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1. EVALUATION RATIONALE 
 

This was a post project evaluation conducted internally by the IOM Regional Office in Pretoria eleven 

months after the project ended. The evaluation was undergirded by the need for both internal and 

external accountability. Internally, accountability is required to IOM administration both at regional 

and headquarter level to which IOM evaluation guidelines require ex-post evaluations for each project 

funded by the IOM Development Fund, to assess the performance of these projects. Externally, 

accountability is required of IOM to its member states and other external stakeholders on how it is 

facilitating safe, orderly and humane migration for the benefit of migrants themselves and the member 

states in countries of origin, transit and destination.  

 

On the other hand, this evaluation also served as a learning event for both IOM and partners on the 

ground. By reflecting on the general project experience, its design, its implementation approach and 

the results achieved, critical lessons would be generated to improve future similar engagements. The 

findings and lessons generated from this evaluation would be useful in refining future similar projects’ 

design, implementation approach and potentially contribute to greater project performance in all 

areas of evaluation.   

 

To fulfil this dual accountability and learning purpose, an overall objective of determining whether the 

project achieved its intended goal and generate lessons/recommendations for future projects was 

adopted. This overall objective was broken down into five specific contributing objectives namely;  

• Assess whether the project had delivered intended results as set out in the project results 

framework especially output level results; 

• Assess the immediate, intermediate and long-term impact (to the extent possible) of the project 

interventions; 

• Assess the constraints, if any, which affected project implementation, compile lessons learnt 

and propose corrective actions for future programming; 

• Assess in how far aspects of gender formed an integral part of project design and 

implementation processes; 

• Assess whether the regional policy forum achieved its intended results in attaining the project’s 

regional objectives. 

 

Assessing the above evaluation objectives was guided by the OECD-DAC1 criteria and a general analysis 

of key issues reflecting on what worked well, what did not work well and what was learnt. To structure 

the DAC criteria analysis, key guiding questions were developed. It is these broad questions that guided 

choice and development of data collection methods and tools respectively. Following a qualitative 

research design, a combination of both secondary and primary data collection methods were used 

including Document Review (DR), Key Informant Interviews (KII) and direct observation where 

necessary.   

 

Due to operational constraints related to available time, human resources, and the Cyclones Idai and 

Kenneth, both of which impacted the region, primary data collection was done in two of the four 

participating countries using defined criteria as follows:  

• Representing Indian ocean island states context; 

• Representing mainland/coastal state context; 

                                                 
1 Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development-Development Assistance Committee 
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• It was the project management site, so would have more key information to provide; 

• Had not been covered in the MECLEP project evaluation: in this case Mauritius was excluded 

as its project components had been evaluated, so MECLEP evaluation report would be used;  

• There exists country office capacity to support a successful evaluation visit: At the time, 

Mozambique staff were mostly involved in Cyclone Idai & Kenneth emergency response and 

an evaluation visit would present an extra strain to the mission;  

• Opportunity to perform other tasks during the visit. In this case, as the Labour migration policy 

project funded by the IOM Development Fund in Namibia also needed an evaluation, it was 

deemed more appropriate to visit Namibia and use the same visit to undertake data collection 

for these two projects and leverage available funds.  

Following the above criteria, Madagascar and Namibia were selected for primary data collection, with 

the other two countries to be studied through secondary data collection. Identification of key 

informants was independently done by the evaluator initially in view of the data that needed to be 

collected. The preliminary list was then shared with the missions for feedback and to ascertain their 

availability. To be included as a key informant, the following criteria was applied: 

• Level of participation in the project activities; 

• Possession of knowledge (including expert level knowledge) on MECC; 

• Availability on the dates of the visit; 

• Willingness (consent) to be interviewed for evaluation purposes; 

• Mix of government and non-government stakeholders including independent think thanks 

such as academia and research institutions; and,  

• Gender representation. 

 

2. THE PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The project was an 18-month initiative aimed at increasing the evidence base, knowledge and dialogue 

on the nexus between climate change, environment and migration in four Southern Africa countries 

namely Madagascar (as the management site), Mauritius, Mozambique and Namibia. Though the 

initial project lifetime was planned to be 18 months, delays resulted to a request for an extension to 

finalize the project. Identification of the four focus countries was based on evidence that they were 

some of the most affected or more vulnerable to climate change and environmental degradation in 

the region. Several justifications were provided as enumerated below.  

 

Madagascar is among the countries cyclically affected by droughts and floods and battered by frequent 

cyclones with most recent ones being cyclone Enawo and Ava. Desertification patterns in the 

Southernmost part of the island, and land degradation from unregulated forms of land and sea 

resources exploitation are reported to have affected the livelihoods of local populations and their 

traditional coping strategies, leading to increased and sometimes complex patterns of internal mobility 

that negatively impacts the ecosystems in the areas of destination. Mauritius is exposed to varied 

manifestations of environmental degradation, such as coastal erosion, sea-level rise, loss of 

biodiversity, but also the impact of cyclones and storms2.  

 

                                                 
2 MECLEP Project Final Evaluation Report, 2017 
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Mozambique is situated in an area with a natural propensity to extreme weather events emanating 

from the expansive Indian Ocean. The country is faced with climate-related hazards, predominantly 

droughts, floods and cyclones, which have become more frequent and intensive in the recent past. 

Climate-related events cause significant losses due to the high poverty rate, lack of reliable 

meteorological services, and weak institutional capacity to prepare, respond and recover from these 

natural occurrences, among other reasons making the populations in Mozambique very vulnerable to 

the climate-related events3. In the course of this evaluation the country was hit by two catastrophic 

cyclones, Idai and Kenneth, both resulting in the loss of thousands of lives and property and caused 

widespread displacement of persons. 

 

As for Namibia, the effects of climate change and recurrent slow-onset natural disasters pose a serious 

threat to the achievement of the country’s long-term development objectives and poverty eradication. 

According to the Initial National Communication to the United Nations Framework Convention on 

Climate Change (GRN, 20024), Namibia is ranked as one of the most at-risk countries globally in terms 

of agricultural production losses due to climate change, a ranking motivated by the arid conditions 

prevailing, increase in average temperatures and land degradation all of which impact mostly the rural 

population which accounts for approximately 62% of the country’s population, and who depend on 

the environment for economic sustenance. Indeed, at the time of this evaluation visit, the country was 

grappling with a food insecurity situation which eventually forced the government to declare a national 

emergency in May 20195.  

