view the momentum around that MCOF as having waned. “There was probably
some excitement how this could be used. But, because not universally applied to all missions, don’t
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see too much change in perception.”116 Finally, some staff fail to see the benefits of the MCOF for
governments and partners and thus do not see any changes in their perceptions with respect to the
Operational Framework. “Would guess most of these actors are unfamiliar with MCOF; something
internal, don’t see it being used well and picked up externally; goes back to comment how it benefits
them.”117 These results again highlight the need for an internal reflection in IOM about the utility of
the MCOF and whether the Organization should continue to use it in the form of a strategic plan or
only as a guidance/reference document in crisis situations. Depending on which option is selected, a
series of recommended actions are required, which will be discussed in Section 6 on
recommendations.
Figure 10. Changes in Perception About the Usefulness of MCOF as a
Reference Framework in Crises (n=22)
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At the operational level, when IOM staff at the COs and ROs that have reportedly applied the MCOF,
along with the IOM staff at the HQ level (n=40), were asked what the outcome(s) and/or impact(s) of
the MCOF are for positioning IOM in preparedness, response, transition and recovery, and migration
management initiatives in their respective contexts, 75 per cent (n=30) reported an outcome and/or
impact, with the most prominent one being an increase in the credibility of IOM. Specifically, the
Operational Framework is viewed as the only tool that IOM has to position itself in preparedness,
response, transition and recovery, and migration management initiatives. “Before, we didn’t have a
way to articulate it [IOM’s position]. IOM is doing all these activities, but it didn’t have anything
structured to be able to say we have an intention, an approach behind our activities. So, in developing
MCOF, the impact is significant, to have not done it was not an option.” 118 Other reported outcomes
and impacts of the MCOF at the global, regional and country levels include the following:
1. Increased stakeholder awareness about and the knowledge and capacity to prepare, respond
to, and transition and recover from a crisis situation;
2. Increased stakeholder interest in obtaining IOM support for preparing for, responding to, and
transitioning and recovering from crisis situations;
3. Increased access to funding, particularly in regional and country offices;
4. Increased programmatic efficiency;
5. Improved national policies, strategies and legislations;
6. Created a culture of DRR in certain contexts;
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7. Provision of guidelines on sectors where IOM can implement activities addressing migration
crises;
8. Strengthened partnerships;
9. Enhanced the rapid response capacity and ability to scale up activities to deliver assistance in
large and complex humanitarian operations; and
10. Reinforced importance of exploring crisis dynamics before an actual crisis and the fact that
there are explicit things to be done in a post-crisis setting, particularly with respect to durable
solutions.
The remaining staff either reported that they did not know (18%) or they skipped (8%). According to
one RTS, “From my work, I have not seen much in the way of outcome or impact. From what I have
seen, proposed project interventions are placed within the MCOF framework rather than the
framework serving to shape and guide the project design.”119 These results highlight that greater M&E
efforts are required to assess the outcome and impact of the MCOF.
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5. KEY QUESTIONS FOR REFLECTION
The following are a set of key questions that emerged from this global analysis and the two case
studies that can serve as guide for conducting the internal reflection on the MCOF:
1.

What does the IOM aim to achieve through the MCOF today? Does it want to use it to reach out
to donors, to document its role in the IASC and other fora or to improve partnerships? Is the
MCOF a migration management tool, a humanitarian tool and/or an HD(P)N tool? How do we
ensure that the MCOF promotes a whole of organization approach to crisis and is not perceived
solely as a DOE tool?
2. Is there another concept that IOM can use in the place of “migration crisis” given that this
terminology can lead to the understanding that migration leads to crises which is not what IOM
intends to convey?
3. What does crisis with mobility dimensions mean today in real life, as well as for institutional
approaches?
4. What are the criteria for deciding that a country needs to develop an MCOF strategic plan and
another one does not? Is there a need for such criteria? Do we link the criteria to AAP and postcrisis responsibilities? Where is the accountability to make sure the MCOF is applied and that
feedback is obtained about its implementation?
