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1. Executive summary 

Project summary 
 
The project Assistance to Nigerien Returnees in Agadez and Zinder (ANRAZ) implemented by the IOM 
Mission in Niger from 12 December 2017 until 11 June 2019 (no cost extension: 12 December 2018 – 11 
June 2019) with funding from the Swiss Federal Department of Justice and Police and State Secretariat for 
Migration (SEM). The project is a key component of IOM Niger’s Migrant Resource and Response 
Mechanism (MRRM), which was established in 2015 and aims to provide direct assistance to migrants in 
transit, promote viable alternatives to migration, inform individuals about safe migration and support 
activities helping migrants to contribute to the economy in their country of origin. 
 
Since 2014, both Algerian and Nigerien governments have been trying to control migration flows from 
Niger to Algeria, including through an agreement to repatriate Nigerien migrants from Algeria to Niger. 
This repatriation is organized by the Algerian and Nigerien authorities from Tamanrasset, Algeria to 
Agadez in Niger. Since then, more than 43,544 Nigeriens have been repatriated to Niger, including 30,716 
from the Zinder region. In 2018 alone, 14,919 Nigeriens were repatriated from Algeria. The continued 
significant number of repatriations raise material, financial and human issues for the Nigerien institutions 
to organize the reception of these returnees.  
The overall objective of the ANRAZ project is to assist Nigerien migrants returning from Algeria to Niger 
through three components:  
 

- Provide direct assistance in the form of NFI kits and shelter to Nigerien migrant returnees in Niger 
(Outcome 1 - Nigerien migrant returnees are assisted in Niger); 

- Strengthen the capacity of the Ministry of Women Promotion and Child Protection to manage and 
prevent irregular migration through training and the establishment of a Social Centre for 
Prevention, Promotion and Protection (Outcome 2 - The Ministry of Women Promotion and Child 
Protection has increased its capacity on migration management); 

- Provide reintegration assistance to vulnerable Nigerien returnees and community members in the 
Zinder region (Outcome 3 - Nigerien migrant returnees are reintegrated in their community of 
origin). 

 
During the implementation of the project in 2018, Niger experienced an increasing number of returns and 
repatriations in the region of Agadez compared to 2017, which made the relevance of this project even 
more apparent.  
 
Evaluation summary 
 
This final evaluation of the ANRAZ project was commissioned by IOM’s Country Office in Niger. This was 
conducted as an independent internal evaluation by Fanny Dufvenmark, Migration Law Expert, and Lee 
Kanthoul, Gender Specialist, both based at Headquarters (HQ) in Geneva. The evaluation was carried out 
by the end of the implementation of the project (April to August 2019), with field visits during 9-17 May 
2019, and the report drafted in August 2019 and finalized in September 2019. 
 
The purpose of this evaluation is to assess the performance of the project and activities implemented, as 
defined in the logical framework. Following a review of the project documents and reports, the evaluators 
undertook field missions (Zinder and Agadez) to meet with project staff and beneficiaries, as well as with 
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Nigerien institutions involved in the project. A number of mixed data collection was used for the 
evaluation, including desk review, focus group discussions, semi-structured interviews as well as field 
visits to Niamey, Zinder and Agadez. An evaluation matrix (Annex 8.2) was then developed to plan for data 
collection. For each evaluation question in the ToRs, the Evaluators established sub-questions, indicators 
to guide answering those questions, and the related data sources needed. Below follows a summary of 
the findings and recommendations by the Evaluators. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Relevance 

- Overall, the activities and the outputs were relevant at the time of developing the project proposal 

and consistent with the intended outcomes and objective. Although there were some minor 

issues in the formulation of some of the indicators, baselines and outcomes, for the most part, 

the adjustments that were made were justified in order to adapt to the changing context. 

- The outputs and outcomes have been successful in meeting beneficiaries’ immediate and long-

term needs, with NFI kits providing returnees with essential provisions and reintegration activities 

helping to address the root causes of irregular migration. The training activities undertaken with 

Governmental stakeholders and the construction of a new CEPPP were also relevant in filling gaps 

in institutional knowledge and capacities. 

- The project team took sufficient steps to ensure that a participatory approach was taken 

throughout the project for most of the stakeholders. There were, however, some challenges 

observed with respect to the participation of women in the Comités de pilotage, for the 

reintegration activities, as well as the communication within the technical services. 

- Whilst not explicitly aligned with national strategies, the project is closely linked to and supportive 

of Niger’s strategies to address the migration situation, especially in respect of addressing the 

root causes of irregular migration and meeting the needs of those from vulnerable groups. 

 

Effectiveness 

- For the most part, the project achieved its outputs and outcomes in accordance with the stated 

plans. Indeed, in some cases the project exceeded expectations, such as with Output 2.1 which 

saw two extra training sessions being conducted with the Ministry of Women Promotion and Child 

Protection. Where the project fell short of stated plans, failures were only partial and related 

mostly to logistical issues and delays. In general, the project responded well in adapting to these 

issues. 

- Overall, all target beneficiaries were happy with the services provided through the IOM activities 

with no major complaints reported. 

- In terms of participation, the project succeeded in ensuring that all stakeholders were consulted 

and engaged. There was a good level of engagement from the governmental stakeholders during 

the implementation of the project, in particular with respect to the capacity-building activities. 
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The local authorities were also engaged with respect to both the direct assistance in Agadez as 

well as the reintegration activities in Zinder through the Comités de pilotage. 

- Direct beneficiaries from the reintegration activities and community members also had a high 

level of participation in the project. Direct beneficiaries played a role in choosing the activities 

they would work on, and community members played a key role in nominating participants from 

the community. Moreover, the activities struck a good balance between aiding the direct 

beneficiaries and creating benefits for the whole community. The local authorities were also 

engaged through the Comités de pilotage in validating the selection of beneficiaries and activity 

for the micro-project. 

- The ANRAZ project contributed to and benefited from other projects under the MRRM. The 

flexibility of ANRAZ funding meant that it contributed to addressing the needs of returned 

Nigeriens and TCNs from Algeria. The project has also been supported by the DANIDA-funded 

project in its capacity-building activities for the establishment of the CEPPP centre. 

- No accounts of discrimination were reported and the design of the reintegration activities 

contributed to ensuring that the project was free from discrimination because the Comité de 

pilotage prioritised those the most vulnerable to engaging in risky migration. 

 

Efficiency  

- Based on the findings of the evaluation, the Evaluators found that the ANRAZ project has achieved 

what it set out to do as per the proposal. The direct assistance activities responded to the 

immediate needs of 717 returnees through NFI kits, as well as providing shelter for more 

beneficiaries than intended through the purchase of the rub hall. For the capacity-building 

activities, the post-training assessments demonstrated an adequate level of retained knowledge 

after the trainings but importantly the trainings also helped to increase the awareness about the 

work of IOM and address the misconception that IOM only supports TCNs. The reintegration 

activities are the activities with the most potential to have made a change for the direct 

beneficiaries and the communities. 

- Overall, the project activities were undertaken in a timely manner. For the most part, inputs were 

provided in time. While the direct assistance activities and reintegration activities were started 

without delay, there were slight delays with the capacity-building activities, but these delays did 

not negatively impact the results of the project. There were also considerable delays with the 

setting up and opening of the CEPPP, which may have negatively affected the outcome for the 

beneficiaries.  

- The resources invested into the activities are being well converted into results for the 

beneficiaries of direct assistance, capacity-building, and reintegration. 

- There were some issues with respect to some resources being at a higher cost than planned. While 

the capacity-building trainings cost less than planned, thus allowing for more trainings than 

expected, there were some unforeseeable factors that affected the project activities, such as an 

increase in prices of NFI kit components. The increase in beneficiaries of the reintegration 
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activities required a higher resource input than planned, but this was accommodated within the 

budget.  

 

Impact  

- The project has great potential to make a real difference in the lives of returnees as well as for 

their communities. The direct assistance component of the project is already contributing to the 

well-being of the returnees by providing them with shelter and NFI kits in Agadez. The trainings 

carried out for the governmental and protection stakeholders, including social workers, can lead 

to more awareness of the specific protection challenges in migration and how to best address 

these. The establishment of the CEPPP will allow for a permanent entity to assist returnees as well 

as inform potential migrants and social workers will no longer have to worry about the issues of 

confidentiality. The reintegration activities represent the element that, in the Evaluators’ opinion, 

may have the biggest impact on the individual beneficiaries as well as the community as a whole. 

It also has the potential to lead to more micro-projects in the region. 

- The project (outcome 2 and 3) can also have an impact on the opinions regarding migration and 

the attitude towards returnees, leading to a decrease in risky and irregular migration from Zinder. 

For example, the CEPPP will organise a variety of awareness-raising activities on migration risks 

and the social workers have been trained on how to implement communication activities 

targeting behavioural change. The reintegration activities have already had a positive impact on 

the lives of the beneficiaries who now have expressed that they no longer have the need to 

migrate to find an activity and purpose. Many of the micro-projects are already generating profit 

and if everything goes well and there is no external interference with the groups, they have the 

possibility to start new businesses in their communities.  

- All of the interviewed stakeholders expressed that they felt informed about the project and its 

results, and that they knew where to turn in case they had any questions or complaints. It is the 

impression of the Evaluators that this is thanks to the close relationship between the local IOM 

staff and the stakeholders in the communities, both in Zinder and Agadez. Nevertheless, not all of 

the outputs have had formal mechanisms in place for complaints and information-sharing which 

can cause an issue in case there is any change in staff. Moreover, there is no mechanism in place 

to record satisfaction and complaints which would be useful for future projects. 

 

Sustainability  

- The Evaluators believe that there is a mixed likelihood that the project will lead to positive 

sustainable change through its capacity-building and reintegration activities, noting that the direct 

assistance activities had no intention of contributing to a long-term sustainable impact.  

- Although the feedback from the capacity-building trainings for government stakeholders 

indicated that the sessions provided a good introduction to migration, it is not possible for the 

Evaluators to assess whether the training will have had a great impact on the partners’ capacities. 

This is particularly challenging due to the high rate of staff turnover which is likely to result in a 
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loss of institutional knowledge of the issues. Regarding the CEPPP, this has the potential to 

significantly improve assistance to migrant returnees in the future, but this can only happen with 

continuous support from the MPFPE. The reintegration activities are the most likely to achieve 

long-term sustainable change. 

- From the Evaluators’ point of view, IOM could have developed more sufficient tools (i.e. exit 

strategy, critical paths) to facilitate the transfer of activities and responsibilities to its government 

partners in Niger. In particular with respect to building the capacity of the governmental partners 

to promote long-lasting change. 

 

Gender 

- Overall, the project did moderately well in incorporating gender considerations, however there is 

some room for improvement. The project identified and adequately addressed gender issues in 

direct assistance activities, but it did not do enough to include gender issues in the capacity-

building activities. The reintegration activities were the strongest in terms of incorporating gender 

considerations. In these activities, the project team was sensitive and responsive to gender issues 

through prioritizing same-gender groups to ensure meaningful participation for women and 

encouraging activities that would help to lift the status of women in their families and 

communities. 

- In terms of gender balance, the direct and indirect beneficiaries were somewhat balanced. More 

men than women were assisted by the direct assistance activities in Agadez as more men have 

been returned. With regards to capacity-building activities and the reintegration activities, the 

Project Team achieved a reasonable gender balance among direct beneficiaries. The CEPPP centre 

has three times as many male social workers as female social workers, which may be an issue as 

many of the beneficiaries of the CEPPP centre are women who often prefer working with female 

social workers. There was a noticeable lack of gender balance in the Comité de pilotage.   

 

Rights-Based Approach 

- The project was not developed with a rights-based approach in the sense that it did not seek to 

further the realization of rights of returnees in Niger, neither did it seek out to strengthen the 

capacities of rights-holders to claim their rights or of duty-bearers to fulfil their obligations. 

Nevertheless, even if this was not the aim of the project, it could have taken a few steps to be 

better in line with IOM’s RBA to programming.  For example, the project could have recognized in 

the project proposal that the activities are linked to several of the human rights such as: the right 

to an adequate standard of living, including adequate food, clothing and housing; right to health; 

right to leave and to return; freedom from discrimination; right to social and cultural 

reintegration; rights of children etc.  

- Nevertheless, even if the project did not set out to incorporate a rights-based approach from the 

beginning, there are several elements which are still very much in line with the rights principles 

such as participation (see section above), non-discrimination and transparency. For example, with 

respect to non-discrimination, the project team took steps to make sure that vulnerable returnees 
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and community members were targeted for the assistance provided by this project. For the 

returnees there is a list of criteria used in Agadez, and for Community members the following 

criteria is applied: Sex and age, physical condition (disability), social status (widows and 

widowers), family members with permanent illness. The data was intended to detect the most 

vulnerable beneficiaries which can be considered as addressing discrimination or at least 

marginalization. As to the direct assistance, women and children were prioritized in situations 

where they were short on NFI kits and the kits were adapted to their specific needs. Vulnerable 

cases were taken to the TRC for further assistance from the protection and/or health teams.  The 

project team was also good at communicating information about the project and its 

implementation and results and all stakeholders knew who to contact in case they had any 

questions or concerns, which supports the principle of transparency. 

 

Additionally, a few lessons learned and good practices from the ANRAZ projects are identified below that 
could be useful in the design of similar projects in Niger or in other countries were IOM works: 

 

• To the extent possible, make sure to involve all relevant stakeholders at an early stage of the 
project, ideally as early as during the situation assessment prior to drafting the proposal, to 
become aware of the needs of the beneficiaries and their communities.  

 

• Where similar activities have taken place in the region/community, make sure to analyse and 
document the reasons for previous projects’ success as well as their failures to ensure that the 
current or future project does not repeat the mistakes and builds upon good practices.  

 

• Although it is recommended to follow HQ and RO guidance in terms of vulnerability criteria, also 
understand the specific characteristics or situations that can render an individual vulnerable in 
the community where the project is implemented. 
 

Specifically for IOM’s reintegration projects: 

• Make sure that beneficiaries are trained on business and entrepreneurship prior to selecting their 

activity. Where possible, make use of local support from community leaders or authorities to 

ensure that the selected activity has the maximum potential for success. 

• Try to involve both returnees and community members in reintegration projects to not create an 

incentive for migration or animosity within the community against returnees. 

• Be familiar with and address the power dynamics and relationship between men and women in 

the community and do not assume that groups with both men and women will be more 

successful. 

• Ensure that the size and location of group activities allow all participants to equally benefit from 

it. 

• Inform the population and beneficiaries about the project activities and their rights, and involve 

them in selection procedures, to mitigate the risks of negative leverage from local authorities.  
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Recommendations 

Based on the findings and conclusions described above, the following recommendations are provided by 

the Evaluators for consideration by IOM staff and donors in the implementation of future activities: 

 
To build on progress under this project, the IOM Mission in Niger is recommended to: 
 

• Strategize how to best proceed to improve the situation of returnees in line with international 
standards as well as to prevent irregular migration out of Niger, without infringing on the right to 
leave of individuals. Even if future projects continue to respond to immediate needs, human rights 
need to be considered as part of the intervention. To achieve this, IOM can pull in resources 
including expert staff from HQ and lessons learned from global experiences in the field, as well as 
collaborate with other human rights experts in Niger. 

 
In general, in future projects, IOM and partners are recommended to: 

 

• Improve the overall quality of the results matrix and work plan to lay a stronger foundation for 
monitoring and reporting on results and activities. 

 

• Work more closely with the implementing partners to formulate the post-distribution surveys to 
assess the satisfaction of the NFI kits among the beneficiaries and make sure that IOM also takes 
part in the result. Similarly, to the extent possible, use existing internal monitoring tools to better 
be able to assess the general satisfaction of beneficiaries and contribute to the global overview 
of success of IOM’s reintegration activities. 

 

• Push for gender balance in all consultations and decision-making groups, not only in terms of 
presence but also in terms of participation and influence, as this must be a requirement for 
activities supported by IOM. 

 

• Ensure that all capacity-building activities include tools that can: 1) support sustainable 
knowledge management among the participants and their colleagues and 2) facilitate the 
handover process of responsibility from IOM to national stakeholders. 
 

• Continue to increase the awareness of the mandate and work of IOM to address any 

misconceptions about the Organization and its activities, which can have a negative impact on the 

mission’s reputation and projects.   
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2. List of acronyms 

ANRAZ Assistance for Nigerien returnees in Zinder and Agadez regions 

CADEL 
Support Committee for Local Development (from the French Comité d’Appui au 

Développement Local), local Non-Governmental Organization 

CEPPP  
Social Centre for Prevention, Promotion and Protection – from the French Centre 

Social de Prévention, Promotion et Protection 

DANIDA Danish International Development Agency 

DGPE 
General Directorate for Child Protection – from the French Direction Générale de la 

Protection de l’Enfant 

DREC 
Regional Directorate for Civil Registration – from the French Direction Régionale de 

l’Etat Civil 

DRPE 
Regional Directorate for Child Protection – from the French Direction Régionale de 

la Protection de l’Enfant 

DDPE 
Departmental Directorate for Child Protection – from the French Direction 

Départementale de la Protection de l’Enfant 

DSA Daily Subsistence Allowance 

DTM Displacement Tracking Matrix 

ECOWAS Economic Community of West African States 

HQ Headquarters 

IOM International Organization for Migration 

IRC International Rescue Committee 

MoU Memorandum of Understanding 

MPA Migrant Protection and Assistance Division 

MPFPE 
Ministry of Women Promotion and Child Protection – from the French Ministère 

de la Promotion de la Femme et de la Protection de l’Enfant 

MRRM Migrant Resource and Response Mechanism 

NFI(s) Non-Food Item(s) 

NGO Non-Governmental Organization 

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
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RBA Rights-Based Approach 

SEM State Secretariat for Migration 

SOPs Standard Operating Procedures 

TCN Third-Country National 

ToRs Terms of Reference 

TRC Transit Centre 

UMC Unaccompanied Migrant Children 

UNEG United Nations Evaluation Group 

UNICEF United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund 

UNHCR United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 

UNPBF United Nations Peacebuilding Fund 

VoT Victim of trafficking 

 

3. Introduction 

This final evaluation of the ANRAZ project was commissioned by IOM’s Country Office in Niger. This was 

conducted as an independent internal evaluation by Fanny Dufvenmark, Migration Law Expert, and Lee 

Kanthoul, Gender Specialist, both based at Headquarters (HQ) in Geneva. 

The evaluation was carried out by the end of the implementation of the project (April to August 2019), 

with field visits during 9-17 May 2019, and the report drafted in August 2019 and finalized in September 

2019. 

 

This report includes the following sections: context and purpose of the evaluation, evaluation framework 

and methodology, findings and conclusions, and recommendations. Annexes to the report include the 

evaluation terms of reference, the evaluation matrix used by the evaluator to guide data collection and 

analysis, a list of documents reviewed, and a list of persons interviewed or consulted. 
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4. Context and purpose of the evaluation 

4.1. Context 

Niger is at the crossroads of the Central Mediterranean Route, and a major hub for migration in West and 

Central Africa. A country of origin, transit and destination, Niger faces significant demographic, economic 

and environmental challenges. Instability in neighbouring countries and free movement in the Economic 

Community of West African States (ECOWAS) also contribute to generating important migration flows 

within the country. Migrants assisted by IOM, including Nigerien returnees and migrants in Niger, often 

endure dire conditions during their journey, including exploitation, abuse, detention, and forced 

expulsion. Unable to return to their country of origin through their own means, many migrants remain 

stranded in Niger, Libya or Algeria, in situations of distress.   

In response to the complex and significant challenges represented by migration in Niger, IOM established 

in 2015 the Migrant Resource and Response Mechanism (MRRM), which aims to provide direct assistance 

to migrants in transit, promote viable alternatives to migration, inform individuals about safe migration 

and support activities to ensure that migrants can contribute to the economy in their country of origin.  

Thanks to several complementary projects, the MRRM brings together a wide range of services such as 

direct assistance to migrants, awareness raising, assisted voluntary return and reintegration, and data 

collection and analysis. In line with the mandate of the IOM, this mechanism also aims to support the 

efforts of the Government of Niger to develop an effective approach to managing migration. In the context 

of the MRRM, IOM and the European Union implement the Joint Initiative for the Protection and 

Reintegration of Migrants in Africa, which provides assistance to migrants from 14 countries in Western 

and Central Africa. However, until August 2018, the Joint Initiative did not provide for reintegration for 

Nigerien returnees, which has a profound impact on the sustainability of their returns. Moreover, the 

scope and volume of the migration flows in Niger pose serious material, financial and human challenges 

to the Nigerien institutions responsible for managing migration flows.  