 

With the above justification, it was deemed that the migration dynamic in all these natural events was 

not very well understood leave alone studied. Migration was not viewed as a coping mechanism in 

itself and thus there was a need to generate more knowledge on how migration interacts with the 

environment and climate change phenomena. The MECC project was therefore designed with the 

overall objective to increase knowledge and awareness about the relationship between migration, the 

environment and climate change, with a view to generate evidence and knowledge for informed 

formulation of related national and regional policies and programmes. The project sought to deliver 

within the following two outcome areas:  

1. National stakeholders from participating countries demonstrate an increased capacity to 

streamline environmental change, including climate change into migration management 

policies and/or migration into environment and development policies; 

2. Regional stakeholders demonstrate an increased willingness and capacity to streamline 

environmental change, including climate change into regional policy-guiding documents. 

 

In view of the above outcomes the project planned to implement the following activities in close 

coordination with respective lead ministries and inter-ministerial technical working groups: 

 Build capacities for national MECC stakeholders through inception workshops; 

 Develop and support multi-stakeholder partnerships on MECC at the national level through 

Technical Working Group meetings; 

 Increase evidence on MECC through the conduct of country-level assessments; 

 Organize national consultations/dialogues on MECC in the participating countries; 

 Support the development of a blueprint document for policy development and operational 

planning on MECC in the participating countries; 

                                                 
3 IOM Proposal to IDF, 2016 
4 Government of the Republic of Namibia, Ministry of Environment and Tourism, 2002.  
5 https://reliefweb.int/report/namibia/president-declares-state-emergency-over-drought 

https://reliefweb.int/report/namibia/president-declares-state-emergency-over-drought
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 Hold a regional policy forum on MECC. 

 

In Mauritius specifically, funding from the IOM Development Fund under this project was integrated 

into the EU funded, IOM implemented Migration, Environment and Climate Change: Evidence for Policy 

(MECLEP) project. The MECLEP project was a research policy-oriented programme implemented in six 

pilot-countries: Dominican Republic, Haiti, Kenya, Mauritius, Papua New Guinea and Viet Nam, and 

involved local policymakers and researchers. It was coordinated by the IOM with the participation of 

a consortium of six global research partners, led by the University of Versailles Saint-Quentin-en-

Yvelines (UVSQ) and involving the Faculty of Latin American Social Sciences Institute (FLACSO), the 

United Nations University Institute for Environment and Human Security (UNU-EHS), the University of 

Bielefeld, the University of Liège, and the Erasmus University Rotterdam. It was implemented for a 

period of three years from 2014 to 2017. The IOM Development Fund’s funding was complementary 

and so it was incorporated overall budget of this project accounting for 20% of the total budget for 

Mauritius6. At the end of the MECLEP project, an external independent evaluation was conducted, and 

its report was used to assess performance for the Mauritius portion.  

 

3. MAJOR EVALUATION FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

This chapter will present findings in three sections representing three different analytical perspectives 

as follows:  
 

 Section 3.1: this section presents a summary of overall findings and conclusions based on an 

overall analysis of the full project cycle and project processes to elicit findings on what worked well 

and what did not work well, including lessons learnt and best practices identified.  

 

 Section 3.2: this section reviews project delivery effectiveness based on the approved results 

framework. Indicator achievement data is used to make a judgement on whether the project 

delivered on its envisaged outputs and the extent to which this achievement contributed or not to 

outcome level results.  

 

 Section 3.3: this section presents findings and recommendations following the four other OECD-

DAC criteria. Effectiveness criteria is covered under 3.2 above.  

  
3.1 Overall Findings and Conclusions  

An overall synthesis and reflection over data collected through interviews, document review and direct 

observation shows that the project performed well in the following areas:   

 

a) Increasing understanding and sensitivity on the migration-environment-climate change nexus. 

Climate change and environmental sustainability were well known themes. A report of the regional 

forum notes that the government counterparts present expressed a high level of knowledge and 

expertise in environment and climate change7. However, the migration angle had never been 

clearly integrated and investigated as the MECC project did. In many ways therefore, the work this 

project undertook was in many ways groundbreaking and pioneering. It helped increase attention 

                                                 
6 MECLEP Project Final Evaluation Report.  
7 Report of the Regional Policy Forum on MECC 
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amongst researchers and among policy makers. It enlightened those involved in migration 

management (a social science) on environment and climate change issues, and similarly educated 

those in environment and climate change (a natural science) on migration matters. The ability to 

bring a convergence of the two varied disciplines and scale up the level of awareness is a key 

achievement that this project can celebrate.  

  

b) Bringing on board non-traditional partners into the migration governance landscape. 

In the Southern Africa region, IOM has traditionally engaged ministries of immigration, labour, 

interior, planning, foreign affairs and the like as well as non-government entities in the same fields. 

This project however opened new frontiers of engagement with non-traditional ministries and 

partners. Hardly in other regular IOM projects in the region are ministries or departments such as 

environment, agriculture, lands, forestry, water, rural development, education, public works and 

housing involved in IOM projects largely because of their perceived remote role in migration 

matters. This project however ventured into new frontiers of engagement and brought these 

critical but non-traditional partners into the migration dialogue. It raised their own understanding 

on migration and how it links with their work. We view this as a useful contribution to a real “whole 

of government” approach.  

 

c) Use of local research institutions and capacities.   

The evaluation considers the use of local research providers as a good way to build national 

capacity and ownership. This local expertise remains in the country and is more readily accessible 

by government and local partners than if they were outside the country. Local experts also possess 

critical context knowledge that international actors may not. In Madagascar the project partnered 

with the Centre National de Recherche sur l’Environnement (CNRE) (a local research institution) 

paired with the Institut de Recherche pour le Développement (IRD) an international research 

organization with local operations. In Namibia the project engaged an environmental consulting 

firm and also had the University of Namibia on board. In Mozambique the project worked with the 

Centro de Analise de Politicas of the Universidade Eduardo Mondlane (CAP-UEM), a local university. 

In Mauritius, researchers for the National Level Assessment (NLA) were hosted at the University 

of Mauritius. Overall there were deliberate attempts to graft MECC into the national academic 

fabric and this is an important foundation that the project laid in its own small way.  

 

d) Sound methodology leading to credible evidence though from a small geographical scale. 

Interviews confirmed satisfaction with the level of expertise and quality of the assessment reports. 

