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1. List of Acronyms and Abbreviations 

- AC - Asylum Centre (for migrants/asylum-seekers) 

- Atina - Citizens’ Association for Combating Trafficking in Human Beings and 

all Forms of Gender-based Violence, a non-governmental 

organisаtion based in Belgrade 

- BCHR - Belgrade Centre for Human Rights, a civil society organization 

- CDI - Centre for Social Integration, a civil society organization based in 

Vranje 

- CfP - Call for Proposal 

- CP - Child Protection 

- CRC - the Convention on the Rights of the Child1 

- CSO - Civil Society Organisation 

- CSW - Centre for Social Work  

- EQ - Evaluation Question 

- FGD - Focus Group Discussion 

- InfoPark - Info Park, Centre for Protection, Education and Empowering of 

Refugees/Migrants, a CSO based in Belgrade 

- IOM - International Organization for Migration (of the United Nations) 

- JRS - Jesuit Refugee Service 

- Kulturanova - Association Kulturanova, a non-governmental organisation based in 

Novi Sad 

- MIGOF - Migration Governance Framework (by IOM) 

- MoLEVSA - Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Affairs 

- NGO - Non-governmental Organisation 

- NSHC - Novi Sad Humanitarian Centre, a NGO based in Novi Sad 

                                                           
1 Ref: https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/ProfessionalInterest/crc.pdf 
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- OECD-DAC - Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development 

- PIN - Psychosocial Innovation Network, a civil society organization, based 

in Belgrade 

- PSS - Psychosocial support 

- RISP - Republic Institute of Social Protection (of the Republic of Serbia) 

- RC - Reception Centre (for migrants in transit) 

- SEM - Swiss State Secretariat for Migration (a division of the Swiss Federal 

Department for Justice and Police) 

- SCRM - Serbian Comessariat for Refugees and Migration (of the Republic of 

Serbia) 

- SOS - SOS Children’s Villages Serbia, a NGO based in Belgrade, member of 

SOS Children’s International 

- ToR - Terms of Reference 

- ToT - Training of Trainers 

- UMC - Unaccompanied (and Separated) Migrant Children 

- Children, as defined in Article 1 of the Convention on the Right 

- of the Child, who have been separated from both parents and 

- other relatives and are not being cared for by an adult who, by 

- law or custom, is responsible for doing so2. 

- Source: Adapted from Committee on the Rights of the Child, General 

- Comment No. 6: Treatment of Unaccompanied and Separated 

Children 

- Outside their Country of Origin 1 September 2005 CRC/GC/2005/6, 

- para. 7. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2 Ref: Glossary on Migration, IOM, 2019 
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2. Executive Summary/ Brief 

A two-pager Brief, in compliance with the IOM format, is enclosed to this Evaluation Report as a self-standing, 

separate document. 

3. Introduction 

3.1. Evaluation Assignment 

The assignment encompasses evaluation of the project “Enhancing Social protection for Migrants in Vulnerable 

Situations in Serbia”. The project was funded by the Swiss State Secretariat for Migration – SEM, and 

implemented by the International Organization for Migration (IOM), from 1 June 2018 to 30 November 2019.  

This evaluation has been commissioned by IOM to assess the project’s performance and impact, and to inform 

future decision-making on the use of donor’s potentially available funds. This is the final evaluation, which was 

carried out at the very final phase of the project (during the last month of its implementation). 

The final evaluation report will follow the IOM Project Handbook3 template for evaluation reports including: (i) 

Title Page, (ii) Table of contents including list of annexes, 1) List of Acronyms and abbreviations, 2) Executive 

summary/ Brief, 3) Introduction, 4) Context and purpose of the evaluation (including scope, criteria and possible 

limitations), 5) Evaluation framework and methodology, 6) Findings (summary and explanation of findings and 

interpretations), 7) Conclusions and Recommendations, and 8) Annexes. 

3.2. Project to be Evaluated 

The project “Enhancing Social protection for Migrants in Vulnerable Situations in Serbia” aimed to contribute to 

strengthening social protection of migrants in Serbia by enhancing social protection of migrants through the 

increase in availability and quality of social services and community-based support programs. 

In the given circumstances of closed Balkan Migrant Route, since March 2016, Serbia remains politically and 

practically committed to humanitarian approach and enables access to basic services for migrants, including 

social protection. The project aimed to expand the availability and the quality of the social support and 

protection for migrants in need accommodated in the reception and/or asylum centres in seven 

municipalities/cities (Nis, Vranje, Pirot, Dimitrovgrad, Sjenica, Backa Palanka, and Loznica), paying particular 

attention to unaccompanied and separated migrant children (UMC).  Two child protection institutions/ 

children homes accommodating UMCs located in Belgrade, and one in Nis were also included in the project. 

