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Executive Summary  
 

The vast territory of Indonesia makes the country vulnerable and predisposed to irregular migration. It is a 
key transit country for irregular migrants (IMs) who leave the countries of origin (CoOs) such as Afghanistan, 
Myanmar, Iran, Sri Lanka, Iraq and travel by sea or air to Indonesia to finally leave for Australia or New 
Zealand. The project design was driven by the need of Government of Australia (GoA) to prevent irregular 
maritime arrivals to its shores but more importantly to understand the reasons and motivations behind IMs 
fleeing their CoOs. The project is part of the phased approach financed by the GoA since 2010 to strengthen 
the cooperation and partnerships per the Bali process and combat people smuggling, human trafficking and 
related transnational crime.  
 
The project has a unique approach as it not only provides a preventive measure to irregular migration but 
through surveys brings IMs’ views and opinions to the attention of the Governments of Australia and 
Indonesia; together, these are the project’s best strengths, contributing strongly to its current relevance. 
Assumptions defined during project design fully materialised at project’s start enabling smooth 
implementation, which included: the availability of native-speaking multilingual officers who remain the 
project’s most valuable assets; access to migrants regardless of gender and vulnerability; and retrieval of 
valuable information. Migrants in turn could freely interact with the International Organization for Migration 
(IOM) and receive information in their mother tongue.   
 
The MOMI project fully reached the projected result as it conveyed messages via 21 surveys to over 7,000 
IMs (as of November 2016) under IOM’s care regarding the changed Government of Australia policies on 
irregular maritime arrivals and dangers of sea pathways. Consequently, aside from an isolated case of an 
intercepted vessel, there have been no other attempts of irregular vessels leaving Indonesia since 2014. 
During the evaluation interviews but also a survey conducted among IMs, a high awareness of Australian 
Government policies and the dangers surrounding irregular sea pathways was noted by over 90% of the 
interviewed IMs.  
 
Some of the most visible impacts from MOMI but also from  predecessors to MOMI include: (i) the focus of 
the awareness-raising campaigns on the residents of coastal communities was key to fighting irregular 
migration; (ii) piloting the method of engaging multilingual officers with necessary experience, language and 
interpersonal skills to counsel migrants and deliver migration-related messaging increased the legal 
processing of refugee and asylum claims in Indonesia; (iii) the combination of engagement with local key 
opinion formers, awareness-raising events and workshops produced a significant hardening in attitudes 
against people smuggling ventures and a behavioral change; and, finally, (iv) the community key opinion 
formers showed greater commitment to enhance cooperation in preventing people smuggling  and doubled 
the rate of interceptions of IMs since 2010. 
 
Tolerance, understanding and respect for all, without distinction as to gender, religion, nationality, marital 
status, age, physical disability or political conviction remain the strongest project values. However, its 
sustainability prospects remain entirely donor driven. The local contribution of at least 10% would ensure 
local buy-in and more say in future projects, with eventually all institutions of both governments benefitting 
from additional investments in the capacities of national stakeholders.   
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Project Background 
 

Management and regulation of migration flows in and out of Indonesia are a challenge for the Government 
of Indonesia (GoI) due to the country being the largest in Southeast Asia, i.e. its archipelago consists of more 
than 17,000 islands with a total land area of almost 2,000 km2 and 93,000 m2 of inland seas. The additional 
surrounding sea area brings Indonesia’s land/sea territory to about 5,000 km2, with a porous coastline of 
roughly 55,000 km. Due to its vast territory, Indonesia remains a key transit country for irregular migrants 
(IMs) who leave their countries of origin (CoOs) such as Afghanistan, Myanmar, Iran, Sri Lanka, Iraq, and 
either fly directly to Indonesia or to a neighbouring country before travelling by sea or air to Indonesia, to 
finally leave for Australia or New Zealand.  
 
The Government of Australia (GoA) has financed several projects to ensure that foreign nationals seeking 
irregular travel to Australia are well informed of the Australian Government’s policy and the implications 
for individuals who attempted to travel by irregular means, especially by sea. The GoA relied on the 
experience of IOM for the implementation of these interventions and requested a project proposal to be 
designed in 2013 for the Migrant Outreach and Messaging in Indonesia (MOMI) project, in order to continue 
regulating the migration flows and prevent the hundreds of deaths at sea caused by IMs drowning while 
attempting the journey by boat from Indonesia to Australia.  
 
MOMI builds on previous assistance implemented during 2010-2013 and amounting to AUD 2.3 million, 
whereby native-speaking Community Liaison Officers (CLOs) were employed to conduct group and one-on-
one counselling sessions and to disseminate accurate and unbiased information to thousands of Dari, Farsi 
and Tamil-speaking migrants under IOM’s care. Since such an approach proved to be effective in dissuading 
IMs from travelling to Australia by boat, the current project pursued a similar approach in its outreach efforts 
and expanded the strategy to include all linguistic migrant groups receiving assistance from IOM under the 
‘Government of Australia-Government of Indonesia-IOM Regional Cooperation Arrangement’ (RCA).  
 
The objective of MOMI is thus to “help IMs under IOM care in Indonesia make informed decisions on their 
onward migration plans and encourage them to pursue the formal processing procedures via United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) in an effort to curb irregular migration and prevent people 
smuggling from Indonesia to Australia”.  
 
More specifically, through the use of multilingual officers providing a range of services to IOM’s migration-
related programming, the project aims to: 
 
• Compile and translate on a regular basis relevant information materials pertaining to irregular 

migration, including media coverage, GoA and GoI-branded information about existing policies and 
deterrence messaging about the dangers of irregular pathways.   
 

• Use produced information material to inform all IMs under IOM’s care of Australia’s policies towards 
IMs and the consequences of irregular migration to Australia. IOM shall ensure that all newly 
arrived/intercepted migrants shall receive information in a timely manner.   

 
• Compile bi-weekly reports based on regular interactions with IMs that will provide the governments 

of Australia and Indonesia with a clear picture of what push and pull factors are impacting migrant 
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decisions to pursue the approved pathway to resettlement, attempt the voyage to Australia or return to 
their CoOs through the IOM assisted voluntary return (AVR) process. Such regular feedback will also 
help to adjust the type and content of the information and messaging materials used to reach out to IMs 
and answer their questions.   

 
The key stakeholders for MOMI are the Indonesian counterparts, the Coordinating Ministry for Political, 
Legal and Security Affairs (POLHUKAM), the Directorate General for Immigration (DIRJEN IMIGRASI) 
and the donor, the Australian Government. The project implementation started in February 2014 for a period 
of 36 months. During the evaluation report drafting stage, the donor approved (in December 2016) a no-cost 
extension until 31 July 2017. The overall project budget remains AUD 3.4 million.   
 

1.2 Objective of the Evaluation  
 
The evaluation aims ‘to evaluate IOM’s overall performance and achievements in the implementation of the 
project, to assess IOM collaborative approach and strategy in delivering messages and in raising awareness 
of the migrants, and to assess the complementary approach used with other IOM projects, as well as with 
any initiatives of the Governments of Indonesia and of Australia aiming to reduce the flow of irregular 
migrants through the region and to assist them’.  
 
More specifically, the evaluation will examine the performance and achievements though the OECD DAC1 
criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and outcome, and will discuss sustainability taking into account 
that the project is a continuation of previous projects implemented by IOM and funded by GoA. The impact 
will be discussed and assessed considering the overall impact of the current and previous interventions put 
together. Detailed evaluation questions are listed in the evaluation’s Terms of Reference (ToR) in Annex 1.    
 

1.3 Evaluation Scope and Methodology 

The MOMI project was selected to be evaluated by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) due to: (i) the 
significant budget allocated by the GoA; (ii) the geographical importance of Indonesia in the field of irregular 
migration as a point of arrival for IMs aiming to reach Australia; and (iii) an innovative and up-close approach 
in sharing and retrieving information from the IMs stranded in Indonesia.    
 
A combination of qualitative and quantitative methodologies was used including: (i) a documentation review 
of reports and documents produced by the project; (ii) a series of interviews with IOM project staff, in 
particular the multilingual officers, government officials, other agencies that participated in the project 
implementation and the donor; and (iii) interviews and focus groups conducted with the beneficiaries living 
in community housing (CH) in Jakarta, Medan and Rawa Buaya (see details on interviews and documentation 
in Annex 2). With the country’s vast territory in mind, a questionnaire was distributed in addition to 
organising the interviews and focus groups to reach a higher number of IMs living in CHs and in Immigration 
Detention Centres (IDCs). The Field Survey Questionnaire is in Annex 3 and Consolidated Field Survey 
Results are in Annex 4. Annexes 5 and 6 contain statistics on IMs, as obtained from IOM Indonesia and 
UNHCR Indonesia respectively.  
 

                                                           
1 The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) defines evaluation as an assessment “to 
determine the relevance and fulfillment of objectives, developmental efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability” of efforts supported by aid agencies: 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm 
 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
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Documentation obtained during the evaluation exercise included regular activity (survey) reports (henceforth 
called MOMI reports), the final reports from previous projects, financial records, press releases, e-mail 
exchanges but also the desk research on specific GoI and GoA policies and strategies. IOM Indonesia enabled 
smooth implementation of the evaluation exercise and submitted all documentation related to the project 
implementation and to other projects and activities relevant to this evaluation. IOM Indonesia also provided 
support with the organisation of interviews, focus groups and a survey with relevant national, international 
stakeholders and beneficiaries. It also distributed questionnaires as part of the regular MOMI survey launched 
on 18 November 2016 at the four locations across Indonesia: Medan, Tanjung Pinang, Makassar and Kupang.  
 
The evaluation field visit was conducted between 7 and 11 November 2016 based on a workplan established 
prior to the visit. A total of 99 questionnaires were received by 5 December 2016. The report was finalised 
in early January 2017 and submitted to IOM Indonesia for comments (prior to mid-March 2017 deadline 
from the evaluation ToR). 
 

2. Project Relevance, Performance and Impact  
 
In line with the evaluation objective (Section 1.2), this section analyses the relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency and outcome of project operations, in addition to the project’s sustainability, taking into account 
that it is the continuation of previous projects financed by the same donor and implemented by IOM since 
2010. The impact is discussed and assessed considering the overall impact of all projects put together.  
 

2.1 Relevance of Project Design 

This subsection examines to what extent the project strategy takes into account governmental policies 
(Indonesian and Australian) and other initiatives (IOM and non-IOM) in order for the objective and expected 
outcomes to remain valid. It also analyses if the project approach properly takes into account the cultural 
factors and if gender issues have been properly integrated into the project implementation strategy. Finally, 
it examines whether the project objective and outcomes could have been revised to improve project alignment 
with reality and other initiatives.  

Alignment with Government Policies    

The project design was driven by the GoA’s need to prevent irregular maritime arrivals to Australia and to 
understand the reasons and motivations that lay behind the IMs leaving their CoOs and undergoing such 
dangerous sea journeys to Australia. The project is fully aligned with the Indonesian and Australian irregular 
maritime arrival policies and strategies. Increased cooperation between both countries was triggered by a 
large number of irregular boat arrivals in 2000 and 2001 run by the people smuggling operations from 
Indonesia to Australia (6,640 people arriving on 83 boats). The bilateral and the regional cooperation in 
dealing with people smuggling increased after Australia and Indonesia co-hosted the regional ministerial 
conference on people smuggling, trafficking and related transnational crime in Bali in 2002 (called the Bali 
process), during which the countries in the region committed to strengthening mutual cooperation and 
partnerships. To support the GoI to curb irregular migration, IOM and the GoI signed the cooperation 
agreement in 2000 to combat people smuggling in Indonesia. 
 
Both countries ratified UN conventions as an outcome of the Bali process, i.e. the UN Convention against 
Transnational Organised Crime (UNTOC) that entered into force in 2003, followed by the Protocol against 
the Smuggling of Migrants by Land, Sea and Air, entering into force in 2004 and supplementing the UNTOC. 
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The UNTOC and its Protocol were endorsed by the GoI in 2009 and reflected in national legislation, i.e. Law 
no 6/2009 and Law 15/2009 and the new Immigration Law 6/2011. Although Indonesia did not ratify the 
1951 UN Refugee Convention and the 1967 Protocol on the Status of Refugees, with the large numbers of 
refugees and asylum seekers on its territory, it permits the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) 
to access and support these individuals.  
 
The current and previous GoA interventions fully supported the prevention of human trafficking, people 
smuggling and irregular migration per the UN Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in 
Persons, especially Women and Children2 from the Crime Convention (as of September 2016, the Crime 
Convention was ratified by 170 parties, including Australia, while Indonesia still needs to ratify the signed 
Protocol from December 2002). Apart from the cooperation to prevent people smuggling, the Lombok Treaty 
of 2006 provides a framework for addressing security challenges including intensified cooperation around 
areas of defense, combating transnational crime, counterterrorism, maritime and aviation security, and 
intelligence sharing. As part of the Lombok treaty, Australia agreed to increase its sea patrol reach by sending 
Australian vessels to Indonesian and international waters between both countries. In return, Indonesia agreed 
to combat people smuggling.  
 
The GoA continues to show strong support and commitment to the implementation of relevant multilateral 
treaties, starting with the 1951 Refugee Convention and the 1967 Protocol and through ratifying the UNTOC 
and its Protocol in 2004. As a destination and resettlement country, targeted by people smugglers and, to a 
lesser extent, traffickers, Australia had put in place a number of government policies, legislation and 
programmes in order to deter unauthorised boat arrivals, to extradite and/or prosecute the smugglers and 
traffickers, to provide appropriate assistance to the victims of trafficking, to ensure asylum seekers have 
their claims assessed in accordance with the Refugee Convention and to provide effective and safe return 
arrangements for those found not to be in need of protection. 
 
Australian measures include increased penalties for people smuggling under the Migration Act 1958 (and 
the migration legislation amendment, i.e. Regional Processing and Other Measures Act 2012), including 
from 2 to 20 years imprisonment and a fine of up to AUD 220,000, reduced incentives for people to seek 
unlawful means to reach Australia, the introduction of offshore processing centres (per the Pacific 
Strategy), improved Coast-watch, Customs and Defence Force capabilities to detect, pursue, intercept and 
search boats carrying unauthorised arrivals; enactment of the Border Protection Act 2001 to enable the 
boarding and searching of vessels in international waters that are suspected of being involved in people 
smuggling; and a fifty per cent increase in Australia's refugee quota from 4,000 to 6,000 places in 2004-05 
(and from 12,000 to 13,000 places for Australia's total humanitarian programme) owing to the success of 
tougher border control measures.  
 
The cooperation between Australia and Indonesia is strengthened with the two agreements on detention of 
unauthorised migrants and the ongoing cooperation on the issue of people smuggling. Regarding detention, 
the RCA established in 2000 an arrangement whereby Indonesian authorities intercept people thought to be 
intent on travelling irregularly to Australia and New Zealand and refer them to IOM for case management 
and care. IOM refers those who indicate they wish to make asylum claims to UNHCR, to determine such 
claims. The second agreement known as the Management and Care of Irregular Immigrants Project (MCIIP) 
commenced in 2007 and more explicitly concentrates on the detention of asylum seekers in Indonesia.  
                                                           
2 The Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, especially Women and Children (also referred to as 
the Trafficking Protocol or UN TIP Protocol) is a protocol to the Convention against Transnational Organised Crime. It is one of 
the three Palermo protocols, the others being the Protocol against the Smuggling of Migrants by Land, Sea and Air and the Protocol 
against the Illicit Manufacturing and Trafficking in Firearms. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Protocol_(diplomacy)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Convention_against_Transnational_Organised_Crime
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Palermo_protocols
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Protocol_against_the_Smuggling_of_Migrants_by_Land,_Sea_and_Air
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Protocol_against_the_Illicit_Manufacturing_and_Trafficking_in_Firearms
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Protocol_against_the_Illicit_Manufacturing_and_Trafficking_in_Firearms
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In response to a rising number of boat arrivals in 2001, the Australian Government introduced what came to 
be known as the ‘Pacific Solution’, whereby asylum seekers on board unauthorised—or irregular maritime 
arrival—vessels were intercepted, usually by the Australian navy, and transferred to offshore processing 
centres on the Nauru and Manus Island in Papua New Guinea. When this practice was abandoned by the new 
government, in 2008, the flow of migrants seeking passage to Australia dramatically increased. The majority 
of those attempting to enter Australia boarded vessels in Indonesia. According to GoA statistics, in 2011 
roughly 4,500 people made the journey; in 2012, the total of 17,200 and in 2013 roughly 20,500, 75% of 
which were only in the first quarter of 2013. In July 2013 GoA re-established offshore processing on Manus 
and Nauru and later initiated ‘push-backs’ and an aggressive “No Way” public information campaign in 
CoOs and transit countries.  
 