The MECLEP evaluation report also noted a good level of expertise under the MECLEP assessments 

for Mauritius. In Madagascar both the CNRE and IRD are well known and respected research 

institutions and most key informants did not express any reservations regarding the expertise. The 

UNDP in Namibia as well as the University of Namibia representatives also gave a positive 

assessment of the Namibia researcher who led the country level assessment. For Mauritius the 

MECLEP evaluation report notes that the “researchers involved in the conduct of the research 

activities were well qualified”. It also notes that “the evaluation did not note particular issues 

regarding the relevance of the local researcher”.  Though in all the countries the assessment was 

not nationwide due to financial limitations, the resultant product was well received by 

stakeholders and many felt that though it may not have a national scope it gave an accurate 

snapshot of the situation and it was helpful in increasing attention to the migration, environment 

and climate change nexus. Additionally, the research tools developed under the global MECLEP 
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initiative were used by the local researchers in developing their own methodology. In this way, it 

enabled some level of comparability of studies between countries and with other regions where 

IOM has implemented similar studies thus contributing to the global knowledge base on MECC.  

 

e) Translating assessment findings into policy and programme recommendations (blueprints). 

One of the key outputs that followed the adoption of the assessment reports was the development 

of blueprint documents at both country and regional level which outlined key priorities and/or 

policy recommendations that relevant institutions of government and partners can consider to 

scale up MECC governance. These blueprint documents are a crucial step in the transition from 

data/evidence to action. They translate abstract research-based concepts into practical actionable 

solutions and are thus key in guiding action. Though the level of implementation of these 

blueprints appeared to be limited at the time of the evaluation, it is acknowledged that they are 

an available guiding framework that policy makers, project designers and implementors can derive 

guidance in. As will be discussed further under areas of improvement, a key limitation the 

evaluation noted is on the limited dissemination of these documents which in turn affects their 

level of utility.  

 

f) Facilitating national and regional MECC stakeholder mobilization   

The national stakeholder consultation meetings (national dialogues) were key to bring on board a 

wider array of stakeholders. The evaluation notes the role these dialogues played to increase the 

level of awareness and sensitivity on MECC in the respective countries and regionally. Through 

these meetings some form of knowledge transfer on the local MECC situation and on the general 

MECC concept was also achieved. These meetings were also key in facilitating networking and new 

working relationships amongst different actors. Given that climate change is a regional and global 

issue, there was need to bring together participating countries to interact and come up with a 

harmonized regional approach and plan. The project facilitated a regional interaction forum which 

was key in fostering future inter-state cooperation and coordination in tackling MECC issues. 

Successful migration governance calls for greater interstate cooperation and so this regional forum 

planted an important seed that is key in shaping a regional response to MECC challenges.   

As with all projects, and in the spirit of learning-for-improvement, there will always be project aspects 

that can be done better. The following were found to be areas that the project could improve on in 

future similar initiatives.   

 
a) Dissemination of the assessment reports, blueprint document and the regional policy guide.  

 

There is room to improve the reach of the different products that the project finalized. Several 

stakeholders reported not to have received the final copies of the assessment reports, or blueprint 

documents or the regional policy guide-even though they were part of the TWG. For the regional 

forum outcome document, those TWG members who did not participate were completely 

unaware of its existence. It was clear from interviews that these documents were not known as 

widely as they potentially could. Related to this, some TWG members expressed dissatisfaction in 

that they were not listed as contributors or reviewers in the assessment reports. Some TWG 

members (specifically in Namibia) felt that they should have been listed as contributors or 

reviewers of the research piece. They felt unable to reference their contribution because it was 

impossible to provide evidence of the same for academic or other authorship purposes. Future 
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reports could incorporate a section listing the reviewers or contributors as a way of acknowledging 

their contribution.  
 

b) Post project follow up and continuity mechanisms. 

As earlier noted, the level of implementation of the different blueprint documents was found to 

be relatively low in addition to practical use of the assessment data. The different TWG that had 

been established during the project were also no longer meeting. This was verified through 

interviews in Namibia and Madagascar, though some members of the Namibia TWG were also part 

of the National Coordinating Committee (NCC) on climate change which was reported to be still 

functional. Even in the course of the project, the Mozambique TWG was reported not to have been 

very strong, characterised by low attendance in meetings and as such quite unlikely that it 

continued in the absence of an active project. The lack of a post project follow-up and monitoring 

mechanism is a gap that could have been thought out in the project lifetime by for example 

ensuring that the TWG was established as a permanent working group that would continue even 

after the project to enhance peer-to-peer monitoring. When the project ended, the momentum 

appears to have been lost. A key reason provided for this is a lack of resources for continuity, but 

this evaluation posits that a lack of monitoring mechanism is also part of the reason. IOM at the 

time of the evaluation had not managed to secure funding for a follow up model project.  
 

Best Practices & Lessons Learnt  

❖ Signing of a Declaration of Commitment. In Madagascar, at the inception stage of the project, the 

IOM Chief of Mission and the Minister of Environment (as the lead ministry) signed a declaration 

of commitment to operationalize the work under this project. IOM Madagascar feels that in their 

view this declaration boosted the level of cooperation and commitment by the lead ministry and 

participating ministries to the project and its delivery. It indirectly provided an accountability 

framework that gave a push to technical teams involved but also gave them authority and 

confidence to engage in the project. Other projects could consider signing similar commitments 

with top leadership.  
 

❖ Boosting transition from evidence to action. Research projects risk ending at the report validation 

stage as the final validated report is more often than not perceived to be the ultimate result. 

However, as the purpose of data is to inform policy and practice, some efforts towards that 

direction could be inbuilt in the project design. For example, the MECC project being pioneering in 

nature as they were, could have been designed in a way that allows implementation of some initial 

practical responses within the period of the project so as to give a push to the blueprint 

documents. These kick-starting pilot initiatives could be implemented in the second half of the 

project such that the first 12 months are used to complete the assessments and develop the 

blueprints. The second half (12 months) could then be used to roll out some initial feasible pilot 

model initiatives which would then be handed over to the TWG to continue after the project has 

ended. This way, a 24-month initiative will end with some initial real results and possibly provide 

that necessary impetus for the implementation of other initiatives. By the time the project ends, 

it will already have provided an impetus for implementation that hopefully the partners could 

continue.  
 

❖ Clarifying the tenure of TWGs in Terms of Reference (TOR) at the beginning. When TWGs were 

formed, it was not always clear if they were temporary or permanent in nature. Many TWGs that 

should have continued stop functioning immediately after IOM projects-as was the case with this 

project. A key lesson is to ensure that the tenure issue is addressed in the TWG TOR at the 

beginning. When an IOM project is ending a form of “relaunch” of the TWG could be done as part 
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of the project’s exit strategy. IOM also has role of motivating, encouraging and mobilizing action 

even after a project because it is in their interest to see continuity and attention to issues that it 

started. A good section of stakeholders this evaluator interviewed in this and other evaluations 

mandated by the IOM Development Fund in the past, feel that in post project periods, IOM should 

play a greater, proactive “reminding” or “follow up” role. They feel that principals in these key 

ministries listen to IOM and such high-level engagements before, during and after projects may 

provide that much needed post project support and accountability to ensure that IOM investment 

does not go down the drain due to lack of continuity, insufficient budget and human resource 

allocation or lack of leadership to maintain the momentum acquired in the active project period.  