Developed to complement projects funded through MRRM, the “Assistance to Nigerien Returnees in 

Agadez and Zinder” (ANRAZ) project seeks to improve the return conditions of Nigerien migrants, and 

alleviate the pressure on the Government of Niger, in particular for the Ministry of Interior and the 

Ministry of Women’s Promotion and Child Protection. Supported by the Swiss Federal Department of 

Justice and Police and State Secretariat for Migration, the ANRAZ project was initially developed for a 

twelve-month period (12 December 2017 to 11 December 2018), and later extended, at no cost, for an 

additional six months. 

 4.2. Evaluation purpose 

The purpose of this evaluation is to assess the performance of the project and activities implemented, as 

defined in the logical framework. Following a review of the project documents and reports, the evaluators 

undertook field missions to meet with project staff and beneficiaries, as well as with Nigerien institutions 

involved in the project. The information collected through these reviews and meetings has been analysed 
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in light of the project’s objectives and outcomes. Ultimately, the evaluation will allow IOM and its partners 

to identify areas of strength and challenges in the delivery of the project’s activities, and use the lessons 

learned to improve the development of future projects. The data and analysis will also help IOM promote 

the need for further interventions for assistance to Nigerien returnees, including children, and the 

importance of continued capacity-building activities for the achievement of sustainable results.  

4.3. Evaluation scope 

The evaluation covers the entire period of implementation of the project (12 December 2017 to 11 June 

2019, for a total of 18 months) and takes into consideration all the existing data, reports and analysis 

available at the time of the evaluation. The evaluation mission took place in the regions of Agadez and 

Zinder, where most of the project activities took place, as well as Niamey, where the Project Manager and 

an implementing partner are based.  

 

 

4.4. Evaluation criteria 

In compliance with instructions from the Country Office in Niamey and the IOM Regional Monitoring & 

Evaluation Unit in Dakar, Senegal, the final evaluation of the ANRAZ project will focus on the five OECD 

evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability. Gender equality and 

Rights-Based Approach (RBA) are considered as cross-cutting themes integrated within the existing 

evaluation criteria as per UNEG guidance.  
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5. Evaluation framework and methodology 

5.1. Data sources, collection and analysis 

A number of mixed data collection was used for the evaluation of ANRAZ, including desk review, focus 

group discussions, semi-structured interviews as well as field visits to Niamey, Zinder and Agadez. An 

evaluation matrix (Annex 8.2) was then developed to plan for data collection: for each evaluation question 

in the ToRs, the Evaluators established sub-questions, indicators to guide answering those questions, and 

the related data sources needed. 

5.1.1. Desk review 

Two weeks prior to the evaluation mission in Niger (5-17 May), the Evaluators began reviewing of all the 

relevant project documents shared by the project team (including the project proposal, interim report, 

reports on the capacity-building activities carried out in 2018, and mission reports regarding the 

reintegration activities). The purpose of the document review was to receive essential information 

regarding the project contexts and challenges and identify evidence on what the project has achieved. 

During the mission, the Evaluators were also provided with information material concerning the MRRM 

to better understand how the ANRAZ project feeds into the overall response. Following the evaluation 

mission, additional material was reviewed and analysed, such as the training material for outcome 2, 

subsequent monitoring reports regarding the reintegration activities (outcome 3) and post-distribution 

reports from IRC concerning the distribution of the kits in Agadez (outcome 1). Some of the national 

strategies shared by the project team were also looked at to be able to assess the relevance of the project.  

5.1.2. Semi-structured interviews 

During the evaluation mission, several semi-structured interviews were held with various stakeholders of 

the project such as the project staff in Niamey, Zinder and Agadez; government partners in Niamey, Zinder 

and Agadez; indirect and direct beneficiaries in Zinder and Agadez; and implementing partners in Zinder 

and Agadez. Different questionnaires were prepared for the interviews based on the evaluation criteria 

and adapted to the relevant outcomes as well as the degree of involvement and impact of the project.  

5.1.3. On site/Field visit 

During the evaluation mission, the Evaluators, together with the project manager, carried out field visits 

to get first-hand information about the project in the respective regions and contexts. On 8 May 2019, 

the team travelled to Matameye, in the department of Kantché (Zinder) to see the Social Centre for 

Prevention, Promotion and Protection (CEPPP) and meet with the social workers who were to work in the 

centre. On 9 May 2019, a field visit to Dan Ousmane and Maidamoussa in Magaria (Zinder) took place to 

observe two of the micro-projects under Outcome 3 of the project. On 14 and 15 May 2019, the team 
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undertook a field visit of the Transit Centre (TRC) as well as the “Site”1 in Agadez. The team also undertook 

a visit to IRC’s office to see the various components of the kits.  

5.2. Data analysis 

The data analysis primarily relied on qualitative analysis of data from documents and notes from the 

interviews and direct observation from the field visits. During the inception phase, the Evaluators 

developed an evaluation matrix to plan for data collection which included questions for each evaluation 

question in the ToRs. The Evaluators then established sub-questions and the related data sources needed. 

The matrix was further supplemented later with information from interviews. 

At the end of the evaluation mission, one of the Evaluators carried out a quick analysis of initial findings 

and tentative conclusions for the debrief at the end of the field visit with the Project Manager and another 

colleague from IOM Niger. 

 

The Evaluators have made efforts to ensure that assessments are objective and balanced, affirmations 

accurate and verifiable, and recommendations realistic, and to follow IOM Data Protection Principles and 

UNEG norms and standards, in particular on gender and human rights. The evaluation was carried out in 

accordance with IOM standards and guidance on evaluations including the IOM Project Handbook, IOM 

Evaluation Guidelines, as well as the Manual on Rights-Based Approach to Programming. 

 

5.4. Limitations  

• Throughout the implementation there had been a few changes in the role of Project Manager of 

ANRAZ as well as supporting staff. This meant that there were several questions regarding the 

project proposal and results matrix which could not be answered by the current PM. In order to 

get as much information as possible, the Evaluators tried to ask other relevant staff if they were 

aware of the reasons behind certain changes and some of the key questions could be answered. 

 

• At the time that the field visits took place in Zinder, the beneficiary groups had implemented their 

micro-projects for 10 days only which meant that it was difficult to assess the potential success 

and challenges. Nevertheless, relevant stakeholders to this outcome (Outcome 3) were asked 

what they hoped that the project achieved as well as challenges that they could foresee. This 

information together with the subsequent monitoring reports helped identify strong elements as 

well as challenges of these activities.  

 

• During the field visit in Agadez, the team could not meet and interview any of the direct 

beneficiaries of the Direct Assistance activities as they had already returned upon arrival. In order 

 
1 The “Site” is the location in Agadez where the Nigerien returnees are taken to be registered and receive direct 
assistance before being returned to their home communities by the Nigerien Government. The site is a different 
location than the Transit Centre (TRC) where third country nationals (TCNs) and vulnerable Nigerien returnees are 
hosted. 
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to get a better understanding of the process and quality of the kits, interviews were held with 

third-country nationals (TCNs) in the transit centre who had received the kits. Moreover, the 

Evaluators took part in the post-distribution surveys and undertook a visit to IRCs office to see the 

various components of the kits. 

 

• As several of the interviews required interpretation between Hausa and English, one or two 

members of the Project team had to be present during the interviews to provide interpretation, 

which may have influenced some of the responses given by interviewees. In addition, it was also 

not possible to verify the accuracy of interpretation between Hausa and English although there 

was nothing indicating that there had been any misinterpretation of the information given. For 

some of the meetings with interviewees, members of the main implementing partner were also 

sometimes present, which again may have influenced some of the responses given. 

 

6. Findings 

6.1 Relevance 

R1. Are the project activities and outputs consistent with the intended outcomes and objective? 

 

The Evaluators assessed the logic and coherence of the results matrix according to project development 

guidelines. Based on this, the Evaluators developed an evaluation matrix (Annex 8.2) including an analysis 

of each level. The key findings from the analysis are as follows: 

 

- The Objective is well-formulated, realistic and relevant for the context of returns to Niger. Both 

set indicators provide for measurement at the appropriate level related to supporting 

government efforts as well as the efforts of IOM. Some of the Data Source and Collection 

Methods, are, however, not as strong. For example, two of them, both relating to the CEPPP, are 

the same as the indicators for Outcome 2.  

 

- All the outcomes are satisfactory and well-aligned with the Objective. With respect to Outcome 

1, the baseline of the indicator is confusing as it refers to “4,066 Nigerian migrants repatriated 

from Algeria (…)” not number of assisted migrants. Although this baseline could be used to 

illustrate the context during 2017, it should have been explained what exactly this baseline was 

referring to as the baseline number is technically higher than the target. The same issue was noted 

with respect to the baseline of Outcome 3 (200 reintegration groupings) which refers to previous 

projects without this being specified, resulting in confusion about the link between the baseline 

and the target. 

 

- The Evaluators also noticed some issues with the indicators set for Outcome 2. For example, the 

indicator “# of Ministry officers trained” would be an indicator at the output level and does not 

reflect a change in capacity. In addition, a target of 15 seems a bit low for 3 trainings. In addition, 
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the two indicators for the CEPPP (outcome 2) would have benefitted from being of a qualitative 

rather than a quantitative nature. In addition, a set of regulations was expected to be developed 

for the CEPPP as part of this project (stated as an indicator), but as no specific budget could be 

used to develop these, the MPFPE decided to instead use the detailed terms of reference (ToRs) 

of their social workers as the framework for the CEPPP. Although these ToRs are detailing the 

tasks of the staff working in the CEPPP, these cannot replace set of regulations for the functioning 

of the CEPPP. 

 

- Outputs 1 and 3 as well are well formulated and consistent with the intended outcomes and 

objective. Nevertheless, output 2 was too similar to the outcome and falls outside of the control 

of IOM. Moreover, the outputs would have benefitted from being divided into two different ones: 

one on the trainings and one on the CEPPP.  

 

- With respect to the activities, the Evaluators noted that activities under Output 3.1 states that “A 

total of 4 community projects will be implemented”. This does not correspond to the set target 

of 12 community groupings (which was later changed to 30). The total number of micro-projects 

should be the same as the number of groupings.  

 

Conclusion: Overall, the activities and the outputs were consistent with the intended outcomes and 

objective. Nevertheless, the Evaluators found a few issues in the formulation of some of the indicators, 

baselines and outcomes.  

Recommendations: Make sure that internal guidance on how to develop a result matrix is strictly adhered 

to as it will make it easier for the team (in particular when there is a change of PM), evaluators and donors 

to track the progress and measure the result. In addition, ensure that any change in the result 

matrix/activities is explained in the donor reports.  

 

R2. Do the project’s expected outcomes and outputs remain valid and pertinent either as originally 

planned or as subsequently modified?  

 

With respect to the relevance of the outcomes and outputs, the review of the project proposal, interim 

report as well as various documents describing the situation for returnees in Niger, together with the 

interviews and field visits, show that the selected outcomes and outputs were and are still relevant to 

address the situation of returns to Niger. As to outcome 1 and output 1.1, during the implementation 

period, there was a large increase in returns of Nigeriens from Algeria (6,800 in 2017 to 14,919 in 2018 

and 4,670 between January and June 2019). As the beneficiaries arrive without anything to Niger, the NFI 

kits (consisting of a mat, blanket/sheet, bucket, mosquito net, toothbrush and tooth paste, 2 pieces of 

soap, dignity kits for women and additional bottles of water and biscuits for children) are essential for the 

returnees’ immediate needs. Moreover, in addition to the 19 tents (accommodating 5 people each), the 

ANRAZ budget covered 77 per cent of the cost of the rubhall that could provide for shelter for more 

beneficiaries when the drastic increase of returnees occurred (January to April 2018).  
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Regarding the capacity-building activities carried out under outcome 2 and output 2.1, it was mentioned 

by several of the Governmental counterparts that training on protection in the context of migration was 

a completely new subject for them and it was therefore highly beneficial for them to better understand 

the various protection issues, the SOPs used by IOM and UNICEF, as well as the mandate of IOM, in order 

for them to assist returnees. It was also clear during the evaluation mission that the construction of the 

CEPPP in Matameye as a separate centre, with its respective units on protection and communication2   

would improve the services provided to returning migrant children and their families, as well as to those 

who are considering migrating.  

 

During the field visit and following the interviews with the Governmental stakeholders as well as with the 

direct and indirect beneficiaries, it became evident that migration from the Zinder region to Algeria will 

not decrease unless individuals have a reason to stay in their community. For example, one of the 

beneficiaries in the village of Dan Ousmane said that “before [the micro-project] we had to leave in search 

of better lives but now we will be able to feed other people [in the village] because of the activity”. The 

same statements were mentioned by several of the stakeholders and shows how important IOM’s 

reintegration activities (Outcome 3 and Output 3.1) are in the region in order to provide an alternative to 

migration, which currently puts many of the migrants at risk of exploitation and ill-treatment. From 

interviews with the various Comités de pilotage as well as with the Project Team in Zinder, the Evaluators 

were told that several of the individuals choosing to migrate from the villages in Zinder are in vulnerable 

situations; in particular, many persons with disabilities migrate throughout Niger up to Alegria for begging 

purposes. In light of this phenomenon, the project team’s choice to target the vulnerable returnees and 

community members is appropriate and highly relevant for the needs of the community.  

 

Conclusion: The outcomes and outputs identified for the project at the outset were relevant at the time 

of developing the project proposal and the subsequent changes were justified to adapt to the changing 

context. The outputs and outcomes have been successful in meeting beneficiaries’ immediate and long-

term needs, with NFI kits providing returnees with essential provisions and reintegration activities helping 

to address the root causes of irregular migration. The training activities undertaken with Governmental 

stakeholders and the construction of a new CEPPP were also relevant in filling gaps in institutional 

knowledge and capacities.  

 

R3. What were the measures to guarantee a participatory approach in the project? What steps were 

taken to ensure that the most marginalized groups affected by the project could participate? 

 

Throughout all of the project activities, the Project team made efforts to consult all relevant stakeholders 

regarding the needs that can be addressed through the project. With respect to the Direct Assistance 

activities, the IRC (implementing partners) had carried out a needs assessment for the NFI kits prior to the 

 
2 The third unit foreseen for the CEPPP in the project proposal (for social support services) was not created because these tasks are now devoted 

to the Ministry of Population instead of the MPFPE, following a ministerial reshuffle. The departmental directorate requested to have their 
services in a different building of the CEPPP than the MPFPE’s ones, but this request could not be accommodated due to the budget available for 
the CEPPP’s rehabilitation. The social support services therefore continue to be provided in the departmental population directorate’s office in 
the Matameye prefecture. 
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implementation of the activity. Similarly, IOM is participating regularly in both the Migration and 

Protection group together with other partners, including NGOs, UN agencies and local authorities to avoid 

any duplication in response. 

 

Although there are complaint mechanisms present at the Transit 

Centre (TRC), which can be accessible by some of the 

beneficiaries under ANRAZ (the ones which have been registered 

as vulnerable), there do not seem to be any mechanisms to 

ensure participation or feedback from the beneficiaries at the 

“site”. One explanation is that the beneficiaries at the “site” are 

under the responsibility of the local authorities unlike the ones 

that are hosted in the TRC who fall under the responsibility of 

IOM. However, the IRC carries out monthly post-distribution 

surveys to assess the satisfaction of the NFI kits among the 

beneficiaries. It would be good for the IOM project team to take 

part in these assessments every month in order to ensure that 

the kits respond to the immediate needs of all beneficiaries.  

Throughout the implementation, IOM had meetings with IRC 

regularly including discussions on challenges and complaints. 

Through these meetings, IOM discovered, for example that 

migrants did not feel safe on the “site” and they are now 

supporting the authorities in building a fence around it. Similarly, through IRC, IOM found out that the 

blankets they were distributing were not thick enough during the cold season and therefore they changed 

the materials. As the situation of returns to Niger from Algeria is unlikely to stop in the near future, the 

Project Team in Agadez is also considering conducting observation exercises, surveys or discussion groups 

(especially with children, women) in Hausa to identify how to improve the NFI kits and ensure that they 

respond to the immediate needs of the returnees, including vulnerable returnees. IRC mentioned that 

they would already like to see that the kits include a torch, flip flops and juice for children.  

 

For capacity-building activities, there were several consultations between the MPFPE and IOM regarding 

the needs of the Ministry in preventing irregular migration, especially among children. For example, it was 

the MPFPE that approached IOM about the refurbishment (which later became the establishment) of the 

CEPPP in Matameye. For the trainings in Agadez, the DRPE (the departmental arm of the MPFPE) 

mentioned that they had many visits from the IOM Protection Officer before the training, so they feel like 

they were consulted throughout the process. 

 

Regarding the reintegration activities, there seem to have been consultations held regularly through the 

Comité de pilotage as well as with beneficiaries through CADEL. Nevertheless, from an interview with one 

of the Comité de pilotage, there seemed to be a communication issue within the “technical service” as 

their supervisors at the departmental level would not share the information. Another concern held by the 

Evaluators was regarding women’s participation in the Comité de pilotage. Within each Comité de pilotage 

there was a women’s representative, however, in the first meeting with Comité de pilotage in Mai Majé, 

Mats provided as part of the NFI 

kits in Agadez. 
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this representative was not present, and during the second meeting with the Comité de pilotage in Bandé, 

the representative was present but did not actively participate. In general, it was unclear if women actively 

participated during these meetings and in the decision-making of the Comité de pilotage.  Regarding the 

selection of participants for the reintegration activities, all of the interviews revealed that there was 

consultation from the beginning in choosing the participants from the community as well as selecting the 

activity for the micro-project.  

 

Conclusion: The Project team took sufficient steps to ensure that a participatory approach was taken 

throughout the project for most of the stakeholders. However, although IRC carried out post-distribution 

surveys among the beneficiaries at the “Site”, IOM did not take part of the result. There were also some 

challenges observed with respect to the participation of women in the Comités de pilotage, as well as with 

the communication within the technical services.  

Recommendations: 

 

• Work closer together with the implementing partners to formulate the post-distribution surveys to 

assess the satisfaction of the NFI kits among the beneficiaries and make sure that IOM also takes part 

of the result. 

 

• Take steps to ensure the participation of marginalized groups in project planning and implementation 

to guarantee that the project responds to the needs of all beneficiaries. For example, organize 

meetings with more women and civil society representatives outside of the Comité de pilotage and 

present the finding to the other members as IOM on behalf of underrepresented groups. 

 

• Prioritize direct communication with all stakeholders, rather than solely with department heads, to 

ensure that all relevant stakeholders are properly informed on the various elements of the 

reintegration activities. 

 

R4. Did the project incorporate a rights-based approach? Was the project designed according to the 

rights and needs of all targeted stakeholder groups? 

Although the project has been sensitive to the needs of all stakeholders and adopted a participatory 

approach to identify these needs, the project could be much stronger in terms of identifying the rights 

involved in the project. Addressing immediate needs does not mean that rights should not be identified 

and furthered through the project. Some of the relevant rights which should have been included in the 

project proposal are: the right to an adequate standard of living, including adequate food, clothing and 

housing; the right to social and cultural reintegration; and the right to work, and rights of children. The 

same approach could also have been taken with respect to the training activities under Outcome 2 to 

convey the message that although IOM provides support to the Government of Niger, it is the 

government’s primary responsibility to fulfil these obligations under human rights law. Nevertheless, even 

if the project did not set out to incorporate a rights-based approach from the beginning, there are several 

elements which are still very much in line with the rights principles such as participation (see section 
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above), non-discrimination and transparency. For example, with respect to non-discrimination, the 

project team took steps to make sure that vulnerable returnees and community members were targeted 

for the assistance provided by this project. For the returnees there is a list of criteria used in Agadez, and 

for Community members the following criteria is applied: Sex and age, physical condition (disability), social 

status (widows and widowers), family members with permanent illness. The data was intended to detect 

the most vulnerable beneficiaries which can be considered as addressing discrimination or at least 

marginalization. As to the direct assistance, women and children were prioritized in situations where they 

were short on NFI kits and the kits were adapted to their specific needs. Vulnerable cases were taken to 

the TRC for further assistance from the protection and/or health teams.  The project team was also good 

at communicating information about the project and its implementation and results and all stakeholders 

knew who to contact in case they had any questions or concerns, which supports the principle of 

transparency.  

