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ANNEX 1: EVALUATION MATRIX 

Key evaluation questions Sub-questions 

Relevance  

Is the MGI programme relevant to 

meet the needs of the governments 

in terms of generating relevant 

information and assess the needs in 

migration governance? 

1. Was the programme design comprehensive and 
incorporated the global, regional and national 
migration governance needs? 

2. How well was the programme support geared towards 
addressing the global, regional and national migration 
governance needs?  
 

To what extent have the main 

stakeholders participated in the 

development of the MGI 

programme design, methodology 

and implementation to ensure that 

it is relevant to their needs?   

1. What role did the stakeholders play in the programme 
design process?  

2. What role did the stakeholders have in programme 
implementation? 

3. Have stakeholders participated in the design of new 
MGI initiatives? 

Has the programme adapted to 

recent changes in the management 

and perception of migration 

worldwide?  

1. How relevant is the programme in terms of supporting 
participating countries to implement their SDGs? 

2. How has the programme strengthened 
implementation of the GCM? 

3. How has the programme supported design of country 
responses to COVID-19 and migration? 

4. How have countries utilized the MGI in the design and 
implementation of responses to massive movements 
of irregular migrants and asylum seekers?   

Coherence 

Is the link between the MGI 
programme and other relevant IOM 
policy initiatives and inter-states 
processes coherent?  

1. What is the level of coherence with the Capacity 
Development for Migration Management initiative and 
IOM Migration Data Strategy? 

2. What is the level of integration with national, regional 
or global processes and inter-states consultations 
mechanisms on migration (ISCM), including the UN 
Sustainable Development of the Cooperation 
Frameworks and the Voluntary National Reviews?  

Is the MGI programme intervention 
aligned to the priorities of national 
development strategies and 
policies?  

1. How are governments able to engage in the MGI 
programme to ensure that it is coherent with national 
approaches? 

2. To what extent can governments adapt the MGI 
programme to their specific context and priorities?  

3. How is coordination between related national 
institutions guaranteed? 

Effectiveness 

To what extent have the intended 
outcomes of the MGI programme 
been achieved?   

1. What is the state of the outcome indicators as of 
December 2020? 

2. What factors have affected (positively or negatively) 
the achievement of the outcomes? 

To what extent has the MGI 
programme managed to provide 

1. What mechanisms are in place to support the 
implementation of the programme? 
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consistent support to IOM offices 
engaged in the project?  

2. Which mechanisms may hinder the roll out? 
3. How does the programme communicate 

changes/ideas/additions to countries?   

How does the MGI programme 
support governments’ efforts in 
working toward improving their 
migration governance? 

1. How has the MGI process strengthened the whole 
government approach to migration management? 

2. How has the MGI strengthened the government 
evidence base for migration policy making and 
programming? 

3. To what extent has the programme managed to 
provide consistent support and advice on how to make 
strategic use of MGI results to feed into national policy 
initiatives? 

To what extent has the current 
COVID pandemic affected the MGI 
programme implementation and 
how has the programme adapted to 
the pandemic?   

1. Has the impact of COVID pandemic been consistent 
across the programme implementation? 

2. Which mitigation strategies have been put in place? 
 

Efficiency  

Have the coordination structures 
between the two managing divisions 
at IOM, and the regional offices and 
country offices, worked efficiently?  

1. What stakeholder coordination mechanisms are in 
place, and how effective are they in terms of timeliness 
of engagement and response? 

2. What coordination challenges have been experienced 
and how have they been resolved? 

Has the partnership with the EIU 
been efficient and to what extent 
does this collaboration remain 
needed?   

1. How has IOM been collaborating with EIU? 
2. What are the cost implications of this collaboration on 

IOM and the MGI programme? 
3. Is the collaboration still needed? 

What are the systems in place to 
support resource mobilization for 
the programming both at the global 
and field levels? 

1. What systems are in place and where? 
2. Which donors have supported the programme to date? 
 

How well has the MGI programme 
used its human and financial 
resources? 
 

1. How well has the Programme delivered resources 
towards the programme outputs?  

2. Have projects been approved and launched timely? 
3. How was the M&E and reporting of the programme 

done?  
4. What is the nature of variance of annual programme 

budgets? 
5. What were the challenges to budget utilisation?  
6. How have the participating organisations addressed 

deviation from planned budgets? 