The project activities included: 

    Designing, accrediting and roll out of a psychosocial support service – PSS curriculum in social 

protection institutions; 

 Forming migrant protection teams to include two social protection counsellors and one interpreter 

on five locations. Social protection practitioners/counsellors, trained through the accredited PSS 

curriculum are meant as migrant reception centres’ outreach workers employed by the project; 

their role is complementary to the role of social workers from the centres for social work, often 

understaffed and thus not mobile enough to (out)reach migrants in need, and not trained to render 

psychosocial support to migrants.  The teams are to provide psychosocial support and counselling 

to migrants in need, including referral to social protection services, and to include peer supervision; 

 Designing and publishing call for proposals of CSO’s and youth organizations to increase the 

availability of social services and support programs to migrants provided by local community actors 

and partnerships; 

                                                           
3 IOM Project Handbook second edition – Module 6 (July 2017) 
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 Organizing on-the-job training for staff at asylum/ reception centres and children homes. 

The project envisaged the following outcomes: 

 Local social protection providers use tailored-to-need psychosocial tools for psychosocial support 

and counselling to migrants in vulnerable situation. 

 Protection services for migrants in need diversified and expanded through local partnerships by 

CSOs through community-based support activities. 

 On-the-job training in child protection facilitated through practitioners’ exchange with foreign partners.  

For the detailed project objectives as well as activities, outputs, and outcomes – see Annex 3: Intervention 

Logic/ LFM. 

4. Context and Purpose of the Evaluation 

4.1. Context 

IOM is the principal intergovernmental organization working in the field of migration, established in 1951. IOM's 

stated mission is to promote humane and orderly migration by providing services and advice to governments 

and migrants. In September 2016, IOM became a related organization of the United Nations. The IOM Mission 

in Belgrade was established in 1992, in the decade of massive displacement of people from former Yugoslav 

republics, due to the series of civil wars that followed the dissolution of Yugoslav state. Over the years, 

following the needs and priorities of the Government of Serbia, IOM’s activities have broadened in Serbia to 

include post-emergency humanitarian assistance, psychosocial support, transition and recovery support, 

counter-trafficking, assisted voluntary return, compensation programmes, durable solutions for refugees and 

Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs), capacity building in migration management, labour migration, and migration 

and development. 

Migration partnership between Switzerland and Serbia was signed in 2009 and is maintained through regular 

Migration Dialogues. This project was presented at the last dialogue, two years ago. 

The project to be evaluated is one in the series of projects/programmes aimed at assistance to migrants, more 

specifically, to contribute to strengthening social protection of migrants in Serbia by enhancing social protection 

of migrants through the increase in availability and quality of social services and community-based support 

programs. It aims to do so by focusing on institutional improvements through capacity building and systemic 

availability of specialised psychosocial services and diversification of migrant support programs by engaging 

community resources, so that migrants enjoy enhanced psychosocial protection, which is accessible and 

tailored to their needs. 

4.2. Evaluation Purpose 

The overall purpose of this evaluation is to inform IOM and the donor about an independent, external analytical 

view to the relevance of project design, effectiveness and performance of the project, efficiency of project 

management and implementation, and impact and sustainability, as well as attention to cross-cutting issues 

(gender and human rights). 

The evaluation will be used primarily by IOM, to assess performance and impact and to inform future decision-

making on the use of donor’s potentially available funds. The evaluation was designed to be conducted in the 

final phase of the project, i.e. during the last month of the implementation, November 2019.  

4.3. Evaluation Scope 

Due to the timing of the final evaluation, namely being carried out at the end of the project, this study covered 

the entire period of project implementation, from 1 June 2018 to 30 November 2019. The evaluation took place 

in Belgrade, Serbia, were the key informants both at national/central and regional level were met, and also 
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included visits to south-eastern/southern Serbia, were key stakeholders from Nis, Pirot, Dimitrovgrad, and 

Vranje were met. The evaluation covered all of the components and phases of the project, retrospectively, as 

well as all of the components, through key informant interviews and focus group discussions. The fourth project 

component, intended to enhance Child protection, i.e. training in cooperation with Swiss counterparts, Basel, 

was delayed due to certain technical constraints, but finally carried out as a joint event with “Regional Support 

to Protection-Sensitive Migration Management in the Western Balkans and Turkey’ Phase II, (funded by the 

European Union (EU), which took place on 29 November 2019,  in the form of expert meeting/on-the-job 

workshop on child protection in migration context in Serbia. 