Both RCA and MCIIP remain funded by Australia to provide for the care of illegal migrants by IOM 
Indonesia and enable those indicating a possible need for protection to have access to a refugee 
determination process through UNHCR. The majority of these have been resettled through UNHCR in 
third countries including Australia (out of 1,044 resettled in 2016, 293 were resettled in Australia, 660 in 
USA, 70 in Canada, 15 in NZ and 6 in Sweden). Others have returned home voluntarily with IOM 
assistance (out of 485 who returned in 2016, 105 went to Afghanistan, 52 to Bangladesh, 75 to Iran, 127 
to Iraq, 13 to Sudan, 51 to Sri Lanka, 13 to India, 15 to Somalia, 1 to Nigeria, 10 to Ethiopia and 23 to 
Myanmar). Some remain in Indonesia under IOM care: currently, out of 8,631 IMs, 3,923 or 45% receive 
accommodation; 2,420 or 28% live in IDCs; 2,038 or 24% receive basic humanitarian assistance in 
temporary interception cites; and 250 or 3% are an Adaman Sea caseload at interception cites. Out of these 
figures, 2,240 or 26% are women (full statistics are available in Annex 5). 
 
The GoA continues to provide additional funding to a range of regional counter-trafficking projects, 
notably in Thailand, Laos, Cambodia and Vietnam. These include bilateral programmes and projects run 
by IOM and the UN Development Programme (UNDP), including the return and reintegration of trafficked 
and other vulnerable migrants, especially vulnerable women and children. The Government is also 
contributing to combating child sex tourism. 

Cultural Factors and Gender  
The project strategy remained grounded in the protection of human rights and the provision of assistance to 
all IMs under IOM care, regardless of gender, ethnical, religious or cultural background. The gender sensitive 
approach and the respect of IM cultural and religious norms further strengthened project relevance. IOM 
continued to rely on multilingual project officers, who already had worked as Community Liaison Officers 
(CLOs) and, in some instances, also had been IMs themselves, to continue applying this approach and assist 
all IMs to make more informed decisions regarding their future.  
 
The information was appropriately designed to be both provided and gathered during one-on-one and group 
counselling sessions, during which the native speaking multilingual officers interacted with and collected 
responses from IMs living in IDCs and CH. The gender and culturally sensitive approach used by the 
multilingual officers was perceived during the evaluation interviews as fully respecting human rights and 
accommodating all groups of migrants with a special focus on vulnerable migrants, i.e. pregnant women, 
single-parent families, single women, unaccompanied minors, migrants with medical needs and the elderly 
(gender aspects are also addressed under the Effectiveness section).  
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Current Relevance of Project Design 

MOMI’s exclusivity of being a preventive measure to fight irregular migration as well as an overture into the 
psychology and functioning of IMs remain highly relevant today and still very much needed. This was not 
only confirmed during the interviews with the donor and stakeholders but also with beneficiaries. The devised 
information gathering and disseminating processes match governmental needs, as the very lack of 
information was the most urgent gap that the governments of Indonesia and Australia were trying to address 
in order to ensure the orderly processing of refugee and asylum claims through approved channels. 
 
The results (outcomes), outputs and activities listed in the project’s Results Matrix (see Annex 5) are 
appropriately designed to enable reaching the project objective. Baselines and targets are listed in the matrix, 
as well as indicators, which are not fully SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and time-bound) 
as they omit the specific and measurable qualities (i.e. “minimum % of IMs informed” instead of “minimum 
80% of IMs informed”). In addition, indicators, outcomes and outputs, are not gender sensitive.  
 
Design of outreach efforts included regular assessment through the compilation of activity reports, i.e. bi-
weekly reports, which, based on IM feedback, would inform all project stakeholders of the extent to which 
the disseminated information effectively increased awareness among IMs and the effect it bore on their 
decision-making processes. However, as a result of stricter Australian policies, and the July 2013 
undertaking, whereby no one arriving by boat would be allowed to resettle in Australia, and all the project 
outreach efforts, virtually no vessels left Indonesia for Australia after 2013. MOMI reports thus went from 
bi-weekly to monthly and then quarterly preparation. This change was not reflected in the Results Matrix and 
the targeted output of 70 bi-weekly reports remained overambitious, as 22 MOMI reports were prepared so 
far.  
 
Finally, the project design did not include the preparation of progress reports for keeping the donor and 
stakeholders abreast of the implementation of activities, obstacles encountered, prospective for reaching 
project results, any observed negative or positive impacts and lessons learned. This omission did not support 
the project management or monitoring, as MOMI reports tracked trends observed in the surveys but not the 
overall project implementation and the reaching of planned results.  
 
CONCLUSION 
Project design was driven by the need of the GoA to prevent irregular maritime arrivals to 
Australia and also to understand the reasons and motivations that lay behind the IMs leaving 
their CoOs and embarking on dangerous sea journeys to Australia. Strategically, MOMI 
remains highly relevant, and in full support of the UN Refugee and Crime Conventions and 
the increased bilateral and regional cooperation in dealing with people smuggling.  
Project-wise, a few discrepancies were noted that did not facilitate the measuring of 
achievements under project results. Targets from the Results Matrix were not adjusted to the 
changed project environment and consequently were overly ambitious, while indicators were 
not entirely SMART and gender sensitive. The lack of progress reporting on the overall 
project achievements made the project management and especially monitoring, cumbersome.  
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The next project proposal should: Stipulate a regular provision of progress reports either on 
a quarterly or six-monthly basis to update on the implementation of activities, targets and 
indicator achievements, obstacles, impacts, local ownership and sustainability prospects (per 
project cycle management guidelines); and include realistic baselines and targets, but also 
gender sensitive and SMART indicators, sources of verification, and assumptions under all 
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Result Matrix categories (i.e. objective, results/outcomes, outputs and activities) and revisit 
them regularly to ensure indicator relevance.  

 
2.2 Effectiveness  

 
This sub-section examines to what extent the implementation of the project produced the desired results and 
outcomes, if the target groups and information campaign beneficiaries were reached as planned and finally, 
whether any other indirect beneficiaries, such as non-IOM assisted migrants, were also reached. It also 
analyses if gender related issues were effectively addressed in project messages or when providing specific 
support. It finally assessed the coordination with the national and local government authorities and other key 
actors, IOM reporting mechanisms to the Governments of Indonesia and Australia, and if an implementation 
with fewer resources could have reached the same results without reducing the results quality and quantity.  

Reaching Results and Target Groups  

The project fully reached the projected result, i.e. “irregular migrants under IOM care are informed about 
the Government of Australia policies regarding irregular maritime arrivals and the dangers of pursuing 
irregular pathways” as over 7,000 IMs under IOM’s care (1,200 of whom were women) voluntarily 
participated in 22 MOMI surveys during its three years of implementation. Even though some IMs 
participated several times in project surveys, the number remains significant bearing in mind that the total 
number of IMs under IOM’s care living in CHs, IDCs or temporary interception sites is almost 9,000.  
 
The result indicator, i.e. “IMs demonstrate increased knowledge and awareness of Australian government 
policies impacting and dangers of irregular pathways” is fully reached keeping in mind that there was only 
one isolated case of an irregular vessel that attempted to leave Indonesia but was intercepted in July 2014. 
The success was due to a joint effort of the Australian Government changing its policies and the project’s 
proactive communication strategy. Evaluation interviews and a survey conducted among IMs reflected a clear 
awareness of Australian Government policies besides the dangers of these clandestine sea pathways.  
 
More specifically, the results of the evaluation survey showed that more than half, or 60%, of IMs were 
unaware of the Australian Government policies (i.e. off-shore processing, “no way” and “push-back” 
campaigns) at the onset of their journeys, and that thanks to the regular information provision by IOM, over 
90% of IMs reinforced their decision not to proceed with irregular pathways to Australia. Instead, the great 
majority, or almost 80%, chose to continue their journey but get processed by UNHCR locally (see details 
from Consolidated Field Survey in Annex 4).  
 
The project fully reached all planned target groups, thanks to the key role of multilingual officers who not 
only were interpreters but also confidants to the IMs. During previous projects, the multilingual officers 
employed their language, people and counselling skills to expand the reach of the project and include all 
foreign nationals who were not part of the targeted audience, such as the hundreds of IMs in the Bogor-
Puncak area, the Afghan nationals who did not receive assistance from IOM, and minors receiving assistance 
from partner agencies like Church World Services. A similar approach was embraced by the MOMI project. 
The non-IOM IMs were also reached viva voce; it appears that the most valuable source of information for 
the IMs is word of mouth, between family members, friends and social networks, although evidence of the 
latter remains anecdotal from the conducted evaluation interviews.  
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The total number of IMs assisted by IOM was 8,631 as of 30 September 2016. The nationalities in 17 different 
locations including IDCs, Immigration offices and CHs were: Afghan (53%); Somali (11%); Myanmar 
(10%); Sri Lankan (7%); Palestinian (5%); Sudanese (4%); Iranian  (3%); Iraqi (3%); Pakistani (2%); 
Ethiopian (1%); Eritrean (35 cases); Bangladeshi (21 cases); Syrian (17 cases); Egyptian (11 cases); Yemeni 
(9 cases); Jordanian (6 cases); Indian, Kuwaiti and Cameroonian each having two cases; Nepali, Moroccan 
and Conga one case each; and one unknown nationality (see detailed IM statistics in Annex 6). 
 
In terms of MOMI surveys, nine were conducted in 2014 and another eight in 2015. The questions revolved 
around the background information of IMs: what the driving force for leaving the CoOs was and the reasons 
for selecting Indonesia as a transit country; the travelled routes (with a focus on Malaysia, Thailand and for 
African countries, Somalia, Sudan and Ethiopia); the level of awareness of Australia’s boat turn-back policy; 
reactions to the November 2014 announcement that Australia no longer would consider anyone who 
registered with UNHCR in Indonesia after 1 July 2014 for resettlement; results of the Australian national 
elections; future plans; smuggling prices; opinions about UNHCR processing; reactions to Australia’s 
announcement to accept 12,000 Syrian refugees; and if IMs considered returning back to their CoOs.   
 
The IM responses reflected a low interest in AVR with the most negative impact perceived in children not 
attending school. There was a general indifference towards the Australian July 2014 policy, regardless of 
whether the refugees and asylum seekers were in detention or not, as IMs believed that the Australian policy 
was subject to frequent change and amendment, but also that Australia was not the only option for 
resettlement. IMs also expected the Australian policy to be loosened with the election of a new Prime 
Minister. IMs were generally glad that Syrian refugees would be accepted in Australia but naturally anxious 
because their own status was not resolved. IMs were highly resentful of the lengthy UNHCR processing 
procedures, asking if the process could be hastened with IOM’s assistance. Due to prolonged waiting, a 
minority confirmed that they might try boats again as the smugglers were saying, “Australia’s sea path is 
open!” 
 
A new trend was noted: since IMs were not interested in irregular journeys, smugglers dropped the prices 
down from 8,000 to 4,000 USD and lower. The interpreters noted a change in IM willingness to share their 
views on the policy issues as roughly half had already discussed this for past MOMI reports. Also, there was 
another interesting trend noted in July 2015: the IMs were not willing and ready to participate in MOMI 
surveys as they used to, since “there was no benefit from answering questions” (as quoted in MOMI No. 13). 
IMs also believed that Australia was differentiating between Muslims and Christians and also between the 
white and black races, which gave the IMs uneasiness regarding human rights and potential discrimination. 
 
The 2016 reports, for which five surveys were conducted, focused on the Australian policies, and if IMs 
recalled policies changing over time; reactions to the May 2016 decision by the Supreme Court of Papua 
New Guinea (PNG) that the continued detention of migrants in the country on behalf of the GoA is 
unconstitutional (and the announcement to close to the Manus Island detention centre); and the reactions to 
the July 2016 elections in Australia. The IMs were mostly aware of the Australian policies including offshore 
processing, boat turn-backs, closed maritime border, and longer detention periods. Again, a trend of certain 
IMs believing they could successfully enter Australia by boat was noted. Migrants generally had a good 
interaction with the Indonesian population, although Sri Lankans found the local community less welcoming 
due to different religious views.  
 
Most IMs were aware of the Australian elections, hoping that if the Labour Party would win, there would be 
an increase in refugee intake (getting the news from social media, online news, TV, newspaper, friends and 
family). They did not however expect any change in policy towards irregular maritime arrivals but rather that 
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UNHCR possibly would expedite the processing of Refugee Status Determinations (RSDs) and resettlement 
as “the two year wait for RDS interviews with UNHCR makes them chaffing”, and that those whose RSD’s 
had been rejected or had been waiting for years to receive an answer from UNHCR were prepared to travel 
by boat. 
 
IMs also had some interesting suggestions, for example the Australian and Indonesian Governments enabled 
IMs to perform various jobs both within and outside IDCs to earn minimum wages while their applications 
were being processed. These examples show that IMs wish to feel like ordinary and productive people, to 
have their children go to school, and to improve to some extent their stressful and depressive lives. There 
was no difference between the answers of men and women. There was a general increase of IMs being 
resentful of the prolonged waiting period for the RSD interview, over a slowdown in UNHCR processing, 
the overcrowded IDCs, and the reduction in the refugee quotas in resettlement countries, particularly in 
Australia.  

Gender and Vulnerable People Mainstreaming    

A gender sensitive approach was fully adopted by the project as IOM Indonesia ensures that the specific 
support and gender mainstreaming are effectively provided if and when required per IOM’s Gender Equality 
Policy. The multilingual officers were gathering information and assessing any gender related implications 
for all migrants, ensuring that a gender perspective and gender equality are central to all project actions. 
Through its Gender Equality Policy, IOM reaffirms its commitment to ensuring that gender is 
mainstreamed throughout all of its projects, policies and other activities. 
 
Information was gathered during the counselling sessions, during which the native speaking interpreters 
collected responses from IMs living in IDCs or CH, fully respective of the overall gender and age breakdown 
of the groups. Appropriate and gender-neutral language was used, taking into consideration what is 
considered culturally appropriate for men and women for all migrant groups and host communities. 
Although, interestingly enough, there was only one female interpreter among IOM multilingual officers.  
 
MOMI surveys also included questions on discrimination, which was one of the reasons why IMs fled their 
homes in the first place, in order not to face discrimination due to ethnicity, race or religion. There were no 
noticeable gender-biased differences of opinion in IM responses.  References to gender can be observed in 
some of the responses recorded in MOMI reports from 2015 and 2016, as women were mostly concerned 
about the wellbeing of their families and children’s education. Differences were more noticeable in terms of 
age and it was interesting to compare how the reactions of women and families differed from those of single 
males. For instance, women and their families did not particularly interact with the local communities except 
when shopping or praying in the mosque, but had emphasised the importance of living in harmony with the 
local communities since they were living in Indonesia for a very long time (some since 2008 or 2009). Single 
male IMs generally socialised very well with the local community:   some built friendships and others even 
married Indonesian women.  
 
Similarly, based on 38 interviews conducted in IDC/Kanim and CHs in 2015, reactions to the changed 
Australian policy differed depending on age and relations of IMs with Australia. The majority of younger 
IMs were anguished, disappointed and worried that this new policy would delay their departure to Australia 
and they would have to wait in Indonesia for a long time. Those who had family in Australia remained a bit 
more optimistic and believed that the Australian policy would change again to their benefit, as it had been 
the case in the past. Asylum seekers who arrived in Indonesia with their families were not too affected by the 
new policy. They seemed to adapt well in Indonesia and cared less about the timing of resettlement as long 
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as they received some support. Only one asylum seeker registered since 1 July 2014 indicated he was 
preparing to voluntarily return to Afghanistan, as he was going “home due to personal problems”.  
 
The project staff was particularly cautious that there were no signs of gender-based violence (GBV) or any 
harmful act based on socially ascribed differences between males and females. While men and boys can 
be victims of some types of GBV (particularly sexual violence), in most contexts GBV has a greater impact 
on women and girls. There were no signs of GBV during the implementation of MOMI, such as differential 
access to project services, exploitation or abuse, harassment of any kind, domestic or intimate partner 
violence and elderly abuse. The multilingual officers were providing special assistance to vulnerable 
individuals, via one-to-one sessions that fully respected their gender, ethnical, religious and cultural 
backgrounds.  
 