Sustainability  

How does the MGI programme 

ensure that the approach remains 

sustainable and used beyond the 

programme cycle?   

1. What sustainability mechanisms were put in place at 
programme design? 

2. Have the achievements of the MGI programme been 
maintained to date? By whom? (Outputs and 
Outcomes) 

3. Are there any planned exit strategies, follow-up 
projects by IOM, governments? 
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Does the MGI programme 

contribute to the sustainability of 

migration management at the 

government level?     

1. How has the MGI programme strengthened national 
migration management structures and individual 
capacities for sustained improvements in migration 
governance? 

2. To what extent have countries taken the initiative to 
build on the MGI and implemented their own 
projects/initiatives?  

Impact  

What positive or negative 
unintended changes can be 
observed as a result of governments 
having implemented the MGI 
programme?   

1. Where there any positive/negative unintended 
consequences/effects generated by the programme? If 
so, what were they? How did they arise? 

What indications are there that the 
MGI programme will have longer-
term impacts and what could be 
those impacts? 

1.  To what extent has the MGI programme influenced 
policy reviews and/or changes? 

2. What has been the Programme strategy towards 
strengthening stakeholder and beneficiary ownership? 

Cross cutting issues  

How does the MGI programme take 
into consideration cross-cutting 
themes such as gender, a rights-
based approach and the 
environment?  

1. What evidence is there to demonstrate that the MGI 
process employed a rights-based approach? 

2. What evidence is there to demonstrate that the MGI 
process mainstreamed gender in its design and 
implementation? 

3. What evidence is there to demonstrate that the MGI 
process had environmental considerations in its design 
and implementation? 

4. What priority do governments give to cross-cutting 
issues in the MGI process? 

Lessons identified and good practices 

What lessons were identified by the 
main stakeholders in the 
implementation of the MGI 
Programme? 

1. What opportunities and risks were found during 
programme implementation that can guide future 
programme design, implementation and coordination? 

2. What systems are in place to learn lessons and highlight 
good practices, and how are they encouraged inside 
and outside IOM? 

Recommendations 

What are the key recommendations 
for improving the MGI programme? 

1. What are the key recommendations for improving 
programme design? 

2. What are the key recommendations for enhancing the 
attainment of programme results? 

3. What are the key recommendations for improving 
programme performance? 
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ANNEX 2: LIST OF DOCUMENTS 

Internal documents/sources:  

EIU, 2016, Measuring well-governed migration, The 2016 Migration Governance Index 

EIU, n.d. FAQs on the Migration Governance Index 

EIU, n.d. Generic TPs on the Migration Governance Index (MGI) 

IOM GMDAC, 2018, Data Bulletin: Informing a Global Compact for Migration 

IOM, 2018, Migration Governance Indicators: Assessing Local and National Migration Governance 

Project Doc. MGI – MIRAC 

IOM, 2020, MGI Programme Theory of Change 

IOM , 2020, CDMM: A guidance note for IOM country offices 

IOM, 2020, COVID-19: Temporary addition to Migration Governance Indicators (2020-2021) 

IOM, 2019, Migration Governance Indicators: A Global Perspective 

IOM, 2019, Migration in Ghana: A Country Profile 2019 

IOM, n.d., Global Compact for Migration (GCM) Objectives for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration 

IOM, n.d., Migration Governance Indicators Handbook 

IOM, n.d., Module on Covid-19 policies, Temporary addition to Migration Governance Indicators 

(2020-2021) 

IOM, n.d., Use of Migration Governance Indicators assessments in Voluntary National Reviews 

(VNRs): Guidance note 

IOM, n.d., Use of the Migration Governance Indicators (MGI) in the United Nations Sustainable 

Development Cooperation Framework (UNSDCF): Guidance note 

Global Migration Data Portal: https://migrationdataportal.org 

External documents/sources:  

Migration Integration Policy Index: https://www.mipex.eu 

USAID, 2012, A Methodology for Assessing the Sustainability of Partner Institutions: 
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/pnadz062.pdf 
 

US State Department, 2019, Trafficking in Persons Report: Scope, Aid Restrictions, and Methodology 

(30 October 2019): https://fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R44953.pdf 