4.4. Evaluation Criteria 

In harmony to the Terms of Reference, the evaluation used the five standard OECD-DAC criteria of (i) relevance, 

(ii) effectiveness, (iii) efficiency, (iv) impact, and (v) sustainability, as well as cross-cutting issues of gender and 

human rights. In terms of gender, the project report contains disaggregated data, thus the findings could have 

been analyzed from this viewpoint, too. Each of the five standard evaluation criteria were further sub-divided 

into the relevant sub-criteria (e.g. iii. efficiency-9. timeliness-10. cost-efficiency) – that correspond to the 

Evaluation Questions (EQ 1-20) as set out in the Terms of Reference (see detailed matrix of criteria-sub-criteria-

evaluation questions-indicators-sources of verification-data collection tools, as presented in the Annex 8.2. 

Evaluation Matrix).   

5. Evaluation Framework and Methodology 

5.1. Data Sources and Collection 

The assignment aimed at evaluating the project at its end, i.e. at the project final evaluation. Thus, the 

evaluation was summative (to determine the extent to which anticipated outcomes were produced), while its 

approach was predominantly qualitative, in terms of evaluation primary data to be collected. The data 

collection tools included: 

i. Review of existing reports and documents 

The review of the project documents available to the Evaluator and provided by IOM was completed in the 

Inception Phase. Further review of the relevant documents, including background papers and Internet Sources 

was performed as appropriate, in the Field and Reporting/Synthesis phases. 

ii. Interviews 

Key informant interviews, as a standardized approach to obtaining information on a wide range of topics in 

accord with semi-structured interview guidelines was administered to the project stakeholders, such as the 

representatives of the relevant central-level authorities, centers for social works involved, outreach 

workers/social protection counsellors trained by the project, civil society organizations involved as 

implementing partners, as well as to other project stakeholders, as relevant. 

iii. Focus group discussions 

Small group (6 to 12 people) discussion was administered to explore stakeholder opinions and judgments 

towards the project/ project activities, motivation and project ownership, and experiences. The focus group 

discussion was be based on guidelines drafted prior to the field visits/meetings, similar to interview guidelines 

(but adapted to group discussion), and also based on Evaluation Matrix (see Annex 8.2). Focus group discussions 

were carried out in order to collect data from stakeholders at the level of centres for social work, and as 

appropriate, representatives of partner CSOs. 
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5.2. Data Analysis 

A key tool for evaluation data analysis is the Evaluation Matrix, which is presented in Annex 8.2. This matrix is 

based on - and streamlined from – an extensive list of 20 main evaluation questions (EQs) as set out in the 

section “Evaluation Questions” of the ToR. This list however appeared to be a bit longer than ideally appropriate 

for a standard evaluation, but manageable as such. For reminder, the “Better Evaluation” network recommends 

between 5 and 7 main EQs, while OECD-DAC typically suggests a set of 13 EQs to cover the five main evaluation 

criteria. As the ToR added 2 more criteria (Gender and Human Rights), the optimal matrix should count around 

17 or 18 EQs, while this Evaluation Matrix contains a total of 20 main EQs, which is manageable in terms of clear 

division between the criteria and sub-criteria. 

Thus, the Evaluation Matrix integrated the final set of evaluation questions, subdivided among the above-

mentioned evaluation criteria and sub-criteria, and complemented / clarified with sub-questions or judgment 

criteria, indicators, sources for triangulation, and tools (see Annex 2: Evaluation Matrix). 

While the Evaluation Matrix is primary tool for the evaluator, semi-structured interview guidelines as well as 

focus group guidelines were based on the matrix and used in a consistent manner whenever the Evaluator 

performs interviews and focus group discussions with stakeholders. Interview guidelines took due care of 

assessing in a neutral way gender, age, social status and background, whenever appropriate. The data collected 

from interviews and FGD were triangulated both between the different primary sources (key 

informants/stakeholders) and between primary and secondary (documentary) sources. 

It should be emphasized that the matrix must be seen as a directive, which enables the Evaluator to coordinate 

approaches internally and avoid overlooking key issues; the matrix was by no means obligatory or limitative. 

5.3. Sampling 

No particular sampling method was used for the Field Phase of this evaluation. Due to time constraints, i.e. 

three-day limit for the field visits (including travel) as set out in the ToR, it was considered as the most efficient 

and most effective to hold five meetings/group meetings (FGDs) in Belgrade, one group meeting (FGD) in Nis, 

and two meetings/field visits in Vranje. Most of the meetings (except at the central level- with the donor, and 

with the governmental main actor) were organized as group meetings (sessions), gathering several project 

implementation actors (representing different project partners). Thus, in the form of focus group discussion, 

collecting data from several different key informants, such as the event in the Center for Social Work of Nis, 

where the FGD with eight participants was held, covered centres for social works of Nis, Pirot and Dimitrovgrad. 