3.2: Analysis of Project Effectiveness based on the Results Framework  
  

Overall Objective:  SADC and IOC Member States implement evidence-based policies on migration, and environmental  
change, including climate change 

Indicators  Achievements related to 
Indicators  

Analysis of Effectiveness (Analysis 
of progress towards achievements) 

       Recommendations    

Number of SADC/IOC 
Member States that are 
implementing evidence-
based policies on 
migration, and 
environmental change, 
including climate 
change. 

The project target was the 
four project countries. The 
project contributed 
towards possible 
implementation, through 
generation of data and 
development of the 
blueprints and general 
awareness raising. 
However actual 
implementation will only 
be visible in future.  

The level of achievement is still low 
in respect to utilization of evidence 
in policies and in implementation 
of various actions contained in the 
blueprint documents. Though it has 
only been one year since the lapse 
of the project, real achievement on 
this indicator is yet to be seen and 
with continued follow up and 
investment of resources more 
implementation could be realized.  
 

Greater programming in the 
area of MECC, especially to 
implement priorities in the 
blueprints is needed.  
 
Greater dissemination of the 
assessment report and the 
blueprints could also increase 
their uptake and utilization in 
policy and programmes. 

Outcome 1:  National stakeholders from participating countries demonstrate an increased capacity to streamline 
environmental change, including climate change into migration management policies and/or migration into environment and 
development policies  

Indicators 
 

Achievements related to 
Indicators  

Analysis of Effectiveness (Analysis 
of progress towards achievements) 

       Recommendations    

# of blueprint 
document for policy 
development and 
operational planning 
that adopts 
recommendations and 
findings from the 
country level 
assessment endorsed 
by national 
stakeholders. 

Four achieved as planned. 
In each of the participating 
countries, a blueprint 
derived from the 
assessment findings and 
recommendations was 
developed and validated by 
stakeholders in a national 
consultation workshop 
setup.  

The project delivered on this. What 
remains is to disseminate much 
more widely these blueprints and 
promote their use so that their 
utilization can be improved. An 
important aspect is on how the 
blueprints were developed (in a 
consultative manner and based on 
actual evidence). It was an 
important step in the transition 
from data to action.  
 

Greater dissemination of the 
blueprints. 
 
Follow up model interventions 
based on the listed priorities are 
needed to showcase practical 
responses to MECC. 

Results Achieved Results  Analysis of Effectiveness  Recommendations 

Output 1.1 
Evidence and 
knowledge base on 
migration and 
environmental changes, 
including climate 
change and natural 
disasters is available to 
national stakeholders. 

As per listed indicators: 
four inception/capacity 
building workshops were 
held as planned. TWG 
meetings were held as 
follows (four in 
Madagascar, three in 
Mauritius, three in 
Mozambique, four in 
Namibia). Four country 

Result was achieved to a great 
extent. Stakeholder participation in 
TWG meetings was above average 
except in Mozambique where 
turnout was relatively low in the 
two of the three meetings held 
with only five institutions attending 
compared to the initial 15. Country 
level assessments were achieved as 
planned.  The extent of 

A follow up project should seek 
to utilize the same TWGs that 
were established to benefit from 
already existing capacity and 
enhance continuity.  
 

Dissemination of assessment 
data to different audiences is 
needed to increase the influence 
of compiled data on policy and 
programmes and on general 
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level assessments were 
undertaken and 
disseminated through 
various forums. 

 

dissemination to all stakeholders is 
not yet optimal, and more 
stakeholders at national and 
provincial level still need to be 
reached. The evaluation takes note 
of documentaries produced in the 
course of the project that have 
been shared widely online.  

level of awareness. Online 
channels hold great potential.   
 

More research is still needed 
especially with expanded 
geographical scale to document 
a fairly national picture of the 
situation but also to keep up 
with the dynamism of migration 
patterns. 

Output 1.2  
Existence of multi-
stakeholder national 
platforms to discuss 
evidence-based findings 
for policy development 
and operational 
planning. 

On all the 3 indicators 
under this output (# of 
national consultations 
held; % of targeted 
stakeholders that 
participate actively in 
consultations; # of 
blueprint document for 
policy development and 
operational planning 
developed), there was 
good achievement. 

Result fully achieved. TWG 
meetings as well as the various 
workshops and dialogue meetings 
held at each of the four countries 
provided useful platforms for 
stakeholder dialogue and a key 
result is the adoption of the various 
documents presented.  

The high attendance noted in 
consultation meetings is an 
indicator of stakeholder interest 
and support for MECC issues. 
Without any active MECC 
project, IOM and the lead 
ministries risks losing this 
support. Greater investment in 
model projects is thus needed 
especially those that implement 
recommendations from these 
consultations.  
 

Outcome 2:  Regional stakeholders demonstrate an increased willingness and capacity to streamline environmental change, 
including climate change into regional policy-guiding documents.  

Indicators 
 

Achievements related to 
Indicators  

Analysis of Effectiveness (Analysis 
of progress towards achievements) 

       Recommendations    

# of endorsed SADC/IOC 
evidence-based policy-
guiding document 
adopted by their 
Member States on 
migration and 
environmental change, 
including climate 
change and natural 
disasters. 
 

The target was one and 
was achieved. The project 
facilitated a Regional Policy 
Forum with participation of 
14 out of 16 SADC and IOC 
Member States and the IOC 
Secretariat. SADC 
secretariat though invited, 
did not make it to the 
event.  

Attendance to the regional forum 
was satisfactory. There is concern 
SADC secretariat did not attend the 
forum despite being invited which 
casts doubt into whether there was 
buy-in on their side. Most national 
level stakeholders however were 
unaware of the regional document 
except those who participated in 
the regional forum.  

Need to disseminate widely and 
through multiple channels.  
 
As IOM is leading a process of 
developing a draft SADC 
Regional Policy Framework on 
migration efforts should be 
made to ensure that priorities 
agreed in the regional MECC 
policy forum are incorporated.    