5. To what extent does IOM’s role and the MCOF change now that it is part of the UN? Can the
MCOF have a formal role in the implementation of the GCM?
6. Can the MCOF be linked to other national plans and UN coordination processes, and be
incorporated/referenced in them?
7. When a migration crisis is phasing out/ending, what should be done with the MCOF? Does IOM
have a standardized approach on how to transition from the framework of the MCOF to a
broader-based strategy comprising not only crisis operations, but those regarding migration
management?
8. In contexts where the crises are localized, and the COs have non-crisis related migration
management and/or development programs, what should be done with the MCOF?
9. What can be a stronger role of the CoMs and the RTSs for a renewed focus on the MCOF?
10. Where does the MCOF fit in a country strategy? Can and should IOM field offices integrate MCOF
in a country strategy or instead produce two different strategies?
11. Should an MCOF strategic plan support a fundraising strategy?
12. How can IOM organise training and awareness-raising plans for the MCOF among IOM staff,
governments and implementing partners to keep them up to date?
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6. CONCLUDING REMARKS & RECOMMENDATIONS
Contemporary crises, both man-made and natural disasters, can generate complex patterns of
migration and human mobility. These have been identified as important factors that need to be
incorporated in responses before, during and after a crisis. This is especially because not all patterns
of mobility and persons on the move during crises are comprehensively covered by existing
frameworks at the international, regional and national levels. The MCOF was approved in 2012 by
Member States through the IOM Council Resolution No. 1243 to improve and systematize the way
IOM frames its response to the needs of crisis-affected populations during the three phases of a crisis.
In accordance with the reporting requirements outlined in the Resolution and the importance of the
MCOF for responding to crises and for managing IOM’s responses in such contexts, the present
evaluation analysed the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, outcome and impact of the Operational
Framework at the global, regional and national levels. The analysis also considered the MCOF’s four
objectives, the three phases of a crisis (before, during and after) and the 15 sectors of assistance 120,
as well as its complementarity with other IOM migration management tools and international
frameworks, response systems and coordination modalities. Overall, the findings reveal that the
MCOF remains an institutionally and strategically relevant document for the Organization. While the
Framework has been found to be an effective tool in the few cases where it has been applied, greater
efforts are still required to increase its operational use, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, outcomes
and impact.
Moving forward, this evaluation recommends a reflection around two options that emerged from the
global MCOF analysis and the two cases studies (Libya and South Sudan). Option one is, in consultation
with ROs and DOE, to require COs, within a specific timeframe, to develop or adapt existing strategic
plans for crisis response informed by the application of the MCOF. Option two is to maintain the MCOF
mainly as an institutional tool/reference guide for comprehensive, coherent and synergetic
operational responses and strategic planning, and for other purposes, including donor relations.
For either option, the MCOF will need to be reviewed and revised. Once updated, the MCOF should
be shared and discussed with Member States, as appropriate. Institutionally and strategically, IOM
may need to better define its mandate in crises situations (i.e. articulate its comparative advantage),
which may also help avoid running into conflicts with external partners when applying the MCOF.
Likewise, if IOM has the intention to reinforce its position as a reference to addressing mobility
dimensions in crisis contexts, the Migration Crisis Working Papers may be essential to achieve that.
Revising the MCOF should be done against all the developments that have taken place since 2012,
internally and externally, in the humanitarian, transition and development fields, for example,
updating the 15 sectors of assistance based on the realities on the ground (e.g. the inclusion of WASH
and humanitarian protection as sectors) and possibly including more development-oriented sectors
(e.g. livelihood and employment generation). Moreover, MCOF should be mainstreamed in all future
relevant IOM policies, strategies and frameworks. Similar to better defining IOM’s mandate in crises
situations and what it will take the lead on, the Organization needs to reflect upon the use of the
concept of “migration crisis” and consider using another term in the title and body of the document.