Conclusion: The design of the project was not premised upon a rights-based approach and the Evaluators 

would like to emphasise that all IOM projects, whether designed to meet immediate or long-term needs, 

should seek to identify and further the rights of individuals impacted by the project. Despite this, however, 

several elements in the execution of the project complied with rights principles such as participation, non-

discrimination and transparency.  

Recommendations: 

 

• Ensure that all projects, whether designed to meet immediate or short-term needs, are premised on 

a rights-based approach which identifies and furthers the rights of all beneficiaries.  

 

• Ensure that any training on migration management includes sessions on human rights and State 

obligations to not only inform the Governmental counterparts about their obligations, but to 

empower them in dealing with other States.  

 

R5. Is the project aligned with and supportive of national strategies? 

 

Niger faces many challenges with respect to the returns of both Nigeriens and other nationals from Algeria 

and Libya, as well as emigration of Nigerien nationals, and has therefore adopted several strategies and 

action plans to address the situation. Although not explicitly recognized in the project proposal, the 

project is closely linked to some of the objectives set out in these documents. For example, the project’s 

reintegration activities are linked to the National Development Strategy for 2017-2021 (Plan de 

Développement Economique et Social (PDES) 2017-2021) which provides in Axis 2: Social Development 

and Demographic Transition for “promoting the socio-economic insertion of youths and vulnerable 

groups” and in Axis 3: Acceleration of the Growth Rate for “rural women economic empowerment”. 

Moreover, several of the project activities feed into the National strategy on irregular migration from 2016 

Stratégie nationale de lutte contre la migration irrégulière; 
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• Both the reintegration and capacity-building activities fit under Axis 2 on Preventative Measures 

which seek to “address the root causes by developing the economic and social sectors” and 

“organize training, information and awareness campaigns aimed at the general public, at-risk 

population and professionals who are likely to come into contact with victims of trafficking or 

illicit trafficking,” as well as Axis 4 on Returns and Reintegration; 

 

• Moreover, the establishment of the CEPPP and capacity-building of the staff supports Axis 3 

Repressive and Protective Measures and “Strengthen the human, institutional, material and 

financial capacities of actors involved in the detection and suppression of irregular migration, 

smuggling and trafficking in persons” as well as “Develop assistance, protection and care focused 

on victims, witnesses and their relatives, taking care to avoid secondary victimization especially 

in the context of the judicial investigation. Emphasis is placed on the early detection of victims of 

trafficking and their orientation to appropriate structures.” 

 

Conclusion: Whilst not explicitly aligned with national strategies, the project is closely linked to and 

supportive of Niger’s strategies to address the migration situation, especially in respect of addressing the 

root causes of irregular migration and meeting the needs of those from vulnerable groups.  

Recommendations: Make the link between the project and the national strategies more apparent at the 

stage of project development in the project proposal and continue to report on measures taken in the 

mid-term and final reports to the donor.  

 

6.2 Effectiveness 

 

Et1. Have the project outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans? 

 

The following table provides a summary of achievement of the outcomes and related outputs, and 

further details on each are then provided further below: 

 

Outputs and Outcomes Achieved? Evidence: 

Output 1.1 Immediate assistance is 

available for Nigerien 

migrant returnees from 

Algeria in Niger 

Yes  

*Partially 

717 instead of 1,000 NFI kits  

 

19 tents and a rub hall (77% of the cost)  

 

Outcome 1 Nigerien migrant 

returnees are assisted in 

Niger 

Yes From the interim report and the post-

distribution assessment by IRC it is evident 

that this outcome was achieved (even if 

lower than target in terms of NFI kits) 

Output 2.1 Capacities of the Ministry 

of Women Promotion and 

Yes 

  

5 instead of 3 trainings were conducted  
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Child Protection to 

manage and prevent 

irregular migration are 

strengthened 

The establishment of the CEPPP took place 

month 18 instead of month 6 and the 

support which was supposed to start from 

month 7 started at month 15 without the 

centre being open 

Outcome 2 The Ministry of Women 

Promotion and Child 

Protection has increased 

its capacity on migration 

management 

Yes  

*Partially 

106 persons have been trained 

 

The CEPPP started functioning month 18 

instead of month 7. 

 

* No CEPPP regulation has been adopted 

but the MPFPE decided to instead use the 

social workers’ ToRs to set the framework 

of the work in the CEPPP  

Output 3.1 Reintegration assistance 

to Nigerien returnees to 

Zinder region is available 

Yes 29 groups were created and 3 pre-existing 

groups received complementary 

assistance. All groups started their micro-

projects within the timeframe 

Outcome 3 Nigerien migrant 

returnees are 

reintegrated in their 

community of origin 

Yes  89 Returnees and 188 Community 

members were provided with training and 

support to start the micro-projects 

 

 

Outcome 1 and Output 1.1 

Under Outcome 1 and Output 1.1, the project aimed to increase reception assistance to 1,000 Nigerien 

migrant returnees by delivering shelter and NFIs to adequately support their reception and assistance 

when arriving in Niger. Throughout the implementation of the project this outcome has been achieved 

although with some modifications. The NFI kits were made up of a floor mat, a mosquito net, a bed sheet, 

two soaps, one toothbrush, toothpaste and a plastic bucket. Due to an increase of the unit price of the 

NFI kit from 10 to 13 USD, the ANRAZ project allowed IOM to purchase 717 kits instead of the 1,000 

initially planned. This price increase was due to the decrease of imported goods from Algeria and Libya to 

Agadez because of the volatile security situation. Although the ANRAZ project did not manage to fund the 

initial number of 1,000 NFI kits, other projects under the MRRM could support NFI kits for remaining 

beneficiaries. The project also contributed to the purchase of a rub hall by covering 77 per cent of its unit 

cost, and to the purchase of 19 tents, accommodating five people each. The original proposal had 

specified a target of 6 shelters (incl. 1 large and 5 mediums) but this modification was justified due to the 

increase in influx of returnees. From the interviews with the TCNs who receive the same kits (funded by 

another project under MRRM) it was evident that they are essential to address the immediate needs of 

the beneficiaries as well as help them sustain their well-being and hygiene.  

Outcome 2 and Output 2.1 
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Trainings 

To increase the capacity of the employees of the Ministries of Justice and Interior, and the MPFPE  in 

dealing with children on the move and to improve their knowledge on the support and referral system in 

place, IOM organized three trainings in Agadez (19 – 20 June 2018), Zinder (27 – 28 June 2018) and Niamey 

(4 – 5 July 2018), conducted jointly with UNICEF and the MPFPE. The participants were trained on the 

following topics: 

- reception, registration, and transport process for migrant children, and the role of IOM; 

- various concepts related to trafficking and smuggling of migrants as well as migration flows;  

- child protection and coordination with different actors; 

- the child protection legal framework and the standard operating procedures used since 2015 by 

IOM and other actors in Niger, such as UNICEF and the juvenile judge. 

 

From reviewing the training material, the Evaluators believe that the topics covered provided a good 

introduction to IOM, the migration context, protection challenges and necessary actions, in particular with 

respect to children. At the end of the training a comprehension test was administered, for which the 

participants received an average grade of 6,6/10. The three first trainings were conducted slightly later 

than planned according to the work plan. However, this slight delay did not negatively impact the project 

or the specific activities. The ANRAZ project also funded a training conducted jointly by UNICEF and the 

General Directorate for Child Protection (DGPE) on 12 – 14 March 2019 in Zinder to support the social 

workers recruited to work in the CEPPP. The training focused on how to implement communication 

activities of communication targeting behavioural change, as well as the functioning and reporting 

methods of the CEPPP. As there was still some funding left, a fourth training was organized on 1 – 3 May 

2019 in Agadez, gathering 21 MPFPE employees from five regions of Niger. Trainers included IOM, UNICEF 

and UNHCR staff as well as the head of Agadez DRPE and the juvenile judge of Agadez. Similarly, to the 

previous trainings organized, it presented the role and mandates of IOM, UNICEF and UNHCR in protecting 

children on the move. In total, 106 people have been trained within the ANRAZ project, including 59 from 

the MPFPE, 27 from the Ministry of Justice, and 12 from the Ministry of Interior which is a much higher 

number than the original target (15).  

Establishment of and support to the CEPPP 

Upon request by the MPFPE, the project proposal foresaw rehabilitation of a CEPPP for children in Zinder 

as well as support for the functioning of the Centre. Nevertheless, as the social services of the DDPE were 

located in a shared office of the prefecture, the social workers mentioned that this created confidentiality 

issues. Therefore, the DRPE identified a plot on which a CEPPP was built and fully equipped through the 

ANRAZ project. As mentioned above, the CEPPP was originally intended to be composed of three units, 

namely protection, social support and communication, aiming to prevent irregular migration of children. 

However, as social support activities are now under the responsibility of the Ministry of Population instead 

of the MPFPE, it was decided that the CEPPP would only consist of two units: one dedicated to protection 

and the other to communication targeting behavioural change, especially among minors. 
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While the construction was finalized in October 2018, the official inauguration and the handing over of 

the CEPPP to the MPFPE took place on 17 May 2019, which was 12 months later than stated in the work 

plan. This delay was due to the lack of proper infrastructures available to host the CEPPP activities, as well 

as the necessity for the team to coordinate project timelines with the agenda of the MPFPE. In order to 

still ensure that the centre would open during the project and adequate transfer of responsibilities from 

IOM to the MPFPE, a six-month extension of the project duration was coordinated with the donor. During 

this time, the project team carried out the activities which were still possible prior to the official opening 

of the CEPPP. Nevertheless, because of the delay, the project covered the salary of the social workers for 

2 months when they were still working in the old offices and only one month during which they worked 

in the CEPPP.  

Outcome 3 and Output 3.1 

The project proposal had originally set the number of 20 people for each grouping (returnees and 

community members) amounting to a total number of twelve community micro-projects to be 

implemented. Nevertheless, based on experience from previous reintegration activities in the region it 

was decided to decrease the number of people in each group which resulted in 32 groupings (29 new 

micro-projects and three micro-projects receiving complementary support through this project), involving 

in total 89 Nigerien returnees and 188 vulnerable members of the communities of return. This decrease 

in the number of participants for each group made it easier to manage and support the groupings 

throughout the process. Moreover, the project team rightly decided to not continue with gender-mixed 

groups as this often led to challenges getting the women to either participate in the activities due to 

interference from family members, or they were left to do all the work. The groupings received training 

and support to implement the micro-projects which ensured a better and more sustainable selection of 

activities and the participants had a better understanding of what is required to run a business. Moreover, 

the project set up the Comité de pilotage, consisting of local authorities and technical services of Zinder 

region to involve them in the selection process and monitoring of the activities in order to ensure 

sustainability and profit of selected activities. Throughout the implementation of the various reintegration 

activities, the groupings have had the support of a local non-governmental organization called the Support 

Committee for Local Development (CADEL – from the French Comité d’Appui au Développement Local). 

During the field visit it was evident that the beneficiaries were happy with the support from CADEL and 

that it was beneficial from them to have support from an actor that was locally based. A monitoring 

mission organized at the end of May revealed that 26 of the 29 newly created groups are working well 

together, and 19 groups had already generated income from their activity. The groups in place will 

continue to be monitored through the communal committees, as well as IOM reintegration staff during 

field missions in the targeted areas. 

Conclusion: For the most part, the project achieved its outputs and outcomes in accordance with the 

stated plans. Indeed, in some cases the project even exceeded expectations, such as with Output 2.1 

which saw two extra training sessions being conducted with the Ministry of Women Promotion and Child 

Protection. Where the project fell short of stated plans, failures were only partial and related mostly to 

logistical issues and delays. 
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Et2. Are the target beneficiaries satisfied with the services provided? 

 

Direct Assistance 

 

With respect to the activities under Outcome 1, it was reported in the IRC assessment from March 2019 

that beneficiaries were satisfied or very satisfied with the assistance provided (the NFI kit) as well as with 

the registration process which is done by IOM. See the graph below, based on the information from the 

IRC report.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3 The individuals surveyed consisted of 16 women and 324 men. 
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Training activities 

From the interviews as well as from the training reports4 the feedback was positive and the few complaints 

that arose were in relation to the duration of the training. Several of the participants expressed the need 

for longer trainings.  

 

CEPPP 

With respect to the centre, it was a little bit difficult to assess the level of satisfaction of the stakeholders. 

According to the individuals interviewed within the MPFPE, they were very happy about the process of 

constructing the CEPPP, however it is not clear how closely involved they have been on the ground in 

Zinder. The social workers interviewed in Zinder seemed happy with the centre but complained a little 

about the delay in opening it. 

Reintegration activities 

 

With respect to the reintegration activities, none of the standardized monitoring tools for reintegration 

were used so it has been difficult to collect a larger number of feedbacks. Nevertheless, from the groups 

(and other community members) that the Evaluators met with, it seemed that all of them were very happy 

and that the reintegration assistance provided by IOM and CADEL met their expectations. 

 
4 Covering the trainings in 2018. 

27%

47%

26%

Training Satisfaction Questionnaire (from the 3 trainings in 
2018) 

(relevance of the topics, achievement of objectives, group activities, rhythm of training)

Excellent Very Good Good
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Conclusion: Overall, all target beneficiaries were happy with the services provided through the IOM 

activities.  

Recommendation: For future reintegration activities, to the extent possible, try to use the “Reintegration 

programme satisfaction survey” developed by the MPA colleagues at HQ for these interventions to better 

be able to monitor the general satisfaction and contribute to the global overview of success of IOM’s 

reintegration activities.  

 

Et3. What are the major factors influencing the achievement of the project’s expected outcomes? To 

what extent has the project adapted to changing external conditions in order to ensure project 

outcomes?  

 

Regarding the Direct Assistance, there were two main changes during the implementation. The first one 

concerned the drastic increase of returns of Nigeriens (as well as TCNs) from Algeria in 2018. Thanks to 

the flexibility of the ANRAZ budget, the project could support the contingency plan and fund one of the 

rub halls to accommodate more people. A second issue was the increase in price of the components of 

the NFI kits. The price increased because the roads to Algeria and Libya where they usually get the material 

from were closed and are dangerous to use. As a result, the Project Team must sometimes get them from 

new vendors and the price can differ. When the kits are more expensive, they can only obtain a smaller 

number of kits and ultimately assist fewer people. When this happens, the Project Team first make sure 

to give the kits to the Nigerien beneficiaries and not the TCNs as they would receive kits in the TRC. They 

also make sure to start assisting the beneficiaries with the greatest protection needs such as women and 

children. 

 

As already identified as one of the 5 risks in the project proposal the project team faced delays and lengthy 

processes to coordinate all activities with the ministry regarding the CEPPP, including processes to obtain 

authorizations (organization of training, organization of joint visits to the CEPPP).  

 

The Project Team closely followed-up any request sent to the ministry in order to ensure that all activities 

would be implemented on time and proceeded with identifying social workers to work in the CEPPP. 

Nevertheless, as mentioned above, the project still had to start paying the salary of the four newly 

recruited social workers, even though during two out of three of these months, the CEPPP was not open 

yet.   

 

For the reintegration activities, there were no major risks that became reality. There were some delays in 

IOM procurement processes due to internal procedures. Had there not been any delays, the groups could 

have received the material earlier and the project could have covered the monitoring missions (included 

in the work plan) which now have to be covered by other projects. Other factors that influenced the 

achievement of the outcome positively includes, for example, the involvement of community leaders and 

members to identify beneficiaries for the micro-projects, the business training provided to the groups 
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before choosing their 3 options for activities and the involvement of the Comité de pilotage in selecting 

the final activity, ensuring that the micro-project would be suitable for the village and region.  

 

Conclusion: There were some external factors which had an impact on the implementation of the project 

such as a drastic increase in returns, increase in price of the elements of the NFI kits, slow reaction from 

the MPFPE regarding the construction of the CEPPP.  Nevertheless, the project responded relatively well 

in adapting to these factors.  

 

Et4. How engaged were the main governmental stakeholders throughout the development and 

implementation of the project (i.e. Ministry of Interior, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of 

Women Promotion and Child Protection, as well as local authorities)? 

 

Some of the governmental counterparts (in particular the Ministry of Women Promotion and Child 

Protection, as well as local authorities) have been very involved in all of the outcomes of the project from 

the development of the project and during the implementation. With respect to the Direct Assistance 

component, it is the local authorities who are responsible for the “site” where the Nigerien returnees end 

up before returning to their home communities. Similarly, Protection Group and Migration group 

meetings are regularly taking place with the relevant stakeholders in which the DRPE and local authorities 

participate. DRPE is also responsible for the Nigerien children who have been identified upon return by 

IOM. IOM refers them to DRPE who subsequently facilitate the tracing, reunification and return.  

 

From the interviews, it was noted that this project, in particular with respect to outcome 2, had brought 

on a closer relationship between the MPFPE and IOM and that this Ministry is now more engaged 

regarding protection and migration issues. Regarding the establishment of the CEPPP, this was a request 

that came from the MPFPE originally. As mentioned in the section above, there were however some issues 

with slow reactions from the MPFPE which led to some delays for the Project Team.  With respect to the 

Ministry of Interior and the Ministry of Justice, they were both attending the trainings during 2018. There 

is no mention of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs participating in any of the activities.  

 

With respect to outcome 3, the local authorities were involved through the Comité de pilotage to help 

select the activities for the micro-projects as well as to monitor the formation of the groups and their 

training.  Generally, there were no major issues with the local authorities. It was however raised by the 

Project Team that the issue of DSA and incentives was sometimes challenging as the team had to select 

which members of the Comité de pilotage could participate for each mission. This could become an issue 

at times as most of them wanted to participate to receive the DSA. Another issue that came up during an 

interview with the Comité de pilotage in Mai Majé is the lack of information from supervisors and heads 

of departments, which seems to be an issue generally and could prevent engagement of local authorities. 

 

Conclusion: There was a good level of engagement from the governmental stakeholders during the 

implementation of the project, in particular with respect to the capacity-building activities. The local 

authorities were also engaged with respect to both the direct assistance in Agadez as well as the 
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reintegration activities in Zinder through the Comités de pilotage. Some of the issues with governmental 

stakeholder involvement included slow reactions from the MPFPE regarding the construction and support 

to the CEPPP.  

 

Et5. How involved were community members in reintegration projects in the Zinder region? Were the 

local authorities and technical services in the Zinder region involved in the selection process and 

monitoring of the activities to ensure sustainability and profit of selected activities? 

 

During the field visits, the Evaluators had the opportunity to meet with the direct beneficiaries of the 

reintegration activities as well as with other community members (indirect beneficiaries) and it was 

evident that there has been strong engagement from the community members throughout the 

implementation of the reintegration activities. The community members were briefed at the start of the 

project and were involved from the beginning in nominating the participants from the community. The 

Project Team and CADEL also mentioned that other community members have always been very 

welcoming of the project activities and supportive of beneficiaries, and that there has been no jealousy 

or resentment shown towards the groups. The direct beneficiaries also had to report back to village 

leaders following the business training on what they had learnt which kept the community leaders 

involved.   

 

Many of the micro-projects also provide a benefit for the whole community which also kept them 

engaged. For example, in Dan Ousmane, the micro-project procured a grinding mill, which was operated 

by the direct beneficiaries and could be used by the entire community for a fee. This mill seems to be 

benefitting everybody in the community (women in particular) as they no longer have to grind the seeds 

and cereals by hand for hours per day.   

 

As mentioned in the section above, the local authorities were engaged through the Comité de pilotage 

and directly participated in the selection process of both the groups and the activities. Leaving it to the 

Comité de pilotage to make the final decision on the activity of the micro-project was a good practice as 

it ensured that the activity chosen would be best in terms of sustainability but also helped to balance the 

number of similar activities across the region. Nevertheless, as noted above, there were issues regarding 

per diem payments as well as the lack of information. In addition, from mission reports 23 April-3 May 

2019 it seems that certain local authorities may be putting their personal interests first, e.g. taking 

trainings intended for colleagues, asking for bribes, and trying to have their relatives be part of the 

groupings. Nevertheless, the Project Team managed to address these situations with good 

communication with the authorities and local leaders. Moreover, the pre-selection of returnee 

beneficiaries helped to avoid attempts by the authorities to influence who was selected and to avoid other 

(non-selected) returnees from claiming anything. 