UN, n.d., Country Classification: 

https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/wesp/wesp_current/2014wesp_country_classific

ation.pdf 

UN Lesotho, 2019, UNDAF for Lesotho 2019-2023: https://lesotho.un.org/en/21758-united-nations-

development-assistance-framework-lesotho-undaf-2019-2023 

https://migrationdataportal.org/
https://www.mipex.eu/
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/pnadz062.pdf
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R44953.pdf
https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/wesp/wesp_current/2014wesp_country_classification.pdf
https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/wesp/wesp_current/2014wesp_country_classification.pdf
https://lesotho.un.org/en/21758-united-nations-development-assistance-framework-lesotho-undaf-2019-2023
https://lesotho.un.org/en/21758-united-nations-development-assistance-framework-lesotho-undaf-2019-2023
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In addition, further IOM documentation was reviewed including: reporting and budgeting 

documentation; project proposals; technical papers and guidelines.    
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ANNEX 3: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 

No
. 

First name Family name Position/organisation organisation type  

Country stakeholders and IOM staff   

Brazil 

1 André Furquim Coordinator of the Immigration Police Government 

2 Joao 
Gulherme 

Casagrande 
Granja Xavier da 
Silva 

Specialist in Migration, Refuge and 
Statelessness 

Government 

3 Vinicius  Duque Coordinator of Policies for Immigrants and 
Promotion of Decent Labour 

Government 

4 Breno Souza de Aguiar Geoprocessing and Socio-Environmental 
Information Management of the 
Epidemiology and Information Coordination 

Government 

5 Yoo Na Kim Elected Councillor of the Municipal Council 
of Immigrants of Sao Paulo 

Government 

6 Marcelo Torelly Project coordinator IOM 

Cabo Verde 

7 Carmem Barros President, Alta Autoridade para a Imigração Government 

8 Angela Valentim Coordinator, Alta Autoridade para a 
Imigração 

Government 

9 Quelita Gonçalves Chief of Mission IOM 

10 Claudia Soule Project Assistant IOM 

Costa Rica  

11 Maria E.  Victor Sanchez Director,  Programación Técnica y Estudios  Government 

12 Laura Sanchez Solano Coordinadora unidad de visas Government 

13 Isis  Orozco National Coordinator IOM 

Djibouti 

14 Farhya 
Djama  

Ibrahim Technical advisor and Counter trafficking 
focal point 

Government 

15 Abdoulkade
r  

Gona Coordinator of the National Bureau for 
migration 

Government 

16 Stephanie  Daviot Chief of Mission IOM 

17  Ifrah Abas National project officer IOM 

Ecuador 

18 Iván José  Davalos Chief of Mission IOM 

19 Hugo Dutan Migration and Development Programme 
Coordinator 

IOM 

20 Manuel Hoff (former) MGI Focal Point  IOM 

Ghana 

21 Mary  Mpere Head of Policy Planning, Monitoring & 
Evaluation 

Government 
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22 Sylvanus  Adzornu Director for Urban Development at the 
Ministry of Local Government and Rural 
Development  