Tolerance, understanding and respect for all, without distinction as to race, gender, religion, national origin, 
marital status, sexual orientation, age, physical disability or political conviction remains one of project’s 
best qualities.  

Cost-Effectiveness    

The cost-effectiveness of the project is commendable, keeping in mind that with two regular staff members 
and six short-term interpreters, over 20 surveys were conducted and enough funds were saved to enable 
extension of project activities and hence the bridging to the next project. It is believed that with fewer 
resources, the project implementation would seriously suffer and both the quality and quantity of results 
would be reduced.  
 
However, it was noted during the evaluation interviews, that although commended, this scrutiny in cost-
effectiveness had a certain impeding effect on the work of multilingual officers, as no regular visits to sub-
offices where MOMI officers work had been organised so far (the first visit was conducted during the 
evaluation visit). Hence, the face to face staff meetings and much needed background and coaching on more 
sensitive survey questions were not provided. In addition, there was no streamlined and regular exchange of 
experience between interpreters; apart from ad hoc social meetings, interpreters organised themselves to 
update and provide guidance on the obstacles of every day work, best practices and the potential issue 
resolution during the conduct of an interview.  
 
This is particularly important for the next project, as MOMI reports started to notice the trend in 2015 of IMs 
being reluctant to answer questions in addition to participating in project surveys.   

Coordination with Stakeholders 

Project coordination with various stakeholders was highly commended during evaluation interviews. The 
communication and working relationships with the national stakeholders (POLHUKAM) remained frequent 
and fruitful during the entire project span. Partnership relations were created and meetings were regularly 
held on both official and ad hoc bases, providing for efficient follow-up, issue resolution and guidance. This 
was greatly supported by the focal point IOM placed within POLHUKAM to ensure a smooth line of 
communication.  
 
Working relations and communication with UNHCR were also found to be highly satisfactory by the 
interviewed UNHCR representative, who also commended IOM’s proactivity in sharing information and 
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reports at operational level, and showed an appreciation for sharing the offices with UNHCR in addition to 
interpreters during the RSD interviews. Good synergy was further ensured by the donor, as it was agreed that 
no information regarding resettlement policy changes would be disseminated by IOM; a resettlement specific 
policy linked to UNHCR registration dates was best articulated by UNHCR itself to prevent concern of IOM 
disseminating information ahead of UNHCR that might lead to greater confusion and instability among the 
migrant caseload because, as a normal function of MOMI, IOM captures what the sub-office staff are hearing 
from the migrants under IOM care.  
 
Thanks to the strong foundation built through previous projects, IOM has established long-term relationships 
with the stakeholders as a trusted and valued partner through the previously implemented but also parallel 
projects under the RCA that aim at supporting irregular migrants and building the capacity of GoI institutions 
to investigate and prosecute people smugglers. Close relationships have remained between the project 
partners including Australian Customs and Border Protection Service (ACBPS), Directorate Jenderal 
Imigras, Indonesian National Police (INP) as well as with the target groups, including local governments, 
port authorities, the Navy, Indonesian Maritime Security Coordinating Board, fishermen and boat owners, 
local communities, local and religious leaders.  
 
The effectiveness of MOMI reports was praised by the project stakeholders, as they could track the extent to 
which the disseminated information effectively increased awareness among IMs and what effect it has had 
on their decision-making process. MOMI reports were also a very useful tool to guide and adjust the type 
and content of information and messaging materials where needed. Thus, MOMI fully served its purpose, 
translating its reports for POLHUKAM, which expressed the need to include their own questions during the 
next phase. The donor and the project confirmed the importance of this request, as long as the independence 
in survey conduct is maintained (through IOM). The donor expressed some concerns however, specifying 
that if the content of questions changed and consequently the context for the reports, or if the GoI’s use of 
MOMI impeded the flow of information that the GoA is specifically interested in, then the donor would 
reconsider any future funding. The donor also commented that the progress reporting was an essential 
management and a strategic tool to be included in the next phase.   
 
In terms of cross-departmental cooperation within IOM, the combating of people smuggling is addressed 
through various initiatives and projects including Migrant care and AVR, Reinforcing management for IMs 
(RMIM), Imigrasi quarantine support (IQS), public information campaigns (PICs), MOMI, Frontline officers 
awareness training on people smuggling (FLOAT), IOM circle of care for displaced persons in Indonesia (I-
CARE), MCIIP and Coordination and outreach migration management support through IOM satellite site 
(COMMSAT). As a key partner of the GoI, IOM has been supporting since 2003 the implementation of the 
Community Policing national strategy. The evaluation interviews revealed that the coordination mechanism 
and information sharing to prevent overlap is not always ensured apart from ad hoc meetings among project 
managers dealing with urgent issues.  
 
CONCLUSION 
The project fully reached its anticipated result, as it conveyed messages to the majority of 
IMs under IOM’s care. Due to high scrutiny of cost-effectiveness (namely, restricting travel), 
there were not enough staff meetings or exchanges of experiences between multilingual 
officers, which had a certain impeding effect on their work as the needed guidance, detailed 
information and background on certain sensitive questions was not provided. This is 
particularly important for the next phase, as MOMI started to notice the trend in 2015 of IMs 
being reluctant to participate in project surveys.  Coordination and communication between 
project partners and stakeholders was noted to be fruitful and regular, while the inter-
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departmental coordination and communication within IOM remained in need of a more 
streamlined approach. 
RECOMMEDATIONS 
The project is recommended to: Organise a workshop for the multilingual officers during the 
extension to enable an exchange of experiences and best practices. This practice should be 
adopted in the next project together with regular face-to-face staff meetings.  
IOM Indonesia is recommended to: Establish regular cross-departmental coordination and 
communication mechanisms to improve information sharing to avoid overlap of IOM 
implemented projects and increased resource effectiveness. 

 

2.3 Efficiency  

The sub-section analyses resource efficiency, how well inputs were used to undertake activities and whether 
these inputs were converted into the expected outputs and results. The project expenditure reports were also 
analysed to examine whether efficiency, accountability and transparency are guaranteed, and whether the 
project expenditures are in line with the agreed budget.  

Resource Efficiency     

Project resources were efficiently used; the two permanent staff members included the project manager and 
the assistant, while five multilingual officers located in various IOM Country Offices (COs) were employed 
on a short-term basis to cover several IOM projects, including MOMI, but also UNHCR’s RSD interviews. 
This joint use of resources ensured cost efficiency and institutional synergy between both agencies.  The 
biggest savings were made due to short-term contracts stipulating that the multilingual officers were allowed 
to use leave after a two month period; other savings related to travel, communications and supplies (savings 
of almost 50% were made). This enabled the extension of activities and further support to be provided , which 
was greatly appreciated by the GoA and national stakeholders.  This is an example of prudent project 
management as the next project phase is currently under consideration. 
 
Expenditures were monitored on a regular basis, with minimal budget changes and adjustments that are 
justified thoroughly to reflect actual costs, needs and timeframe. Expenditures related to staff and office costs, 
operational costs including travel, communications and supplies were regularly reported to the donor and 
approved by the IOM Chief of Mission. Currently, with almost 92% of the time elapsed for the project, inputs 
and resources were used 74% (as per the October 2016 Financial Report).    
 
Progress reporting is unfortunately not available as only a Final Report was requested by the donor. MOMI 
reports, prepared initially on a bi-weekly and then on monthly basis, are in fact activity reports summarising 
the outcome of 21 surveys conducted during the project lifetime (another survey was launched at the end of 
November 2016). At all times project accountability and transparency were ensured, as confirmed by the 
donor during the evaluation interviews. The MOMI input utilisation and budget information provided 
transparent information that ensured accountability for donor funding.  

Deployment of Resources  

Appropriate resources and inputs were deployed from the project’s outset to ensure efficient implementation 
of activities under the following five activity components (C): (1) coordination with the Heads of IDCs where 
IMs reside to ensure regular access by MOMI staff; (2) coordination with the GoI and the GoA to obtain 
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regular updates on government policies and messaging with regard to irregular migration; (3) compilation 
and translation of information materials from GoI, GoA and public media on a weekly basis; (4) weekly 
dissemination of information material and messaging to IMs; and (5) overseeing the production and 
dissemination of English language bi-weekly reports to the donor and POLHUKAM, the lead GoI agency.   
 
More specifically, in terms of the implementation of C1, the project conducted the bulk of the work via 
multilingual officers and created relationships with the Heads of IDCs to ensure access to the IMs. The project 
staff did not have the liberty to access all IMs, as the IDC staff selected IMs to be interviewed by the project 
at certain locations. This was beyond the project’s control but the project continued to insist that access to 
each and every IM was secured.  
 
Under C2, the coordination with both GoA and GoI was ensured, but the regular update on government 
policies and messaging was obtained only from GoA. The project encouraged GoI to provide information, 
though a formal GoI ‘policy’ directly impacting migrants in Indonesia has only recently been signed by the 
President. The GoI expressed desire to include its own information in the next phase, which was welcomed 
by the project during the evaluation interviews, as long as the independence of IM interviews is respected. 
Neither donor presently, nor potentially national stakeholders in the future, can take part in MOMI interviews, 
in order to respect independence, ethics and objectivity of the interview process.  
 
Relevant information material on irregular migration was regularly compiled, translated and provided by 
GoA under C3, including media coverage, information on GoA existing policies and deterrence messaging 
about the dangers of irregular pathways. As a result, almost 80% of the evaluation survey respondents (see 
Annex 4) were satisfied with the frequency of information provision. A great majority (96%) was extremely 
satisfied with the services provided by the project (i.e. through the multilingual officers).  
 
Information material was regularly disseminated to IMs under C4 to inform them of Australia’s policies 
towards irregular migrants and the consequences of irregular migration to Australia. Since the changes in 
GoA policies occurred in 2014 and have not been amended since, there was no need to disseminate all the 
same information on a weekly basis. The frequency of information provision was changed to a monthly basis 
(50% of IMs received information once a month, as confirmed in the survey, see Annex 4), but to some 
respondents (16%), information was provided on a quarterly or six-monthly basis, which was deemed 
infrequent. All newly arrived/intercepted migrants also received information in a timely manner.  
 
Under C5, survey reports were regularly prepared based on consistent interactions with IMs. MOMI reports 
are deemed invaluable by the governments of Australia and Indonesia providing an exclusive source of 
information on push and pull factors that are impacting migrant decisions to pursue the approved pathway to 
resettlement, attempt the voyage to Australia or return to their countries of origin through IOM’s AVR 
progammes. This regular feedback helped to adjust the type and content of the messaging materials used to 
reach IMs.   
 
CONCLUSION 
An efficient use of project resources was noted, in certain instances resources were even 
shared with UNHCR (e.g. premises and interpreters) which ensured not only cost efficiency 
for both agencies but also coherence and institutional synergy. Activities were efficiently 
implemented under all five Components (C). Coordination with IDCs was good and regular 
access was ensured under C1, though in some cases the project staff could only access IMs 
approved by IDC staff. Regular updates under C2 were received from GoA but not from GoI, 
which expressed its desire to be included in the next phase. Relevant information material 
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regularly was compiled and disseminated under C3 and C4, and as a result, almost 80% of 
respondents to the evaluation survey were satisfied with the frequency of information 
provision.  A total of 22 MOMI reports were prepared under C5, initially on bi-weekly but 
later on a monthly basis, deemed invaluable source of information by both governments.  
RECOMMENDATIONS 
The project is recommended to: Engage the donor and GoI in the needs assessment for the 
next phase and arrange the conditionality of full access for IOM staff to all IMs (and not only 
to those IDC staff approves) in order to reach even greater number of IMs.  
IOM Indonesia is recommended to: Organise a meeting with UNHCR to jointly address the 
issues of prolonged RSD processing and decreased refugee intake country quotas. 

2.4 Impact   

The sub-section analyses if the immediate changes of the project outputs can currently be perceived and if 
they potentially occurred during the project life-time in line with the expected outcomes. It also analyses the 
target groups and other stakeholder perceptions of the achieved outcomes, and most importantly what can be 
observed in terms of gender and outcomes. Finally, it assesses what can be observed in terms of the overall 
impact of the three projects put together, i.e. Public Information Campaign (PIC), Community Liaison Team 
(CLT) project and MOMI.  

Immediate Impact  
The project significantly contributed to the change in the situation of irregular migration in Indonesia and in 
the IM decisions to migrate to Australia. The last people smuggling venture that made it to Australia and had 
its passengers handed over to the Australian immigration authorities was on 19 December 2013.  
 
Foreign nationals currently residing in Indonesia confirmed their awareness was raised through regular 
counselling provided by MOMI about the Australian Government’s policies and the implications of 
attempting to travel to Australia by irregular means. As a result, impact was visible as there were no irregular 
vessels traveling to Australia and an increased number of IMs were either proceeding to UNHCR to be 
registered or to IOM to participate in the AVR project. During the three-year implementation, there was only 
one isolated case of a vessel carrying 157 migrants that was intercepted in June 2014. The statistics from 
IOM Indonesia show that over 90% of IMs (out of the 8,631 total) made the decision to be processed locally.  
 
Additional positive impact is seen through the regular provision of invaluable information to the GoA and 
GoI on major push factors for IMs to leave their CoO including security reasons, restricted mobility, the 
escalation of violence, poverty and the lack of economic activity due to years of conflict and also to various 
sorts of discrimination (racial, linguistic, religious), the lack of opportunities to educate children or to 
continue with their own education, low quality or nonexistent medical care, forced labour and land 
confiscations. This information in turn raised awareness of both governments on the push and pull factors of 
irregular migration and was used across all government levels and relevant line ministries to track 
implementation of policies and adjust operational frameworks. 
 
In terms of gender and outcome, the project included gender related implications for all migrants and 
adapted its approach in dealing with vulnerable individuals, especially women and the elderly to ensure there 
were no signs of GBV or any harmful acts based on socially ascribed differences between males and 
females. The impact of such an approach was visible from women’s responses to the evaluation survey 
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(seven women participated), as they were all extremely satisfied with the information or project services 
provided. Their only complaint was not having access to education for their children. In the end, all 
vulnerable categories benefited from the project equally, regardless of gender.  

Combined Impact of Previous IOM Projects  

In terms of predecessors to MOMI, positive impact is seen from the pilot Public Information Campaign 
(PIC) project, which was implemented from November 2009 to September 2010 and then June 2013 to 
October 2014 for AUD 0.8 million, that initiated campaigns as a method of curbing irregular migration and 
people smuggling from Indonesia to Australia. It was the first in a line of projects to obtain the information 
from the target groups (i.e. Indonesian nationals at risk of becoming involved in or facilitating people 
smuggling ventures) via market research, public information campaign and post-campaign surveys. It also 
provided a thorough assessment of the current situation and targeted recommendations for future assistance 
in this field.   
 
PIC discovered the real motivations behind the smugglers and pointed out that the local communities and 
individuals are key to fighting the smugglers’ network. These important findings were communicated through 
extensive campaigns including slogans, awareness-raising videos, radio announcements, booklets containing 
frequently asked questions (FAQs), posters, caps and t-shirts. Based on the research conducted at Bakauheni 
port for instance, the capacity building of senior officials was organised to raise the awareness and campaign 
boxes were installed to disseminate information material about people smuggling to ferry passengers and 
also a series of locally-broadcast television round-table discussions and the production of three monthly 
newsletters for personnel working at the port further reinforced this awareness.  
 
The PIC findings served as basis for the Community Liaison Team (CLT) project to help promote Australian 
Government messaging to potential irregular migrants: phase I was implemented from June 2010 to January 
2012 for AUD 1.5 million and phase II from June 2012 to December 2013 for AUD 0.8 million. It targeted 
IMs under IOM care who had been intercepted on their journey to Australia. The project piloted the method 
of engaging a team of CLOs (initially four CLOs fluent in Dari/Farsi and Tamil and, in the second phase, the 
counselling was extended to Afghan, Iranian, Iraqi, Pakistani, Sri Lankan and Palestinian nationals) who had 
the necessary experience, language and interpersonal skills to counsel migrants and deliver migration-related 
messaging.  
 
In MOMI, the real impact of these counselling services was seen through the work performed by the 
multilingual officers placed in locations around the country. They counselled over 7,000 IMs, who also 
participated in surveys about the Australian Government policies, dangers of the journey, the likelihood of 
long periods in Australian detention centres; IMs answered questions and provided feedback and reaction to 
these policies to the donor. Countering the information from the smuggling and trafficking networks and 
spreading the correct information to other non-IOM assisted irregular migrants enabled the project’s major 
impact i.e. it reduced people smuggling efforts from Indonesia to Australia.  
 