 

Conclusion: Community members had a high level of involvement in reintegration micro-projects in the 

Zinder region, with community members being given the role of nominating participants from the 
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community. During the implementation of project activities, community members were welcoming of 

activities and supportive of beneficiaries. The activities struck a good balance between aiding the direct 

beneficiaries and creating benefits for the whole community. Community involvement helped to 

minimise, but not eliminate, that individuals in more influential positions put their personal interests first. 

The local authorities were also engaged through the Comités de pilotage in validating the selection of 

beneficiaries and activity for the micro-project.  

 

Et6. As part of the Migrant Resource and Response Mechanism (MRRM) did the ANRAZ project 

contribute to and/or benefit from projects carried out by other donors?    

 

The ANRAZ project is one of 11 projects making up the MRRM funded by 8 donors. ANRAZ is one of the 

smallest of the projects in terms of funding, but it has been able to feed into the following pillars (4 out of 

8):  

• Direct Assistance; 

• Protection; 

• Reintegration, and;  

• Capacity-Building.  

 

With respect to the Direct Assistance aspect it became clear that thanks to the flexible funding 

arrangements of the MRRM, the ANRAZ project could support the response to the increase of returns in 

2018 in the form of a rub hall, which created more space in the transit centre, as well as a generator for 

the transit centre. It has also helped to increase the visibility of IOM as the rub hall has the IOM logo. On 

the other hand, other projects have been able to support the Direct Assistance component – for example, 

the returnees felt unsafe in the open rub hall at the site so another project funded guards.  

 

With respect to the capacity-building and protection activities, the ANRAZ project has been supported by 

a DANIDA-funded project in terms of carrying out capacity-building activities on the SOPs for children. 

Similarly, with respect to the activities of the CEPPP, the DANIDA project supported the development of 

a strategic plan. This additional funding allowed IOM to recruit a consultant to develop the CEPPP 

communication strategy, to organize a workshop to validate this strategy in Zinder on 2 – 3 October 2018, 

and to organize a workshop to validate CEPPP key messaging in Niamey on 9 – 10 April 2019. This 

complementarity with the MRRM projects in supporting the establishment of the CEPPP and its activities 

in Kantché ensured that the team in charge of managing the CEPPP had the necessary knowledge and 

tools to manage their activities by the time the CEPPP was officially handed over to the MPFPE. 

 

Regarding the reintegration activities, the ANRAZ project is the only one that works on community-based 

reintegration which has been reflected in the EU Joint Initiative. Moreover, the reintegration activities 

were building on previous similar projects and best practices outside the MRRM. ANRAZ took over some 

of the previous activities and tried to make up for a previous reintegration micro-project that had failed 

because group members had sold the equipment. 
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Conclusion: The ANRAZ project contributed to and benefited from other projects under the MRRM. The 

flexibility of ANRAZ funding meant that it contributed to addressing the increase of returns of Nigeriens 

and TCNs from Algeria. The project has also been supported by the DANIDA-funded project in its capacity-

building activities for the establishment of the CEPPP centre.  

 

Et7. Were the activities implemented under the project free from discrimination?  If not, how was this 

dealt with? 

With respect to the direct assistance, no discrimination nor negative effects on certain groups was 

reported. However, no direct beneficiaries of the ANRAZ project could be interviewed as they had already 

left the “site.” 

Regarding the reintegration activities, the activities were already targeted at the ones most vulnerable 

(returnees and community members) and so far, the micro-projects are not known to have had a negative 

impact on anyone. The Comité de pilotage in Mai Majé mentioned that the number of participants were 

limited so they prioritized those with disabilities as they are often the ones that end up migrating to beg 

in other regions and in Algeria.  

In order to avoid any discrimination, the Project Team tried to give advice to mitigate the risk of negative 

effects such as external interference in the reintegration groupings, for example men interfering in the 

women’s groupings. Nevertheless, it will be difficult for anyone else to monitor whether the beneficiaries 

follow this advice.  

This is also the reason why they moved away from mixed-gender groups because the Project Team 

realized that this had a negative impact on the women who either had to do all the work or whose family 

members forbade them from participating in the activity because there were men in the group.  

Conclusion: No reports of discrimination were communicated to the Evaluators during the evaluation 

mission. The design of the reintegration activities contributed to ensuring that the project was free from 

discrimination because the Comité de pilotage prioritised those with disabilities, as they are most 

vulnerable to engaging in risky migration. There were some previous issues with gender-based 

discrimination in the reintegration groupings, but the Project team resolved these by avoiding mixed- 

gender groups.  

 

Et8. Was monitoring and data collected disaggregated based on relevant criteria which could reveal 

underlying discrimination of certain groups (e.g. gender, age, disability, origin, etc.)? 

For the direct assistance and registration, the team is using certain vulnerability criteria to allow the 

vulnerable cases of the Nigerien returnees to come to the transit centre. This includes a basic profiling 

process form of identifying only UMCs, elderly persons, and medical cases. Nevertheless, these are just 

initial indicators and the team are identifying more vulnerabilities over time during the interviews by using 

IOM’s vulnerability framework.  
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With respect to the reintegration beneficiaries, for the returnees there is a list of criteria used in Agadez, 

and for Community members the following criteria is applied: Sex and age, physical condition (disability), 

social status (widows and widowers), family members with permanent illness. The data was intended to 

detect the most vulnerable beneficiaries which can be considered as addressing discrimination or at least 

marginalization.  

 

Conclusion: Certain vulnerability criteria are used for the registration of Nigerien returnees in Agadez, 

nevertheless, it is only containing basic profiling criteria in order to establish the need to be transferred 

to the TRC for further assistance. Similarly, the beneficiaries for the reintegration activities are selected 

based on certain criteria and the data is continuously disaggregated on these grounds (e.g. Persons with 

additional burden (family member with chronic illness / disabled / orphans / widow / single parent family; 

physical or mental handicap; and economic status).  

Recommendations: For future activities in Agadez, the mission should consider looking at how data can 

be collected regarding potential human rights violations and discrimination during migration, including 

from those who are not taken to the TRC.  

 

Et9. With regards to data collection and group activities, to what extent has gender balance been 

achieved? 

 

With respect to Direct Assistance, it is clear from the DTM figures that there are substantially a lot more 

men than women being returned from Algeria5, meaning that there will be more men receiving assistance 

under this project  

 

For the training activities, the Project Team mentioned that they tried to have as many women as 

participants as they could for each training. For all trainings in total there were 37 women and 69 men 

(35% women), which is not quite gender balanced but is close6.   

 

In the CEPPP, 1 female and 3 male social workers were recruited and their salary supported by ANRAZ 

(25% women). Although it is good that that both female and male social workers were recruited, it would 

have been good to have more women since presumably many of the people assisted by the CEPPP are 

women, who often prefer working with female social workers. However, it is positive that the head of the 

CEPPP, who was not recruited through ANRAZ and whose salary was not covered by ANRAZ, is also a 

woman and can meet with beneficiaries in the CEPPP. 

 

Regarding the reintegration activities, 89 returnees (47 women and 42 men, or 52% women) and 188 

community members (99 women and 89 men, or 53% women) participated in the groups, which can be 

considered gender balanced. However, within the Comité de pilotage there was no gender balance among 

 
5 Between June 18 and June 19: 3,122 women / 8,354 men 
6 A participation rate between 40 and 60 per cent can be considered gender balanced. 



33 
 

the members, with only one woman out of 10-12 members (8 - 10% women). One of the reasons 

mentioned was because there are few women within the technical services at that level and few 

communal leaders who are women. The issue of including more women came up in the interviews with 

the Comité de pilotage. Nevertheless, the attitude of the groups interviewed was that it is sufficient 

because they had one women’s representative. Another issue was that it did not seem like the women 

actually participated much during the meetings. It would have been good to also hold separate 

consultations with only women to ensure that their views and concerns were fully taken into account. 

 

Conclusion: More men than women have been assisted by the direct assistance activities in Agadez as 

more men have been returned. With regards to capacity-building activities and the reintegration 

activities, the Project Team achieved a reasonable gender balance among direct beneficiaries. The CEPPP 

centre has three times as many male social workers as female social workers, which may be an issue as 

many of the beneficiaries of the CEPPP centre are women who often prefer working with female social 

workers. There was a noticeable lack of gender balance in the Comité de pilotage.   

Recommendations: For future projects, push for gender balance in all consultations and decision-making  

groups as this must be a requirement for activities supported by IOM. In case there are few women in 

specific positions or at a certain departmental level, mobilize women outside of the group and ensure that 

their views and opinions are communicated through IOM and taken into consideration, including at 

decision-making levels.   

 

6.3 Efficiency 

 

Ey1. Were the project activities undertaken and were the outputs delivered on time? 

 

Outcome 1 

With respect to the direct assistance activities, all planned activities were undertaken. There were no 

delays detected.  

 

Outcome 2 

With respect to the trainings, the three trainings held in 2018 were conducted with a slight delay (month 

7 instead of months 3-6 as per the work plan) although this delay did not have a negative impact on the 

activities. Two additional trainings were funded by the Project but these had not been planned originally 

so they were not included in the work plan.  

 

Regarding the CEPPP, however, while the activities were undertaken as planned, there were some delays 

in getting the centre up and running. The project team tried to make up for the delays by proceeding with 

identifying social workers to work in the new CEPPP and advocating with the MPFPE to speed up the 

process of opening the CEPPP. A six-month no-cost extension (NCE) also had to be negotiated to allow for 

the transfer of responsibilities from IOM to the MPFPE. As this resulted in supporting the salaries of the 
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recruited social workers for two months (out of three) while the centre had not yet opened, this may have 

negatively affected the amount of time that the CEPPP will run and the number of beneficiaries that can 

be assisted.  

 

Outcome 3 

All reintegration activities were undertaken as planned. There did not seem to be any major delays but 

there was some delay due to internal IOM procedures which had an impact on the reception of the micro-

project equipment and as a result the monitoring of the micro-projects which will now be covered by the 

Project Team during field visits for other projects. Nevertheless, one monitoring mission was conducted 

by the end of May 2019 following the field visit by the evaluators. 

 

Conclusion: The direct assistance activities were undertaken without delay. There were slight delays with 

the capacity-building activities, but these delays did not negatively impact the results of the project. There 

were considerable delays with the setting up of the CEPPP, which may have negatively affected the 

outcome for the beneficiaries. The reintegration activities were undertaken as planned.    

 

Ey2. How well are the resources (funds, expertise and time) being converted into results? 

 

Outcome 1 

For the direct assistance activities, the resources were well converted into results. The decision to cover 

the majority of the costs of a rub hall and the full costs of 19 tents instead of the five large shelters and 

one medium shelter that were originally planned meant that more people could be accommodated for a 

longer period of time. 

 

With respect to the kits, the increase in the unit price was beyond the control of the project team, and 

the gap was made up for with funds from other projects from the MRRM. 

 

In addition, the project also covered the purchase of a new generator to support ongoing activities in the 

transit centre, thus responding to the immediate needs of the returning Nigeriens and TCNs. 

 

Outcome 2 

Resources for the capacity-building activities were converted adequately into results. Five trainings were 

conducted instead of three, although the impact of the trainings could have been stronger. 

 

Regarding the CEPPP, the company Abass Dan Bouzoua Batiniger was selected following a call for tenders 

launched to start the work of the centre. The company performed the work on time and with quality. 

Since tiling was not included in the initial description of the works, IOM chose the same company to lay 

the tiles in the centre. All stakeholders interviewed expressed satisfaction with the construction of the 

new CEPPP. 

 

Outcome 3 
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The reintegration activities have converted the project resources very well. Much thought and care were 

put into using these resources as wisely as possible, in a way that would ensure the most success and 

sustainability, and that would benefit the most vulnerable people. While it is too early to see the long-

term impacts of these activities, there is much potential for positive, long-term results from these 

activities (see under “Impact” and “Sustainability”). 

 

Conclusion: The resources invested into the activities are being well converted into results for the 

beneficiaries of direct assistance, capacity-building, and reintegration.  

 

Ey3. To what degree are inputs provided or available in time to implement activities from all parties 

involved? 

 

Outcome 1 

For the direct assistance activities, inputs seemed to be provided in time to implement these activities. 

The IRC mentioned that in the past, they have run out of the kits before but now they have a monthly 

tracking system so that IOM can monitor the existing stock to make sure they do not run out. 

 

Outcome 2 

All inputs for the capacity-building activities (trainings and CEPPP) seemed to be provided in time to 

implement these activities. The delay in the opening of the new CEPPP appears not to be linked to the 

availability of inputs. 

 

Outcome 3 

For the reintegration activities, inputs seemed to be more or less provided in time to implement activities, 

however as mentioned above, there were slight delays due to the length of internal IOM procurement 

processes. This resulted in delaying the procurement and delivery of the micro-project equipment, and 

thus delaying the start of the micro-projects, which also meant that the project team was not able to 

follow up as much as they would have liked. 

 

Conclusion: For the most part, inputs were provided in time. Nevertheless, there was a delay in the 

opening of the CEPPP centre as well as a slight delay in inputs provided for the implementation of 

reintegration activities.  

 

Ey4. To what degree are resources provided/available at planned cost (or lower than planned) from all 

parties involved? 

 

Outcome 1 

For the direct assistance activities, there was some change in terms of the procured items and the number 

of items covered by the project. For example, the project covered 77 per cent of one rub hall and 19 tents 

instead of five large shelters and one medium shelter as originally planned for. This was justified as the 

rub hall can accommodate more people and is permanent.  
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With respect to the kits, due to an increase in the unit price from 10 to 13 USD, the project team could 

only buy 717 kits instead of the 1,000 that were planned. However, other projects from the MRRM could 

step in and cover the rest. 

 

Implementation of activities was not affected due to these changes in cost. 

 

Outcome 2 

In terms of the capacity-building activities, the trainings did not cost as much as planned so a fourth 

training was added in Agadez in May 2019 and a fifth one conducted by UNICEF for the social workers 

working in CEPPP (12 – 14 March 2019). 

 

Regarding the CEPPP, the delays in getting it up and running meant that the social workers who were 

recruited were being paid two months without working in the newly established CEPPP. 

 

Outcome 3 

Regarding the reintegration activities, the increase in the number of groups and the overall number of 

beneficiaries had an impact on the number of training sessions to organize and on mission costs as there 

were more groups to visit and monitor, thus necessarily impacting the budget. However, this was not an 

issue as the budget remaining to purchase the micro-project equipment was substantial enough to 

provide each group with an average of 7,300 USD worth of equipment (for an average of eight 

beneficiaries per group), which easily covered the needs of the groups to set up their activities. This 

material contribution is higher per beneficiary than the contributions given by IOM as part of the 

community-reintegration projects implemented in Zinder in the past7. 

 

The budget available for all of the reintegration activities under Outcome 3 thus allowed IOM to contribute 

more resources to the trainings and follow-up of more groups and beneficiaries than initially planned, 

while being able to provide enough equipment for the activities of the groups (the authorities and 

beneficiaries alike reported not having hoped for that amount of equipment and that it was enough for 

them to hope that the activity would be successful). The focus has therefore been on more general 

support (fewer members per group to ease the cohesion, more training, more follow-up) even if it meant 

a little bit less material assistance, which at the end of the day is worthless if not managed properly. 

 

Conclusion: With regards to direct assistance activities, the cost of resources was slightly higher than 

planned due to unforeseeable factors such as an increase in prices of NFI kit components. The delays in 

establishing the new CEPPP meant that social workers were paid for two months working from their 

former office instead of the CEPPP. The increase in beneficiaries of the reintegration activities required a 

higher resource input than planned, but this was accommodated within the budget.  

 
7 Each group of 15 people received equipment worth 4,700 USD under a US-funded project; 10,200 USD under a 
UNPBF-funded project; and 2,000 USD under a Swiss-funded project that was implemented before ANRAZ. 
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6.4 Impact 

I1. What has happened as a result of the project? 

Outcome 1 

In terms of direct assistance, the project responded to the immediate needs of the returning Nigeriens 

and supported ongoing activities for the transit centre and TCNs, such as covering the purchase of a new 

generator. These specific activities did not intend to have a long-term impact. Another impact from these 

activities is the strengthened partnership with the Government of Niger and with local authorities in 

Agadez. 

 

Although the activities under this outcome are essential in order to respond to the immediate needs of 

the returned Nigeriens, it is also important that IOM should continue advocacy with the Government of 

Algeria to avoid expulsions and promote assisted voluntary return while at the same time do more to 

promote the realization of rights for the beneficiaries, including access to justice.    

 

Outcome 2 

 

Trainings 

 

Regarding the capacity-building activities, the trainings were moderately successful in achieving their aim 

to strengthen the capacities of the Ministry of Women Promotion and Child Protection to manage and 

prevent irregular migration. At the end of each of the originally planned three trainings between June and 

Newly constructed CEPPP in Zinder, a week before the opening on 17 May 2019. 
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July 2018, participants took a comprehension test, for which they received an average score of 6,6/108. 

 

The participants were trained on the following topics: 

 

- reception, registration, and transport process for migrant children, and the role of IOM; 

- various concepts related to trafficking and smuggling of migrants as well as migration flows;  

- child protection and coordination with different actors; 

- the child protection legal framework and the standard operating procedures used since 2015 by 

IOM and other actors in Niger, such as UNICEF and the juvenile judge. 

 

For many of the national child protection actors,9 this was the first time that they had been trained on 

migration and protection-related issues in the context of migration. Both the IOM Protection Officer based 

in Agadez and the DRPE mentioned that the training was an effective way of increasing awareness about 

IOM’s work, which many protection actors had perceived as only assisting TCNs and not assisting 

Nigeriens. IOM staff also mentioned that the relationship between IOM and the MPFPE is now much 

stronger thanks to the capacity-building activities.  

 

CEPPP 

 

The CEPPP has been constructed and officially inaugurated as planned, albeit with some delays. Prior to 

the start of the project, the MPFPE services were based in a shared office in the prefecture of Matameye. 

Both the MPFPE and IOM considered this space inadequate to properly conduct the CEPPP activities, 

particularly in terms of confidentiality. Early on in the project it was decided that rather than rehabilitate 

the existing CEPPP, it would be more beneficial to construct a new, standalone CEPPP that could properly 

carry out its activities and assist a larger number of people.  

 

The social workers mentioned that now the centre is for the first time a proper local protection centre 

instead of a single office within the prefecture and therefore it is more permanent and stable. It will also 

allow the social workers to focus more specifically on children in the context of migration through the two 

units on protection and communication. In terms of protection activities, the CEPPP social workers 

receive, follow up and refer cases of unaccompanied or separated children as well as child victims of 

neglect, abuse including sexual abuse, exploitation, early/child marriage, among other cases. Direct 

assistance is also provided including counselling sessions with parents, psychosocial support, home visits, 

returns to family, temporary accommodation with foster families, food support, family tracing, emergency 

medical assistance, among other types of assistance. Between April and June 2019, 50 cases (22 boys, 28 

girls) were opened and 327 types of assistance or referrals were made, compared with 244 types of 

assistance or referrals made between January and March 2019 when support through the project had not 

yet occurred. 

 
8 Sex-disaggregation of these scores is not available as the test results were anonymous. 
9 For the additional fourth training, which was similar to the first three trainings and took place in Agadez, IOM staff 
decided to focus on social workers as they were found to have the best skills with respect to protection. 
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The CEPPP social workers will also accompany families in order to ensure the reintegration of children in 

their community of origin. MPFPE officials mentioned that the CEPPP and equipment provided through 

the project have enforced their capacity to protect children and help prevent irregular and risky migration 

by enhancing their communication with the communities. It will be difficult to assess how much of an 

impact the CEPPP will have in terms of changing the behaviour of the community members who are 

considering to migrate but it definitely has the potential of ensuring that individuals are aware of all of 

the risks associated with migration, in particular with respect to migration to Algeria. One risk that the 

Evaluators found is that the MPFPE may not prioritize the running of the centre, which includes covering 

the costs of activities and salaries for social workers, and that it will be underfunded.  