Government 

23 Mary  Setrana  Senior Lecturer, Centre  for Migration 
Studies, University  of Ghana 

academic 

24 Godwin  Gyebi Head of Data Production, Ghana Statistical 
Service 

Government 

25 Sylvia  Lopez-Ekra (Former) Chief of Mission Ghana IOM 

26 Ethan Way Associate Project Development Officer  IOM 

27 Daniel Nii 
okai  

Tagoe Project assistant IOM 

Iraq 

28 Ahmed Raheem Chairman, External Migration Department, 
National Focal Point for the Global Compact 
on Migration 

Government 

29 Fawz  Ahmed Population Directorate, Ministry of Planning Government 

30 Ismael  Khalil Dahash External Relations Directorate, Ministry of 
Migration and Displaced 

Government 

31 Vincent  Valdmanis MGI Focal Point IOM 

32 Giorgia Rega OiC Head of the Migration Management 
Unit 

IOM 

Lesotho 

33 Mpinane  Masupha Principle Liaison officer Government 

34 Lerato Nkhetse Migrant workers association Migrant association 

35 Eriko Nishimura Head of Office IOM 

36 Dennis Masoai  M&E Reporting Officer IOM 

Malawi 

37 Zione Nyirenda Ministry of Labour Government 

38 Chigomegzo Mhango Department of Disaster Management 
Affairs 

Government 

39 Yvonne Mmangisa Land Governance Office, FAO UN 

40 Jacqueline Mpeni MFI Focal Point  IOM 

41 Nkomo Mpilo Head of Office IOM 

Mexico 

42 Luis E.  García Barrón Director General, Instituto de Atención y 
Protección al Migrante y su Familia 

Government 

43 Laura Canche Oficial Nacional 
Programa Regional sobre Migración 

IOM 

44 Sonia Lopez Especialista de Proyecto 
Programa Regional Mesoamérica 

IOM 

Moldova 

45 Elena  Coliujco  Deputy Head of the Legislation, Data 
Coordination and Management Directorate 

Government 

46 Ghenadie Cretu Programme coordinator IOM 

Morocco 

47 Myriam  Cherti National Programme Officers  IOM 
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48 Natsuko  Funakawa Programme officer IOM 

Portugal 

49 Ana Sofia Barros Senior Protection Assistant, UNHCR UN 

50 Elzbieta Gorska Associate Resettlement Officer, UNHCR UN 

51 Rosa Campizes Diretora de Serviços de Emigração Government 

52 Cristina Casas Alto Comissariado para as Migrações Government 

53 Margarida  Caseiro Alto Comissariado para as Migrações Government 

54 Ana Rita Gil Migration law professor, University of 
Lisbon 

Academia 

55 Frederica Rodriguez Consultant IOM 

Serbia 

56 Svetlana Velimirovic Deputy Commissioner - Commisariat for 
Refugees and Migration 

Government 

57 Monika  Petrovic National Project Officer IOM 

Sierra Leone 

58 Moses  Bassie Head of Labour Migration unit, Ministry of 
Labour and Social Security 

Government 

59 Farama  Bangura Director, National Commission for Social 
Action 

Government 

60 Alfred Fornah Public Relations and Communications 
Assistant  

IOM 

61 James Bagonza Head of Office IOM 

Sri Lanka 

62 Yamuna Perera Additional Secretary, Bureau of Foreign 
Employment  

Government 

63 Shantha  Kulasekara National Programme Officer IOM 

64 Pooja Ferdinando  Project Coordinator IOM 

65 Padmini Ratnayake MGI Consultant IOM 

Timor Leste 

66 Evalina Imam Advocacy Manager, Alola Foundation  Migrant association 

67 Jacinto Amaral Senior Project Assistant IOM 

Uganda 

68 Joycelynn  Karungi MGI Focal Point  IOM 

Ukraine 

69 Volodymyr Yurchenko State Migration Service Government 

70 Teuta Grazhdani MGI Focal Point - Head, Policy, Liaison and 
Programme Development Unit 

IOM 

71  Alessia  Schiavon (Former) MGI Focal Point  IOM 

72 Yuliya  Ryzhykh (Former) Project Officer IOM 

Other stakeholders  

73 Jim Dasney Regional Migration Officer; Office of 
International Migration; Bureau of 
Population, Refugees, and Migration; U.S. 
Department of State 

Donor 

74 Diana   Hindle Fisher Senior Analyst EIU 
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IOM HQ  

75 Kerry-Lynn  Maze Senior Migration Crisis Analyst IOM HQ 

76 Tamara  Keating Senior Policy and Liaison Officer IOM HQ 

77 Maurizio Busatti Head, Multilateral Processes Division IOM HQ 

78 Vassily Yuzhanin Senior Labour Mobility Facilitation specialist IOM HQ 

79 Poonam  Dhavan Senior Migration Health Policy Officer IOM HQ 

80 Eliana  Barragan Policy Health Advisor IOM HQ 

81 Kol  Wickramage Global Migration Health Research & 
Epidemiology Coordinator 

IOM HQ 

82 David  Martineau Programme Manager, MGI IOM HQ 

83 Andrea  Milan Data Coordinator, MGI GMDAC, IOM HQ 

84 Susanne Melde Project Manager GMDAC, IOM HQ 

85 Reshma  Cunnoosamy Data Officer GMDAC, IOM HQ 

IOM Regional Offices  

86 Roberto Cancel Senior Regional LHD specialist IOM Regional 
Office, Argentina 

87 Alexandra  Bonnie Senior Regional Programme Coordinator IOM Regional 
Office, Costa Rica  

88 Norberto Celestino Project coordinator (PRM) IOM Regional 
Office, South Africa 

89 Rachel Sanchez National Coordination and Liaison Officer IOM Regional 
Office, Washington 
DC - USA 

90 Richard Fairbrother Knowledge Management Officer IOM Regional 
Office, Washington 
DC - USA 
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ANNEX 4: TERMS OF REFERENCE 