During PIC and CLT, the number of migrants under IOM care grew from 1,232 (in August 2010) to 2,225 
(in January 2012) and from 1,804 (in June 2012) to 2,600 migrants (in December 2013). PIC focused on 
four clusters of communities and one port, while the CLT expanded its scope to thousands of IMs in 16 
different locations around Indonesia. As with MOMI, the results of counselling sessions were recorded in 
over 130 CLT reports; the donor was provided with special reports that tracked reactions to the same 
messages among different IM speaking communities. Projects provided considerable insight into the many 
issues IMs face, but also into their gradual understanding of the existing gap between what they were told 
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by smugglers and what the reality of the situation was (IMs were generally suspicious of any government 
statements and relied on their friends and family to convey such messages). However, IOM’s projects 
gradually started to be perceived as a trusted and impartial source of information. This role was critical for 
the adjustment of GoA policy to take place during the CLT and MOMI projects, such as the July 2013 
announcement that irregular boat arrivals would be processed and resettled outside Australia.  
 
The final reports of projects reported on the reached outcomes, such as the incident of two groups of irregular 
migrants, totalling 180 people intercepted in separate occurrences in West Java, as they prepared to board 
vessels bound for Christmas Island. Subsequent investigation revealed that the information about their 
presence was provided by villagers in PIC target communities to their ‘Local Champions’, 21 months after 
the campaign ended. An investigation by ACBPS revealed that of the 92 successful interceptions of people 
smuggling ventures recorded between August 2011 and February 2012, 25 occurred in the vicinity of PIC 
target villages. 
 
Through addressing different target groups, the local people and the IMs, PIC and CLT achieved an increase 
in the engagement of central players in Indonesia. The combination of direct engagement with local key 
opinion formers, mass awareness-raising events and workshops produced a significant strengthening of 
attitudes against people smuggling ventures in all areas. The impact was noted in behavioural changes caused 
by the communications efforts. As confirmed by IOM interpreters working throughout the different project 
phases, the evidence showed that based on the information and outreach efforts from all projects, the target 
communities successfully rallied local residents to avoid people smuggling ventures, which resulted in an 
increased reporting of suspected smuggling endeavors to local law enforcement. As a result, the intercepted 
migrants delayed or cancelled plans to engage people smugglers for the final leg of their journey to Australia. 
The CLT reports also noted the growing awareness of government policies due to the information being 
disseminated by the CLOs. 
 
Outreach to government officials and other community key opinion formers resulted in a greater commitment 
to enhance cooperation in preventing people smuggling and to dissuade villagers from engaging in it. 
Because of this, and also thanks to MOMI and its predecessors, the Indonesian Government has accelerated 
the rate of interceptions of IMs since Q3 2010, swelling IOM’s caseload from 1,232, when the CLOs began 
work in August 2010 to 2,225 as the project came to an end in January 2012. The trend continued throughout 
MOMI, with the exact figures to be provided in the Final Report.   

Negative Impact   

There was no impeding impact noted from current and previous interventions. Certain obstacles materialised 
occasionally with no diminishing effect on the various outcomes of the projects. For instance, regarding 
access to IDCs, following a 2013 riot at the facility in Belawan/Medan, IOM staff was restricted to access 
the IDCs. On these rare occasions IOM staff in the sub-offices worked closely with IDC managers to 
establish a time frame for the renewal of services including those of the CLOs. Other lessons learned 
were detected in terms of the effectiveness of counselling large groups of migrants simultaneously. The 
nature of large group meetings (i.e. of more than 10 people) was such that a limited number of participants 
appear as the focal points, raising and challenging questions, and providing feedback. IOM and ACBPS 
agreed to have one-on-one or small group discussions in order to capture opinions of those who were reluctant 
to speak in bigger groups. These lessons learned were all included in MOMI. 
 
Regarding the current phase, a negative trend was noted however by the multilingual officers in the reluctance 
and unwillingness of IMs to share their views regarding the GoA policy and to participate in MOMI surveys 
as they used to, since there was no benefit to answering questions (as quoted in MOMI No. 13, as of July 
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2015). This is the key moment for both governments to show some increased support to IMs, financial as 
well as in terms of increased effectiveness in processing their case or for educating their children to ensure 
that the human rights of most the vulnerable categories are respected in the fight against people smuggling 
and illegal migration.  
 
CONCLUSION 
One of the first visible impacts from MOMI and its predecessors is the focus of the 
awareness-raising campaign on residents of coastal communities as key actors in fighting 
irregular migration. Another one is piloting the method of engaging multilingual officers with 
the necessary experience, language and interpersonal skills to counsel migrants and deliver 
migration-related messaging to increase legal processing of refugee and asylum claims. The 
combination of direct engagement with key local opinion formers, mass awareness-raising 
events and workshops produced a significant hardening in attitudes against people smuggling 
ventures in all targeted communities. The impact was noted in the behavioural change among 
IMs and communities and increased reporting of suspected smuggling ventures to local law 
enforcement agencies, with the intercepted migrants delaying or cancelling their plans to 
engage people smugglers. In turn, the community key opinion formers showed greater 
commitment to enhance cooperation in preventing people smuggling, and doubled the rate 
of interceptions of IMs since 2010. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
IOM Indonesia is recommended to: Share the experience and lessons learned from MOMI, 
CLT and PIC as a case study and best practice to other Regional and Country Offices, to use 
awareness raising campaigns as well as direct contact with IMs in the country itself to prevent 
people smuggling and deaths at sea (with the current crisis in the Mediterranean in mind). 

 

2.5 Sustainability  

The sub-section examines to what extent the project benefits can continue after external support no longer is 
available and what measures have been put in place to make the activities, outputs and outcomes sustainable 
for both the beneficiaries and the authorities in the management of irregular migration. It also assesses how 
the project is addressing sustainability through complementary actions with other projects. 

Ownership and Sustainability  

The Bali Process created stronger political coordination in the region but also an environment in which 
regional, foreign, justice, law enforcement and immigration ministries are increasingly cooperative and 
effective in addressing people smuggling and trafficking issues. A range of factors have contributed to this 
outcome: improvements in the world's longest standing refugee caseloads (viz. Afghans and Iraqis); 
enhanced regional cooperation to combat people smuggling; and stronger Australian domestic legislative 
and policy responses. 
 
The public information campaigns alone certainly cannot prevent individuals from getting involved in 
smuggling operations (from being pilots or crews on vessels, or selling vessels and providing any other 
support). However, the campaigns proved to be a useful and cost-effective tool to enhance the effectiveness 
of capacity building and training for the police, immigration and prosecutorial staff and other efforts in the 
sector implemented by IOM and local stakeholders through donor funds. With increased skills and awareness 
of local and national decision makers, the local ownership and support are continuously enhanced.  
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As confirmed during the evaluation interviews, the GoI cannot afford the project services nor can they 
financially contribute to the project in the medium run. This is unfortunate as a local contribution of at least 
10% would ensure local buy-in with eventually all institutions of both governments benefitting from 
additional investments in the capacities of national stakeholders. The nationally expanded capacity building 
and campaigns for media, national stakeholders and local population would certainly raise more awareness 
at the national level and create more liaison points to fight irregular migration.  
 
For this reason, the sustainability for MOMI and similar projects remains entirely donor driven. The next 
phase currently being designed will follow a similar logic and strategy of previous interventions. The 
interviews with the national stakeholders confirmed a great interest in the project’s scope of work and 
willingness for its continuation.  

Complementary Actions   

There are no other donors besides the Australian Government for this and similar interventions. In terms of 
cooperation with other agencies, UNHCR has a small office with approximately 80 staff with an annual 
budget of USD 5 million and it shares IOM office space and interpreters in the country offices. With the new 
strategic direction in mind, i.e. improved templates to speed up the processing under the RSDs, UNHCR 
expects a doubling in the number of processing claims, i.e. previously two cases were processed per day, 
with each RSD taking over 24 months. Apparently, the current new templates have improved the processing 
of claims to four or five per day, which can significantly speed up the processing under RSDs and lower the 
waiting period to 12 months or less for the IMs. UNHCR commended the cooperation with IOM and also 
expressed the need to be consulted during IOM’s process of identification of residents for CH. In terms of 
IM complaints regarding prolonged RSD procedures and low country intake quotas for the refugees, UNHCR 
expressed hope that the issues would be resolved with new templates and also after meeting with 
representatives from the destination countries.     
 
CONCLUSION 
The sustainability for MOMI and similar projects remains entirely donor driven, due to the 
donor’s specific interest in the project content. A local contribution would however be 
welcome to ensure local buy-in and expansion with eventually all institutions of both 
governments benefitting from additional investments in the capacities of national 
stakeholders. Cooperation with UNHCR is smooth, with RSD processing to be accelerated 
thanks to the improvement of RSD templates. The low quotas of destination countries still 
remain one of the most acute issues in resolving the thousands of IM claims.  
RECOMMENDATIONS  

No recommendations for this section.  
 
 

3. Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations  
 
This section provides overall conclusions per evaluation criteria defined under Section 1.1, as well as 
recommendations for the current and future projects and also IOM Indonesia.   
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3.1 Conclusions  
 
The project design was driven by the need of the GoA to prevent irregular maritime arrivals to Australia and 
to understand the reasons and motivations that lay behind the IMs leaving their CoOs and undergoing the 
dangerous sea journey to Australia. Strategically, MOMI remains highly relevant and in full support of the 
UN Refugee and Crime Conventions and the increased bilateral and regional cooperation in dealing with 
people smuggling. Project-wise, a few discrepancies were noted that did not facilitate the measuring of 
achievements under project results. Targets from the Results Matrix were not adjusted based on the change 
of the project environment and thus remained overly ambitious, while indicators were not entirely SMART 
and gender sensitive. The lack of progress reporting on overall project achievements made the project 
management and, especially monitoring, cumbersome. 

The project fully reached the projected result, as it conveyed messages to the majority of IMs under IOM 
care. Due to high scrutiny of cost-effectiveness (re travel), there were not enough staff meetings and 
exchanges of experiences among multilingual officers, which had a certain impeding effect on their work as 
the needed guidance, detailed information and background to certain sensitive questions was not provided. 
This is particularly important for the next project, as MOMI started to notice the trend in 2015 of IMs being 
reluctant to participate in project surveys.  Coordination and communication among project partners and 
stakeholders was noted to be fruitful and regular, while the inter-departmental coordination and 
communication within IOM remained in need of a more streamlined approach. 

Efficient use of project resources was noted, in certain examples resources were even shared with UNHCR 
(such as premises and interpreters) which ensured not only cost efficiency for both agencies but also 
coherence and institutional synergy. Activities were efficiently implemented under all five Components (C). 
Coordination with IDCs was good and regular access was ensured under C1, but in some cases the project 
staff could access only those IMs that IDC staff approved. Regular updates under C2 were received from 
GoA but not from GoI, which expressed desire to be included in the next phase. Relevant information 
materials were regularly compiled and disseminated under C3 and C4, and as a result, almost 80% of 
respondents to the evaluation survey were satisfied with the frequency of information provision. A total of 
22 MOMI reports were prepared regularly under C5, deemed invaluable sources of information by both 
governments. 
 
One of the first visible impacts from MOMI and its predecessors is the focus of the awareness-raising 
campaign on residents of coastal communities as key actors in fighting illegal migration. Another one is 
piloting the method of engaging multilingual officers with necessary experience, language and interpersonal 
skills to counsel migrants and deliver migration-related messaging to increase legal processing of refugee 
and asylum claims. The combination of direct engagement with key local opinion formers, mass awareness-
raising events and workshops produced a significant hardening in attitudes against people smuggling ventures 
in all targeted communities. The impact was noted in behavioural changes among IMs and communities and 
increased reporting of suspected smuggling ventures to local law enforcement agencies, with the intercepted 
migrants delaying or cancelling their plans to engage people smugglers. In turn, the community key opinion 
formers showed greater commitment to enhance cooperation in preventing people smuggling, and doubled 
the rate of interceptions of IMs since 2010. 

The sustainability for MOMI and similar projects remains entirely donor driven, due to specific interest of 
the donor in the project content. A local contribution would however be welcome to ensure local buy-in and 
expansion with eventually all institutions of both governments benefitting from additional investments in the 
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capacities of national stakeholders. Cooperation with UNHCR is smooth, with RSD processing to be speeded 
up with the improvement of RSD templates. The low quotas of destination countries still remain one of the 
most acute issues in resolving the thousands of IMs claims.   

3.2 Recommendations   
 

The following recommendations were identified during the evaluation visit:  

 
1) The project is recommended to:  

a. Organise a workshop for the multilingual officers during the extension to enable the exchange of 
experiences and best practices. This practice should be adopted in the next project together with 
regular face-to-face staff meetings.  

b. The project is recommended to engage the donor and GoI in the needs assessment for the next 
phase and arrange the conditionality of full access for IOM staff to all IMs (and not only to those 
IDC staff approves) in order to reach even greater number of IMs. 

 
2) The next project proposal should:  

a. Stipulate a regular provision of progress reports either on a quarterly or six-monthly basis to 
update on implementation of activities, targets and indicators achievement, obstacles, impacts, 
local ownership and sustainability prospects (per project cycle management guidelines); and  

b. Include realistic baselines and targets as well as gender sensitive and SMART indicators, sources 
of verification, and assumptions under all Results Matrix categories (i.e. objective, 
results/outcomes, outputs and activities) and revisit them regularly to ensure indicator relevance.  

 
3) IOM Indonesia is recommended to:  

a. Establish regular cross-departmental coordination and communication mechanisms to improve 
the sharing of information aimed at the prevention of overlap in IOM implemented projects and 
increased resource effectiveness. 

b. Share the experience and lessons learned from MOMI, CLT and PIC as a case study and best 
practice to other Regional and Country Offices, to use awareness raising campaigns as well as 
direct contacts with IMs in the country to prevent people smuggling and deaths at sea (with the 
current crisis in the Mediterranean in mind). 

c. Organise a meeting with UNCHR to jointly address the reasons for prolonging the RSD 
processing and decreased country quotas for refugee intakes. 
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Annex 1: Term of Reference  
  

EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT 
MIGRANT OUTREACH AND MESSAGING IN INDONESIA (MOMI) 

Terms of Reference 

____________________________________ 

 

1. BACKGROUND 

Regulating migration flows in and out of Indonesia has always presented a challenge of significant 
magnitude for the Government of Indonesia given the country’s geographical specificities, with long 
porous borders and vast sea territory. Particularly, Indonesia is a key transit country for irregular migrant 
movements heading to Australia from various countries such as Afghanistan, Myanmar, Iran, Sri Lanka, 
or Iraq.  

The number of irregular migrants attempting the dangerous journey by boat from Indonesia to Australia 
has soared since years, resulting in hundreds of deaths at sea. In many cases smugglers take advantage of 
the lack of clear information about Australian government policy towards irregular maritime arrivals to 
lure migrants onto vessels. The lack of information is a key challenge for both the governments of 
Indonesia and Australia which are committed to ensuring the orderly processing of refugee and asylum 
claims through approved channels.  

In the frame of the Regional Cooperation Arrangement between the Governments of Indonesia and 
Australia, IOM provides support to the Government of Indonesia to address human trafficking, people 
smuggling and irregular migration, and under the present project IOM intends to inform irregular 
migrants already assisted by IOM about the risks and dangers of travelling to Australia through irregular 
pathways, as well as Australia’s policy on irregular maritime arrivals.  

The project is built on two previous projects (2010-2013) which employed native-speaking Community 
Liaison Officers (CLOs) to conduct group and one-on-one counselling sessions to disseminate accurate 
and unbiased information to thousands of Dari, Farsi and Tamil-speaking migrants under IOM care. Such 
an approach has proven to be effective in dissuading irregular migrants from travelling to Australia by 
boat.  

According to migrants assisted, the clear and concise information that they received was an important 
factor in their decisions to delay or forgo travel to Australia in favor of processing their claim through 
UNHCR in Indonesia. In addition to reduce the risk of deaths at sea, it added a degree of predictability 
to the requirements that Indonesia faces for managing the migrant caseload. The new phase of the project 
has expanded this approach to include all linguistic groups receiving assistance from IOM. 
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The key stakeholders of this project are Indonesia’s Coordinating Ministry for Political, Legal and 
Security Affairs (POLHUKAM), the Directorate General for Immigration (DIRJEN IMIGRASI) and the 
Australian Government, mainly through the Australian Customs and Border Protection Services 
(ACBPS). At regular intervals IOM was expected to organize tripartite meetings with the key partners. 
The project is also in line with the policy approach of the Governments of Indonesia and Australia which, 
through the Bali Process, are both committed to reduce the flow of irregular migrants through the region.  