Another time-efficient meeting was held in Belgrade (in the Mercure Excelsior Hotel), where the Evaluator held 

a focus group discussion with eight representatives of civil society organizations (CSOs)-implementing partners. 

Thus, the field locations, although selection based on ”practicability“, in terms of the project component 

involved in centres for social work, included four locations clustered in south-eastern Serbia (Nis, Pirot, 

Dimitrovgrad, and Vranje), out of the total of seven project locations (for details, see Annex 7. Geographical 

Map of the Project).  Another project component, aimed at providing community-based social services through 

selected CSOs, was covered with nine CSO representatives (one FGD with 8 CSO representatives) and one 

interview with two representatives of one CSO in Vranje) out of the total of eleven CSOs-project partners. Thus, 

the “sample” size in this case was nearly 82%, which indicates to almost full coverage instead sampling. The 

detailed list of interviews and FGDs is presented in Annex 5: List of Persons Interviewed or Consulted. 

5.4. Limitations and Proposed Mitigation Strategies 

There were no significant limitations during implementation of the evaluation. Nonetheless, the evaluation was 

limited by its shortness in time, as set out in the Terms of Reference, defined to last fifteen working days 

including three days of field visits only. Such time frame limit, although to some extent constraining but still 

corresponding to the evaluation scope, was manageable by the Evaluator. The methodological and operational 

strategy to mitigate and/or overcome the time constraints predicted for field visits/meetings was proposed by 
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the IOM Evaluation Management Team, and accepted by the Evaluator. Methodologically, focus group 

discussion was decided to be a strategic data collection tool which enabled time saving in terms of lesser 

number of meetings. Operationally, gathering as many representatives of different key stakeholders as possible 

to one single location/FGD, enabled significant time saving, too (e.g. to hold one group meeting/FGD with 8 

participants, instead having 8 meetings/person-to-person interviews). 

 

6. Findings 

Relevance: 

EQ1. Do the intended results remain valid and pertinent as originally planned or as subsequently modified in 

terms of direct beneficiary needs (state authorities, centers for social work, social protection providers and 

migrants in reception centers)? 

The project was found to be relevant to the beneficiary needs. During the project implementation there were 

not any modifications, nor changed beneficiary needs, in comparison to the project inception.  

EQ2. Is the project aligned with and supportive of IOM national, regional and/or global strategies and the 

Migration Governance Framework? 

Yes, the project has been designed and implemented in line with the relevant IOM and UN strategic papers, 

such as the following: 

i. Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration4 of the General Assembly of UN, Dec 2018, 

Objectives for safe, orderly and regular migration: 

 Objective 3. Provide accurate and timely information at all stages of migration; 

 Objective 7. Address and reduce vulnerabilities in migration; 

 Objective 12. Strengthen certainty and predictability in migration procedures for appropriate 

screening, assessment and referral;  

 Objective 15. Provide access to basic services for migrants; and 

 Objective 16. Empower migrants and societies to realize full inclusion and social cohesion. 

ii. IOM Migration Governance Framework5 (MIGOF) Principles and Objectives: 

 Principle 1: Adherence to international standards and the fulfilment of migrants’ rights; 

 Principle 2: Migration and related policies are best formulated using evidence and whole-of-

government approaches; 

 Principle 3: Good migration governance relies on strong partnerships; 

 Objective 1: Good migration governance and related policy should seek to advance the 

socioeconomic wellbeing of migrants and society; 

 Objective 2: Good migration governance is based on effective responses to the mobility 

dimensions of crises; 

 Objective 3: Migration should take place in a safe, orderly and dignified manner. 

iii. Sustainable Development Goals6 (SDGs) of the United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 

Development, adopted in 2015  

                                                           
4 Ref: https://www.iom.int/global-compact-migration 
5 Ref: https://www.iom.int/sites/default/files/about-iom/migof_brochure_a4_en.pdf 
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 Goal 3. Ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages. 

 Goal 5. Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls.  

 Goal 16. Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide access 

to justice for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels.  

EQ3. Are there any identifiable ways that the approach should be revised in future, or is it evident that 

additional or complementary activities or projects will need to be implemented? 

It was found that additional activities will need to be implemented, that is to say the project need to be 

extended, continued with the same approach and the same components/activities, which proved to be 

successful.  

EQ4 Is the project document well designed according to IOM project development guidelines and logical 

framework approach, including results, indicators, budget and M&E planning? 

The project Logical Framework 7(objectives-results-indicators) is found to be in line with IOM Project Handbook8 

(2012), as well as the project budget and monitoring and evaluation framework. 

Effectiveness and Coverage: 

EQ5. Have the project outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans, or are they 

on track to being achieved? If no, why not? 