1. BACKGROUND 

The International Organization for Migration (IOM) developed the Migration Governance Indicators 

(MGI) programme in 2015 as a tool to offer policy inputs and insights on policy levers that countries 

can use to develop their migration governance. MGI helps governments, upon request, to take stock 

of their migration policies and strategies, to identify good practices as well as areas with potential for 

further development. This can be done at regular intervals to ensure, in accordance with the priorities 

of Member States, that government structures are adapted to the challenges and opportunities 

stemming from new migration trends.  

The ultimate objective of the MGIs is to help governments make progress on their migration 

management priorities and gradually improve their migration management systems. This tool is 

anchored in the understanding that migration policies can differ widely according to regional, national, 

and local conditions and priorities. Therefore, the MGI programme does not aim to rank or compare 

countries based on their respective migration management systems, nor does it propose a one-size 

fits all approach to migration management. In this regard, the MGI builds upon the notion that 

national governments have complete sovereignty over their migration policies; it is a tool States can 

voluntarily avail themselves of in accordance with their immigration policies and priorities.  

The MGI suggests six dimensions of migration governance:  

1. MIGRANTS' RIGHTS  

Indicators in this domain assess the extent to which migrants have the same status as citizens in terms 

of access to basic social services such as health, education, and social security. It also describes the 

rights of migrants to family reunification, to work, and to residency and citizenship. The ratification of 

the main international conventions is also included within this domain.  

2. WHOLE OF GOVERNMENT APPROACH  

Indicators in this domain assess countries’ institutional, legal, and regulatory frameworks related to 

migration policies. This domain also reviews the existence of national migration strategies that are in-

line with development, as well as institutional transparency and coherence in relation to migration 

management. This domain also investigates the extent to which governments collect and use 

migration data.  

3. PARTNERSHIPS 

 This domain focuses on countries’ efforts to cooperate on migration-related issues with other states 

and with relevant non-governmental actors, including civil society organizations and the private 

sector. Cooperation can lead to improvements in governance by aligning and raising standards, 

increasing dialogue and providing structures to overcome challenges.  

4. WELL-BEING OF MIGRANTS  

This domain includes indicators on countries’ policies for managing the socioeconomic well-being of 

migrants, through aspects such as the recognition of migrants’ educational and professional 

qualifications, provisions regulating student migration and the existence of bilateral labour 

agreements between countries. Indicators equally focus on policies and strategies related to diaspora 

engagement and migrant remittances. 
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 5. MOBILITY DIMENSIONS OF CRISES  

This domain studies the type and level of preparedness of countries when they are faced with mobility 

dimensions of crises, linked to either disasters, the environment and/or conflict. The questions are 

used to identify the processes in place for nationals and non-nationals both during and after disasters, 

including whether humanitarian assistance is equally available to migrants as it is to citizens. 

6. SAFE, ORDERLY AND DIGNIFIED MIGRATION  

This domain analyses countries’ approach to migration management in terms of border control and 

enforcement policies, admission criteria for migrants, preparedness and resilience in the case of 

significant and unexpected migration flows, as well as the fight against trafficking in human beings and 

smuggling of migrants. It also assesses efforts and incentives to help integrate returning citizens.  

The MGI methodology is based on four phases:  

1. Launch of the MGI process: The first step of the process is to organize a briefing for government 

officials to explain what the MGI entails, and to ensure their complete buy-in. 

 

2. Data collection and analysis: The second step of the process is to start the collection and analysis of 

data, based on ninety indicators grounded in the six dimensions of the Migration Governance 

Framework (i.e., migrants’ rights, whole of government approach, well-being of migrants, 

partnerships, mobility dimension of crises, and safe, orderly and regular migration). A draft Migration 

Governance Snapshot based on the findings on analysis is then shared with the government 

counterparts. 