The objective of the project is: “to help Irregular migrants under IOM care in Indonesia make informed 
decisions on their onward migration plans and encourage them to pursue the formal processing 
procedures via UNHCR in an effort to curb irregular migration and prevent people smuggling from 
Indonesia to Australia”, and the outcome states that “Irregular migrants under IOM care are informed 
about Government of Australia policies regarding irregular maritime arrivals and the dangers of 
pursuing irregular pathways”. The project started in February 2014 and will end in January 2017; the 
overall budget is of AUD 3.4 million. 

 
2. OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION 

 
The overall objective of the evaluation is:  ‘To evaluate IOM overall performance and achievements in 
the implementation of the project, to assess IOM collaborative approach and strategy in delivering 
messages and in raising awareness of the migrants, and to assess the complementary approach used with 
other IOM projects, as well as with any initiatives of the Governments of Indonesia and of Australia 
aiming to reduce the flow of irregular migrants through the region and to assist them’. 
 
More specifically, the evaluation will examine the performance and achievements though the criteria of 
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and outcome, and will discuss sustainability taking into account that 
the project is the continuation of two previous projects implemented between 2010 and 2013. The impact 
will be discussed and assessed considering the overall impact of three projects put together.  
 
Relevance will examine if the project is responding adequately to problems to be solved, to what extent 
the project strategy takes into account governmental policies (Indonesian and Australian) and other 
initiatives (IOM and non-IOM), and to what extent the objective and expected outcome remain valid:  
 
- Is the project strategy relevant to existing policies and strategies to counter irregular migration and to 

assist irregular migrants in analyzing their situation and the risks of irregular migration?  
- Is the project approach properly taking into account cultural factors in order for the migrants to take 

informed decisions?   
- Have gender issues been properly integrated into the project implementation strategy? 
- Are there any elements which could lead to the conclusion that the objective and outcome of the 

project should have been revised, amended or new ones added in order to have the project better 
aligned to reality and with other initiatives? 
  



26 
  

Effectiveness will examine to what extent the implementation of the project produced desired outputs, 
results and outcome, and analyze the level of performance in achieving the objective: 

- Is the project effective in reaching planned outputs and outcome and in bringing expected changes in 
the decisions of the migrants?  

- Did the project effectively reached the target groups and information campaign beneficiaries as 
planned, and did it reach other indirect beneficiaries (such as non-IOM assisted migrants)? 

- How did the project effectively address gender related issues in its messages and in providing specific 
support? 

- Was the coordination with the national and local government authorities and other key actors 
effective?  

- Could activities have been implemented with fewer resources without reducing the quality and 
quantity of the results?  

- Was IOM reporting mechanisms to the Governments of Indonesia and Australia effective in order to 
guarantee effective collaboration and decision, in particular from the immigration authorities?  

Efficiency will analyze how well resources or inputs are used to undertake activities and are converted 
to outputs and results:  

- What measures have been taken to ensure that resources are efficiently used? 
- Are the project expenditure reports efficient to guarantee accountability and transparency and to make 

a global analysis of the costs incurred to reach the results obtained? 
- Are the project expenditures in line with the agreed upon budget, and the costs incurred consistent 

with the strategy of the project? 

Outcome will examine the achieved immediate effects of the project outputs and impact will examine 
the contribution to changes in the situation of irregular migration in Indonesia and in the decisions to 
migrate to Australia:  

- What are the immediate changes that occurred during the project life-time in line with the expected 
outcome (understanding of the messages, sharing of the information, registration at UNHCR local 
office or at IOM AVRR projects) and what is the percentage of targeted population having shown 
such changes? 

- What do the target groups and other stakeholders perceive to be the achieved outcome of the project?  
- What can be observed in terms of gender and outcome? 
- What can be said about the overall impact of the three projects, for instance on addressing the problem 

of irregular migration, on countering the information of the smuggling and trafficking networks or in 
spreading the information to other non-IOM assisted irregular migrants?  

Sustainability will analyze to what extent the project benefits can continue after external support is no 
longer available and what measures have been put in place to guarantee that the irregular migrants can 
still be assisted in their decisions to migrate and change of status: 

- Can activities, outputs and outcome be considered sustainable for the beneficiaries, as well as for the 
authorities in the management of irregular migration? 
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- How is the project addressing sustainability?  
- is sustainability of the project also addressed by complementary activities implemented through other 

projects?  

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

Mixed methods of qualitative and quantitative analysis will be used. The methodology will mainly consist 
of a documentation review of the reports and documents produced by the project, of a series of interviews 
with the IOM project staff, in particular the CLOs, as well as with government officials and other agencies 
having participated in the implementation of the project, as well as with the donor. The evaluation will 
also conduct surveys and/or focus groups discussions with the beneficiaries and migrants communities; 
taking into account the vast territory of the country, the evaluation will make an extensive use of the 
assessments that could have been conducted during implementation. The list of interviews will be 
coordinated with the IOM Office in Indonesia.  

The IOM Office will be in charge of providing the necessary documentation related to project 
implementation as well as documentation specific to other projects and activities that could be relevant 
for the evaluation. It can include regular activity/monitoring reports, letters, notes for the file of meetings, 
reports related to staff deployment, Memorandum of Understanding with governmental authorities 
(national and local), their migration policies and strategies, cooperation agreements between agencies 
and with various partners when relevant to the analysis, and any other documentation that IOM Indonesia 
considers worth sharing.  

OIG will conduct a field visit before the end of 2016. A work plan will be established at the start of the 
evaluation, including a refinement of the methodology.  

 

4. RESOURCES AND TIMING 

The cost of the evaluation will be borne by the Office of the Inspector General and a report should be 
made available to IOM Indonesia by mid-March 2017 as the project may be extended into the second 
quarter of 2017. 
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Annex 2: Interviews and Bibliography  
 

Interviews Conducted 

1) Mark Getchell, Chief of IOM Indonesia Mission (Jakarta); 
2) Paul Dillon, MOMI Project Manager, IOM Indonesia (Jakarta); 
3) Peter Kern, Community Policing Project Manager, IOM Indonesia (Jakarta);  
4) Dejan Micevski, IQS Project Manager, IOM Indonesia (Jakarta); 
5) Osman Wardak, AVRR Project Manager, IOM Indonesia (Jakarta);  
6) Akmal Haris, National Programme Officer, IOM Indonesia (Jakarta);  
7) Lia Mbak, Focal Point at Polhukam, IOM Indonesia (Jakarta); 
8) Omar Yussuf, Multilingual Officer, IOM Indonesia (Jakarta);  
9) Qaseem Aimaq, Multilingual Officer, IOM Indonesia (Jakarta);  
10) Mariam Khokhar, Head of Country Office (Medan);  
11) Muhammed Ramadan, Multilingual Officer, IOM Indonesia (Medan);  
12) Ravi Muniandy, Multilingual Officer, IOM Indonesia (Medan); 
13) Basheer Barasa, Multilingual Officer, IOM Indonesia (Medan); 
14) Achmad Salehuddin, Multilingual Officer, IOM Indonesia (Medan); 
15) Chairul Anwar, Assistant to Deputy Director, Polhukam (Jakarta);  
16) Annette M. Keenan, Minister Counsellor and Regional Director South East Asia, Immigration and 

Border Protection, Embassy of Australia (Jakarta);  
17) Pam Radin, Counsellor, Australian Border Force, Embassy of Australia (Jakarta);   
18) Ellen Brophy, First Secretary, Australian Border Force, Embassy of Australia (Jakarta); 
19) Esmatullah Noori, MOMI beneficiary from Afghanistan, CH Rawa Buaya; 
20)  Qasem Ali, MOMI beneficiary from Afghanistan, CH Rawa Buaya; 
21) Amir Muhammad Hussaini, beneficiary from Afghanistan, CH Rawa Buaya;  
22)  Hasnain Khoja, beneficiary from Pakistan, CH Rawa Buaya; 
23) Muahammad Shuh Rezaie, beneficiary from Afghanistan, CH Rawa Buaya; 
24) Ali Madad, beneficiary from Afghanistan, CH Rawa Buaya; 
25) Mohammad Aymen, beneficiary from Sri Lanka, CH Medan; 
26) Raja Niniil, beneficiary from Sri Lanka, CH Medan; 
27) Ravindrerajah Thusanthan, beneficiary from Sri Lanka, CH Medan; 
28) Vijayakumar Dranshandinesh, beneficiary from Sri Lanka, CH Medan; 
29) Sadik Hassan Ali, beneficiary from Somalia, CH Medan; 
30) Ahmed Mohamoud Mohamed, beneficiary from Somalia, CH Medan; 
31) Mohammed Mohamoud Omar, beneficiary from Somalia, CH Medan; 
32) Abdi Rizak, beneficiary from Somalia, CH Medan; 
33) Abdi Ahmed, beneficiary from Somalia, CH Medan; 
34) Muhamud Jama Farah; beneficiary from Somalia, CH Medan; 
35) Jeffry Savage, Senior Protection Officer, UNCHR (phone interview) 
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2000;  
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IOM, CLT II final Donor Report, April 2014;  
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30 
  

Annex 3: IOM Field Survey Questionnaire 
  

Evaluation of the Migrant Outreach and Messaging in Indonesia (MOMI) Project  
 

IOM Field Survey Questionnaire 
_________________________________ 

 
Regulating migration flows in and out of Indonesia has always presented a challenge of significant magnitude 
for the Government of Indonesia (GoI) given the country’s geographical specificities, with long porous 
borders and vast sea territory of over 5,000 square kilometers. Particularly, Indonesia is a key transit country 
for irregular migrant movements heading to Australia from various countries such as Afghanistan, Myanmar, 
Iran, Sri Lanka or Iraq.  

In the frame of the Regional Cooperation Arrangement between the Governments of Indonesia and Australia, 
IOM provides support to the GoI to address human trafficking, people smuggling and irregular migration, 
and under the present project IOM intends to inform irregular migrants already assisted by IOM about the 
risks and dangers of travelling to Australia through irregular pathways, as well as Australia’s policy on 
irregular maritime arrivals.  

MOMI project “helps irregular migrants (IMs) under IOM care in Indonesia make informed decisions on 
their onward migration plans and encourage them to pursue the formal processing procedures via UNHCR 
in an effort to curb irregular migration and prevent people smuggling from Indonesia to Australia”, and the 
outcome states that “Irregular migrants under IOM care are informed about Government of Australia (GoA) 
policies regarding irregular maritime arrivals and the dangers of pursuing irregular pathways”.  

The evaluation aims to assess ‘IOM overall performance and achievements in the implementation of the 
project, IOM collaborative approach and strategy in delivering messages and in raising awareness of the 
migrants, and the complementary approach used with other IOM projects, as well as with any initiatives of 
the GoI and of GoA aiming to reduce the flow of irregular migrants through the region and to assist them’. 

OIG considers the views of IMs having used the MOMI services as a very important contribution to the 
evaluation exercise and is pleased to send out this short questionnaire. Queries regarding the questionnaire 
can be sent to myself at the following e-mail address: ebalic@iom.int or Paul Dillon IOM Project Manager 
at pdillon@iom.int  
 
The questionnaire should be completed and returned to the evaluator during the week of 7 November 2016 
(at IOM Jakarta Office if collected manually) or to the above e-mail addresses during the week of 14 
November 2016. Full confidentiality will be guaranteed.  
 
Thank you in advance for your contribution.  
 
Elma Balic  
Oversight Officer M&E 
Office of the Inspector General  
IOM MAC Manila  
 



31 
  

Gender:   □ Male   □ Female   

Status:   □ Single  □ Family (pls. specify number of members):    

You live in:  

□ Immigration Detention Centre (IDC)   □ Community Housing (CH)  

□ Interception Site      □ Other, please specify below: 

 

1) Why did you decide to migrate to Australia? Please give at least one reason. 

□ Security reasons (war in my country) 

□ Ethnical, religious or other discrimination, please specify:     

□ No job opportunities in my country  

□ No education opportunities in my country  

□ Other reasons (please specify):  

 

2) Were you aware that the journey of irregular migration was dangerous?   

(please note: 1 means: completely unaware 2: aware somewhat 3: completely aware) 

1 □   2 □    3 □              

If you have more comments to any of the questions, please specify below:  

 

3) Have you informed yourself on Australian Government Policy towards irregular maritime arrivals 
when you began your journey (i.e. the provision for off-shore processing that began in 2012, and that 
no one arriving by boat will be allowed to resettle in Australia as of July 2013)?  

(please note: 1 means: completely uninformed 2: informed somewhat 3: completely informed) 

1 □   2 □    3 □              

If rated 2 or 3, please provide more comments and list your sources of information below:  

 

 
4) What assistance did you receive from IOM?  

□ Accommodation    □ IDC 
□ Ad hoc humanitarian assistance   □ Other assistance, please specify below: 
 

5) Did IOM inform you on the Australian Government Policy towards irregular maritime arrivals?  
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□ Yes    □ No 

If your answer is YES, how was the information disseminated to you?  

□ One-on-one counselling session  □ Group counselling session  

□ Written governmental information   □ Internet 

□ Media coverage (newspapers, video, TV and press releases, talking points, etc) 

□ Other means (please specify):  

 

If your answer is NO, please provide reasons for why not below:  

 

6) Was the information provided in your language? 
□ Yes    □ No 

If your answer is YES, were your cultural, religious, ethnical background appropriately taken into account 
during the information session?  

 (please note: 1 means: completely unsatisfied, 2: satisfied somewhat, 3: completely satisfied) 

1 □   2 □    3 □ 

If your answer is NO, please provide reasons for why not below:  

 

 

7) Was the information provided by IOM interpreter/multilingual officer clear and concise?  
□ Yes    □ No 

If you have more comments to any of the answers, please specify below:   

 

 

8) How regularly is the information provided by IOM?  

□ Daily  □ Weekly □ By-weekly  □ Monthly  □ Other (please specify):  

 

 

 
 
 

9) Are you satisfied with the frequency of information provision?   
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(please note: 1 means: completely unsatisfied, 2: satisfied somewhat, 3: completely satisfied) 

1 □   2 □    3 □ 

If rated 1 or 2, please provide more comments or suggest other frequency:  

 

10) Was the information received from IOM useful for your decision regarding your further journey?   
□ Yes    □ No 

If your answer is YES, what is your decision now (tick as many that apply):  

□ To continue your journey but get processed by UNHCR locally  

□ To discontinue your journey to Australia 

□ To continue your journey to other country, please specify which country: ______   

□ To return to your own country   □ Other decision (please specify):  

 

11) What is your status now?  

□ Refugee    □ Asylum Seeker   □ Rejected case  

□ AVR    □ Unregistered   □ Other (please specify):  

 

12) How are you satisfied with the overall IOM assistance? 

(please note: 1 means: completely unsatisfied, 2: mostly unsatisfied, 3: neither satisfied nor unsatisfied, 4: 
satisfied, and 5 completely satisfied) 

1 □  2 □   3 □             4 □    5 □ 

If rated 1 to 3, please provide more comments on reasons for your dissatisfaction:  

 

 

13) Do you have recommendations for improving the IOM assistance or for other migrants in general?  

Please comment below:  

 

 

  



34 
  

Annex 4: Consolidated Field Survey Results     
 

EVALUATION OF MOMI PROJECT 
  

Consolidated Field Survey Results:  

Evaluation Survey conducted during Nov 28 – Dec 5, 2016 

 

The IMs living in Immigration Detention Centres (IDCs) and Community Housing (CH) at four different 
locations have been asked to complete the evaluation forms on the clarity of information provided by the 
MOMI project but also on the overall quality of IOM assistance. Ninety-nine participants completed the short 
questionnaire form and below is a summary of their responses. 