All of the project targets are achieved, even some of them exceeded, such as the following, as per the 

components: 

i. Psychosocial support – PSS curriculum was successfully designed, accredited by the relevant 

governmental body (MoLEVSA), and the training of trainers was carried out for 15 PSS Curriculum 

trainers (out of 10 initially targeted); ten outreach workers/social protection counsellors trained 

through the PSS Curriculum were recruited at the level of centres for social work in the seven 

municipalities-locations of reception/asylum centres for migrants. 

ii. The migrant protection teams (outreach workers/social protection counsellors with interpreters) 

provided psychosocial support and counselling to 1,333 migrants (covering approx. 50% of all 

migrants in all reception/asylum centres [between 2,000 and 3,000], out of targeted 40%), of which 

1,246 UMC, 22 women and 22 children – in 7 municipalities reception/asylum centres for migrants 

(out of the five targeted). Two child protection institutions/ children homes accommodating UMCs 

located in Belgrade, and one in Nis were also targeted by the project, covering all of the 

unaccompanied and separated migrant children accommodated there. 

iii. Community-based protection services reached 2,919 migrants in need (out of which 1,025 UMC, 

506 women and 1,559 children) through local partnerships by 10 CSOs (out of 10 planned). 

iv. The fourth component, Child Protection training, which implementation was postponed due to 

technical constraints, was carried out at the end of the project in the form of expert 

meeting/multidisciplinary workshop on child protection in migration context in Serbia, including 

also the framework of the Assisted Voluntary Return and Integration (AVRR), and paying particular 

attention to case studies for Best Interests Assessments (BIAs) and Best Interests Determinations 

(BIDs) for Unaccompanied and Separated Migrant Children (UMC). 

                                                                                                                                                                                                      
6 Ref: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/?menu=1300  
7 See Annex 3. Intervention Logic/ LFM 
8 Ref: https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/iom_project_handbook_6feb2012.pdf 
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EQ6. Were the activities sufficiently well implemented to reach intended results? Would other activities have 

been more effective in reaching the results? 

The project activities, overall, were well implemented. There are no observations and findings that other 

activities (than implemented) could have been more effective. 

EQ7. To what extent has the project and its outputs met expectations and enhanced the work and 

functioning of the centres for social work and the reception centres? 

At the level of outcome, the project outputs met expectations and enhanced the work and functioning of 
centres for social work (primarily towards UMC, and other social work issues pertinent to migrants in need). The 
project also contributed to enhancing migrants’ rights and access to improved social protection services as well 
as support programs on the community level, including specific responses to vulnerable groups. 

Nonetheless, at the level of impact (longer-term change), after the end of project financing, outreach 

workers/social protection counsellors trained and employed by the project would interrupt their activities. 

Hopefully, the Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Policy, might find some financial solution, 

probably out of the IPA Special Measure No 6, in order to keep them continued for e.g. 18 more months. In the 

meantime, it might be expected that the budgetary restriction of the Government of Serbia pertinent to 

employment in public sector9 (including social work) would be lifted in 2020. 

EQ8. To what extent has the project adapted to changing external conditions in order to ensure project 

outcomes are achieved? 

There were not found any major changing external conditions that might influence the project implementation, 

from its startup in June 2018 until its end, in November 2019. 

Efficiency: 

EQ9. Were the project activities undertaken as scheduled and were outputs delivered on time? If not, what is 

the reason for possible delays? 

All the project activities were implemented in accord to the timetable envisaged in the project document, 

except the Child Protection Training, which was, due to technical reasons, carried out at the end of the project. 

EQ10. What measures have been taken to ensure that resources are efficiently used? 

The project management was set forth in the framework of IOM organizational standard procedures.  The 

Project Management Team included Project Coordinator, Project Assistant, as well as a part time (30%) 

Financial Assistant and part-time (30%) Driver. The project budget and all of the expenditures were in 

compliance with IOM Quality Control and other relevant standards for implementation of 

projects/programmes, within the framework of partner’s pillar assessment by the donor10. 

Impact and Sustainability: 

EQ11. What other unintended effects can be observed, whether positive or negative? 

No unintended effects, either positive or negative can be observed/found as a result of the project 

implementation. Moreover, in terms of intended effects/ impact, no baseline was measured before the 

intervention, it was just assumed to be null for most of the measurable outcomes/outputs. 

                                                           
9 Ref (in Serbian only): 
https://www.paragraf.rs/propisi/zakon_o_nacinu_odredjivanja_maksimalnog_broja_zaposlenih_u_javnom_sektoru.html 
10 This project is financed by the State Secretariat for Migration (SEM) of the Swiss Confederation, and released through 
the Swiss Cooperation Office in Serbia/Embassy of Switzerland 
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EQ12. Did the project take timely measures for mitigating any unplanned negative impacts? 