3. Inter-ministerial consultation: The third step of the process is to convene an inter-ministerial 

consultation where all relevant ministries and other stakeholders discuss the good practices and main 

gaps identified in the draft Migration Governance Snapshot. It is also an opportunity for them to 

comment and provide suggestion on the draft snapshot.  

4. Publication of the report in the Global Migration Data Portal: After the Migration Governance 

Snapshots are finalized and vetted by the government counterparts, they are published on the IOM’s 

Global Migration Data Portal (https://migrationdataportal.org). 

The MGI aims to advance conversations on migration governance by clarifying what “well-governed” 

migration might look like in the context of SDG Target 10.7. Furthermore, the MGIs have led IOM to 

support governments to monitor progress on the migration-related SDG targets.  

The MGI methodology has been applied in 68 countries through an initial pilot phase (2016) and 

subsequent roll-out phases funded by the Swedish Government (2017-2019) and Population Refugee 

and Movement (PRM), the European Union through DEVCO, and the IOM Development Fund (2017- 

2020). In the 2nd half of 2020, IOM aims to develop the migration management framework initiative 

that will help to support capacity building for government’s national migration management based on 

the MGI assessments. 

 Furthermore, in 2020, a new adaptation of the MGI took place at the local level and notably within 

cities. Given that migrants, both internal or international, are often destined for cities, in an effort to 

support cities to formulate solutions to effectively manage migration, the Local MGI aims to provide 

cities an opportunity to have an introspective look at the initiatives in place and identify good practices 

as well as areas for further development. This initiative is currently being piloted.  

https://migrationdataportal.org/
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 The MGI programme is managed by the Multilateral Processes Division (MPD) under the Department 

of International Cooperation and Partnerships (ICP) at the IOM Headquarters together with the IOM 

Global Migration Data Analysis Centre (GMDAC) based in Berlin. At the onset, the methodology was 

developed with the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) that continues to be a partner in the MGI 

approach. The programme is implemented in coordination with IOM offices worldwide.  

To date, although several evaluations have been undertaken at country or global levels that reference 

and evaluate some elements of the MGI, no evaluation has taken place of the MGI programme as a 

whole since it started in 2015.  

2. EVALUATION PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES  

The thematic and strategic evaluation was included in the biennial evaluation plan 2019-2020 of the 

Office of the Inspector General (OIG), following a proposal from the International Cooperation and 

Partnerships (ICP) Department.  

The overall objective of the evaluation is to assess to what extent the objectives of the MGI project 

have been met and if the MGI process empowers Country Offices to help governments take concrete 

steps towards the improvement of certain aspects of their migration policy. As the MGI is part of IOM’s 

efforts to enhance its capacity to support policy making including the promotion of national migration 

policies that facilitate orderly, safe and well managed migration, the evaluation should identify 

evidence that also supports this IOM global objective.  

The evaluation will also examine if the methodology selected has contributed to the implementation 

of the target 10.7 of the SDGs, and if the evolution of the MGI project properly responds to the needs 

of governments. The evaluation will review the theory of change of the MGI project and assess its 

validity. 

 3. SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION  

The evaluation will analyze the MGI approach using the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD) / Development Assistance Committee (DAC) criteria of relevance, effectiveness, 

efficiency, impact and sustainability, as well as the newly approved criteria of coherence1 . It will also 

include an analysis of the coverage and integration of cross cutting themes of gender, the environment 

and human rights-based approaches within the methodology and how these were integrated within 

the methodology’s application at the country-level as well as at local level.  

This evaluation will focus on the MGI programme since its start up to the most recent developments 

including the new pilot of the Local MGI hence the time period to evaluate is 2015-2020. The 

evaluation is considered both a thematic and programmatic evaluation that is of strategic importance 

to IOM given the potential of the MGI in the support to states for the implementation of the SDGs and 

for bringing migration management to the forefront of national policies worldwide. 