A. Background on Irregular Migrants (IMs) or the respondents: 
 
1. Countries of Origin: 

a. Afghanistan – 40 respondents  
b. Bangladesh – 5 respondents 
c. Iran – 1 respondent 
d. Iraq – 1 respondent 
e. Myanmar – 20 respondents 
f. Sri Lanka – 13 respondents 
g. Somalia – 20 respondents 
h. Sudan – 7 respondents 
i. Palestine – 2 respondents 
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2. Gender of respondents:  

 

2. The main reasons for leaving the country of origin (CoO): 
a) Security reasons (war in my country) – 70 answers 
b) Ethnical, religious or other discrimination – 75 answers 
c) No job opportunities in my country – 11 answers 
d) No education opportunities in my country – 13 answers 

The participants in the survey also provided other reasons, including life threats due to which it was impossible to live 

in the CoO, political and government oppression, no respect of human and citizen rights, no freedom of movement or 

religion practicing, forced labor and excessive rice tax.  
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B. Relevance to MOMI: 
 

1. Using the scale 1 to 3 (where 1 is not entirely and 3 is fully aware/happy) the following was rated:  

Questions: 1 2 3 
Level of awareness on dangers of journey prior to leaving the CoO 18 31 49 
Awareness of Australian Government policies (off-shore processing, 
“no-way” and “push-back” campaigns) 

58 24 15 

Satisfaction with the frequency of IOM information provision  2 21 75 
The provision of information in the native language  4 10 69 
Satisfaction with the overall IOM assistance  8 16 74 

 

 
 
Half of the respondents, exactly 50%, were aware of the dangers of the irregular journey but responded it was 
the matter of life and death for them, and that they had to save their lives and those of their families. For those 
who were not aware of the dangers (20%), responses revolved around smugglers tricking them into feeling 
safe about the future journey. The awareness of Australian Government policies towards illegal arrivals was 
mostly low among the respondents, as almost 60% of them started their journey before these policies were 
introduced in 2013.  
 
In terms of information provision by the MOMI, it can be concluded that almost 80% of respondents were 
satisfied with the frequency of information provision. Those who were not satisfied suggested monthly or 
quarterly information updates to be provided. Most of the respondents received information in their native 
language and were extremely satisfied with IOM multilingual officers (96%).  
 

2. How regularly was the information provided by IOM:  
a. Weekly – 8 answers 
b. Bi-weekly – 2 answers 
c. Monthly – 46 answers 
d. Quarterly – 10 answers 
e. Every six months – 5 answers 
f. As soon as new information is available/occasionally – 22 answers 
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Almost half of the respondents, or 47%, received the information on the monthly basis and were quite satisfied 
with the frequency of provision.  Only those received information on quarterly and six-monthly basis, around 
20%, wanted the monthly information provision.  

 
3. Did the information IOM provide you reinforce your decision not to continue irregular travel to 

Australia?  

 

Impact from MOMI can be seen in more than 90% of respondents answering that their decision was reinforced 
to get processed by UNHCR as a result of MOMI information campaigns but also counselling services.   
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4. If your answer is YES, what is your decision now?  

To continue your journey but get processed by UNHCR locally 78 
To discontinue your journey to Australia  11 
To continue your journey to other country (USA, NZ) 5 
To return to your own country 1 

 

 
 
5. Overall suggestions and recommendations for the overall IOM assistance related to:   

a) IOM to supervise service delivery teams, including: living conditions; quality of food, clothes; medical 
support; education needs; VET; sports, games (requested by over 20% respondents –one IM from CH in 
Makassar suggesting IOM staff to be friendlier to IMs). 

b) IOM medical teams to improve health care and diligence in addressing medical issues and to include referrals 
to medical specialists, psychological support, and dentist (15% of respondents).   

c) IOM to provide transportation assistance for going to school or hospitals (several requests).  
d) Teenagers requested continued education, proper facilities for studying and recreation (over 5 requests). 
e) IOM to cooperate with UNCHR to speed up procedures (UNHCR to consider cases from 2010 and 2011 with 

priority), IOM to help with resettlement (over 10% of respondents).   
f) To move refugees out of IDCs and place them in local communities to study, do sports (several requests).  
g) Emotional and psychological counselling for women, to be engaged in positive work and activities. 

(Makassar CH). Young girls and boys to be provided with English curriculum in English (over 15%). 
h) Opportunities for higher education; VET/skills improvement training for both women and men (driving 

lessons, operating heavy machinery, car mechanics); football and other sports (15% of respondents). Looking 
forward for IOM to organize a longer duration skill based training instead of a short one. 

i) To improve the quality of life for the refugees, and education for their children (over 20%).  
j) IOM to run English classes for refugees more often. The owners of the accommodation which are rented by 

IOM for refugees must obey the contract and provide services accordingly.  
k) IOM is doing a great job for prosecuted migrants. I hope they will always do their work the best way they 

can. Thanks to IOM I am happy with what IOM is doing for migrants in Indonesia. They are doing a great 
job (5%). 
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Annex 5: MOMI Results Matrix     
Results Matrix 

 
 Indicators Baseline/Target Assumptions 

Objective 
To help IMs under IOM care in 
Indonesia make informed decisions on 
their onward migration plans and 
encourage them to pursue the formal 
processing procedures via UNHCR in 
an effort to curb irregular migration 
and prevent people smuggling from 
Indonesia to Australia. 

• Minimum % of IMs informed under the project, 
report forgoing their travel through irregular 
channels to Australia in favor of safer and regular 
migration options based on knowledge of 
Australian Government policies and dangers of 
irregular pathways. 

• Baseline: 0 / Target:70  

Outcomes 
Irregular migrants under IOM care are 
informed about Government of 
Australia policies regarding irregular 
maritime arrivals and the dangers of 
pursuing irregular pathways. 

• IMs demonstrate increased knowledge and 
awareness of Australian Government policies 
impacting and dangers of irregular pathways 

•Baseline: Varying levels of 
awareness among IOM caseload 
of Australian Government policies 
impacting irregular maritime 
arrivals / Target: All migrants 
under IOM care are aware of those 
policies. 

IOM officers  are  allowed  access  to 
migrants; all information is readily available 
in the native language of all linguistic 
groups; 

Output 1.1. 
Information on Government of 
Australia policies on irregular 
migrants and dangers of irregular 
pathways is shared with all IMs under 
IOM care. 

• Information and Australian and Indonesian 
government messaging materials continued to be 
compiled, translated and disseminated on a 
regular basis 

• Baseline Yes / Target: Yes 
Governments of Indonesia and Australia 
provide IOM with relevant information 
materials to be disseminated; IOM officers 
are allowed access to migrants 

Outputs 1.2. 
Biweekly reports based on daily 
interactions with IMs are compiled 
and delivered to project partners 

• # of reports delivered to project partners • Baseline: 0 / Target: 70 IOM officers are allowed access to 
migrants; migrants interact with project 
officers. 
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Activities 
• Coordinate with the Heads of immigration detention centres where irregular migrants reside to ensure regular access by its staff; 
• Coordinate with GoI and GoA to obtain regular update on government policies and messaging with regard to irregular migration; 
and 
• Compile and translate information materials from GoI, GoA and public media on a weekly basis 
• Disseminate information materials and messaging on a weekly basis to irregular migrants 
• Oversee the production and dissemination of English language biweekly reports to the donor and Polhukam, the lead GoI agency. 

Commitment of both governments to 
address the issue of People Smuggling 
remains consistent; Irregular migrants 
remain in Indonesia; Availability of native-
speaking project officers. 
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Annex 6: Indonesia Migrant Statistics 
 

 
 

Executive Summary 
As of 30 September 2016 
• The aggregate number of migrants who received various IOM assistance and care services was 8,631, breakdown below : 

(a) 3,923 (45%) migrants under IOM care were in Accommodations; 

(b) 2,420 (28%) migrants under IOM care were in IDCs; 

(c) 2,038 (24%) migrants who received adhoc basic humanitarian assistance were in temporary interception sites; 
(d) 250 (3%) migrants from Andaman Sea caseload in interception sites. 

• Among the aggregate number of migrants – 6,391 (74%) were male, and 2,240 (26%) were female. 

• Among the aggregate number of migrants – 6,408 (74%) were adults, and 2,223 (26%) were minors. 

• Aggregate number of UAMs was 271, breakdown below : 
(a) 44 (16%) were in IDCS; 

(b) 2 (1%) were in accomodations – waiting for UNHCR guardianship assesment; 
(c) 137 (51%) were under DINSOS guardianship, in Medan and Makassar; 
(d) 47 (17%) were in Interception sites; 

(e) 41 (15%) were Aceh caseload in Interception sites, breakdown persite as follow: 

• ICS Lhokseumawe, Aceh were 12 UAMs (4%) 

• Birem Bayeun, Aceh were 11 UAMs (4%) 

• Hotel Beraspati, Medan were 9 UAMs (3%) 

• Timbang Langsa, Aceh were 5 UAMs (2%) 

• Dinsos Lhok Banie, Aceh were 4 UAMs (2%) 

• Among the aggregate number of migrants – 4,534 (52%) were refugees, 3,589 (42%) were asylum-seekers, 199 (2%) were first instance rejected, 
91 (1%) were final reject, and 218 (3%) were unregistered. 

• There were 65 AVR cases, where 15 (23%) - were from IRQ nationality. No AVR case from BGD nationality (of Andaman sea caseload) during this reporting period. 
• There were 120 resettlement cases, with 3 migrant resettled to AUS, 101 to USA, and 16 to CAN. 

• Interception migrant data was at 3 cases, with 14 migrants intercepted (mostly SOM). 
• Self-reporting migrant data was at 9 cases, with 26 migrants who self-reported to Immigration (mostly AFG). Aggregate total 
number of migrants who received various forms of IOM assistance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*Source: updated data from 17 field offices as per September 30, 2016 Page 1 of 16 
*Source of country abbreviation: ISO3166-1Alpha-3-Country Code 

MIGRANT STATISTICS* 
UNDER THE IOM INDONESIA PROGRAMME AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 2016 

IOM Office 
  Location Type  

Total % 
 Housing Rudenim Interception site Andaman Sea caseload   

Medan 1,601 400 35 38 2,074 24% 
Makassar 977 181 890  2,048 23% 

Pekanbaru 332 283 490  1,105 13% 
Tangerang 597 49 32  678 8% 

Tanjung Pinang  438 17  455 5% 
Kupang  157 294  451 5% 

Surabaya 295 109 1  405 4% 
Batam 94  236  330 4% 

Balikpapan  272   272 3% 
Manado  166   166 2% 

Pontianak  155   155 2% 
Langsa    144 144 2% 

Lhokseumawe   43 68 111 1% 
Denpasar  102   102 1% 
Semarang  87   87 1% 
Yogyakarta 27    27 1% 
Jayapura  21   21 1% 

Total 3,923 2,420 2,038 250 8,631 100% 
% 45% 28% 24% 3% 100%  

      
 



MIGRANTS STATISTICS* UNDER INDONESIA PROGRAMME AS PER 30 SEPTEMBER 2016 

*Source: updated data from 17 field offices as per September 30, 2016 Page 2 of 16 

 

 

A. Migrants receiving various forms of IOM assistance 
A.1. Breakdown by Location Type and Nationality 

 

 

IOM Office 
Location Type 

Total % 
Housing Rudenim Interception site Andaman Sea caseload 

AFG 1,490 1,687 1,429  4,606 53% 
SOM 462 340 156  958 11% 
MMR 538 51 14 248 851 10% 
LKA 414 77 62  553 7% 
PSE 335 18 74  427 5% 
SDN 112 68 120  300 4% 
IRN 207 32 47  286 3% 
IRQ 173 40 51  264 3% 
PAK 111 32 33  176 2% 
ETH 31 52 18  101 1% 
ERI 17 11 7  35  

 
 
 
 
 
 

1% 

BGD  7 12 2 21 
SYR 13 1 3  17 
EGY 11    11 
YEM 2  7  9 
JOR 5  1  6 
IND   2  2 
KWT 1 1   2 
KHM   2  2 
NPL  1   1 
MAR 1    1 
COG  1   1 

Unknown  1   1 
Total 3,923 2,420 2,038 250 8,631 100% 



MIGRANTS STATISTICS* UNDER INDONESIA PROGRAMME AS PER 30 SEPTEMBER 2016 

*Source: updated data from 17 field offices as per September 30, 2016 Page 3 of 16 

 

 

A.2. Breakdown by IOM office, Location Type, and Nationality 
 

 

 
Location Type 

           Nationali ty            
Total 

 AFG SOM MMR LKA PSE SDN IRN IRQ PAK ETH ERI BGD SYR EGY YEM JOR IND KWT KHM NPL MAR COG Unknown  
Medan 354 537 313 403 223 14 77 68 32 7 27 2 9 4  2  2      2,074 

Housing 279 308 233 347 215 12 77 64 32 7 11  9 4  2  1      1,601 

Rudenim 75 219 39 53 2 2     9       1      400 

Interception site  10 5 3 6   4   7             35 

Andaman Sea   36         2            38 

Makassar 1,303 181 219 30 12 81 91 43 45 37 2  1 1 2         2,048 

Housing 488 75 214 30 11 24 46 38 28 18 1  1 1 2         977 

Rudenim 137 19   1 14 1  1 7 1             181 

Interception site 678 87 5   43 44 5 16 12              890 

Pekanbaru 821 9 41 4 90 32 20 49 32  1 2 2   2        1,105 

Housing 193 8 40 4 22 28 4 12 18  1  1   1        332 

Rudenim 253  1  5 1 13 4 4   2            283 

Interception site 375 1   63 3 3 33 10    1   1        490 

Tangerang 338 31 35 33 78 13 49 53 23 6  3 3 6  2   2  1 1 1 678 

Housing 291 26 35 30 75 12 48 44 21 6    6  2     1   597 

Rudenim 31 3  3 3  1  2   3 1         1 1 49 

Interception site 16 2    1  9     2      2     32 

Tanjung Pinang 316 60 3  2 57 3 13 1               455 

Rudenim 307 60 3  2 49 3 13 1               438 

Interception site 9     8                  17 

Kupang 356  4 18 5  3 6 11 35  12        1    451 

Rudenim 104      3 6 8 35          1    157 

Interception site 252  4 18 5    3   12            294 

Surabaya 267 45 14 3  26 28 9 7  4  2           405 

Housing 167 36 13 3  26 28 9 7  4  2           295 

Rudenim 99 9 1                     109 

Interception site 1                       1 

Batam 150 65   12 75 2 4 9 6     7         330 

Housing 52 9   12 10 2 4 5               94 

Interception site 98 56    65   4 6     7         236 

Balikpapan 269  1    1  1               272 

Rudenim 269  1    1  1               272 

Manado 145 5 2   2 1 1 4 4 1 1            166 

Rudenim 145 5 2   2 1 1 4 4 1 1            166 

Pontianak 153  1      1               155 

Rudenim 153  1      1               155 

Langsa   144                     144 

Andaman Sea   144                     144 

Lhokseumawe   68 41             2       111 

Interception site    41             2       43 

Andaman Sea   68                     68 

Denpasar 68 11 2 17   1  1 1  1            102 

Rudenim 68 11 2 17   1  1 1  1            102 

Semarang 34 13 1 4 4  7 12 9 3              87 

Rudenim 34 13 1 4 4  7 12 9 3              87 

Yogyakarta 20  3    2 2                27 

Housing 20  3    2 2                27 

Jayapura 12 1   1  1 4  2              21 

Rudenim 12 1   1  1 4  2              21 

Total 4,606 958 851 553 427 300 286 264 176 101 35 21 17 11 9 6 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 8,631 



MIGRANTS STATISTICS* UNDER INDONESIA PROGRAMME AS PER 30 SEPTEMBER 2016 

*Source: updated data from 17 field offices as per September 30, 2016 Page 4 of 16 

 

 

A.3. Breakdown by Sex, and Age group 
 

 

 

IOM Office 
Female Female 

Total 
M Male 

Total 

 

Total 
< 1 Yrs 01-05 Yrs 06-11 Yrs 12-17 Yrs > 17 Yrs < 1 Yrs 01-05 Yrs 06-11 Yrs 12-17 Yrs > 17 Yrs 

Medan 28 128 116 85 481 838 33 119 110 127 847 1,236 2,074 
Housing 25 102 96 60 373 656 31 98 91 95 630 945 1,601 
Rudenim 1 22 15 23 89 150 1 18 16 27 188 250 400 
Interception site  3 1 1 11 16  1 1 1 16 19 35 
Andaman Sea 2 1 4 1 8 16 1 2 2 4 13 22 38 

Makassar 28 86 72 46 313 545 22 108 68 165 1,140 1,503 2,048 
Housing 12 39 28 21 129 229 8 43 18 129 550 748 977 
Rudenim          2 179 181 181 
Interception site 16 47 44 25 184 316 14 65 50 34 411 574 890 

Pekanbaru 5 47 37 32 156 277 14 54 64 40 656 828 1,105 
Housing 1 11 7 9 30 58 2 9 12 3 248 274 332 
Rudenim  6 11 5 31 53 2 10 15 9 194 230 283 
Interception site 4 30 19 18 95 166 10 35 37 28 214 324 490 