 

Outcome 3 

Of all the project’s activities, the Evaluators found that the reintegration activities have the highest 

likelihood of having a positive long-term impact on the lives of the beneficiaries as well as their 

communities. Interviews and focus group discussions with direct and indirect beneficiaries indicated that 

the assistance received by the micro-project groups exceeded the beneficiaries’ and communities’ 

expectations. In Mai Majé, the all-female group said they are already seeing the impact of the micro-

project on their daily life. Most of them are widows or divorcées, with children to take care of on their 

own, and while some of them had to beg to earn a living, they are now the owners of a herd of 49 sheep. 

They say that their social status has already improved and that other women from the village come and 

offer to help them with their chores, which had not happened previously. 

 

While at the time of this report, the reintegration activities had only been under way for about four 

months, a monitoring mission in May 2019 found that the majority of the micro-projects were already 

being successful. It revealed that 26 of the 29 newly created groups are working well together, and 19 

groups had already generated income from their activity.  
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The main reason for the success is that the project team relied on experience from previous projects and 

best practices. For example, rather than asking the beneficiaries to come up with their preferred activity 

themselves, they first received training on the how to run a business together (vie associative) and 

entrepreneurship. Additionally, they were accompanied by supervision and participation of the Comité de 

pilotage in choosing their activities. Another strong aspect of the project was the relationship with CADEL 

who was often locally present and could communicate and monitor the activities. 

 

Moreover, from the interviews there seems to be strong buy-in from the community as a whole. Many of 

the micro-projects are bringing benefits to the whole community and not just to the direct beneficiaries. 

One example is in Dan Ousmane where the mill is providing easier access to food for everybody in the 

village. This is particularly beneficial for the women of the village as they no longer have to spend hours 

grinding the seed by hand.  

 

Another way in which this project has had an impact on the community and on the lives of individuals is 

to provide an alternative to migration. By providing returnees and potential migrants with activities to 

keep them engaged and provide them with livelihoods, the micro-projects are encouraging individuals to 

stay in their home community rather than migrate to other regions or countries. One of the participants 

of the micro-project in Dan Ousmane said that:  

“before (the mill) we had to leave for better lives but now we are able to stay and 

feed other people in our community because of this activity.” 

 

Many of the beneficiaries also have ideas for the future for their micro-projects. For example, in Dan 

Ousmane the beneficiaries hope to be able to generate income so that they can purchase more mills and 

install in neighbouring villages to make more profits and eventually invest in gardening and husbandry as 

well. In Mai Majé, the all-women group expect to be able to help empower other vulnerable women in 

the village by giving them some of the lambs that will be borne by the sheep. These women in turn will 

do the same with other women in the village, so that all the poorest women and families in the village can 

benefit from this micro-project. The Comité de pilotage in Mai Majé, including the mayor, also mentioned 

that they are hoping these micro-projects will lead to more micro-projects in the region. 

 

Conclusion: Based on the findings of the evaluation, the Evaluators found that the ANRAZ project has 

achieved what it intended to achieve in terms of its outcomes. The direct assistance activities responded 

to the immediate needs of 717 returnees through NFI kits, as well as providing shelter for more 

beneficiaries than intended through the purchase of the rub hall. For the capacity-building activities, the 

post-training assessments demonstrated an adequate level of retained knowledge after the trainings but 

importantly the trainings also helped to increase the awareness about the work of IOM and address the 



41 
 

misconception that IOM only supports TCNs. The reintegration activities are the activities with the most 

potential to have made a change for the direct beneficiaries and the communities.  

 

I2. What real difference has the activity made to the beneficiaries (by outcome)? 

 

Outcome 1 

In addition to the information provided in the section above, interviews with the beneficiaries in Agadez10 

indicated that the direct assistance provided by the project was very beneficial for them. This assistance 

included NFI kits which consist of a mat, a blanket/sheet, a bucket, a mosquito net, a toothbrush and 

toothpaste and two pieces of soap. Additionally, women receive dignity kits consisting of two additional 

pieces of soap, a piece of cloth, a small plastic pot and sanitary napkins, while children receive biscuits, a 

bottle of water, and for those under five years, a pack of nappies (diapers). This assistance does not aim 

to have a long-term impact on the beneficiaries. It aims to address the most immediate needs of the 

beneficiaries and succeeded doing so. It is, however, worth noting that both the IOM team in Agadez and 

the IRC (IOM’s implementing partner in this activity) would like to improve the kits to better respond to 

the needs of the beneficiaries. For example, IRC suggested to add torches and flip flops as well as juice 

boxes for the children. 

 

Outcome 2 

For the capacity-building activities, interviews with participants indicated that the training was very 

beneficial for them because the topic of migration was new for them and they were also able to learn 

more about IOM. With the knowledge gained from the training, the participants will be able to better 

assist people who they meet in their work (direct beneficiaries) as well as guide their colleagues (indirect 

beneficiaries) on questions regarding migration.  

 

The CEPPP will also benefit the community in Zinder (Kantché) as it will inform migrants about the risks 

of irregular migration as well as assist in returning children.  

 

Outcome 3 

For the reintegration activities, it seems in many cases the activities have given returnees a reason to stay 

in their communities. In at least one case (Dan Ousmane), the community, particularly women, is 

benefitting from having grinding mills to facilitate the work of turning millet and other grains into flour. 

In another case (Mai Majé), the direct beneficiaries have indicated that their social status has already 

improved thanks to the micro-project.  

 

Other, more long-term benefits are foreseen for the future. It is likely that in the case of activities like 

millet grinding, more money will be spent in the local communities rather than elsewhere (e.g. Nigeria). 

This may also lead to the reduction of prices for local products. It is also hoped the ANRAZ project will lead 

 
10 It should be noted that the interviews were conducted with TCNs but they received the same assistance as 
Nigeriens. 



42 
 

to greater independence for some of the direct beneficiaries since they will be able to provide certain 

goods themselves rather than rely on others.  

 

There may also be some positive impacts on gender roles and relations as men are being more involved 

in grinding (due to the machines) and some women are getting involved in bookkeeping and financial 

management which they are not usually involved in (at the household level). 

 

Conclusion: The Evaluators found that the ANRAZ project has generally made a positive difference for 

direct and indirect beneficiaries. The direct assistance has been essential for the well-being of the 

returnees in Agadez. Similarly, the reintegration activities seem to have the potential for great change in 

the lives of the direct beneficiaries as well as their communities. With respect to the trainings and the 

establishment of the CEPPP, these two activities have the potential to bring about a positive change in the 

assistance provided to returnees, in particular for children. It is, however, too soon to be able to assess 

this change.   

Recommendations: With respect to the NFI kits, consider carrying out an assessment of the kits to 

understand how to better respond to the needs of all the beneficiaries.  

 

I3. How many people have been affected (by outcome)? 

 

Outcome 1 

The project provided NFI kits to 717 beneficiaries11 in Agadez. The project also provided 1 rub hall and 

19 tents but it will be difficult to assess exactly how many people have benefitted from these shelters. 

 

Outcome 2 

In total, 106 people, including 37 women and 69 men, have been trained over the five trainings held in 

Agadez, Zinder and Niamey. In the newly constructed CEPPP, four social workers (three men and one 

woman) were recruited, and 844 people (417 female and 417 male) received direct assistance from April 

to August 2019. 

 

Outcome 3 

89 returnees (47 women, 42 men) and 188 non-migrant community members (99 women, 89 men) 

benefitted directly from reintegration assistance through community-based micro-projects in the region 

of Zinder. Many more individuals in the communities have benefitted (or will benefit) indirectly from the 

ANRAZ project but exact numbers are impossible to assess in the context of this evaluation. Overall, 32 

community-based micro-projects were supported, including 29 new micro-projects and three micro-

projects that received complementary support through the ANRAZ project. 

 

I4. Overall, has the project contributed to increase the availability of direct and reintegration assistance 

for migrants in Niger? 

 
11 Sex-disaggregated data is not available for this figure. 
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Outcome 1 

The project has led to an increase in direct assistance in the form of essential items (NFI kits) and shelter 

for the Nigeriens that are being returned with nothing from Algeria.  

 

Outcome 2 

With respect to the capacity-building activities, the scores of the final tests of the first three trainings were 

satisfactory. From the interview with the DRPE, although they were happy with the training, they 

mentioned that they would need training on a more regular basis for any real change to happen in terms 

of capacity. For future projects, to achieve a long-term impact it might be useful to conduct a training of 

trainers and provide the necessary tools and materials. In this sense, the trainings most likely served to 

introduce the concept of migration and the mandate of IOM but have probably not led to any major 

increase in the availability of assistance. 

 

From the MPFPE’s perspective, the activity that will improve the assistance the most, and ensure more 

long-term benefits, is the construction and equipment of the CEPPP, especially for children. Depending 

on if the CEPPP will continue to function well with trained staff, there is a big possibility that it will lead to 

an increase in the availability of assistance and reintegration, specifically for children who are being 

returned. 

 

Outcome 3 

the activities implemented under Outcome 3 have increased the availability of reintegration assistance 

for 89 migrant returnees and they have a lot of potential for a positive long-term impact for both the 

returnees and the community members. It is also evident that reintegration assistance is important in 

order to prevent re-migration to Algeria. 

 

Conclusion: Overall, the ANRAZ project, through all its activities, has contributed to increase the 

availability of direct and reintegration assistance for migrants in Niger. 

Recommendations: For future projects, to achieve a long-term impact of training activities it would be 

useful to develop necessary tools and materials, in addition to the training material, that can stay within 

the departments (e.g. manual, posters, etc)  to ensure that trained staff can remind themselves about the 

content and new staff can have access to the information. 

 

 

I5. Did reintegration activities impact on the socioeconomic conditions of communities to which 

migrants return? 

 

While it is difficult to assess at this stage how the reintegration activities impacted on the socioeconomic 

conditions of communities of return, these activities have been implemented following many lessons 

learned and good practices thus giving them the potential to bring positive, lasting change to the 

communities. 
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There are however some risk factors which may act as barriers such as equipment or animals becoming 

damaged or sick, interference from external partners, conflict within the group, among other possible 

factors. From the groups that the Evaluators met, the grinding mill in Dan Ousmane has the potential to 

improve the conditions for women who can now spend less time grinding the seeds and instead focus on 

other chores which could potentially eventually generate some income. Their socioeconomic status may 

also improve due to their involvement in bookkeeping and financial management, possibly opening up 

other opportunities for them. In Mai Majé, the women have already mentioned that their social status 

has improved. They might also be able to give away some animals to other vulnerable women and thus 

improve their socioeconomic condition.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In case the aspirations of the beneficiaries become a reality and they are able to use the profit from the 

current micro-projects to start new micro-projects in the communities, this could have a substantial 

impact on the socioeconomic conditions of the communities. One of the members of the Comité de 

pilotage in Dan Ousmane also mentioned that, although it is too early to know now, their hope is that the 

micro-projects will be able to grow and that eventually they can employ more people in the community. 

This in turn will make people “forget the idea about migrating” and instead stay in their communities.  

 

Conclusion: There is great potential for the reintegration activities to have a larger positive impact on the 

socioeconomic conditions of the communities. Nevertheless, it will depend very much on the beneficiaries 

themselves and if they are able to make profit from their activities. 

Women grinding seeds the traditional way without the mill in Zinder. A task that usually 

takes hours. They can now save time by using the mill manages by the reintegration group. 
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Recommendations: Through other projects, try to follow up as much as possible with the groupings to 

ensure that they are on the right track and provide guidance when necessary even if no financial support 

can be provided.  

 

I6. Did the project identify existing discrimination of certain groups and the underlying causes for the 

inequality/discrimination? 

 

From interviews with all the stakeholders, as well as from direct observation during the field visit, no 

issues of discrimination were identified during the project implementation. From the desk review, it was 

also not apparent that the project team had identified risks of discrimination or underlying causes for 

discrimination against certain groups. 

  

Although it was not explicitly mentioned in the proposal, by identifying the most vulnerable returnees and 

community members, the project aims at addressing inequality and discrimination, but without looking 

at the underlying causes. Nevertheless, the project aims at preventing migrants in Zinder from ending up 

in exploitative situations and abuse in Algeria or other places in Niger by increasing the information about 

migration risks as well as by providing opportunities to encourage potential or returning migrants to 

remain in their communities. It is also interesting to note that in cases where there were different ethnic 

groups in the community, two separate reintegration groups, one for each ethnic group, were created.  

 

Conclusion: Although no discrimination was identified during the implementation of the project, this was 

also not foreseen in the beginning of the project thus no tools or assessment were used for this purpose. 

Recommendations: Ensure in the beginning of the project that there is a brief analysis of certain groups 

at risk of discrimination and other human rights violations. Furthermore, ensure that the monitoring 

process can detect if any discrimination takes place and that there are measures on how to address it.  

 

I7. Was there any unintended negative impact on the rights of individuals? How was this dealt with? 

 

Outcome 1 

Although no negative impact on the rights of individuals were reported during the implementation phase, 

it is important that IOM takes a more proactive role in ensuring that the rights of returnees are respected, 

protected and fulfilled.  

 

Outcome 2 

In terms of the activities of the CEPPP, there does not seem to be any risk of a negative impact. 

Nevertheless, the project team must be mindful of the need to ensure that activities aimed at preventing 

individuals from migrating are based on alternatives to migration as well as access to information, aimed 

at empowering individuals to make an informed choice rather than limiting their freedom of movement 

or right to leave in practice.  

 

Outcome 3 
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The reintegration activities seem to be running smoothly without any negative impact. Nevertheless, as 

mentioned above, there are certain risks in case of interference from external partners, especially for the 

women’s groups. 

 

Conclusion: No negative impact on the rights of the beneficiaries was reported. However, the conditions 

of the returns from Algeria and the experiences during their migration have a negative impact on the 

rights of the returnees and IOM should continue to advocate with the Government of Algeria and Niger 

for adherence to international standards of all States involved. 

Recommendations: For any assistance provided in relation to forced returns, ensure that measures are 

also taken with the aim of furthering respect for the rights of individuals subject to returns which are not 

in line with international standards, such as advocacy and capacity-building on human rights. Advocacy 

for returns in line with international standards does not have to be taken only at the local level but 

assistance and support from HQ and RO should also be provided. Continue to ensure that the methods 

used to discouraging individuals from migrating are empowering migrants to make informed choices 

rather than trying to limit their freedom of movement.  

 

I8. Were there mechanisms in place for stakeholders to express opinions or make complaints about the 

project? 

 

Outcome 1 

With respect to the direct assistance activities, there was no complaint mechanisms in place at the “site”. 

For the beneficiaries registered as vulnerable, they would have access to a complaint/suggestion box once 

they arrive at the TRC. The IRC carried out satisfaction surveys, looking at the satisfaction of both the NFI 

kits and the registration process. However, these reports were not shared with IOM’s project team.  

 

Outcome 2 

In terms of the capacity-building trainings, participants had the opportunity to express opinions and make 

complaints through the post-training evaluation forms as well as throughout the sessions. 

 

For the CEPPP, the project only intended to support the construction and functioning of the centre 

(equipment of the centre and salaries) thus there was no need for a mechanism to record complaints from 

beneficiaries. Nevertheless, as the project proposal originally envisaged the adoption of regulations for 

the centre, which was later replaced by the ToRs of the social workers, this was potentially a missed 

opportunity to ensure that there would be a future complaint mechanism in place for beneficiaries.  

 

Outcome 3 

Regarding the reintegration activities, although there was no formal complaint mechanism in place, all 

the returnee and community-member beneficiaries interviewed felt that they could complain and ask 

questions to the CADEL representatives and that any complaints or questions would be followed up. No 

major complaints were mentioned by these beneficiaries, but there were minor remarks relating to delays 

in receiving the micro-project materials/animals. For their part, the CADEL representatives were generally 
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very happy but there was a small issue regarding the contract and payment when the no-cost extension 

was approved.  

 

There were some complaints from some members of the Magaria comité de pilotage, who felt that 

communication was sometimes inadequate from department level to commune level, and regarding 

some delays relating to IOM procurement processes. 

 

Conclusion: Whilst there were mechanisms for stakeholders to express their opinions or to make 

complaints, these were not consistently available across all of the implemented activities. The lack of 

these mechanisms may hinder the ability of projects to respond effectively to the needs of stakeholders.  

Recommendations:  

 

• Ensure that IOM actively takes part in the development of satisfaction surveys (e.g. post-distribution 

surveys to assess satisfaction with the NFI kits among the beneficiaries) as well as of the results from 

the survey.  

 

• Whenever IOM is supporting the functioning of an entity which will work with beneficiaries (e.g. the 

CEPPP), ensure that these have the framework to operate in line with similar standards as set out for 

IOM projects. For example, guidance on how to deal with complaints from beneficiaries.   

 

 

I9. How was information about the project, its activities, and its results shared with all stakeholders? 

 

Outcome 1 

With respect to the direct assistance activities, beneficiaries are not aware of the assistance before they 

receive it in Agadez. Other stakeholders such as DRPE and ICR mentioned that they knew who to contact 

and felt informed. The Migration Group meetings also help to keep all stakeholders properly informed. It 

may be a good idea to conduct more awareness-raising in general in the community to ensure that the 

local authorities and communities know about IOM and the fact that we also help Nigeriens and not just 

TCNs.  

 

Outcome 2 

Regarding the capacity-building trainings, there did not seem to be any issues. 

 

For the CEPPP, this was difficult to assess as the main director was not present during the Evaluation visit 

of the centre. However, it was interesting to note that during the visit, the social workers were not 

informed about the opening which was scheduled for the following week.   

 

Outcome 3 

For the reintegration activities, the beneficiaries knew to speak with the CADEL representatives and felt 

happy with the information sharing. Some of them reported that they were concerned when it took a long 
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time to receive the micro-project materials/animals. It also seems as if the community members were 

informed about the micro-projects and the participants had to brief the local chiefs after the training. The 

Comité de pilotage seemed slightly more frustrated at the information sharing, as mentioned in the 

section above, but not with IOM. It could have been a good idea for the IOM project team to speak with 

all members of committees in addition to their supervisors. 

 

Conclusion: Overall, there was good information sharing about the project, the implementation and its 

results.  

Recommendations:  

 

• Raise awareness in the community to ensure that local authorities are aware of IOM’s projects and of 

the fact that they are designed to help both Nigeriens and TCNs.  

 

• Prioritize direct communication with all stakeholders, rather than solely with department heads, to 

ensure that all relevant stakeholders are properly informed on the various elements of the 

reintegration activities. 

 

I10. Based on the project’s results and achievements, is there room to improve project design from a 

gender equality standpoint? 

 

Outcome 1 

With respect to the direct assistance activities, there were nothing that was observed as negative in terms 

of equality between women and men. However, although it is not likely to be a regular occurrence, it is 

important that the kits are not solely provided based on registered sex or gender expression, as there 

could potentially be some issues regarding the kits with respect to transgender men who may still need 

to be given a sanitary napkin.  

 

Outcome 2 

Regarding the capacity-building trainings for ministry officials, while there was a fairly balanced number 

of women and men trained, more women could have been included in the training. In the training 

materials, there was some mention of women and girls and a good amount of data disaggregated by sex, 

but more specific information on gender could have been included. 

 

Regarding the CEPPP, it was good that the recruited social workers include both women and men (one 

woman, three men), although it would have been beneficial to recruit more women to improve the gender 

balance. However, as stated above, it is positive that the head of the CEPPP is a woman and can meet with 

beneficiaries in the CEPPP. As for the trainings for ministry officials, it would have been good to include 

more specific information on gender in the training materials used to train the social workers. 

 

Outcome 3 

In terms of the reintegration activities, each Comité de pilotage includes one women’s representative, but 
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they tend to be the only women in their committees (one woman out of 10-12 committee members). 

From the interviews, it does not seem like the women are very active or comfortable in expressing their 

opinions in the committee meetings, nor do they seem to be very influential in decision making. 

Moreover, the Evaluators noticed that because one woman was included, several committee members 

assumed this was enough and did not make any efforts to include more women or otherwise promote 

women’s participation. More could be done to better involve the women’s representatives, for example, 

by engaging them in separate groups or individual consultations. 