 
1 The extent to which other interventions (particularly policies) support or undermine the intervention, and 
vice versa. Internal coherence addresses the synergies and interlinkages between the intervention and other 
interventions carried out by the same institution/government, as well as the consistency of the intervention 
with the relevant international norms and standards to which that institution/government adheres. External 
coherence considers the consistency of the intervention with other actors’ interventions in the same context. 
This includes complementarity, harmonisation and co-ordination with others, and the extent to which the 
intervention is adding value while avoiding duplication of effort. 
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 The evaluation will be conducted by an external consultant under the responsibility of OIG and will 

answer the following key evaluation questions: 

 Relevance  

1. Is the MGI relevant to meet the needs of the governments in terms of generating relevant 

information and assess the needs in migration governance? 

 2. To what extent have the main stakeholders been able to participate in the development of the 

methodology, implementation and the design of new MGI initiatives over the years to ensure that the 

efforts remain relevant to their needs?  

3. Has the project adapted to recent changes in the management and perception of migration 

worldwide, taking into account the various initiatives adopted by States (such as SDG, GCM, Global 

Compact on Refugees) and external factors such as COVID-19 pandemic and crises leading to massive 

movements of irregular migrants and asylum seekers?  

Coherence  

1. Is the link between the MGI methodology and other relevant IOM policy initiatives (such as the 

Capacity Development For Migration Management initiative) coherent?  

2. Are the MGIs integrated into other national, regional or global processes and inter-states 

consultations mechanisms on migration (ISCM)? At the national levels, processes include the UN 

Sustainable Development of the Cooperation Frameworks, the Voluntary National Reviews etc.  

 

3. How are governments able to engage in the MGI process to ensure that it is coherent with national 

approaches and that coordination between related institutions is guaranteed?  

Effectiveness  

1. To what extent has the project managed to provide consistent support to IOM offices engaged in 

the project? What mechanisms are in place to support the implementation of the programme? Which 

mechanisms may hinder the roll out?  

2. To what extent has the project managed to provide consistent support and advice on how to make 

strategic use of MGI results to feed into national policy initiatives?  

3. To what extent have MGI results been integrated into IOM projects or related initiatives?  

4. How does the MGI process support governments’ efforts in working toward improving their 

migration governance?  

5. To what extent are governments more likely to embark on a process of policy improvement as a 

result of the work undertaken in the MGIs?  

6. Is the MGI effective in supporting the requests of technical support from governments interested 

in the implementation of the SDGs and when relevant the GCM?  

7. How does the programme adapt to the various needs and policies of the diverse group of countries 

it works with? 

8. To what extent has the current COVID pandemic affected the project implementation and how has 

the project adapted to the pandemic? Have mitigation strategies been put in place?  

9. How does the MGI methodology take into consideration cross-cutting themes such as gender, a 

rights-based approach and the environment? To what extent can governments decide whether these 

issues are important/relevant to them? 
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10. What systems are in place to learn lessons and highlight good practices, and how are they 

encouraged inside and outside the organization?  

11. How well are knowledge management systems working to exchange information at all levels of 

the Organization and to ensure continuity of the work beyond the project cycle?  

 

Efficiency  

1. Have the coordination structures between the two managing divisions at IOM, and the regional 

offices and country offices, worked efficiently?  

2. Has the partnership with the EIU been efficient and to what extent does this collaboration remain 

needed?  

3. What are the systems in place to support resource mobilization for the programming both at the 

global level as well as resource mobilization at the field office level?  

Sustainability  

1. How does the programme ensure that the approach remains sustainable and used beyond the 

programme cycle?  

2. Does the programme contribute to the sustainability of migration management at government 

level?  

 

Impact  

1. What positive or negative unintended changes can be observed as a result of the acceptance of 

governments having implemented this project? 

2. What indications are there that the project will have longer-term impacts and what could be those 

impacts?  

The evaluation should include any lessons learnt or good practices identified during the project 

implementation as well as key recommendations.  Cross-cutting issues should be integrated within 

the evaluation as well. 

 4. METHODOLOGY  

The evaluation will cover the pilot phase from 2015 until mid-2020 covering all the MGI phases 

managed by MPD and GMDAC that were funded during this time. Hence the evolution of the MGI 

approach and changes in programme design will also properly inform the analysis of the criteria of the 

evaluation.  