There were not any risks for unplanned negative impacts related to the project implementation. 

EQ13. Has the project served to design or inform discussion of follow-up projects (actual or planned)? 

The project, to certain extent, served as a pilot for psychosocial support to migrants.  All of the project 

stakeholders reiterate the need to be followed-up, extended in form of almost literal replication of this project. 

EQ14. Are the benefits generated likely to continue once external support ceases? 

EQ15. To what extent is the project supported by local institutions and embedded in institutional structures 

that are likely to survive beyond the life of the project? 

In light of the impact, after the project end, it was found that the outreach workers/social protection 

counsellors might, potentially, continue to work, if the responsible ministry would find additional finances to 

cover their costs (e.g. from EUD, IPA Special Measure 6, as discussed at the meeting which the Evaluator had in 

MoLEVSA). Thus, beyond immediate results (achievements), since the criterion of impact seeks to capture the 

indirect, secondary and/or potential consequences of the intervention, it was also found that the benefits 

generated by the project are likely to continue, i.e. that the project is sustainable, however potentially, 

pertaining to its component of outreach workers/social protection counsellors, and PSS Curriculum trainers. 

Furthermore, the psychosocial support (PSS) curriculum has been accredited with MoLEVSA, thus  generating 

secondary but firm impact, and enabling institutional sustainability of the PSS Curriculum at the Republic 

Institute of Social Protection (RISP), to be utilized in future for the same or similar purpose. The RISP, literally, 

has the ownership of the PSS Curriculum.  

Part of the activities of CSOs, such as those considered as good practices (essentially, all the activities attained 

high level of ownership by final beneficiaries/migrants) also deserve chance for replication/continuation in 

future similar projects, thus generating potential sustainability of community-based support activities 

(implemented by CSOs) as diversification of protection services for migrants in need; such diversification, by 

itself, was found to be potentially transformative effect of the intervention (impact); likeliness of continuing the 

benefits of this component, although depends of continuation of funding (financial sustainability), in terms of 

institutional  capacities of CSOs was found to be likely to withstand, to be replicated and even upgraded. 

Moreover, possibilities for continual financing from other sources after the end of the project, was stipualated 

as and advantage in the Call for Proposals (CfP) for CSOs. 

EQ16. To what extent have target groups and possibly other relevant stakeholders been involved in project 

planning and implementation?  

The project beneficiaries, at the central level, include the Republic Institute for Social Protection, whose team of 

experts has designed, elaborated, and carried out the psychosocial support (PSS) training of trainers (ToT) for 

outreach workers/social protection counselors. This training curriculum was the first and the central component 

of the project.  

In other hand, the civil society organisations (local NGOs) have designed their own community-based 

modalities/activities for migrants in collective accommodation. The CSOs also proposed (and effected) the 

implementation time line.  

Gender: 

EQ17. Were gender mainstreaming issues taken into account in design and implementation? 

Gender mainstreaming issues have been taken into account in designing all of the components and activities 

wherever appropriate, as well as throughout the implementation of the project.  
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EQ18. Were activities implemented taking into account needs of different groups (women, men, girls, boys, 

migrants identifying as LGBTI, etc.)? 

The project particularly emphasized protection, empowerment, inclusion to unaccompanied migrant children 

(UMC), both girls and boys, taking into account not only their particular needs due to the circumstances that 

cause vulnerability, but also the legal framework, both national and international pertinent to the rules and 

procedures of treating UMCs, through the official system of social work and child protection.   

EQ19. Were gender-specific activities implemented, and how were these received by the beneficiaries? 

Gender-specific activities were implemented whenever appropriate, in harmony with religious (Islamic) 

tradition of the migrants, i.e. workshops and other activities were held with women and men (who are not 

members of the same family) separately. In particular, one of the project components included case 

management for migrant/refugee women and children victims of gender-based violence. 

Human rights: 

EQ20. Has the implementation of the project activities increased access to and respect for migrants’ human 

rights in practical terms, including those with specific types of vulnerabilities? 

The project, to a substantial extent, certainly increased migrants’ and particularly UMC’s access to and respect 

of human rights and child protection (CRC Articles 3, 4 and 5). Migrants’ increased access to trained outreach 

workers/social protection counselors included other specific types of vulnerabilities, such as domestic violence, 

gender-based violence (e.g. a group of women, victims of gender-based violence, was upheld to establish their 

own formal association and won a project to implement), peer group-violence (children), cumulated stress 

condition (psychological first aid), etc. 