 

In terms of the composition of the collective groups, it seems that it was well thought out to compose 

same-gender groups and avoid mixed-gender groups based on lessons learned from past projects. Only 

one mixed-gender group was allowed (in Dan Ousmane) as it involved two returnees who were husband 

and wife, but this specific micro-project (grinding mills) allowed for this due to the different and often 

separate roles in the group. All the activities also took into account existing gender roles and norms (i.e. 

what is considered appropriate for women/men to work on). 

 

Conclusion: Overall, the project did moderately well in incorporating gender considerations. There is some 

room for improvement of project design from a gender equality standpoint, particularly for the capacity-

building activities. However, the IOM project team did respond to the key challenges, most notably in the 

reintegration activities. For example, by reorganising beneficiaries of reintegration activities into same-

gender groups to ensure meaningful participation of women and encouraging activities that would help 

to lift the status of women in their families and communities. 

Recommendations: 

• With respect to direct assistance activities, ensure that there is an awareness of the needs of 

transgender recipients of NFI kits by proving kits based on needs and gender expression, while never 

putting the individual at risk.  

• In capacity-building activities with governmental stakeholders, it would be beneficial to include 

specific information on gender. 

 

• Create women-only consultation groups to guarantee meaningful contribution of women in the 

Comités de pilotage.  

 

 

I11. Did the project have an impact on gender roles, relations, norms and/or equality among the 

stakeholder groups? 

 

Outcome 1 

For the direct assistance activities, there were no observed impacts on gender roles, relations, norms or 

equality among beneficiaries or other stakeholders, nor was there any intention for this to happen. 

 

Outcome 2 

The Evaluators did not find that the capacity-building activities would have a significant impact on gender 
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roles, relations, norms or equality among the stakeholder groups. 

 

The CEPPP will primarily focus on children but it is not clear from the interviews or the proposal if its 

establishment or functioning would have a negative or positive impact on gender roles, relations, norms 

or equality.  

 

Outcome 3 

The reintegration activities provide the most potential for positive impacts on gender roles, norms, 

relations and equality. For example, see above regarding the mixed-gender group in Dan Ousmane. 

Additionally, thanks to this micro-project, the women in the village, who are typically responsible for 

grinding the grain and would otherwise have to spend hours doing it by hand, the grinding mill can allow 

them to have more free time to do other things and relieve them of a significant portion of this time 

burden. For the all-female group in Mai Majé, there is potential for these women to improve their social 

status and economic independence, and to share some of the profits of the activity with other women 

(e.g. giving lambs to other women). Linked to gender roles, women tend to be most responsible for caring 

for their children financially, so these activities can assist them in doing this (albeit through maintaining 

existing gender roles).  

 

 

Group of female returnees and community members in Zinder next to their sheep, provided 

through the ANRAZ project. They are hoping to be able to give some lambs to other women 

in the community. 
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Conclusion: Whilst the direct assistance and capacity-building activities did not have an impact on gender 

roles, relations, norms or equality, the reintegration activities show potential for a positive impact on the 

women in the community.  

 

6.5 Sustainability 

 

S1. What was the impact of the training on the partners’ capacities to manage migrant returns and 

regular and irregular migration; counter irregular migration, smuggling of migrants and trafficking in 

persons; and to identify and refer victims of trafficking?  

 

While participants found the trainings useful, it is difficult to assess to what extent the trainings have 

actually increased their capacity. The training seemed to be more of an introduction to migration and how 

their work relates to migration as well as IOM’s work rather than intended to fully capacitate participants 

to work with migrants and potential migrants. Several participants mentioned that they would have liked 

the training to be longer and/or more in-depth, and IOM staff commented that one training session on 

these topics is never enough. IOM Zinder staff mentioned that it would have been good to include more 

information on migration in the training, and to invite someone from IOM for this purpose. At least one 

IOM Zinder staff member mentioned that participants have more capacity to change the behaviour of 

those who want to migrate, thanks to a specific module in the training. Another issue that was raised by 

the DRPE in Agadez is the constant change in staff and the concern that if trainings are not carried out on 

a regular basis, then knowledge within the teams will be lost as trained staff will move away or change 

departments.  For future projects to achieve greater sustainability it might be useful provide some simple 

additional tools and materials that can stay within the departments (e.g. manuals, posters, etc.). It might 

also be useful to include a practitioner component in the training to see what participants learned and 

what support they need going forward. 

A more indirect impact of the training has been the establishment of regular contact between the MPFPE 

and IOM on how to deal with migrant children.  

 

From a human rights perspective the training did not cover much of the obligation and implementation, 

however, it covered definitions and particular vulnerabilities which is a good start. The training also did 

not cover anything substantial on gender considerations, aside from some mention of women and girls 

and fairly consistent presentation of sex-disaggregated data. More on rights and gender could be included 

to strengthen the trainings in this respect. 

 

Conclusion: Although the feedback on the training indicated that the sessions provided a good 

introduction to migration, it is not possible for the Evaluators to assess whether the training will have had 

a great impact on the partners’ capacities. In particular, as this activity is facing the same challenge with  

the high rate of staff turnover as many other capacity-building activities carried out as part of other 

projects. 
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Recommendations: 

 

• To ensure greater sustainability, it would be preferable to develop additional useful material (e.g. 

simple manuals, posters, etc.) for the participants to bring back to their departments to ensure that 

institutional capacity is maintained despite high levels of staff turnover.  

 

• Include a practitioner component in the training to monitor what participants are learning and to 

identify any gaps in knowledge which could be addressed by adjustments and modifications of training 

materials. 

 

• To strengthen capacity-building from a human rights perspective, it would be beneficial to include 

explicit content on rights and gender.  

 

S2. Will the infrastructures built or rehabilitated to support the governance of migration in the Zinder 

region contribute to local authorities’ ability to assist migrant returnees in the future?  

 

Outcome 2 

The new CEPPP will likely contribute to authorities’ ability to assist migrant returnees in the future. It 

appears the new CEPPP is already assisting more migrant children through direct assistance and/or 

referrals on a monthly basis than the original CEPPP.12   

 

However, the extent and duration of this assistance remains uncertain. The six-month project extension 

granted by the donor helped allow for a transfer of responsibilities from IOM to the MPFPE, but the long-

term effectiveness of the CEPPP will depend on the will and commitment of the MPFPE.  

 

MPFPE officials stated that they are committed to taking over the running of the CEPPP, maintaining its 

premises and equipment and continuing its activities. They consider the CEPPP too valuable and important 

to lose. However, they also acknowledged that the limited budget they have to cover their social workers’ 

stipend could have an impact in limiting the number and frequency of activities organized in the CEPPP. 

They noted that they plan to look for other sources of funding to support the CEPPP’s activities in the 

future. The MPFPE also mentioned that it may be difficult to find qualified personnel who will remain in 

the CEPPP. 

 

For their part, the social workers believe the CEPPP will continue to function, though perhaps not in the 

same way as with when they had support of IOM. In this sense, following the end of the project, their 

stipend was reduced to the amount provided by the MPFPE/DDPE for civic service. 

 

 
12 This comes to an average of 169 cases per month from April to August 2019 compared with an average of 98 cases 
per month from January to March 2019 and an average of 61 cases per month in 2018. 
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Conclusion: The infrastructures built or rehabilitated to support the governance of migration in the Zinder 

region has the possibility to contribute greatly to local authorities’ ability to assist migrant returnees in 

the future as it gives them a more permanent and separate space. Nevertheless, for this to be achieved, 

it needs to be continuously supported by the MPFPE.  

 

S3. Did IOM develop tools (i.e. exit strategy, critical paths) to facilitate the transfer of activities and 

responsibilities to its partners in Niger? 

 

Outcome 1 

In terms of the direct assistance activities, no tools to facilitate the transfer of activities were developed. 

Nevertheless, this outcome was aimed at addressing immediate needs following the returns from Algeria 

thus less consideration was given to ensure sustainability compared to the other outcomes. However, in 

terms of exit strategy, in order to improve the situation IOM could continue advocacy with the 

Government of Algeria to avoid expulsions and promote assisted voluntary return as well as other 

preferred options more in line with international standards.   

 

Outcome 2 

Although the ANRAZ project did not directly support the SOPs on migrant children which were developed 

by IOM and UNICEF, the project trained the government staff on theses SOPs.  

 

For the CEPPP, there were no exit strategy or regulations developed (as originally planned) for the 

functioning of the centre and it could be an issue for the Ministry after the project ends. In the future, it 

would be good to ensure that such regulations or tools supporting an exit strategy are developed to 

ensure the smooth and effective transfer of responsibilities to the Government. 

 

Outcome 3 

With respect to the reintegration activities, there was sufficient training for beneficiaries on how to 

manage their business as well as how to take care of their respective materials/animals. The Comité de 

pilotage said that they will continue monitoring the groups and micro-projects, but it seems that they will 

only do so if they receive a per diem. Besides the training, there is not much else the team could have 

done for these groups, but it would have been beneficial if they could have started the micro-projects 

slightly earlier so that they could have monitored the groups for a longer time. 

 

Conclusion: From the Evaluators’ point of view, IOM did not develop sufficient tools (i.e. exit strategy, 

critical paths) to facilitate the transfer of activities and responsibilities to its partners in Niger.  

Recommendations:  

 

• Continue working with the Government of Niger on capacity-building in terms of their international 

obligations and develop material to ensure better knowledge management within the departments.  
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• For future trainings, include sessions on international obligations and human rights.  

 

• In respect of a project like the CEPPP in the future, an exit strategy as well as regulations for the 

functioning of the centre would be essential when handing over responsibility to governmental 

stakeholders to ensure longevity and sustainability of the project.  

 

S4. Did the project contribute to the sustainable reintegration of returnees (in economic, social, 

psychosocial dimensions)?  

 

While it is too early to predict to what extent the project will contribute to the sustainable reintegration 

of returnees, there are several promising good practices implemented which are likely to contribute to 

sustainability. First of all, the returnees that are identified as vulnerable upon registration in Arlit will have 

the option to come to the TRC and receive assistance from health staff as well as from the protection 

team, which will increase the chances for a sustainable reintegration from a health and psychosocial 

aspect.  

 

Similarly, the capacity-building activities and the establishment of the CEPPP will also support the national 

stakeholders in assisting returnees in their reintegration, in particular vulnerable cases such as children.  

 

With respect to the reintegration activities, this project built upon years of experience with similar 

projects in the region, thus the team have identified and applied lessons learned and good practices on 

the following effective, sustainable practices:  

 

• In terms of selecting beneficiaries, the process was very participatory from the outset, with buy-

in and engagement from all levels of the communities, thus increasing the likelihood of 

sustainability. For example, not only were community leaders involved in beneficiary selection 

but so were non-leader community members who were consulted with, to confirm the 

appropriateness of selected beneficiaries. Several meetings were also organized in the villages to 

keep them informed about the project and engage them in determining the most vulnerable 

members of the community based on the pre-determined criteria.  

• The composition of the collective groups was also well thought out, with same-gender groups 

favoured over mixed-gender groups based on past experience which has shown that it can be 

difficult for men and women to work together, with men tending to dominate and/or make the 

women do the bulk of the work (see under “Impact” above). 

• Other good practices from a sustainability perspective were linked to the types of activities for 

the micro-projects. These include training the participants on vie associative and 

entrepreneurship before they chose their activities and allowing the Comité de pilotage to select 

the final micro-projects based on viability, potential for broad positive impact and likelihood of 

encouraging beneficiaries to remain in the community. For example, activities such as petty trade 

and sewing were avoided because the risk was high that beneficiaries would sell the materials 
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received in order to migrate. Activities with long-term benefits were favoured such as gardening 

and raising livestock since these would require beneficiaries to remain in the village and wait for 

the profits of the activities. Several of the micro-projects will have the potential for growth in the 

communities which will hopefully lead to even more economic activity in the villages and thus 

encourage migrants to stay.  

• In addition, the NGO selected as the implementing partner for these activities, CADEL, are 

qualified and know the local context well. They seemed very engaged in the communities and 

even hired full-time agents living close to the communities to monitor the activities. 

 

Conclusion: The project, through all of its outcomes, is likely to contribute to the sustainable reintegration 

of returnees. 

 

S5. To what extent has the project promoted changes in knowledge, attitude and behaviour with respect 

to rights among duty-bearers and rights-holders? 

 

While recognizing that the project proposal never intended to promote any change with respect to rights 

among duty-bearers or rights-holders, the Evaluators believe that there was an opportunity to do so, in 

particular in the trainings for the governmental counterparts.  From the training materials and interviews 

with stakeholders, the Evaluators found that there was very little consideration in terms of rights and 

obligations.  Moreover, although the collection of data on challenges during migration would go beyond 

the scope of the ANRAZ project, it would be important for IOM Niger to consider ways to record the 

information from returnees about their experiences and potential abuse, without making any promises 

to beneficiaries that these will be addressed by IOM.  

 

Conclusion: Whilst the project was not intended to promote any such change, there was a missed 

opportunity to build capacity with governmental partners to do so. 

Recommendations: 

 

• Work with governmental partners on building capacity in terms of rights and obligations.  

 

• Start to collect information from returnees about their experiences and potential rights violations 

during migration, in line with the principle of confidentiality and data protection, without giving the 

impression that IOM will address these issues.  

 

S6. Did the project identify any issues in terms of gender roles or relations that might affect the 

sustainability of the project? 

 

Outcome 1 

With respect to the direct assistance activities, there was a clear consideration of the various challenges 

faced by men and women which is why the NFI kits are slightly different (see under “Impact” above). 
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However, IOM’s role in assisting these beneficiaries was quite limited in terms of what could be done to 

positively influence gender roles and relations. 

 

Outcome 2 

With respect to the capacity-building activities and the CEPPP, no major issues were observed in terms of 

gender roles or relations affecting the sustainability of the project.  

 

Outcome 3 

As noted under “Impact” above, the reintegration activities were very strong in their attention to gender 

roles and relations. This was most evident in the composition of mostly same-gender groups in order to 

ensure the sustainability of the micro-projects, in allowing for men and women to take on non-traditional 

roles, and in creating opportunities for women to improve their status in their communities. It seems the 

project team sufficiently addressed the major ways that gender roles and relations might affect the 

sustainability of the micro-projects. 

 

In terms of the Comités de pilotage, as mentioned above, there was the challenge of having meaningful 

participation of women in the committee when all the leaders are men and where women might not feel 

as free to express their opinions in settings dominated by men. 

 

Conclusion: The project identified and addressed gender issues in direct assistance, and no major issues 

regarding gender roles and relations were observed in the capacity-building activities. In terms of the 

reintegration activities, the project team was sensitive and responsive to gender issues through 

prioritizing same-gender groups to ensure meaningful participation for women and encouraging activities 

that would help to lift the status of women in their families and communities.  

 

 

On what kind of institutional support and networks can the CEPPP (and other infrastructures) rely to 

ensure its future operations and funding? (Question added by the Donor following the evaluation mission)  

 

While it is difficult for the Evaluators to answer this question as it would have required much more 

information from the governmental stakeholders during the field visit, the MPFPE does seem committed 

to maintaining the CEPPP, albeit with additional external funding if necessary. It was not clear from 

interviews with MPFPE officials how much institutional support could be counted on to support the 

CEPPP’s activities.  

 

Are there any easy ways to offer services in the CEPPP that would allow for its self-funding (even if 

limited) and could contribute to its running costs (given its geographic isolation)? What does the 

evaluator recommend regarding this and regarding opportunities for a sustainable collaboration? 

(Questions added by the Donor following the evaluation mission) 
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Again, this would be difficult for the Evaluators to answer following the field visit. Given that the CEPPP is 

providing social services primarily for children, sustainable self-funding would have to come from a shift 

in the Government’s budget. 

 

Prior to signing any agreement with the Government that would require a transfer of responsibilities to 

the Government, it would perhaps be a good idea to include a stipulation requiring the government to 

dedicate a set amount of resources (financial, human, etc.) to ensure the long-term sustainability of the 

activity.  
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7. Conclusions and recommendations 

7.1. Conclusions 

The below list compiles all conclusions introduced in the previous section, representing a summary of the 

relevance of project design, effectiveness and performance, efficiency of project management and 

implementation, and impact and sustainability, as well as attention to cross-cutting issues (gender and 

rights): 

Relevance 

- Overall, the activities and the outputs were relevant at the time of developing the project proposal 

and consistent with the intended outcomes and objective. Although there were some minor 

issues in the formulation of some of the indicators, baselines and outcomes, for the most part, 

the adjustments that were made were justified in order to adapt to the changing context. 

- The outputs and outcomes have been successful in meeting beneficiaries’ immediate and long-

term needs, with NFI kits providing returnees with essential provisions and reintegration activities 

helping to address the root causes of irregular migration. The training activities undertaken with 

Governmental stakeholders and the construction of a new CEPPP were also relevant in filling gaps 

in institutional knowledge and capacities. 

- The project team took sufficient steps to ensure that a participatory approach was taken 

throughout the project for most of the stakeholders. There were, however, some challenges 

observed with respect to the participation of women in the Comités de pilotage, for the 

reintegration activities, as well as the communication within the technical services. 

- Whilst not explicitly aligned with national strategies, the project is closely linked to and supportive 

of Niger’s strategies to address the migration situation, especially in respect of addressing the 

root causes of irregular migration and meeting the needs of those from vulnerable groups. 

 

Effectiveness 

- For the most part, the project achieved its outputs and outcomes in accordance with the stated 

plans. Indeed, in some cases the project exceeded expectations, such as with Output 2.1 which 

saw two extra training sessions being conducted with the Ministry of Women Promotion and Child 

Protection. Where the project fell short of stated plans, failures were only partial and related 

mostly to logistical issues and delays. In general, the project responded well in adapting to these 

issues. 

- Overall, all target beneficiaries were happy with the services provided through the IOM activities 

with no major complaints reported. 

- In terms of participation, the project succeeded in ensuring that all stakeholders were consulted 

and engaged. There was a good level of engagement from the governmental stakeholders during 

the implementation of the project, in particular with respect to the capacity-building activities. 
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The local authorities were also engaged with respect to both the direct assistance in Agadez as 

well as the reintegration activities in Zinder through the Comités de pilotage. 

- Direct beneficiaries from the reintegration activities and community members also had a high 

level of participation in the project. Direct beneficiaries played a role in choosing the activities 

they would work on, and community members played a key role in nominating participants from 

the community. Moreover, the activities struck a good balance between aiding the direct 

beneficiaries and creating benefits for the whole community. The local authorities were also 

engaged through the Comités de pilotage in validating the selection of beneficiaries and activity 

for the micro-project. 

- The ANRAZ project contributed to and benefited from other projects under the MRRM. The 

flexibility of ANRAZ funding meant that it contributed to addressing the increase of returns of 

Nigeriens and TCNs from Algeria. The project has also been supported by the DANIDA-funded 

project in its capacity-building activities for the establishment of the CEPPP centre. 

- No accounts of discrimination were reported and the design of the reintegration activities 

contributed to ensuring that the project was free from discrimination because the Comité de 

pilotage prioritised those the most vulnerable to engaging in risky migration. 

 

Efficiency  

- Based on the findings of the evaluation, the Evaluators found that the ANRAZ project has achieved 

what it set out to do as per the proposal. The direct assistance activities responded to the 

immediate needs of 717 returnees through NFI kits, as well as provided shelter for more 

beneficiaries than intended through the purchase of the rub hall. For the capacity-building 

activities, the post-training assessments demonstrated an adequate level of retained knowledge 

after the trainings but importantly the trainings also helped to increase the awareness about the 

work of IOM and address the misconception that IOM only supports TCNs. The reintegration 

activities are the activities with the most potential to have made a change for the direct 

beneficiaries and the communities. 

- Overall, the project activities were undertaken in a timely manner. For the most part, inputs were 

provided in time. While the direct assistance activities and reintegration activities were started 

without delay, there were slight delays with the capacity-building activities, but these delays did 

not negatively impact the results of the project. There were also considerable delays with the 

setting up and opening of the CEPPP, which may have negatively affected the outcome for the 

beneficiaries.  

- The resources invested into the activities are being well converted into results for the 

beneficiaries of direct assistance, capacity-building, and reintegration. 