The methodology will consist of an extensive documentation review, of interviews with key staff and 

partners and of electronic surveys. In light of the current COVID-19 travel restrictions, there may be 

limited to no travel expected however more in-depth case studies may be selected out of the 68 

countries. The case studies are aimed to follow potential lessons learnt or good practices that could 

be used in the medium and long-term. The countries to include in the case studies will be determined 

with the evaluator(s), the Evaluation Manager and MPD and GMDAC as part of the inception phase of 

the project; however only a limited sample should be established for instance based on regional 

criteria, the type of assistance provided to governments, the budget volume/investment etc and the 
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experience in the roll out of the MGI approach.2 Given the limitation in the field visits due to Covid19, 

the selection can also consider countries where evaluations and/or other evidence-based analysis are 

available.  Other countries may be surveyed through other means without the same in-depth view but 

as cross-checking verification.  

The documentation and list of key staff to interview will be provided by the Evaluation Manager 

through MPD/GMDAC. This can then be finalized in coordination with the evaluator(s). In light of 

COVID-19, the vast majority of interviews and surveys will be done electronically.  

Interviewees’ inputs will be fully confidential.  

The use of various data collection tools (documentation review, interviews, mapping, surveys) will 

facilitate triangulation of information collected, thereby increasing the reliability of the findings, 

lessons learned, good practices and recommendations that will be presented in the evaluation report. 

the evaluator will design the tools to be reviewed and validated by IOM.  

The theory of change defined by the programme should also be used as a tool of the evaluation to 

confirm the theory and potentially provide recommendations for strengthening it as required. 

 5. ETHICS, NORMS AND STANDARDS  

IOM abides by the Norms and Standards of the UN Evaluation Group (UNEG) and expects all evaluation 

stakeholders to be familiar with the Ethical guidelines for evaluation of UNEG and the consultant(s) 

with the UNEG code of conduct for evaluation in the UN System as well. UNEG documents are available 

under IOM Evaluation Webpage www.evaluation.iom.int. 

 6. SPECIFICATION OF ROLES  

Management: OIG/Evaluation will manage this centralised evaluation and the meetings of the 

management committee, and will act as the primary focal point for the selected evaluator(s). Two 

members respectively from MPD and GMDAC will be part of the management committee given their 

technical knowledge of the project, to support the evaluator(s) with the list of documents, suggest 

interviewees and provide technical review of deliverables. The Management committee will also 

organize a kick-off meeting with the evaluator(s) once selected and will be responsible for the final 

approval of all the deliverables.  

Evaluator(s): The selected consultant or institution will be responsible for completing the evaluation 

in line with the present ToR and the deliverables set out therein. All deliverables will need to be 

approved by the management committee. 

 7. EXPECTED DELIVERABLES  

The evaluator is expected to deliver the following:  

• An inception report that includes an evaluation matrix as well as the tools developed to undergo the 

evaluation;  

• A draft report for comments including in-depth case studies of the agree-upon countries  

• A final report following the draft report;  

 
2 It is estimated that potentially 9 case studies could be identified based on the number of regions in which the 
MGI approach has been rolled out. 

http://www.evaluation.iom.int/
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• A summary report or brief (2-4 pages), presenting the evaluation, key findings, lessons learned, good 

practices and the key actionable recommendations; and  

• A final presentation of the evaluation results, if applicable.  

 

The evaluator may be required to attend several meetings including the kick-off meetings to update 

the management team and possibly the reference group. 

 8. EVALUATION TIMELINE  

The evaluation exercise will start in October 2020 and should end in February 2021 

Following the selection of the evaluator(s), the following indicative timeline is expected: 

Activity  Days  Timeframe  

Inception report, and presentation of 
data collection tools 

5 October 2020 

Data collection and analysis 20 November- December 2020 

Drafting report 5  

January Finalization of report, summary 
report or brief and presentation 

5 February 2020 

TOTAL DAYS FOR CONSULTANCY 35  

 

9. QUALIFICATIONS  

• At least 15 years of evaluation experience (or 10 years evaluation experience and advanced degree 

in social and political sciences)  

• Excellent and proven knowledge of evaluation methodologies and approaches;  

• Experience in migration-related evaluations particularly related to policy, and/or governance.  

• Excellent analytical and writing skills in English  

• Fluency in French and/or Spanish is a strong asset;  

• Familiarity with the UNEG evaluation quality principles, standards and criteria is an asset.  

• Experience in theory of change methodology 