“Migration crisis” can lead to the understanding that migration leads to crises which is not what IOM
intends to convey through this term, but rather the migration dimensions that emerge in crisis
120
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situations. Operationally, an internal reflection is also recommended for exploring the usefulness of
and the purposes that the MCOF serves given the existence of other strategies and systems, such as
the Cluster System and HRPs, that IOM currently applies and engages in. Moreover, given the variation
in staff familiarity with the MCOF, more trainings and awareness-raising efforts should be considered,
especially at the CO and RO levels.
Once revised and updated, IOM should share and discuss the MCOF with Member States, as
appropriate. Following its adoption, the Operational Framework will need to be systematically rolledout internally at all levels of the Organization and externally with governments and other key
stakeholders to ensure buy-in and knowledge about it, as well as to promote its use either as a
strategic plan or an institutional tool/reference guide. The option that will be selected in terms of the
purpose of the MCOF will determine which of the recommendations presented in this report should
be considered moving forward at the institutional, strategic and operational levels. The following is a
broad discussion of the key the recommendations for each option, the details for which can be found
in the body of the report.
Option One: In consultation with ROs and DOE, require COs, within a specific timeframe, to develop
or adapt existing strategic plans for crisis response informed by the application of the MCOF.
If it is decided, in consultation with Member States that the MCOF, approved through the IOM Council
Resolution No. 1243, should continue being used in the format of a strategic plan for crisis response,
internal coordination mechanisms between different departments and/or units at the HQ, RO and CO
levels need to be strengthened and sufficient human and financial resources allocated. The latter are
required for conducting comprehensive assessments and developing or adapting existing response
strategies at different stages of a crisis, including in anticipation of or in the wake of such an event.
For MCOF strategic plans especially, integrating existing national strategies, plans and frameworks
may help establish linkages between the governments, humanitarian and/or development community
and what IOM is doing in a given context. In turn, promoting the strategic plans in IOM country
strategies, project documents and discussions with external partners and donors may strengthen and
increase partnerships and funding. As part of its institutionalization, IOM may consider making it
mandatory that all project proposals, at a minimum in crisis contexts, have a paragraph on how the
project fits under the MCOF and its contribution towards one or more of the strategic objectives. The
IOM may consider developing some tip sheets or key messages that field staff can use towards these
purposes. Continuous mentoring and guidance from HQ and the ROs is crucial for institutionalizing the
MCOF. One-off trainings or simply sharing documents about the MCOF are not sufficient for staff to
understand the MCOF and be able to apply it in their work. In this regard, the MCOF online training
should be made mandatory for all new staff as part of their induction, as well as for (senior) staff
already on board. This should be followed-up on with more tailored face-to-face training to maintain
and build upon the knowledge and skills of IOM staff. Similarly, workshops and joint-capacity
assessments need to be regularly organized with relevant governments and partners to strengthen
their capacities in preparedness for, response to, and transition and recovery from crisis situations.
Finally, existing MCOF management and related monitoring mechanisms require further improvement
if these are to be effective for reporting on specific and the overall performance and impact of the
Operational Framework, as well as to generate recommendations for future strategic moves, including
resource mobilization.
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Option Two: Maintain the MCOF mainly as an institutional tool/reference guide for comprehensive,
coherent and synergetic operational responses and strategic planning, and for other purposes,
including donor relations.
If it is decided, in consultation with Member States that the MCOF should be kept mainly as an
institutional tool/reference guide for comprehensive, coherent and synergetic operational responses
and strategic planning, and for other purposes, including donor relations, internal and external
communication products will need to be updated and/or developed to convey the content of the
MCOF in a practical, user-friendly way. The information products will then need to be continuously
shared to keep IOM staff, Member States and external partners informed about and interested in the
Operational Framework. Towards this end, the products should be translated, as appropriate, so that
they can reach these target audiences in the various regions around the world where IOM is active.
Given the evolvements internationally in the humanitarian and developments fields, such as IOM
joining the UN system in 2016 and the current changes underway in how the UN development system
works, as well as IOM’s commitments since the adoption of the MCOF, this internal reflection and
update of the Operational Framework is needed. This is especially the case if the Organization is to
continue being at the forefront of operational, research, policy and advocacy efforts when it comes to
addressing the mobility dimensions of crises.

48