 

7. Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.1. Conclusions 

7.1.1. Major (Primary) Conclusions 

 The project outputs met expectations and enhanced the work and functioning of centres for social work 

(primarily towards UMC, and other social work issues pertinent to migrants in need). The project also 

contributed to mainstream migration through enhancing migrants’ rights and access to improved social 

protection services (Global Compact11) as well as support programs on the community level, including 

specific responses to vulnerable groups, which is in line with Sustainable Development Goals12 (SDGs): 

(i) Goal 3. Ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages, (ii) Goal 5. Achieve gender 

equality and empower all women and girls, and (iii) Goal 16. Promote peaceful and inclusive societies 

for sustainable development, provide access to justice for all and build effective, accountable and 

inclusive institutions at all levels.  

 The project effected in the following good practices: 

i. Psychosocial training curriculum (for outreach workers/social protection counsellors) accredited by 

the national accreditation institution (relevant ministry – MoLEVSA). 

ii. Psychosocial support to migrants in need, provided by trained outreach workers. 

                                                           
11 Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration  of the General Assembly of UN, Dec 2018 
12 Ref: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/?menu=1300 
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iii. Project activities implemented by CSOs, which attained  high level of ownership by the final 

beneficiaries (children and youth migrants), such as joint visit to the cinema, zoo, museums, city 

halls, theatre performances; some other project activities with high ownership by final beneficiaries 

(adult migrants), such as vocational training courses. 

 At the level of longer-term change (impact), after the end of project financing,  social protection 

counsellors/outreach workers trained and employed by the project, potentially, will continue their 

activities, if the Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Policy (MoLEVSA), will find some 

budgetary solution to keep them financed. Community-based activities, organized and carried out by 

partner CSOs would also discontinue after the end of the project financing; however the migration 

mainstream generated by the project would remain owned by the CSOs as a potentially transformative 

effect of the intervention.  Hence, the project full impact would be attained only through replicated, 

continued intervention.  

7.1.2. Secondary Conclusions 

 Added value of the project has been found in valuable complementarity between PSS component and 

community-based activities. The PSS component focused on institutional strengthening of centres for 

social work through capacity building in form of additional, field/outreach staff trained for providing 

specialized psychosocial services to migrants in need, while the community-based component enabled 

diversification of migrant support programs by engaging community resources, so that migrants enjoy 

enhanced psychosocial protection, which is accessible and tailored to their needs. Further, the PSS 

Curriculum could be used as a tool for future migration interventions, which might include returnees, 

too. 

 This project is to be considered as a successful pilot to a longer-term intervention, in harmony to the 

needs (depending on inflow and outflow of migrants); its initial sixteen-month duration of 

implementation (extended for two more months without additional costs) is rather observed as a 

preparatory phase that put everything in place and ready for functioning (see 7.2.2.Reccomendations 

for further reference).  Much still needs to be done, in terms of continual effort, to better outreach and 

significantly enhance social protection for migrants who are vulnerable due to age (children), status 

(physical and mental health), gender (GBV), situation (moneyless, robbed, lost family ties), and/or 

overall circumstances. This project, undoubtedly, points out that more investments/follow up, 

complementary, and systemic actions are needed in the migrant social protection sub-sector, as well as 

in the broader sector of mainstream migration.  

 

7.2. Recommendations 

7.2.1. Recommendations at the Operational Level 

 To allow more flexibility in implementation for project implementing partners, in terms of justified 

modifications in project activities (type, costs, mode of operation), and subsequently, in budget lines 

(not deranging total budget). 

 In addition to the accredited training modules for psychosocial support (PSS) to migrants (which is the 

project crucial result), to capture all lessons learnt and good practices (see Conclusions) from the 

project and all its components,  and ensure institutional memory by drafting guidelines; the guidelines 

should include methods and tools for enhancing social protection for migrants in need, encompassing 

PSS components (both acredited training and practice), as well as community-based/CSO 

services/activities - complementary to the PSS provided by  centres for social work. 
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 Project coordination/steering body/committee to be convened more frequently, at least each 6 months 

(as initially envisaged by the project proposal, but eventaully implemented only two times for the total 

of 18 months of the project duration). 

7.2.2. Recommendations at the Programmatic/Strategic Level (for IOM and the Donor(s)  

 To continue/replicate/extend the project with the least possible gap, and for the duration of at least 2 

years – in order to attain the project impact and susstainability, as well as its aligning with the Global 

Compact Objectives for safe, orderly and regular migration, especialy Objectives 3, 7, 12, 15, and 16. To 

further develop more interventions mainstreaming the Global Compact Objectives, i.e. migration 

mainstream at the national policy level. 