- There were some issues with respect to some resources being at a higher cost than planned. While 

the capacity-building trainings cost less than planned, thus allowing for more trainings than 

expected, there were some unforeseeable factors that affected the project activities, such as an 

increase in prices of NFI kit components. The increase in beneficiaries of the reintegration 
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activities required a higher resource input than planned, but this was accommodated within the 

budget.  

 

Impact  

- The project has great potential to make a real difference in the lives of returnees as well as for 

their communities. The direct assistance component of the project is already contributing to the 

well-being of the returnees by providing them with shelter and NFI kits in Agadez. The trainings 

carried out for the governmental and protection stakeholders, including social workers, can lead 

to more awareness of the specific protection challenges in migration and how to best address 

these. The establishment of the CEPPP will allow for a permanent entity to assist returnees as well 

as inform potential migrants, and social workers will no longer have to worry about the issues of 

confidentiality. The reintegration activities represent the element that, in the Evaluators’ opinion, 

may have the biggest impact on the individual beneficiaries as well as the community as a whole. 

It also has the potential to lead to more micro-projects in the region. 

- The project (outcome 2 and 3) can also have an impact on the opinions regarding migration and 

the attitude towards returnees, leading to a decrease in risky and irregular migration from Zinder. 

For example, the CEPPP will organise a variety of awareness-raising activities on migration risks 

and the social workers have been trained on how to implement communication activities 

targeting behavioural change. The reintegration activities have already had a positive impact on 

the lives of the beneficiaries who now have expressed that they no longer have the need to 

migrate to find an activity and purpose. Many of the micro-projects are already generating profit 

and if everything goes well and there is no external interference with the groups, they have the 

possibility to start new businesses in their communities.  

- All of the interviewed stakeholders expressed that they felt informed about the project and its 

results, and that they knew where to turn in case they had any questions or complaints. It is the 

impression of the Evaluators that this is thanks to the close relationship between the local IOM 

staff and the stakeholders in the communities, both in Zinder and Agadez. Nevertheless, not all of 

the outputs have had formal mechanisms in place for complaints and information-sharing which 

can cause an issue in case there is any change in staff. Moreover, there is no mechanism in place 

to record satisfaction and complaints which would be useful for future projects.  

 

Sustainability  

- The Evaluators believe that there is a mixed likelihood that the project will lead to positive 

sustainable change through its capacity-building and reintegration activities, noting that the direct 

assistance activities had no intention of contributing to a long-term sustainable impact.  

- Although the feedback from the capacity-building trainings for government stakeholders 

indicated that the sessions provided a good introduction to migration, it is not possible for the 

Evaluators to assess whether the training will have had a great impact on the partners’ capacities. 

This is particularly challenging due to the high rate of staff turnover which is likely to result in a 
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loss of institutional knowledge of the issues. Regarding the CEPPP, this has the potential to 

significantly improve assistance to migrant returnees in the future, but this can only happen with 

continuous support from the MPFPE. The reintegration activities are the most likely to achieve 

long-term sustainable change. 

- From the Evaluators’ point of view, IOM could have developed more sufficient tools (i.e. exit 

strategy, critical paths) to facilitate the transfer of activities and responsibilities to its government 

partners in Niger. In particular with respect to building the capacity of the governmental partners 

to promote long-lasting change. 

 

Gender 

- Overall, the project did moderately well in incorporating gender considerations, however there is 

some room for improvement. The project identified and adequately addressed gender issues in 

direct assistance activities, but it did not do enough to include gender issues in the capacity-

building activities. The reintegration activities were the strongest in terms of incorporating gender 

considerations. In these activities, the project team was sensitive and responsive to gender issues 

through prioritizing same-gender groups to ensure meaningful participation for women and 

encouraging activities that would help to lift the status of women in their families and 

communities. 

- In terms of gender balance, the direct and indirect beneficiaries were somewhat balanced. More 

men than women were assisted by the direct assistance activities in Agadez as more men have 

been returned. With regards to capacity-building activities and the reintegration activities, the 

Project Team achieved a reasonable gender balance among direct beneficiaries. The CEPPP centre 

has three times as many male social workers as female social workers, which may be an issue as 

many of the beneficiaries of the CEPPP centre are women who often prefer working with female 

social workers. There was a noticeable lack of gender balance in the Comité de pilotage.   

 

Rights-Based Approach 

- The project was not developed with a rights-based approach in the sense that it did not seek to 

further the realization of rights of returnees in Niger, neither did it seek out to strengthen the 

capacities of rights-holders to claim their rights or of duty-bearers to fulfil their obligations. 

Nevertheless, even if this was not the aim of the project, it could have taken a few steps to be 

better in line with IOM’s RBA to programming.  For example, the project could have recognized in 

the project proposal that the activities are linked to several of the human rights such as: the right 

to an adequate standard of living, including adequate food, clothing and housing; right to health; 

right to leave and to return; freedom from discrimination; right to social and cultural 

reintegration; rights of children etc.  

- Nevertheless, even if the project did not set out to incorporate a rights-based approach from the 

beginning, there are several elements which are still very much in line with the rights principles 

such as participation (see section above), non-discrimination and transparency. For example, with 

respect to non-discrimination, the project team took steps to make sure that vulnerable returnees 
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and community members were targeted for the assistance provided by this project. For the 

returnees there is a list of criteria used in Agadez, and for Community members the following 

criteria is applied: Sex and age, physical condition (disability), social status (widows and 

widowers), family members with permanent illness. The data was intended to detect the most 

vulnerable beneficiaries which can be considered as addressing discrimination or at least 

marginalization. As to the direct assistance, women and children were prioritized in situations 

where they were short on NFI kits and the kits were adapted to their specific needs. Vulnerable 

cases were taken to the TRC for further assistance from the protection and/or health teams.  The 

project team was also good at communicating information about the project and its 

implementation and results and all stakeholders knew who to contact in case they had any 

questions or concerns, which supports the principle on of transparency. 

 

Additionally, a few lessons learned and good practices from the ANRAZ projects are identified below that 
could be useful in the design of similar projects in Niger or in other countries were IOM works: 

 

• To the extent possible, make sure to involve all relevant stakeholders at an early stage of the 
project, ideally as early as during the situation assessment prior to drafting the proposal, to 
become aware of the needs of the beneficiaries and their communities.  

 

• Where similar activities have taken place in the region/community, make sure to analyse and 
document the reasons for previous projects’ success as well as their failures to ensure that the 
current or future project does not repeat the mistakes and builds upon good practices.  

 

• Although it is recommended to follow HQ and RO guidance in terms of vulnerability criteria, also 
understand the specific characteristics or situations that can render an individual vulnerable in 
the community where the project is implemented.  

 

Specifically for IOM’s reintegration projects: 

• Make sure that beneficiaries are trained on business and entrepreneurship prior to selecting their 

activity. Where possible, make use of local support from community leaders or authorities to 

ensure that the selected activity has the maximum potential for success. 

• Try to involve both returnees and community members in reintegration projects to not create an 

incentive for migration or animosity within the community against returnees. 

• Be familiar and address with the power dynamics and relationship between men and women in 

the community and do not assume that groups with both men and women will be more 

successful. 

• Ensure that the size and location of group activities allow all participants to equally benefit from 

it. 

• Inform the population and beneficiaries about the project activities and their rights, and involve 

them in selection procedures, to mitigate the risks of negative leverage from local authorities.  
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7.2. Recommendations 

Based on the findings and conclusions described above, the following recommendations are provided by 
the Evaluators for consideration by IOM staff and donors in the implementation of future activities: 
 
To build on progress under this project, the IOM Mission in Niger is recommended to: 
 

• Strategize how to best proceed to improve the situation of returnees in line with international 
standards as well as to prevent irregular migration out of Niger, without infringing on the right to 
leave of individuals. Even if future projects continue to respond to immediate needs, human rights 
need to be considered as part of the intervention. To achieve this, IOM can pull in resources 
including expert staff from HQ and lessons learned from global experiences in the field, as well as 
collaborate with other human rights experts in Niger. 

 
In general, in future projects, IOM and partners are recommended to: 

 

• Improve the overall quality of the results matrix and work plan to lay a stronger foundation for 
monitoring and reporting on results and activities. 

 

• Work more closely with the implementing partners to formulate the post-distribution surveys to 
assess the satisfaction of the NFI kits among the beneficiaries and make sure that IOM also takes 
part in the result. Similarly, to the extent possible, use existing internal monitoring tools to better 
be able to assess the general satisfaction of beneficiaries and contribute to the global overview 
of success of IOM’s reintegration activities. 

 

• Push for gender balance in all consultations and decision-making groups, not only in terms of 
presence but also in terms of participation and influence, as this must be a requirement for 
activities supported by IOM. 

 

• Ensure that all capacity-building activities include tools that can: 1) support sustainable 
knowledge management among the participants and their colleagues and 2) facilitate the 
handover process of responsibility from IOM to national stakeholders. 
 

• Continue to increase the awareness of the mandate and work of IOM to address any 

misconceptions about the Organization and its activities, which can have a negative impact on the 

mission’s reputation and projects.   
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8. Annexes 

8.1. Evaluation terms of reference 

 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE FINAL EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT 

Assistance to Nigerien Returnees in Agadez and Zinder (ANRAZ) 

COMMISSIONED BY IOM NIGER 
 
Evaluation context 
 
Niger is at the crossroads of the Central Mediterranean Route, and a major hub for migration in West and 
Central Africa. Country of origin, transit and destination, Niger faces significant demographic, economic 
and environmental challenges. Instability in neighboring countries and free movement in the Economic 
Community of West African States (ECOWAS) also contribute to generating important migration flows 
within the country. Migrants assisted by the IOM, including Nigerien returnees and migrants in Niger, 
often endure dire conditions during their journey, including exploitation, abuse, detention, and forced 
expulsion. Unable to return to their country of origin through their own means, many migrants remain 
stranded in Niger, Libya or Algeria, in situations of distress.   
 
In response to the complex and significant challenges represented by migration in Niger, IOM established 
in 2015 the Migrant Resource and Response Mechanism (MRRM), which aims to provide direct assistance 
to migrants in transit, promote viable alternatives to migration, inform individuals about safe migration 
and support activities to ensure that migrants can contribute to the economy in their country of origin.  
 
Thanks to several complementary projects13, the MRRM brings together a wide range of services such as 
direct assistance to migrants, awareness raising, assisted voluntary return and reintegration, and data 
collection and analysis. In line with the mandate of the IOM, this mechanism also aims to support the 
efforts of the Government of Niger to develop an effective approach to managing migration. In the context 
of the MRRM, IOM and the European Union implement the Joint Initiative for the Protection and 
Reintegration of Migrants in Africa, which provides assistance to migrants from 14 countries in Western 
and Central Africa14. However, until August 2018, the Joint Initiative did not provide for reintegration for 
Nigerien returnees, which had a profound impact on the sustainability of their returns. Moreover, the 
scope and volume of the migration flows in Niger pose serious material, financial and human challenges 
to the Nigerien institutions responsible for managing migration flows.  
 
Developed to complement projects funded through MRRM, the Assistance to Nigerien returnees in 
Agadez and Zinder (ANRAZ) project seeks to improve the return conditions of Nigerien migrants, and 
alleviate the pressure on the Government of Niger, in particular for the Ministry of Interior and the 

 
13 As of February 2019, the MRRM encompasses a total of 11 projects funded by the EU and various bilateral donors, 

including Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, the UK, the USA and Switzerland.   
14 Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Libya, Mali, Mauritania, 

Niger, Nigeria, Senegal. 
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Ministry of Women Promotion and Child Protection. Supported by the Swiss Federal Department of 
Justice and Police and State of Secretariat for Migration, the ANRAZ project was initially developed for a 
twelve months period (12 December 2017 to 11 December 2018), and later extended, at no cost, for an 
additional six months. The project will therefore be ending on 11 June 2019 and a final, internal 
evaluation is scheduled to begin in April 2019, with most of the field interviews and meetings to take 
place in May of 2019.  
 
Evaluation purpose 
 
This evaluation will assess the performance of the project and activities implemented, as defined in the 
logical framework. Following a review of the project documents and reports, the evaluator will undertake 
field missions to meet with project staff and beneficiaries (whenever possible), as well as with Nigerien 
institutions involved in the project. The information collected through these reviews and meetings will be 
analysed in light of the project’s objectives and outcomes. Ultimately, the evaluation will allow IOM and 
its partners to identify areas of strength and challenges in the delivery of the project’s activities, and use 
these lessons learned to improve the development of future projects. The data and analysis will also help 
IOM promote the need for further interventions for assistance to Nigerien returnees, including minors, 
and the importance of continued capacity building activities for the achievement of sustainable results.  
 
Evaluation scope 
 
The evaluation will cover the entire period of implementation of the project (12 December 2017 to 11 
June 2019, for a total of 18 months) and take into consideration all the existing data, reports and analysis 
available at the time of the evaluation. The evaluation will take place in the regions of Agadez and Zinder, 
where most of the project activities took place, as well as Niamey, where the Project Manager is based.  
 
Evaluation criteria 
 
In compliance with instructions from the IOM Regional Monitoring & Evaluation Unit in Dakar, Senegal, 
the final evaluation of the ANRAZ project will focus on the five OECD evaluation criteria: relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability. Gender will be considered as a cross-cutting theme.  
 
Project Objectives, Outcomes and Outputs 
 

Objective Contribute to assist Nigerien migrant returning in Niger  

Outcome 1 Nigerien migrant returnees are assisted in Niger  

Output  Immediate assistance is available for Nigerien migrant returnees from Algeria in Niger 

Outcome 2 The Ministry of Women Promotion and Child Protection has increased its capacity on 

migration management 

Output Capacities of the Ministry of Women Promotion and Child Protection to manage and prevent 

irregular migration are strengthened 

Outcome 3 Nigerien migrant returnees are reintegrated in their community of origin 
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Output Reintegration assistance to Nigerien returnees to Zinder region is available 

 
Evaluation questions 
 
The evaluator is expected to address the following questions: 
 
Relevance 
 

• Do the project’s expected outcomes and outputs remain valid and pertinent either as originally 
planned or as subsequently modified? 

• Are the project activities and outputs consistent with the intended outcomes and objective? 

• Is the project aligned with and supportive of national strategies? 

• Was the project designed according to the rights and needs of all targeted stakeholder groups? 

• What were the measures to guarantee a participatory approach in the project? What steps were 

taken to ensure that the most marginalized groups affected by the project could participate?  

 
Effectiveness 
 

• Have the project outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans? 

• Are the target beneficiaries satisfied with the services provided? 

• What are the major factors influencing the achievement of the project’s expected outcomes? 

• To what extent has the project adapted to changing external conditions in order to ensure project 
outcomes?  

• How engaged were the main governmental stakeholders throughout the development and 
implementation of the project (i.e. Ministry of Interior, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry 
of Women Promotion and Child Protection, as well as local authorities)? 

• How involved were community members in reintegration projects in the Zinder region? Were the 
local authorities and technical services in the Zinder region involved in the selection process and 
monitoring of the activities to ensure sustainability and profit of selected activities? 

• As part of the Migrant Resource and Response Mechanism (MRRM) did the ANRAZ project 
contribute to and/or benefit from projects carried out by other donors?    

• Did the project incorporate a rights-based approach? 

• Were the activities implemented under the project free from discrimination?  If not, how was 

this dealt with? 

• Was monitoring and data collected disaggregated based on relevant criteria which could reveal 
underlying discrimination of certain groups (e.g. gender, age, disability, origin, etc.)? 

• With regards to data collection and group activities, to what extent has gender balance been 

achieved? 

 
 

Efficiency 
 

• Were the project activities undertaken and were the outputs delivered on time? 

• How well are the resources (funds, expertise and time) being converted into results? 
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• To what degree are inputs provided or available in time to implement activities from all parties 
involved? 

• To what degree are resources provided/available at planned cost (or lower than planned) from 

all parties involved? 

 
Impact 
 

• What has happened as a result of the project? 

• What real difference has the activity made to the beneficiaries (by outcome)? 

• How many people have been affected (by outcome)? 

• Overall, has the project contributed to increase the availability of direct and reintegration 
assistance for migrants in Niger? 

• Did reintegration activities impact on the socioeconomic conditions of communities to which 

migrants return?  

• Did the project identify existing discrimination of certain groups and the underlying causes for 

the inequality/discrimination?  

• Was there any unintended negative impact on the rights of individuals? How was this dealt 

with? 

• Were there mechanisms in place for stakeholders to express opinions or make complaints about 

the project?  

• How was information about the project, its activities, and its results shared with all 

stakeholders?  

• Did the project have an impact on gender roles, relations, norms and/or equality among the 

stakeholder groups?  

• Based on the project’s results and achievements, is there room to improve project design from a 

gender (equality) standpoint? 

 
Sustainability 
 

• What was the impact of the training on the partners’ capacities to manage migrant returns and 
regular and irregular migration; counter irregular migration, smuggling of migrants and trafficking 
in persons; and to identify and refer victims of trafficking? 

• Will the infrastructures built or rehabilitated to support the governance of migration in the Zinder 
region contribute to local authorities’ ability to assist migrant returnees in the future? 

• Did IOM develop tools (i.e. exit strategy, critical paths) to facilitate the transfer of activities and 
responsibilities to its partners in Niger? 

• Did the project contribute to the sustainable reintegration of returnees (in economic, social, 

psychosocial dimensions)?  

• To what extent has the project promoted changes in knowledge, attitude and behaviour with 
respect to rights among duty-bearers? 

• Did the project identify and issues in terms of gender roles or relations that might affect the 
sustainability of the project? 

• What is the likelihood of increased gender equality beyond project end? 
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Evaluation methodology 
 
The evaluator will use quantitative and qualitative data to inform his or her findings. Interviews with key 
informants will be critical to the data collection, along with a systematic desk review of all project 
documents.  The evaluation methodology may be refined at the discretion of the evaluator, for instance 
to develop structured data-collecting instruments prior to the interviews. Finally, the evaluation will 
comply with IOM Data Protection Principles, UNEG norms and relevant ethical guidelines. 
 
Evaluation deliverables 
 
The evaluator is responsible for writing a final evaluation report in English or French. This document will 
provide IOM Niger with a well-detailed narrative consistent with the IOM evaluation report template. In 
addition, the evaluator is also expected to produce a learning brief document using the IOM template 
developed by the IOM Office of the Inspector General (OIG) division.  
 
Evaluation workplan 
 

• The evaluator will receive all project documents to conduct a desk review prior to the evaluation 
mission. He or she is free to submit specific requests for information to the project management 
team to prepare any data-collection instruments he/she would see fit; 

• IOM Niger will share a tentative schedule with the evaluator to plan the mission ahead of time; 

• A 11-day timeframe is allocated for the data-collection activities per se, including an initial 
management meeting and a final meeting to discuss any provisional findings; 

• A 1-month timeframe is expected to be sufficient for the evaluator to share the final evaluation 
report, to be discussed and agreed upon between him/her and the project manager. 

 
Working language  
 
The desk review and the interviews with key informants will be conducted in both French and English. The 
evaluation report will be written in English (to be confirmed with donor). 
 
Evaluation budget  
 
IOM Niger will cover the costs of a maximum two-week TDY in Niger (Niamey, Agadez and Zinder regions), 
including airfare, per diem and local transportation. IOM Niger will also cover the costs for the translation 
of the evaluation report from English to French, should this be requested by the donor.  
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8.2. Evaluation matrix 

EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT 

Assistance to Nigerien Returnees in Agadez and Zinder (ANRAZ) 

Evaluation Matrix  

____________________________________ 

 

 

1. OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION (AS PER THE TOR) 

 

This evaluation will assess the performance of the project and activities implemented, as defined in the 

logical framework. Following a review of the project documents and reports, the evaluator will 

undertake field missions to meet with project staff and beneficiaries (whenever possible), as well as with 

Nigerien institutions involved in the project. The information collected through these reviews and 

meetings will be analysed in light of the project’s objectives and outcomes. Ultimately, the evaluation 

will allow IOM and its partners to identify areas of strength and challenges in the delivery of the project’s 

activities, and use these lessons learned to improve the development of future projects. The data and 

analysis will also help IOM promote the need for further interventions for assistance to Nigerien 

returnees, including minors, and the importance of continued capacity building activities for the 

achievement of sustainable results.  