Results Achievements related to 
results (achieved results) 

Analysis of effectiveness (analysis 
of progress towards achievements) 

Recommendations 

Output 2.1  
An evidence-based 
regional policy-guiding 
regional document on 
migration, 
environment and 
climate change is 
available. 

A document establishing 
priority areas for 
intervention at national 
and regional level on MECC 
was discussed and 
validated at the regional 
forum attended by 14 of 
the 16 SADC/IOC countries.  

Result was achieved. The 
document provides clear guidance 
on integration of Migration 
perspectives in climate change and 
environment policy and 
programmes and thus it is a useful 
resource. The challenge is in its 
utilization. Interviewed 
stakeholders at country level did 
not indicate having used that 
document at the time of the 
evaluation, others were not aware 
of its existence. An internet search 
did not yield any publication 
(formal or informal) that has 
referenced this document too.  
 

Greater dissemination of the 
document is needed as 
elaborated above to enhance its 
use.  
 
An opportunity exists to 
incorporate lessons learnt from 
this project and from the 
regional MECC policy forum 
outcome document into current 
ongoing process of developing a 
guiding framework for SADC 
Migration Policy.  
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3.3: Findings based on the OECD-DAC Criteria 

 

CRITERIA  RECOMMENDATION  

Relevance:  

The project was relevant to the Member States involved in the wake of real 

impacts of climate change induced migration/displacement that has been 

witnessed in recent years.  

• It was complementary of existing IOM activities undertaken in the field 

of Disaster Risk Reduction/Management.  

• It complemented IOM’s objective of addressing migration holistically and 

widening IOM’s programming in MECC.  

• It was complementary of efforts by participating governments to tackle 

environment and climate change both of which all governments 

acknowledge are contemporary challenges requiring greater attention 

especially at policy level.  

• It contributed to existing SADC regional frameworks on climate change 

and environmental conservation in terms of providing further evidence 

for integrating a migration perspective.  

There is no doubt that participating 

countries are in support of climate change 

mitigation programmes. The understanding 

on how migration is linked is however still 

low and thus apart from more evidence 

generation, there is need for practical 

responses that would model practical 

MECC programming. This speaks to greater 

resource mobilization for MECC in the 

region.   

Efficiency and Cost-effectiveness:  

Good level of project implementation and management efficiency.  

▪ The products produced under the project met quality standards 

according to interviewees. 

▪ Staff involved in the project reported good internal coordination with 

IOM Madagascar and with the regional office indicating an efficient 

internal project coordination and communication.  

▪ Budget burn rate (excluding expost evaluation budget) stood at 95% at 

the end of the project. The costs incurred from the regional forum were 

slightly lower than budgeted. 

▪ Implementation efficiency (timely delivery) was slightly affected by slow 

project start up (Madagascar), unavailability of required senior officials 

(Mauritius), delayed finalization of the assessments and lower level of 

participation by stakeholders (Mozambique). Delays in the country 

offices affected the regional policy forum which had to be held when 

national level products were ready. As a result, the project had to be 

extended by four months.  

 

Given the level of stakeholder consultation 

and validation that is required for the 

nature of this project, coupled with the 

fairly lengthy IOM procurement process for 

consultants, it is advisable for future similar 

projects to plan a realistic time frame of 24 

months instead of 18 months to allow for 

imminent delays.  

Impact:  

Impact relates to long term sustainable change in the conditions of 

participating groups or beneficiaries. 

▪ The evaluation did not note any impact yet. However, the greater levels 

of sensitivity and understanding will go a long way to contribute to an 

improvement in MECC governance (outcome) which would contribute to 

a sustainable impact in the long run.  

 

 

There is need for a significant profile of 

programming in the area of MECC to 

achieve greater potential for impact level 

change. Resource mobilization for IOM and 

partners for follow-on projects remains a 

key priority.   

Sustainability:  

The projects put in place several measures to boost sustainability.  

Follow up projects will build upon the 

foundation this project laid and enhance its 

sustainability.  
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▪ Targeted capacity building of officials in the participating countries 

through the inception workshops, the regular TWG meetings, and the 

national dialogues/consultations; 

▪ Finalization of assessment reports which provide a lasting evidence basis 

to inspire action in the area of MECC.   

▪ The development of blueprint documents which provide a lasting 

guidance on priority actions for policy and practice. They remain as 

reference documents for the MECC stakeholder community in the 

countries and in the region even without IOM’s presence.  

▪ Working with local research and academic institutions ensured that 

intellectual capacity on MECC is identified and remains in the country. 

▪ TWGs provided a foundation for stakeholder coordination. Future MECC 

initiatives have a ready coordination structure to work with. TWG 

members have established working relationships that will possibly 

remain. The TWG also provides a broader spectrum of possible MECC 

implementors which can be key in scaling up and sustaining the response.  

 

Greater dissemination of assessment 

reports and blueprints will boost the 

longevity of their utility.  

 

Continued engagement with research and 

academic institutions to motivate them to 

increase their own time, human, and 

financial resources to MECC research and 

studies. Going forward they can play a key 

role in continuous generation of data and 

evidence through their students and 

research programmes.   

 

Gender mainstreaming: The project proposal stated that gender would be 

integrated into all monitoring and evaluation activities, with provision of sex-

disaggregated data and in identifying gaps in participation and addressing any 

gender-related challenges. However, this was an anomaly because gender 

should be mainstreamed in all phases of the project cycle not only in M&E. 

Worth noting is that at the time, IOM gender marker had not been launched 

and thus there wasn’t a strong requirement to consider gender. In project 

implementation phase, there were efforts to enhance gender perspectives by 

co-opting ministries of gender into the TWGs and/or in workshops in some of 

the countries.  In reporting, the project made commendable efforts to provide 

sex disaggregated data on individuals attending different meetings and events. 

A review of this data shows that slightly more men attended meetings or 

workshops and other events than women, indicating a need to intentionally 

seek specific representation of female participants in some meetings where 

possible.  A review of proceedings of the regional forum organized by the 

project shows that the need for greater integration of gender perspectives in 

MECC responses was emphasized. There is however room to amplify gender 

dimensions in the blueprint documents produced in each country. Though the 

documents use phrases such as “vulnerable populations” they don’t unpack 

further such populations to enable potential to highlight differentiated 

gender-based vulnerabilities.  

In project proposals greater elaboration of 

what the project plans to do to keep an 

explicit gender perspective in all phases of 

the project is needed. IOM’s new gender 

marker requirement is a key step in this 

regard.  