Tangerang 7 20 34 17 121 199 8 27 31 32 381 479 678 
Housing 7 19 33 16 112 187 8 25 30 24 323 410 597 
Rudenim  1   2 3   1 1 44 46 49 
Interception site   1 1 7 9  2  7 14 23 32 

Tanjung Pinang 3 4 4  14 25 1 5 2 4 418 430 455 
Rudenim 3 3 1  8 15 1 5 1 4 412 423 438 
Interception site  1 3  6 10   1  6 7 17 

Kupang 7 8 15 11 42 83 3 10 11 31 313 368 451 
Rudenim  1 5 1 6 13  2 2 2 138 144 157 
Interception site 7 7 10 10 36 70 3 8 9 29 175 224 294 

Surabaya          2 403 405 405 
Housing           295 295 295 
Rudenim          2 107 109 109 
Interception site           1 1 1 

Batam 5 16 15 4 75 115 9 19 12 23 152 215 330 
Housing 2 4 3 1 16 26 1 7 4 2 54 68 94 
Interception site 3 12 12 3 59 89 8 12 8 21 98 147 236 

Balikpapan   1 2 3 6   2 5 259 266 272 
Rudenim   1 2 3 6   2 5 259 266 272 

Manado  1 1 1 4 7  1  3 155 159 166 
Rudenim  1 1 1 4 7  1  3 155 159 166 

Pontianak          4 151 155 155 
Rudenim          4 151 155 155 

Langsa 4 5 2 4 17 32 2 5 11 24 70 112 144 
Andaman Sea 4 5 2 4 17 32 2 5 11 24 70 112 144 

Lhokseumawe 2 3 2 12 18 37 6 5 10 14 39 74 111 
Interception site 1 2 2 2 12 19  3 2 2 17 24 43 
Andaman Sea 1 1  10 6 18 6 2 8 12 22 50 68 

Denpasar  4 3 2 17 26  2 6 5 63 76 102 
Rudenim  4 3 2 17 26  2 6 5 63 76 102 

Semarang 1 8 6 4 31 50  6 4 3 24 37 87 
Rudenim 1 8 6 4 31 50  6 4 3 24 37 87 

Yogyakarta           27 27 27 
Housing           27 27 27 

Jayapura          3 18 21 21 
Rudenim          3 18 21 21 

Total 90 330 308 220 1,292 2,240 98 361 331 485 5,116 6,391 8,631 
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A.4. Breakdown by Length of Stay in Indonesia 
 

 

Location Type 
  Length of stay in Indon esia   

Total 
 < 6 months > 6 months - 1 year > 1 year - 2 year > 2 year - 3 year > 3 year - 4 year > 4 year  

Housing 57 202 992  1,375 1,002 295 3,923 
Medan 35 152 395  448 404 167 1,601 
Makassar 6 19 361  343 218 30 977 
Tangerang 10 21 129  206 154 77 597 
Pekanbaru 1 5 58  188 64 16 332 
Surabaya   21  134 136 4 295 
Batam 5 5 28  40 16  94 
Yogyakarta     16 10 1 27 

Rudenim 207 219 1,389  454 75 76 2,420 
Tanjung Pinang 2 18 264  149 5  438 
Medan 190 85 77  30 7 11 400 
Pekanbaru 1 46 210  6 13 7 283 
Balikpapan  9 187  57 9 10 272 
Makassar  2 119  58 2  181 
Manado 2 6 97  43 5 13 166 
Kupang  2 99  30 6 20 157 
Pontianak  6 122  26 1  155 
Surabaya 1 13 80  12 2 1 109 
Denpasar  2 54  29 12 5 102 
Semarang 5 15 53  4 8 2 87 
Tangerang 6 8 20  7 4 4 49 
Jayapura  7 7  3 1 3 21 

Interception site 185 394 1,116  265 67 11 2,038 
Makassar 16 18 570  237 43 6 890 
Pekanbaru 64 133 274  11 6 2 490 
Kupang 5 101 178  7 3  294 
Batam 28 117 84  6  1 236 
Lhokseumawe 43      43 
Medan 23 1   10 1 35 
Tangerang 4 14 6  4 4  32 
Tanjung Pinang 2 10 4   1 17 
Surabaya     1  1 

Andaman Sea Caseload 12 5 232   1 250 
Langsa 4 2 138    144 
Lhokseumawe 6 1 60   1 68 
Medan 2 2 34    38 

Total 461 820 3,729  2,094 1,144 383 8,631 
 

 

A.5. Breakdown by UNHCR Status 
 

 

Location 
  UNHCR Status   

Total 
 Refugee Asylum Seeker First Rejection Final Rejection Unregistered  
Housing 2945 845 93 38 2 3923 
Rudenim 881 1270 41 46 182 2420 
Interception site 460 1473 65 7 33 2038 
Andaman Sea Caseload 248 1   1 250 

Total 4,534 3,589 199 91 218 8,631 
Percentage 52% 42% 2% 1% 3% 100% 
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MIGRANTS STATISTICS* UNDER INDONESIA PROGRAMME AS PER 30 SEPTEMBER 2016 
 

 

 

       
IOM Office 

  UNHCR Status   
Total 

 Refugee Asylum Seeker First Rejection Final Rejection Unregistered  
Medan       

Housing 902 624 51 22 2 1601 
Rudenim 61 156 3 2 178 400 
Interception site 6 2   27 35 
Andaman Sea Caseload 34 3   1 38 

Makassar       

Housing 777 176 24   977 
Rudenim 46 132 2 1  181 
Interception site 333 527 23 7  890 

Pekanbaru       

Housing 320 7 5   332 
Rudenim 83 188 10 1 1 283 
Interception site 52 434   4 490 

Tangerang       

Housing 537 31 13 16  597 
Rudenim 27 15 4 2 1 49 
Interception site 6 26    32 

Tanjung Pinang       

Rudenim 243 194  1  438 
Interception site  17    17 

Kupang       

Rudenim 62 86 8 1  157 
Interception site 50 241 3   294 

Surabaya       

Housing 295     295 
Rudenim 60 46  3  109 
Interception site 1     1 

Batam       

Housing 87 7    94 
Interception site 10 224   2 236 

Balikpapan       

Rudenim 97 160 1 14  272 
Manado       

Rudenim 96 57 1 12  166 
Pontianak       

Rudenim 32 123    155 
Langsa       

Andaman Sea Caseload 144     144 
Lhokseumawe       

Interception site 2 2 39   43 
Andaman Sea Caseload 68     68 

Denpasar       

Rudenim 38 48 10 4 2 102 
Semarang       

Rudenim 32 48 2 5  87 
Yogyakarta       

Housing 27     27 
Jayapura       

Rudenim 4 17    21 
Total 4,532 3,591 199 91 218 8,631 
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MIGRANTS STATISTICS* UNDER INDONESIA PROGRAMME AS PER 30 SEPTEMBER 2016 
 

 

 

 

A.6. Aggregate number of UMCs 
 

 

 
Location 

Nationality and Sex  
Sub-Total Male Female 

AFG MMR SOM ETH SDN LKA MMR SOM AFG 
Under IOM Care in IDCs 

Medan 3  12   1 1 9  26 
Jayapura 3         3 
Pontianak 3         3 
Tanjung Pinang   2       2 
Pekanbaru 2         2 
Makassar 2         2 
Semarang 1        1 2 
Surabaya 2         2 
Denpasar 1         1 
Balikpapan 1         1 

Total 18 0 14 0 0 1 1 9 1 44 
Under IOM Care in Accommodations 

Makassar  1        1 
Medan      1    1 

Total 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 
Under DINSOS Guardianship in UAM Shelter 

Makassar 96 1 3 1      101 
Medan 36         36 

Total 132 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 137 
Received Adhoc Basic Humanitarian Assistance (Interception Sites) 

Kupang 18 1        19 
Batam 5  5 2 2     14 
Pekanbaru 4        1 5 
Makassar 2       3  5 
Tangerang 4         4 

Total 33 1 5 2 2 0 0 3 1 47 
Received Adhoc Basic Humanitarian Assistance (Aceh Caseload) 

ICS Lhokseumawe, Aceh  12        12 
Birem Bayeun, Aceh  11        11 
Timbang Langsa, Aceh  9        9 
Hotel Beraspati, Medan  5        5 
Dinsos Lhok Banie, Aceh  2     2   4 

Total 0 39 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 41 
Total 183 42 22 3 2 2 3 12 2 271 

 

 

A.6. Transfer from IDC or Interception Sites to Community Housing 
 

 

Date Location Transfer to Nationality Total 
 

1-Sep-16 
 

Rudenim Medan 
Cendana Residence, Medan SOM 1 

Wisma Sandhy Putra, Medan 
LKA 1 
IRQ 15 

2-Sep-16 Mandala Hotel Paramount Dormitory Serpong, Tangerang AFG 7 
14-Sep-16 Rudenim Surabaya Graha Utama Puspa, Surabaya AFG 3 
16-Sep-16 Rudenim Surabaya Graha Utama Puspa, Surabaya AFG 2 
20-Sep-16 Kanim Batam Sekupang Refugee Shelter, Batam AFG 3 

Total 32 
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MIGRANTS STATISTICS* UNDER INDONESIA PROGRAMME AS PER 30 SEPTEMBER 2016 
 

 

 

A.7. New Born 
 

No Date IOM Office # Number of Migrant(s) Nationality Total 
1  

1-Sep-16 
Medan 

1 PSE 1 
2 1 LKA 1 
3 Batam 1 AFG 1 
4 

2-Sep-16 Medan 
2 ERI 2 

5 1 IRQ 1 
6 

4-Sep-16 
Makassar 2 AFG 2 

7 Tanjung Pinang 1 SDN 1 
8 10-Sep-16 Medan 1 SOM 1 
9 13-Sep-16 Medan 1 PSE 1 

10 16-Sep-16 Tangerang 1 AFG 1 
11  Makassar 1 AFG 1 
12 18-Sep-16 Medan 1 SOM 1 
13 20-Sep-16 Medan 1 LKA 1 
14  Kupang 1 AFG 1 
15 21-Sep-16 Lhokseumawe 1 MMR 1 
16  Pekanbaru 1 AFG 1 
17 24-Sep-16 Makassar 1 SOM 1 
18 29-Sep-16 Batam 1 AFG 1 
19 30-Sep-16 Makassar 1 AFG 1 

Total 21 
 

 

A.7. Abandoned IOM Assistance from Community Housing 
 

 

 

No Date IOM Office Location Nationality # Number of 
Migrant(s) 

1 3-Sep-16 Makassar Wisma Mustika 3 AFG 1 
2 7-Sep-16 Makassar Wisma Maysara MMR 1 
3 19-Sep-16 Pekanbaru Wisma Fanel MMR 1 

Total 3 
 

 

A.8. Left without permission from IDCs or Interception Sites 
 

 

 

No Date IOM Office Location Nationality # Number of 
Migrant(s) 

1 1-Sep-16 Langsa Bireun Bayeum MMR 9 
2 14-Sep-16 Makassar Pondok Elite B AFG 1 
3 15-Sep-16 Makassar Rudenim Makassar AFG 1 

4 20-Sep-16 Medan Rudenim Medan BGD 1 
5 28-Sep-16 Yogyakarta Kanim Yogyakarta IRQ 1 

Total 13 
 

 

NOTE : No Deportation nor Deceased occurred during this reporting period 
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B. Total Numbers AVRs and Resettlement in September 2016 1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1 AVRs funded by RCA 

AVR 

Destination Sub total 
September 2016 

Cumulative 
Total 2016 

AFG 10 105 
BGD 3 52 
IRN 9 75 
IRQ 15 127 
SDN 4 13 
LKA 12 51 
IND 0 13 
SOM 1 15 
NGA 0 1 
ETH 2 10 
MMR 9 23 

T O T A L 65 485 
 

RESETTLEMENT 

Destination Sub total 
September 2016 

Cumulative 
Total 2016 

AUS 3 293 
USA 101 660 
CANADA 16 70 
NEW ZEALAND 0 15 
SWEDEN 0 6 

T O T A L 120 1,044 
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C. Government Interception and Self-Reporting September 2016 
C.1. Points of interception 

 

 

 

C.2 Interception Data 
 

 
No 

 
Date 

 
Location 

 
Nationality No of 

Pax 

Breakdown of Pax UNHCR Status 
Male 
adult 

Female 
adult 

Male 
Minor 

Female 
Minor 

Male 
UAM 

Female 
UAM Refugee Asylum 

Seeker Unregistered 

1 1-Sep-16 KANIM West Jakarta, 
Jakarta SYR 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 

2 6-Sep-16 Bakaheuni Sea Port, 
Lampung SOM 10 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 

3 28-Sep-16 Tual, Maluku BGD 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

    14 9 4 1 0 0 0 2 0 12 

Location Total 
Lampung 10 
Jakarta 2 
Maluku 2 
TOTAL 14 

 

UNHCR Status Total 
Refugee 2 

Asylum Seeker 0 
1st Rejection 0 

Final Rejection 0 
Unregistered 12 

TOTAL 14 
 

Description Total 
Male Adult 9 

Female Adult 4 
Male Minor 1 

Female Minor 0 
Male UAM 0 

Female UAM 0 
TOTAL 14 

 

Nationality Total 
SOM 10 
SYR 2 
BGD 2 

TOTAL 14 
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C.3 Points of Self-Reporting 
 

 

C.3 Self-Reporting Data 
 

 
No 

 
Date 

 
Location 

 
Nationality No of 

Pax 

Breakdown of Pax UNHCR Status 
Male 
adult 

Female 
adult 

Male 
Minor 

Female 
Minor 

Male 
UAM 

Female 
UAM Refugee Asylum 

Seeker Unregistered 

1 13-Sep-16 IDC Pekanbaru, Riau MMR 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

2 14-Sep-16 KANIM Semarang, 
Central Java AFG 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

3 14-Sep-16 KANIM Belawan, 
North Sumatera AFG 7 2 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 7 

4 16-Sep-16 KANIM West Jakarta, 
Jakarta AFG 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

5 16-Sep-16 KANIM Batam, Riau 
Islands AFG 3 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 

6 19-Sep-16 KANIM Belawan, 
North Sumatera ERI 5 1 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 5 

 
7 

 
21-Sep-16 

KANIM Kelas I Khusus 
Medan, North 

Sumatera 

 
IRQ 

 
3 

 
0 

 
2 

 
1 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
3 

 

8 
 

21-Sep-16 KANIM West Jakarta, 
Jakarta 

IRQ 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

AFG 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
 

9 
 
24-Sep-16 

KANIM Kelas I Khusus 
Medan, North 

Sumatera 

 
IRQ 

 
1 

 
1 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
1 

TOTAL 26 10 8 2 6 0 0 2 7 17 
 

 

 
 

 

 

Location Total 
North Sumatra 16 

Jakarta 4 
Riau Islands 3 
Central Java 2 

Riau 1 
TOTAL 26 

 

Description Total 
Male Adult 10 

Female Adult 8 
Male Minor 2 

Female Minor 6 
Male UMC 0 

Female UMC 0 
TOTAL 26 

 

Nationality Total 
AFG 15 
ERI 5 
IRQ 5 

MMR 1 
TOTAL 26 

 

UNHCR Status Total 
Refugee 2 

Asylum Seeker 7 
1st Rejection 0 

Final Rejection 0 
Not registered 17 

TOTAL 26 
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D. Breakdown of migrants by Location Type 

D.1. Migrants in Housing facilities 
 

IOM Office        National ity         Total 
 AFG MMR SOM LKA PSE IRN IRQ SDN PAK ETH ERI SYR EGY JOR YEM MAR KWT  

Medan 279 233 308 347 215 77 64 12 32 7 11 9 4 2   1 1,601 
Wisma Keluarga   40 125              165 
Cendana Residence 59  77  1 18 8    1       164 
AA Kasih Karunia   56 61      6        123 
YPAP I  69 15   1 17 9   4 5     1 121 
My Mansion 65  5 18 1 7 2  13         111 
Wisma Sandhy Putra 20  6 23 13  27  5    4 4     102 
Pelangi Hotel  102                102 
Wisma Lestari 2     99         2    101 
Wisma Lestari 1     85 3 6           94 
Rumah Kita 27   40 4 1            72 
Hotel Sentabi Penembahan  27    36            63 
Graha Ayura 25 2  18     14         59 
Homestay Aisyah 4  26 4 10 3     6       53 
Hotel Beraspati CH    47              47 
Wisma Syalom   43               43 
Wisma Virgo I UAM Shelter 37                 37 
Top Inn Hotel  33                33 
Virgo 2 8  10 11    3          32 
Wisma Rajawali 4  23   4    1        32 
Hotel Rizky 30                 30 
Gekapita   7  2 4 4           17 