 

2. EVALUATION MATRIX  

Using the questions formulated in the TOR, the Evaluator has identified the type of questions that would 

need to be answered during the interviews with main stakeholders.  Furthermore, the sources of the 

information were identified15.   

 

For each group of interviewees, the questions may be slightly modified in the semi-structured interview 

forms: 

1. IOM – this includes the programme manager, the Chief of Mission, protection staff and other staff 

who have been working on the project or related projects.  Depending on the person interviewed, 

some questions may be skipped if the interviewee is not in a position to answer them.  Interviews 

will preferably be done separately.   

2. Government – Representatives from the Ministry of Women Promotion and Child Protection, 

 
15 This is based solely on the review of the proposal and may be adjusted as the other documents are provided.   
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local authorities in Agadez and Zinder Region; questions will be adjusted based on the stakeholder 

being interviewed.     

3. Beneficiaries – this refers to two groups: 

a. Officials who have been trained and hence can provide their personal experience and 

potential impact that the project has had on their work.   

b. Migrants who have received assistance from the project either in Agadez or reintegration 

assistance in Zinder. 

c. Community members who have received reintegration assistance in Zinder. 

4. Other stakeholders: This group include the Steering Committees in Zinder as well as NGOs in in 

Tinder (CADEL) and in Agadez (IRC).  

Data collection method: 

1.  Document review:  relevant documents will be reviewed in line with the questions below to 

determine if information is available.  Documents will be received from the project staff but may 

also be found by the evaluator.   

2. Semi-structured interviews:  this will be used for most of the interviewees during the field trip to 

Niger.  Questions will be based on the evaluation matrix below and adjusted according to the 

interviewee.  Preferably these will take place in one-to-one interviews but this can be modified 

based on the timing and availability of some of the interviewees. 

3. Focus group discussions with groups of beneficiaries, particularly migrants, if this group can be 

interviewed.  The focus groups discussions should be split by sex if feasible given the emphasis on 

gender within the project.   

  



 

71 
 

Proposed  

Research Question 

Data Collection Questions   Data Sources 

Doc  Interviews and focus group 

discussions 

IOM   Mig 

Ben16 

-  

Com

m17 

Gov  NGO 

Relevance 

Examine the extent to which the project’s objective and intended results remain valid and pertinent either as originally planned or as subsequently modified 

1. Do the project’s expected 
outcomes and outputs remain 
valid and pertinent either as 
originally planned or as 
subsequently modified? 
 

Document Review: 

1.  Identify any changes in the projects proposal vis-à-vis subsequent reports.  
 

Interview questions: 

1. In your opinion, were the set outcomes the most suitable ones to achieve the 
objective? 

2. Why was this Ministry chosen for the project? (Outcome 2) 

x x   x  

2. Are the project activities and 
outputs consistent with the 
intended outcomes and 
objective? 
 

Document review: 

1. Review activities in the proposal and their contribution to the progress to achieving the 
outcomes and objective in the reports.  

 

Interview Questions: 

1. To what extent do you think that the project has led to an increase of availability of 
reintegration assistance for migrant beneficiaries? 

2. Now at the end of the project, would you have modified or added any other outcomes 
to achieve the objective? 

x. x  x x  

 
16 Mig ben – migrant beneficiaries if they can be identified.   
17 Community beneficiaries 
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Proposed  

Research Question 

Data Collection Questions   Data Sources 

Doc  Interviews and focus group 

discussions 

IOM   Mig 

Ben16 

-  

Com

m17 

Gov  NGO 

3. Is the project aligned with and 
supportive of national 
strategies? 
 

 

 

Document review: 

1. Proposal:  References to national strategies. 
2. Review relevant national strategies. 

 

Interview Questions: 

1. Was this project liked to any regional or national strategies?   
2. Were any of these specifically addressing the rights of returnees? 
3. How is this project linked to EU-IOM Joint Initiative for Migrant Protection and 

Reintegration? 

x x x  x x 

4. Was the project designed 
according to the rights and 
needs of all targeted 
stakeholder groups? 
 

Document Review: 

1. Any documentation of previous needs assessment.  
 

Interview questions: 

1. Were any consultations held with various stakeholder to determine what sort of 
assistance was needed? Who was consulted? (Outcomes 1&3) 

2. Were any consultations held with various stakeholder to determine in what areas 
capacity need to be strengthened? (Outcome 2) 
 

      

5. What were the measures to 
guarantee a participatory 
approach in the project? What 
steps were taken to ensure that 
the most marginalized groups 

Document Review: 

1. Proposal:  
2. Reports  

x x  x x  
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Proposed  

Research Question 

Data Collection Questions   Data Sources 

Doc  Interviews and focus group 

discussions 

IOM   Mig 

Ben16 

-  

Com

m17 

Gov  NGO 

affected by the project could 
participate?  
 

 

Interviews: 

1. Which stakeholders have been involved during the monitoring? (Outcome 2) 
2. To what extent was participation of the most marginalized groups among beneficiaries 

ensured?  
3. How was this done? 
4. What could have been done differently? 
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Effectiveness  

Assess the extent to which a project achieves its intended results 

1. Have the project outputs and outcomes been achieved in 
accordance with the stated plans? 
 

Document review: 

1. Proposal and planning docs 
2. Activity reports  
 

Interviews:   

1. What activities were completed under this project and with 
which results?  [this should be asked for each of the main 
results] 

2. Which activities or planned outputs were not able to be 
completed? Why? [this should be asked for each of the main 
results] 

3.  Considering the high numbers of returnees in 2017 (6,800), 
how come the target was set at 1000? (IOM staff, for Agadez 
activities) 

4. Why is the target set at 120 + 120 when the baseline was 
3,410? (Outcome 3) 

x x x  x  

2. Are the target beneficiaries satisfied with the services 
provided? 
 

Document Review: 

1. Any post training reports or evaluation reports that may exist  
2. Any reintegration monitoring tool for satisfaction (if used) 
 

Interview: 

1. What has been the feedback from beneficiaries/participants? 
 

Beneficiaries:   

2.  [if in use] how has the training changed your work?  How do 
you use it in your daily work?   

3. [if in use] how has the equipment changed your work?  What 
do you do differently?   

x x   x x 

3. What are the major factors influencing the achievement of 
the project’s expected outcomes? 
 

Document review: 

Reports 

x x x  x x 
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Interviews: 

 

1. In the project proposal you identified 5 potential risks and 
mitigating strategies, have any of these risks become a reality 
and if yes, have the identified mitigating strategies been 
effective?  

2. Did you identify new risks and MS during the project? 

4. To what extent has the project adapted to changing external 
conditions in order to ensure project outcomes?  
 

Document review: 

Reports 

 

Interviews: 

1. Did any other events/circumstances/change have an impact 
of the project? 

2. How was this dealt with? 

x x   x  

5. How engaged were the main governmental stakeholders 
throughout the development and implementation of the 
project (i.e. Ministry of Interior, the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, the Ministry of Women Promotion and Child 
Protection, as well as local authorities)? 
 

Document review: 

Reports 

 

Interview: 

 

1. Do you think that the project has increased the involvement 
of Governmental stakeholders? 

2. How would you assess the engagement of the relevant 
ministries and local authorities?  
 

 x  x x  

6. How involved were community members in reintegration 
projects in the Zinder region? Were the local authorities and 

Interview:  x     
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technical services in the Zinder region involved in the 
selection process and monitoring of the activities to ensure 
sustainability and profit of selected activities? 
 

1. How would you assess the engagement of the community 
members in the project? 

2. The local authorities and technical services? 
 

7. As part of the Migrant Resource and Response Mechanism 
(MRRM) did the ANRAZ project contribute to and/or benefit 
from projects carried out by other donors?    
 

Document review: 

Financial report 

 

Interview: 

1. How did this project contribute/benefit from other 
projects/donors? 

x x  x x  

8. Did the project incorporate a rights-based approach? 
 

Document review: 

Proposal 

Reports 

 

Interview: 

1. Did the project incorporate a rights-based approach? 
2. Were rights identified from the beginning of the project? 

      

9. Were the activities implemented under the project free from 
discrimination?  If not, how was this dealt with? 
 

Interview: 

1. Did certain groups benefit more from the project than others? 
2. Did the project have negative effects on some groups?  
3. Are men or individuals falling outside women or children able 

to benefit from the strengthened capacity of this Ministry 
(outcome 2) 
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10. Was monitoring and data collected disaggregated based on 
relevant criteria which could reveal underlying discrimination 
of certain groups (e.g. gender, age, disability, origin, etc.)? 
 

Document review: 

Proposal 

Reports 

 

Interview: 

1. How was data disaggregated during the project? 
2. Was any data used to detect discrimination? 
3. What criteria of “vulnerability” was used to select returnees 

for each group? (only outcome 3??) 
4. Did you identify any issues during the selection process? 

 

      

11. With regards to data collection and group activities, to what 
extent has gender balance been achieved? 
 

Interview: 

1. To what extent was gender balance achieved among the 
beneficiaries of the project? 

2. How was this done? 
3. What could have been done differently? 

      

Efficiency  

Analyse how well human, physical and financial resources are used to undertake activities, and how well these resources are converted into outputs. 

1. Were the project activities undertaken and were the 
outputs delivered on time? 
 

Document review (for all efficiency questions): 

1. Budget 
2. Financial reports 
3. Procurement reports (if any)  
 

Interviews: 

1. To what extent were activities implemented as scheduled 
and in line with budget allocated?  

x x     
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2. If there were delays, how were they addressed? 
3. To what extent do you think these delays affected the quality 

of activities delivered?   

2. How well are the resources (funds, expertise and time) 
being converted into results? 
 

Interviews:  

1. To what extent do you think the funding allocated by activity 
was in line with the strategy of the project and helped to 
achieve what the project set out to achieve? 

2. What processes, if any, were used to determine any 
adjustments that needed to be made in the allocation of 
resources?  

3. Who decided on the contractors of the construction the 
centre? Was there a procurement process?  Who selected 
the 4 staff?  How were they selected? (Outcome 2) 
 

Outcome 1: 

4. When did the increase of the Unit price occur? (for the Kits) 
5. Was there any other way to have achieved the target of 1000 

(were there other funds)?  
6. Could more funds have been requested from the donor to 

cover the rest? 
7. How did the other 12,200 migrant beneficiaries receive NFI 

kits?  
8.  Did some migrants not receive any kits? 
9. How was it decided which ones received the kits?  
10.  What was the reasoning behind using funds for a rub hall and 

19 tents instead of 5 large shelters and 1 medium shelter? 
 

 

x x  x x  

3. To what degree are inputs provided or available in time to 
implement activities from all parties involved? 
 

Interviews:   

1. How would you assess the inputs provided or available in 
time to implement activities from all parties involved? 

x x     

4. To what degree are resources provided/available at planned 
cost (or lower than planned) from all parties involved? 
 

1. How would you assess the relationship with the donor? 
2. Were there any changes with respect to the resources 

provided/available at planned cost (or lower than planned) 
from all parties involved? 
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3. How did this affect the implementation? 
 

Outcome 1: 

4. As the budget was planned for 1000 migrant beneficiaries, 
how did you manage to provide assistance to 12,900? 

 

5. Did this project cover 1000 and the rest was covered by other 
MRRM projects? Which ones? 

Impact 

assesses the positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a project, directly or indirectly, intentionally or unintentionally. 

 

1. What has happened as a result of the project? 
 

Document review: (for all questions on Impact) 

1.  Project reports 
 

Interviews:  

1. What did you hope the project would achieve?   
2. Do you feel the project achieved this? 

 x  x x  

2. What real difference has the activity made to the 
beneficiaries (by outcome)? 
 

Interviews:  

1. What did you hope the project would achieve?   
2. Do you feel the project achieved this? 
3. How have you benefited from the project?  (concrete 

examples and/or evidence)   

  x   x 

3. How many people have been affected (by outcome)? 
 

Document review:  

1. Project reports 

 x  x x  

4. Overall, has the project contributed to increase the 
availability of direct and reintegration assistance for 
migrants in Niger? 
 

 Interviews: 

1.  What do you estimate are the long-term impact of these 
reintegration activities, both on migrants and communities? 

 x  x x  
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5. Did reintegration activities impact on the socioeconomic 
conditions of communities to which migrants return?  
 

Interviews: 

1. What do you estimate are the impact on the socioeconomic 
conditions of communities? 

 x  x x  

6. Did the project identify existing discrimination of certain 
groups and the underlying causes for the 
inequality/discrimination?  
 

Interviews: 

1. Did you detect any discrimination? If yes, how was this 
addressed? 

      

7. Was there any unintended negative impact on the rights of 
individuals? How was this dealt with? 
 

Interviews: 

1. What has been the feedback from the beneficiaries? Migrant 
beneficiaries? Return community? 

 

 

      

8. Were there mechanisms in place for stakeholders to express 
opinions or make complaints about the project?  
 

Interviews: 

 

1. Were any complaints raised by NGOs or beneficiaries during 
the implementation of this outcome? If yes, how was this 
dealt with? 

      

9. How was information about the project, its activities, and its 
results shared with all stakeholders?  
 

Interviews: 

1. How was information shared about the project and its result 
to all relevant stakeholders? 

      

10. Based on the project’s results and achievements, is there 
room to improve project design from a gender (equality) 
standpoint? 
 

Interviews: 

1. Could something have been done differently to to better 
promote equality? 

      

11. Did the project have an impact on gender roles, relations, 
norms and/or equality among the stakeholder groups?  
 

Interviews: 

1. Do you think that the project had any positive or negative 
impact on the gender roles/norms/relations and equality? 
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Sustainability  

analyze the durability of the project’s results or the continuation of the project’s benefits once external support ceases. 

 Document review: (For all questions on Sustainability) 

1. Proposal: how sustainability has been addressed in the 
design.  Proposal and planning docs:  how was sustainability 
included in the initial design? 

2. Training documentation 
 

Interviews: 

3. How has the project ensured sustainability in its design and 
then in its implementation?   

4. Have these efforts been successful?  How?  (both in terms of 
border management and working with Government as well 
as the support to irregular and potential migrants) 

5. What measures have been taken to have the effects of the 
project be maintained after the project is completed? 

6. What additional measures could have been taken to make 
this project more sustainable?   

7. To what extent to you think this project has increased the 
capacity of the Ministry? 

8. Are there any areas in which capacity still needs to be 
strengthened for the Ministry to manage migration without 
support? 

 

      

1. What was the impact of the training on the partners’ 
capacities to support, refer, and protect children on the 
move? 
 

 Interviews: 

1. Do you believe anything should have been added/deleted 
from the training? 

2. How were the participants selected? 

 x  x x  
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3. Why were participants from MoI and MoJ included in these 
trainings? 

2. Will the infrastructures built or rehabilitated to support the 
governance of migration in the Zinder region contribute to 
local authorities’ ability to assist migrant returnees in the 
future? 
 

1. Has the centre opened in Matameye? Why did the original 
outcome refer to rehabilitation of CEPPP and not 
construction? 

2. How likely is it that MPFPE will be able to take over the costs 
after 6 months? 

3. What are the risk factors? 

      

3. Did IOM develop tools (i.e. exit strategy, critical paths) to 
facilitate the transfer of activities and responsibilities to its 
partners in Niger? 
 

Interviews: 

1. What measures have IOM taken to ensure the transition 

of responsibility to the Governmental partners in Niger? 

 

      

4. Did the project contribute to the sustainable reintegration 
of returnees (in economic, social, psychosocial dimensions)?  
 

Interviews: 

1. Did the project rely on previous best practices? 

      

5. To what extent has the project promoted changes in 
knowledge, attitude and behaviour with respect to rights 
among rights-holders and duty-bearers? 
 

 

Interviews: 

1. Did this project contribute to the realization of rights of 
migrant beneficiaries? 

2. Has any of these measures aimed at increasing the 
capacity to fulfil human rights obligations? 
 

      

6. What is the likelihood of increased gender equality beyond 
project end? 

       

7. Did the project identify and issues in terms of gender roles 
or relations that might affect the sustainability of the 
project? 
 

Interviews: 

1. Did the project identify any issues related to gender prior 
to the design which could affect the project? 

2. During implementation? 
3. Long-term? 
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8.3. List of documents reviewed 

1. ANRAZ Project Proposal (Narrative and Financial) 

2. ANRAZ Project Interim Report 

3. ANRAZ Project Final Report (draft) 

4. ANRAZ Liste des Bénéficiaires 

5. Protocole d’accord entre le MPFPE et l’OIM, March 2018 

6. Contrat de services entre l’OIM et l’ONG CADEL sur la mise en place de groupements 

communautaires portant des microprojets de développement dans le cadre du projet 

ANRAZ, August 2018, et Amendement 1 

7. Rapport de l’atelier de formation des travailleurs sociaux en communication pour un 

changement de comportement du service CEPPP de Kantché tenu du 12 au 14 mars 

2019 à Zinder 

8. Stratégie Nationale de Lutte contre la Migration Irrégulière du Niger, December 2016 

9. Plan de Développement Economique et Social du Niger 2017-2021, September 2017 

10. Procédures standards opérationnelles pour la protection des mineurs en situation de 

mobilité 

11. Participant lists and training materials for trainings on child protection in Agadez, 

Zinder and Niamey, 2018 

12. Termes de référence pour le 3ème Forum national sur la protection de l’enfant, May 

2018 

13. Programme du 3ème Forum national sur la protection de l’enfant 

14. Rapport de la formation sur la protection de l’enfance à Agadez, Zinder et Niamey, 

2018 

15. Rapport de mission de présentation du projet ANRAZ, Axe Kantché et Gouré du 27 au 

31 août 2018 

16. Rapport de mission de présentation du projet ANRAZ et Mise en place comité de 

pilotage du 3 au 11 septembre 2018 

17. Rapport de mission d’identification des bénéficiaires non-migrants du projet ANRAZ 

du 22 au 29 septembre 2018 

18. Contribution des communautés à la mise en œuvre du projet ANRAZ 

19. Rapport intérimaire narratif et financier (Etape 2) du CADEL, November 2018 

20. Choix des trois activités par groupement et raison pour/contre la rétention des 

activités 



 
 
 

84 
 

21. Rapport mission de validation des plans d’affaire groupements du Projet ANRAZ du 16 

au 22 novembre 2018 

22. Budget des microprojets 

23. Formal request from MPFPE to IOM for equipment for CEPPP, March 2019 
24. Rapport de suivi post distribution, région d’Agadez, March 2019 
25. Rapport d’activité CEPPP, April, May, June 2019 
26. Rapport de mission des remises de matériel aux 29 groupements du projet ANRAZ du 

23 avril au 3 mai 2019 
27. Rapport mission de suivi des groupements du projet ANRAZ du 22 au 31 mai 2019 
 

8.4. List of persons interviewed or consulted 

Niamey: 

• Corantine Groccia, ANRAZ Project Manager, IOM Niamey 

• Ramatou Dahany, Protection Assistant, IOM Niamey 

• Livia Manente, MRRM Coordinator, IOM Niamey 

• Martin Wyss, IOM Niger Chief of Mission, IOM Niamey 

• Marcello Goletti, Head of Programmes, IOM Niamey 

• Ludvik Girard, Programme Support Officer, IOM Niamey 

• MPFPE representatives 

 

Zinder region: 

• Eleves Ndifor, Senior Reintegration Assistant, IOM Zinder 

• Ramatou Laouali, Reintegration and Protection Assistant, IOM Zinder 

• Abdoul Karim Laouali, Logistics and Procurement Assistant, IOM Zinder 

• CADEL representatives 

• DDPE representatives 

• Comité de pilotage members in Dan Ousmane 

• Project beneficiaries in Dan Ousmane 

• Comité de pilotage members in Mai Majé 

• Project beneficiaries in Mai Majé 
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Agadez region: 

• Maurice Armel Niango-Niwa, Head of Office, IOM Agadez 

• Lincoln Noudialbaye Gaingar, Transit Centre Manager, IOM Agadez 

• Hawa Diallo, Protection Officer, IOM Agadez 

• Hadjara Moustapha Zarafi, Manager appui aux migrants/Urgences, IRC  

• TCN beneficiaries at the Transit Centre 

• DRPE representatives 

 