 

In specific instances, it may be necessary 

for project management to seek specific 

gender representatives in key TWGs. The 

mere involvement of ministries of gender 

does not seem to yield significant results 

for gender integration and thus other 

intentional steps must be taken to ensure 

the different gender voices are heard. 

Study designs should have more visible 

gender dimensions and as much as possible 

present sex disaggregated data. The same 

could be applied in production of key 

documents especially when discussing 

vulnerabilities among different groups. 

Gender should be a key dimension for 

assessing vulnerability to MECC issues.   
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4. SUMMARY OF MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
1. For IOM missions and Regional Office: Follow-up model projects are required. From the 

interviews it was clear that the IOM project was pioneering, and it spurred greater interest in 

MECC. While many of the countries were already looking into climate change and environmental 

issues, the migration nexus was fairly new. The project successfully heightened attention to this 

nexus but failed to model a practical response largely due to limitation in resources, and project 

design which did not include some initial practical responses. For the gains made not to be lost, 

the biggest priority for now remains to undertake intensive resource mobilization to especially 

implement actions in the various blueprints but more especially with the purpose of modelling 

what and how MECC programming looks like in real life. Riding on the wave of the May 2019 

devastating cyclones in the region (where general consensus exists that they were due to climate 

change) and given the migration crisis they caused, IOM countries in the region should ride on this 

publicly available evidence to ramp up donor support for interventions related to climate change 

related migration crises. For Namibia, UNDP specifically suggested that an earlier discussion 

between IOM and UNDP on a joint project be revisited as there was dire need for a model project 

that stakeholders can learn from. IOM missions in the region will require a lot of support from 

MECC division at headquarters as this is a fairly new area of programming but yet very relevant. In 

the IOM regional office and countries, there is limited expertise on MECC and so technical support 

as well as linking IOM missions with potential donors would be welcome.  

 

 

2. For IOM Missions: Greater dissemination of assessments reports and blueprints to increase their 

utility. There is still a section of stakeholders who were actively involved in the project but who 

claimed not to have received the final versions of the different documents produced. There was 

also no substantial evidence produced indicating that the data and/or blueprints had been used 

indicating a low level of utility this far. There is need for an intentional promotion/dissemination 

of these products to different audiences. Some ways that dissemination could be done include: 

 Development of briefs (policy and/or research briefs) that package the info in short, 

simple to understand formats. 

 Work with the participating research or academic institutions to publish in scientific 

journals; to avail this evidence into the global and regional scholarly space. The 

representative from the University of Namibia as well as the research institution in 

Madagascar were interested in supporting such an initiative to publish. It’s worth noting 

that scholars have greater access to peer reviewed scientific journals, and they also have 

great interest to publish, as scientific publishing is key in that sector. IOM can benefit from 

this if we engage. For all such publications, IOM should be acknowledged as per IOM 

research guidelines and data protection standards. 

 The IOM missions should also consider submitting some of the assessment reports to  

IOM’s peer reviewed journals, International Migration Journal 

(https://www.iom.int/international-migration-journal and Migration Policy Practice 

Journal: https://www.iom.int/migration-policy-practice-journal. Both have a wide 

readership and given that these were IOM research products, chances of being accepted 

for publishing are high. 

 Give talks, public lectures and undertake information sessions on the subject in 

universities, during international days (e.g. world environment day, international migrants 

https://www.iom.int/international-migration-journal
https://www.iom.int/migration-policy-practice-journal
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days etc) and in relevant symposia and conferences. Any opportunity to enhance the 

dialogue and increase the reach of this information builds up towards a more prolific MECC 

programming landscape in the future.  

 Briefing/information sessions to strategic groups of audiences such as high level political 

figures (ministers and permanent secretaries) who make policies and decisions; 

parliamentarians who make laws and validate policies; migrants themselves through 

migrant associations or NGOs working with migrants who can increase advocacy and 

lobbying for attention to MECC, and students to motivate interest in research and studies 

on MECC.  

 Use of mass media. Print and electronic media as well as new media such as Twitter and 

Facebook can push information to great extents. Some media houses especially the 

national broadcasters may be willing to offer free airtime in relevant current affairs or 

topical programmes, and so IOM missions should not shy away from engaging media 

houses. Public dissemination is a form of citizen empowerment that can mobilize the 

greater public towards national attention to MECC issues, and thus contribute to a 

sustainable response. The public can also put pressure on their leaders and government 

to formulate policies and programmes that address MECC challenges facing them.  

 Use of websites. The assessment reports could be published in IOM mission and regional 

office websites. Respective ministries of environment and those of immigration could also 

be encouraged to post them in their websites.  The rationale is to get this information out 

there and increase its utility and spur greater attention to the issue.  

 

3. For IOM missions: Encourage the continued functioning of Technical Working Groups. If TWGs 

or respective multi-stakeholder forums such as the National Coordinating Committee on climate 

change in Namibia are supported to remain functional and integrate a greater MECC focus, it will 

go a long way to sustaining what IOM started. From observations made during evaluation process 

and in other evaluations mandated by the IOM Development Fund in recent past, it is clear that 

continuity of TWGs is not necessarily dependent on availability of financial resources as much as it 

is with availability of proactive leadership. What seems to diminish after IOM projects is the 

leadership or championing role that focuses of reviewing progress made and/or on continuing and 

scaling up IOM’s seed programming. When that is lacking the momentum is lost and once active 

TWGs remain dormant. This speaks to the need to develop proper projects’ exit plans and 

strategies. Holding less frequent periodic meetings to review progress not only maintain 

coordination bonds and working relationships but also plays a role in fostering the long-term 

success of IOM previous projects. Many of these members still meet in other government and/or 

IOM activities and so what often lacks is a convener. Meetings can be held at no or minimal cost 

at government office boardrooms or IOM boardrooms.  The main agenda of post project TWG 

meetings would be to review progress made in the different areas of programming, appraise each 

other’s performance in integrating migration in their own fields but also discuss opportunities for 

resource mobilization to scale up programming.   
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5. ANNEXES 
     

Annex 1: List of individuals interviewed 

 

 Country  Gender  Name and title  Ministry/department/organization 

1.  Madagascar  Female Fabienne Randrianarisoa 
Technical Support Officer 
(previous Focal Point)  

Ministry of Environment and Ecology 

2.  Madagascar Female Lanto Ratovonjanalelary 
National Focal Point for Climate 
Action (Current Focal Point) 

Bureau National de Coordination du 
Changement Climatique (BNCC) Ministry of 
Environment and Ecology 

3.  Madagascar Male Prof Samuel Razanaka 
Ecologist 

The Centre Nationale de Recherche sur 
l’Environnement (CNRE) 