Makassar 488 214 75 30 11 46 38 24 28 18 1 1 1  2   977 
Wisma Re-Re 95 21 24   5 3 11 10 2 1  1  2   175 
Wisma KPI 83 19 14 4 5 8 4 3 1          141 
DINSOS Makassar UMC Shelter 106 1 4       1        112 
Wisma Bajirupa 25 16 8   6 16 1  3        75 
Wisma D'Khanza 26 32 3   4    4        69 
Wisma MSM 23 20  12  3 5     1      64 
Wisma Maysara 5 42    1 2  13         63 
Wisma Mustika 3 39 6     6 9          60 
Wisma Mustika 2 34   5  11            50 
Wisma Budi 3 38 4               45 
Wisma Mustika 20 13  9              42 
D'Win Homestay 8  16   6    8        38 
Pondok Maryam 11 2 2  6 1   4          26 
Wisma Favorite 10 4    1 2           17 

Tangerang 291 35 26 30 75 48 44 12 21 6   6 2  1  597 
Wisma Duta 33  13  26 8 25 7 3  3    2    120 
Paramount Dormitory Serpong G 25   6 12 6            49 
Paramount Dormitory Serpong A 29    5 3   6          43 
Maysa Cirendeu 5  1 6 20 6 4           42 
Paramount Dormitory Serpong H 33 2     2           37 
Kost 40 Kuningan 12 11 2   7   1  3      1  37 
Paramount Dormitory Serpong D 33     2   1          36 
Paramount Dormitory Serpong B 29  2  1    2          34 
Paramount Dormitory Serpong F 20 2 1  1 3 1 4          32 
Paramount Dormitory Serpong C 18   8  5            31 
Maysa Kalibata 1 6 1 10  4       6     28 
Maysa Kertamukti 2 18  6    4           28 
Paramount Dormitory Serpong E 15       1 8          24 
Maysa Kertamukti 8 10   5             23 
Pesona Gunung Indah 12    5             17 
Panorama Kost Exclusive  4    4 8           16 

Pekanbaru 193 40 8 4 22 4 12 28 18  1 1  1    332 
Wisma Siak Resort 112     2   8          122 
Wisma Fanel 67 2 7   2  28 6   1       113 
Wisma NOVRI 14 38 1 4 22  12  4    1  1    97 

Surabaya 167 13 36 3  28 9 26 7   4 2      295 
Graha Utama Puspa 167 13 36 3  28 9 26 7   4 2      295 

Batam 52  9  12 2 4 10 5          94 
Sekupang Refugee Shelter 40    12 2 4           58 
Hotel Kolekta CH 12  9     10 5          36 

Yogyakarta 20 3    2 2           27 
Asrama Haji Transit Yogyakarta 20 3    2 2           27 

Total 1,490 538 462 414 335 207 173 112 111 31 17 13 11 5 2 1 1 3,923 
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D.2. Migrants in Rudenim 
 

IOM Office 
        Nationalit y        

Total 
 AFG SOM LKA SDN ETH MMR IRQ IRN PAK PSE ERI BGD SYR KWT NPL COG Unknown  

Tanjung Pinang 307 60  49  3 13 3 1  2        438 
Medan 75 219 53 2  39     2 9   1    400 

Pekanbaru 253   1  1 4 13 4  5  2      283 
Balikpapan 269     1  1 1         272 
Makassar 137 19  14 7   1 1  1 1       181 
Manado 145 5  2 4 2 1 1 4  1 1      166 
Kupang 104    35  6 3 8      1   157 

Pontianak 153     1   1         155 
Surabaya 99 9    1            109 
Denpasar 68 11 17  1 2  1 1   1      102 
Semarang 34 13 4  3 1 12 7 9  4        87 
Tangerang 31 3 3     1 2  3  3 1   1 1 49 
Jayapura 12 1   2  4 1   1        21 

Total 1,687 340 77 68 52 51 40 32 32 18 11 7 1 1 1 1 1 2,420 
 

D.3. Migrants in Interception Sites 
 

IOM Office Column Labels Total 
AFG SOM SDN PSE LKA IRQ IRN PAK ETH MMR BGD ERI YEM SYR IND KHM JOR 

Makassar 678 87 43   5 44 16 12 5        890 
Bugis Guesthouse B 108       3          111 
Wisma Mahkota 47 8 19   1 36           111 
Ida Guesthouse 2 83 13 3    1           100 
Bugis Guesthouse A 82 10                92 
Wisma Permata 49 26 4   4   1         84 
Bugis Guesthouse C 66 3      6 5         80 
Pondok Elite B 46 2        1        49 
Pondok Elite A 40 4 3     1          48 
155 Guesthouse B 31 6 2    1 6          46 
155 Guesthouse C 36      1           37 
Wisma Marindi 33      4           37 
Ida Guesthouse 19 3 8      3 4        37 
155 Guesthouse A 29 2 4    1  1         37 
Pondok Pelita 4 10       2         16 
Kanim Makassar 5                 5 

Pekanbaru 375 1 3 63  33 3 10      1   1 490 
Hotel Satria Pekanbaru 182 1  29  2  9      1    224 
Hotel Rina 74  3 34  31 3          1 146 
Wisma D'Cops 113       1          114 
Kanim Pekanbaru 6                 6 

Kupang 252   5 18   3  4 12       294 
Kupang Inn Hotel 119                 119 
Ina Bo'i Hotel 61   5 18   3  4 12       103 
Hotel Lavender 72                 72 

Batam 98 56 65     4 6    7     236 
Hotel Kolekta 97 55 65     4 6    7     234 
Kanim Batam 1 1                2 

Lhokseumawe     41          2   43 
Peuntet Kanim Lhokseumawe 

Office 
     

41 
          

2 
   

43 
Medan  10  6 3 4    5  7      35 

Kanim Medan    6 3 4    1  2      16 
Kanim Kalianda  10                10 
Kanim Belawan            5      5 
Hotel Beraspati          4        4 

Tangerang 16 2 1   9        2  2  32 
RPTC - Dinsos 9 2 1   6          2  20 
Hotel Mutiara 6     1        2    9 
Kanim Jakarta Utara      2            2 
Kanim Jakarta Pusat 1                 1 

Tanjung Pinang 9  8               17 
Kanim Tanjung Pinang 9  8               17 

Surabaya 1                 1 
Kanim Surabaya 1                 1 

Total 1,429 156 120 74 62 51 47 33 18 14 12 7 7 3 2 2 1 2,038 
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D.4. Migrants from the Andaman Sea Caseload 
 

IOM Office 
Nationality 

Total 
MMR BGD 

Langsa 144  144 
Birem Bayeun 93  93 
Timbang Langsa 40  40 
Dinsos Lhok Banie 11  11 

Lhokseumawe 68  68 
ICS Lhokseumawe 68  68 

Medan 36 2 38 
Hotel Beraspati 36 2 38 

Total 248 2 250 
s 

 

E. Migrants breakdown based on Age group 
E.1. Migrants in Housing facilities 

 

IOM Office 
       National ity         

Total 
 AFG MMR SOM LKA PSE IRN IRQ SDN PAK ETH ERI SYR EGY JOR YEM MAR KWT  
Medan 279 233 308 347 215 77 64 12 32 7 11 9 4 2   1 1,601 

< 1 Yrs 4 10 21 10 6  3    2       56 
01-05 Yrs 12 37 37 50 39 5 14 2 1  1  1    1 200 
06-11 Yrs 17 44 38 36 24 10 10 1 2   4 1     187 
12-17 Yrs 51 15 29 23 19 8 6   3  1      155 

> 17 Yrs 195 127 183 228 127 54 31 9 29 4 8 4 2 2    1,003 
Makassar 488 214 75 30 11 46 38 24 28 18 1 1 1  2   977 

< 1 Yrs 8 3 4   1 2 1  1        20 
01-05 Yrs 16 34 8 4 3 4 7   6        82 
06-11 Yrs 14 18 4 4 2  4           46 
12-17 Yrs 112 20 5 7  3 1  1 1        150 
> 17 Yrs 338 139 54 15 6 38 24 23 27 10 1 1 1  2   679 

Tangerang 291 35 26 30 75 48 44 12 21 6   6 2  1  597 
< 1 Yrs 8 2 1  1  1  1 1        15 
01-05 Yrs 12 5 3 3 9 4 5 3          44 
06-11 Yrs 24 7 2 1 13 4 9  1    2     63 
12-17 Yrs 13 3 2 3 9 3 5      2     40 
> 17 Yrs 234 18 18 23 43 37 24 9 19 5   2 2  1  435 

Pekanbaru 193 40 8 4 22 4 12 28 18  1 1  1    332 
< 1 Yrs 3                 3 
01-05 Yrs 4 9  1 2  2  2         20 
06-11 Yrs 5 9   4    1         19 
12-17 Yrs 1 5  1 5             12 
> 17 Yrs 180 17 8 2 11 4 10 28 15  1 1  1    278 

Surabaya 167 13 36 3  28 9 26 7  4 2      295 
> 17 Yrs 167 13 36 3  28 9 26 7  4 2      295 

Batam 52  9  12 2 4 10 5         94 
< 1 Yrs 3                 3 
01-05 Yrs 9    1  1           11 
06-11 Yrs 5    2             7 
12-17 Yrs 2    1             3 
> 17 Yrs 33  9  8 2 3 10 5         70 

Yogyakarta 20 3    2 2           27 
> 17 Yrs 20 3    2 2           27 
Total 1,490 538 462 414 335 207 173 112 111 31 17 13 11 5 2 1 1 3,923 



MIGRANTS STATISTICS* UNDER INDONESIA PROGRAMME AS PER 30 SEPTEMBER 2016 

*Source: updated data from 17 field offices as per September 30, 2016 Page 15 of 16 

 

 

E.2. Migrants in Rudenim 
 

 

IOM Office 
         Nationality         

Total 
 AFG SOM LKA  SDN ETH MMR IRQ IRN PAK PSE ERI BGD SYR KWT NPL COG Unknown  
Tanjung Pinang 307 60   49  3 13 3  1  2        438 

< 1 Yrs     4              4 
01-05 Yrs     5   3           8 
06-11 Yrs     1   1           2 
12-17 Yrs 1 2      1           4 
> 17 Yrs 306 58   39  3 8 3  1  2        420 

Medan 75 219 53  2  39     2 9   1    400 

< 1 Yrs 1 1                 2 
01-05 Yrs 2 33 3    2            40 
06-11 Yrs 5 15 2    8     1       31 
12-17 Yrs 10 35 1    4            50 
> 17 Yrs 57 135 47  2  25     2 8   1    277 

Pekanbaru 253    1  1 4 13  4  5  2      283 
< 1 Yrs 2                  2 
01-05 Yrs 15           1        16 
06-11 Yrs 19       2 3   2        26 
12-17 Yrs 13        1          14 
> 17 Yrs 204    1  1 2 9  4  2  2      225 

Balikpapan 269      1  1  1         272 

06-11 Yrs 3                  3 
12-17 Yrs 7                  7 
> 17 Yrs 259      1  1  1         262 

Makassar 137 19   14 7   1  1  1 1       181 
12-17 Yrs 2                  2 
> 17 Yrs 135 19   14 7   1  1  1 1       179 

Manado 145 5   2 4 2 1 1  4  1 1      166 
01-05 Yrs 2                  2 
06-11 Yrs 1                  1 
12-17 Yrs 4                  4 
> 17 Yrs 138 5   2 4 2 1 1  4  1 1      159 

Kupang 104     35  6 3  8      1   157 
01-05 Yrs 1     1  1           3 
06-11 Yrs 4       3           7 
12-17 Yrs 3                  3 
> 17 Yrs 96     34  2 3  8      1   144 

Pontianak 153      1    1         155 
12-17 Yrs 4                  4 
> 17 Yrs 149      1    1         151 

Surabaya 99 9     1            109 
12-17 Yrs 2                  2 
> 17 Yrs 97 9     1            107 

Denpasar 68 11 17   1 2  1  1   1      102 
01-05 Yrs 2 2 2                6 
06-11 Yrs 6 1 1    1            9 
12-17 Yrs 3  4                7 
> 17 Yrs 57 8 10   1 1  1  1   1      80 

Semarang 34 13 4   3 1 12 7  9  4        87 
< 1 Yrs         1          1 
01-05 Yrs 6  1   2  2   1  2        14 
06-11 Yrs 5 1      2 1  1         10 
12-17 Yrs 3 2         2         7 
> 17 Yrs 20 10 3   1 1 8 5  5  2        55 

Tangerang 31 3 3      1  2  3  3 1   1 1 49 
01-05 Yrs 1                  1 
06-11 Yrs 1                  1 

12-17 Yrs 1                  1 
> 17 Yrs 28 3 3      1  2  3  3 1   1 1 46 

Jayapura 12 1    2  4 1   1        21 
12-17 Yrs 3                  3 
> 17 Yrs 9 1    2  4 1   1        18 
Total 1,687 340 77  68 52 51 40 32  32 18 11 7 1 1 1 1 1 2,420 



 

 

E.3. Migrants in Interception Sites 
 

IOM Office         Nationality         Total 
 AFG SOM SDN PSE LKA IRQ IRN PAK ETH MMR BGD ERI YEM SYR IND KHM JOR  

Makassar 678 87 43   5 44 16 12 5        890 
< 1 Yrs 19 6 2   1  1 1         30 
01-05 Yrs 82 6 9   1 7 2 5         112 
06-11 Yrs 82 5 2    2 2  1        94 
12-17 Yrs 51 3 1    2 2          59 
> 17 Yrs 444 67 29   3 33 9 6 4        595 

Pekanbaru 375 1 3 63  33 3 10      1   1 490 
< 1 Yrs 10   2  2            14 
01-05 Yrs 45  2 14  3  1          65 
06-11 Yrs 39   9  7 1           56 
12-17 Yrs 35   5  5  1          46 
> 17 Yrs 246 1 1 33  16 2 8      1   1 309 

Kupang 252   5 18   3  4 12       294 
< 1 Yrs 9    1             10 
01-05 Yrs 14    1             15 
06-11 Yrs 16   1 2             19 
12-17 Yrs 36   2      1        39 
> 17 Yrs 177   2 14   3  3 12       211 

Batam 98 56 65     4 6    7     236 
< 1 Yrs 4 3 4               11 
01-05 Yrs 17 3 3     1          24 
06-11 Yrs 8 5 3          4     20 
12-17 Yrs 12 7 3      2         24 
> 17 Yrs 57 38 52     3 4    3     157 

Lhokseumawe     41          2   43 
< 1 Yrs     1             1 
01-05 Yrs     4          1   5 
06-11 Yrs     4             4 
12-17 Yrs     4             4 



 

 

> 17 Yrs     28          1   29 
Medan  10  6 3 4    5  7      35 

01-05 Yrs      1      3      4 
06-11 Yrs    2              2 
12-17 Yrs    1        1      2 
> 17 Yrs  10  3 3 3    5  3      27 

Tangerang 16 2 1   9        2  2  32 
01-05 Yrs  1    1            2 
06-11 Yrs 1                 1 
12-17 Yrs 4     3        1    8 
> 17 Yrs 11 1 1   5        1  2  21 

Tanjung Pinang 9  8               17 
01-05 Yrs 1                 1 
06-11 Yrs 4                 4 
> 17 Yrs 4  8               12 

Surabaya 1                 1 
> 17 Yrs 1                 1 

Grand Total 1,429 156 120 74 62 51 47 33 18 14 12 7 7 3 2 2 1 2,038 

 
 

E.4. Migrants from the Andaman Sea caseload 
 

IOM Office Nationality Total 
MMR BGD 

Langsa 144  144 
< 1 Yrs 6  6 
01-05 Yrs 10  10 
06-11 Yrs 13  13 
12-17 Yrs 28  28 
> 17 Yrs 87  87 

Lhokseumawe 68  68 
< 1 Yrs 7  7 



 

 

01-05 Yrs 3  3 
06-11 Yrs 8  8 
12-17 Yrs 22  22 
> 17 Yrs 28  28 

Medan 36 2 38 
< 1 Yrs 3  3 
01-05 Yrs 3  3 
06-11 Yrs 6  6 
12-17 Yrs 5  5 
> 17 Yrs 19 2 21 

Total 248 2 250 
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