4.  Madagascar Male Dr Samisoa 
Anthroplogist  

The Centre Nationale de Recherche sur 
l’Environnement (CNRE) 

5.  Madagascar Male Dr Domique Herve 
Agronomist 

Institut de Recherche pour le 
Développement (IRD) 

6.  Madagascar Male Randriananirina Mampionona 
Climate Change Adaptation 
Officer 

World Wildlife Fund (WWF)  

7.  Madagascar Female Michelle Andrianarisata 
Director, Strategy Department 

Conservational International  

8.  Madagascar Female  Nicole Andrianirina 
Programme Officer 

European Union (EU) Delegation to 
Madagascar   

9.  Madagascar Male Daniel Silva 
Chief of Mission (Project 
Manager) 

IOM Madagascar 

10.  Namibia Male Gerson Tsamaseb 
Control Administrative Officer 

Office of the Prime Minister (Disaster Risk 
Management Department) 

11.  Namibia Female Anna Dumeni  
Planning & operations Officer  

Office of the Prime Minister (Disaster Risk 
Management Department) 

12.  Namibia Female Farida Shikongo  
Planning & operations Officer 

Office of the Prime Minister (Disaster Risk 
Management Department) 

13.  Namibia Female Mwaka Silashebo  
Planning & operations Officer 

Office of the Prime Minister (Disaster Risk 
Management Department) 

14.  Namibia Male Simon Ilonga 
Deputy Director 

Ministry of Home Affairs and Immigration 

15.  Namibia Female Sarafia Ashipala 
Agroclimatologist  

Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry 

16.  Namibia Male Joshephat Kutuahupira 
Scientific Officer 

Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry 

17.  Namibia Female Victoria Shifidi 
Hydrologist 

Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry 

18.  Namibia Male Petrus Nangolo  
Director of Land Reform 

Ministry of Land Reform 

19.  Namibia Female Nguza Siyambanga 
Lecturer 

University of Namibia 

20.  Namibia Female Martha Mpanyane  
Environment Programme 
Specialist 

UNDP Namibia 

21.  Namibia Female Nashivongo Amutenya       UNV-
Environment Programme 

UNDP Namibia 

22.  Namibia Female Liana Koite 
Statistician  

Namibia Statistics Agency 
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Annex 2: List of documents Reviewed 

 
 

1. MECC project proposal to IDF, 2016 

2. MECC Project Budget to IDF, 2016 

3. MECC project final narrative report to IDF, 2018 

4. MECC project final financial report to IDF, 2018 

5. MECLEP Project final evaluation report (Mauritius), 2017 

6. Country Assessment Report – Madagascar 

7. Country Assessment Report– Namibia 

8. Report from the MECLEP Documents Launch and Dialogue in Mauritius 

9. Outcome document of the National Consultation on MECC in Mozambique 

10. Report from proceedings of the National Consultation on MECC in Mozambique 

11. Outcome document of the National Dialogue on MECC in Madagascar 

12. Outcome document of the Regional Policy Forum on MECC 

 

Annex 3: Terms of Reference  

 
TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR AN  

INTERNAL EX POST EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT 
MIGRATION, ENVIRONMENT AND CLIMATE CHANGE: EVIDENCE FOR POLICY IN SOUTHERN AFRICA 

AND THE INDIAN OCEAN 
 

Project Identification: Project Code NC.0005 

Executing Organization: International Organization for Migration (IOM) 

Project Management Site 
and Relevant Regional 
Office 

IOM Madagascar 
IOM Regional Office, Pretoria, South Africa.  

Project Period and Overall 
Duration: 

September 2016 – June 2018 (22 months) 
 

Geographical Coverage: Madagascar, Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia 

Project Beneficiaries: Southern African Development Community (SADC) and Indian 
Ocean Commission (IOC) Officials; National Ministries of 
Environment, National Disaster Risk Management/Disaster Risk 
Reduction (DRM/DRR) Agencies, local authorities and communities 
in participating countries. 

Project Partner(s): Madagascar: Ministry of Environment, the Ministry of Interior, the 
Office National de l’environment (ONE), the Institut de Recherche 
pour le Développement (IRD), UN Agencies, local authorities and 
local communities in Southern Madagascar. 
Mauritius: Government of Mauritius;  
University of Liege, Belgium;  
and University of Versailles Saint-Quentin, France 
Mozambique: National Institute for Disaster Management (INGC), 
UN agencies, national and foreigner university 
Namibia: Ministry of Home Affairs and Immigration, the Ministry 
of Environment and Tourism, the Directorate of Disaster Risk 
Management, the University of Namibia, UN agencies. 

Total Funding Received : USD 300,000  
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1. BACKGROUND OF THE PROJECT/PROGRAMME 
 
The overall objective of this regional project is to increase knowledge and awareness about the 
relationship between migration and environmental change, including climate change, to inform the 
formulation of related national and regional policy and operational planning.  
The project sought to deliver within the following outcome areas:  

• National stakeholders from participating countries demonstrate an increased capacity to 

streamline environmental change, including climate change into migration management policies 

and/or migration into environment and development policies; 

• Regional stakeholders demonstrate an increased willingness and capacity to streamline 

environmental change, including climate change into regional policy-guiding documents. 

 
The project implemented the following activities: 

• Build capacities for national MECC stakeholders through inception workshops; 

• Develop and support multi-stakeholder partnerships on MECC at the national level through 
Technical Working Group meetings; 

• Increase evidence on MECC through the conduct of country-level assessments; 

• Organize national consultations/dialogues on MECC in the participating countries; 

• Support the development of a blueprint document for policy development and operational 
planning on MECC in the participating countries; 

• Hold a regional policy forum on MECC. 
 
This project in addition intended at breaking new ground regionally in terms of supporting SADC and 
the IOC in confronting a recognized and increasingly potent challenge to regional and sub-regional 
development, prosperity, and stability. As such, evaluation outcomes will offer valuable insights into 
the processes and structures needed for continued support to Ministries of environment and Disaster 
Management Authorities, other ministries and government entities, which will directly inform follow-
up IOM project development processes, thereby contributing to the sustainability of project results 
and achievements. 
 
2. OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION 
 
The overall objective of this evaluation is to determine whether the project achieved its intended 
objective and generate lessons/recommendations for future similar projects. The specific objectives 
of the evaluation will include the following:  

• Assess whether the project has delivered the intended results as set out in the project results 
framework especially output level results; 

• Assess the immediate, intermediate and long-term impact (to the extent possible) of the project 
interventions; 

• Assess the constraints, if any, which affected project implementation compile lessons learnt and 
propose corrective actions for future programming; 

• Assess in how far aspects of gender formed an integral part of project design and 
implementation processes; 

• Assess whether the regional policy forum achieved its intended results in attaining the project’s 
regional objectives 3. EVALUATION CRITERIA AND QUESTIONS 

 
This final evaluation will assess the completed project against the following criteria:  

1. Relevance 
1.1. To what extent did governments find MECC a priority and was the project design 

responsive to the needs and priorities of the project’s key stakeholders in relation to 
MECC? 
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1.2. Were stakeholders in the participating countries involved in the formulation of project 
focus, scope and implementation modality? 

1.3. Do stakeholders feel that the Theory of Change of the project was suited for the context, 
responsive to the identified challenge(s), and logically linked? 

1.4. Did the project design sufficiently take cross-cutting issues such as gender into account? 

 
2. Effectiveness 

2.1. Are the quality and quantity of the produced results and outputs in accordance with the 
approved results matrix? 

2.2. Did project activities lead to production of outputs as originally envisaged? Did the 
regional conference bring about any tangible results? Specifically, is evidence and 
knowledge base available? Are multistakeholder dialogue forums established and 
functional? Is a regional policy guiding document available? Were all planned activities 
delivered? 

2.3. In the post project period are outputs/products brought about by the project being utilised 
by the Governments in the participating countries and/or other partners to contribute to 
outcome or impact level results in the long run? 

2.4. What factors enabled or hindered the effectiveness of the project to deliver envisaged 
activities and outputs?  
 

3. Efficiency 
3.1. Were the project expenditures utilized appropriately and/or as planned?  
3.2. Does an assessment of the project results against the human, financial and time 

investment to the project show value for money? Was human and financial resource 
allocation and management optimal for the nature and scope of the project?  

3.3. Were activities implemented on time as planned and carried out in a well-organized 
fashion? Was the regional conference properly organized and attended to enable it to 
achieve its objectives?  

3.4. How well did the partnerships with the research consortiums/consultants work?   
3.5. Were challenges in project implementation addressed swiftly and appropriately? 

 
4. Impact 

4.1. Does any evidence exist that significant contribution was made towards the long-term 
outcome and overall objective results? Do indicators show significant progress towards 
achieving the project’s higher-level objectives? 

4.2. To what extent does/will the project have any indirect positive and/or negative impacts? 
(i.e. environmental, social, cultural, gender and economic) 

4.3. To what extent did the project help to position IOM as a go-to organization and a 
resourceful partner on MECC matters in the region?  
 

5. Sustainability 
5.1. Do stakeholders indicate that project outputs and built capacities will be used in future? 
5.2. Are the conditions in place for the project products and results to continue after the 

intervention has finished (financial, institutional, legal, technical and political)? 
5.3. Are there indications that the benefits generated by this project will continue once 

external support ceases? 
5.4. What efforts or mechanisms did the project put in place to boost sustainability of results 

in the long term? To what extent have the regional conference recommendations been 
implemented by some of the different stakeholders and IOM and what do they tell us 
about the sustainability prospects of these interventions?  

5.5. How was this project interlinked with other IOM continuing initiatives? To what extent do 
current IOM projects assist in enhancing sustainability of the results of this ended project?  
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4. METHODOLOGY  
 
This will be a qualitative research enquiry and it will draw on the following methods in gathering 
relevant data: 
 

1. Document review 
Relevant documentation will be reviewed, including but not limited to the project document, 
periodic reports, midterm review reports (if available), specific meetings or training reports, 
published documentation etc.  
 

2. Key informant interviews 
Face-to-face interviews will be conducted with key stakeholders who will jointly be identified and 
agreed on between the evaluator and the project team.  

 
As this project covered four countries and the budget available may not allow in country visits in all 
the countries, the evaluator in conjunction with the Project Manager and RTS will develop criteria for 
identifying at least two countries in which country visits will be made for primary data collection.  
 
Preliminarily the criteria for the sampling may include among others;  

• Performance (both good and poor so as to learn from both);  

• Cost of data collection in line with available budget;   

• Unique contexts e.g. language contexts; that of small islands vs SADC mainland; unique type 
of intervention etc. 

• Size of the IOM intervention (the scope of activities varied from country to country, so data 
collection will be prioritized where there was a substantial profile of activities)  

 
5. REPORTING 
 
Following all desk and field research, a final report will be drafted and shared with colleagues and 
stakeholders (if possible) for comments. The draft document will be submitted to IDF, the country 
missions, regional office and any other relevant stakeholders for inputs and comments. The final report 
will be submitted to IDF, the country missions and the regional office for filing with OIG Evaluation 
office.  
 
6. EVALUATION TEAM & RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
This internal evaluation will be carried out by the Regional M&E Officer based in the RO Pretoria. The 
respective focal point RTS for will also actively participate in the evaluation as a subject matter 
specialist to advise on technical thematic aspects and also as a key informant having been a key project 
participant he/she will provide technical inputs to the evaluation TOR, data collection plan and tools 
as well as the draft evaluation report. The IDF team as well as OIG evaluation staff will be requested 
also to provide input to the TORS and the draft report. 
 
The in-country IOM teams will provide logistical support including but not limited to arranging in 
country transport for the evaluator, arranging for and facilitating appointments for interviews with key 
respondents that the evaluator will have independently identified, provide all required documentation 
and information for the successful execution of the evaluation as well as review and provide feedback 
on the draft evaluation report.  
 
7. RESOURCES AND TIMING 
 
Expenses for this evaluation will be covered through the budgeted expenses in WBS number 
MK.0047.MG10.57.02.003 in the maximum amount of USD 4,000. Options to reduce costs to be 
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considered include the possibility – if Namibia is selected for the conduct of a country visit – to link the 
dates of assessment to the planned ex-post internal final evaluation of the other IDF Labour Migration 
Policy project that is also scheduled for an evaluation. Logistical and travel assistance will be provided 
through existing staff in the country office.  
 
Though the evaluation team will prepare and discuss a detailed work plan for the evaluation it is 
envisaged that this evaluation will be carried out between April and May 2018.  
 
8. DELIVERABLES 
The evaluation main deliverables will be: 

• A tentative Evaluation Plan/brief to guide project teams on the methodology, tools, and 
logistical preparations that will be required.  

• A draft evaluation report utilizing Format A in Annex 5 of IOM’s Evaluation Guidelines.  

• A final report (in the same format above incorporating feedback and comments from RTS, IOM 
in country staff and any other comments.  
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