 To establish a data-base (roster) of skilfull, trained and experienced experts in the sector of 

psychosocial support to migrants – in order to maintain the project results in training of outreach 

workers/social protection counsellors and CSO field staff who implemented the project activities. 

 To enhance migrant assistance coordination in Serbia, in addition to the UN Country Team coordiantion 

role. Such coordination might be, as appropriate, built upon experince of previous humanitarian 

monthly coordination meetings (e.g. Health Working Group), which would be, currently, initiated and 

logistically assisted by the migrant assistance-relevant UN agency (IOM), and hosted by the 

governmental authority in the sector, such as Serbian Comessariat for Refugees and Migration (SCRM). 
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Annex 1. Evaluation Terms of Reference 
 

 
 

OPEN TO INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL CANDIDATES 
 

Position Title : External Evaluator 
Duty Station : Belgrade 
Classification : Consultant 
Type of Appointment     : up to 15 working days 
Reference Code : CON 2019 / 13 – External Evaluator 
 

IOM Project to which the Consultancy is contributing: “Enhancing Social Protection for Migrants in 

Vulnerable Situation in Serbia” 
 

Overall Functions: The overall objective is to assess the relevance of project design, effectiveness and 
performance of the project, efficiency of project management and implementation, and impact and 
sustainability, as well as attention to cross-cutting issues (gender and human rights). 
 
The evaluation will be used primarily by IOM, to assess performance and impact and to inform future 
decision-making on the use of donor’s potentially available funds. The evaluation was designed to be 
conducted in the final phase of the project. 
 

Evaluation scope 
 

The evaluation will cover the entire period of project implementation (1 June 2018 – 30 November 2019.) of 
the “Enhancing Social Protection for Migrants in Vulnerable Situation in Serbia” project up to the time of the 
evaluation. The evaluation will take place mainly in Belgrade, Serbia and also include a visit to project 
locations (TBC in inception phase, located maximum three hours from Belgrade). 
 

Evaluation criteria 
 

The evaluation will use the five main OECD-DAC criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and 
sustainability as well as cross-cutting issues of gender and human rights. Also, in terms of gender, all findings 
will be disaggregated by sex (as relevant and to the extent possible) and analysed and reported on 
accordingly. 
 

Evaluation questions 
 

Relevance: 
 

Do the intended results remain valid and pertinent as originally planned or as subsequently modified in terms of 
direct beneficiary needs (state authorities, centers for social work, social protection providers and migrants in 
reception centers)? 
Is the project aligned with and supportive of IOM national, regional and/or global strategies and the Migration 
Governance Framework? 
Are there any identifiable ways that the approach should be revised in future, or is it evident that additional or 
complementary activities or projects will need to be implemented? 
Is the project document well designed according to IOM project development guidelines and logical 
framework approach, including results, indicators, budget and M&E planning? 
 
Effectiveness: 
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Have the project outputs and outcomes been achieved in accordance with the stated plans, or are they on 
track to being achieved? If no, why not? 
Were the activities sufficiently well implemented to reach intended results? Would other activities have been 
more effective in reaching the results? 

To what extent has the project and its outputs met expectations and enhanced the work and functioning of the 
centres for social work and the reception centres? 
To what extent has the project adapted to changing external conditions in order to ensure project outcomes are 
achieved? 
 
Efficiency: 
 
Were the project activities undertaken as scheduled and were outputs delivered on time? If not, what is the 
reason for possible delays? 
What measures have been taken to ensure that resources are efficiently used? Impact: 

What other unintended effects can be observed, whether positive or negative? 
Did the project take timely measures for mitigating any unplanned negative impacts? 
Has the project served to design or inform discussion of follow-up projects (actual or planned)? Sustainability: 

Are the benefits generated likely to continue once external support ceases? 
To what extent is the project supported by local institutions and embedded in institutional structures that are 
likely to survive beyond the life of the project? 
To what extent have target groups and possibly other relevant stakeholders been involved in project planning and 
implementation? 
 

Gender: 
 
Were gender mainstreaming issues taken into account in design and implementation? 
Were activities implemented taking into account needs of different groups (women, men, girls, boys, migrants 
identifying as LGBTI, etc.)? 
Were gender-specific activities implemented, and how were these received by the beneficiaries? Human 

rights: 

Has the implementation of the project activities increased access to and respect for migrants’ human rights in 
practical terms, including those with specific types of vulnerabilities? 
 

IOM is interested in all conclusions that can be reached by the evaluation on the above questions, but the 
recommendations and lessons learned should give particular focus if possible, to whether the project 
contributed to enhancing migrants’ rights and access to improved social protection services as well as 
support programs on the community level, including specific responses to vulnerable groups. Also, to the 
extent possible, attention should be paid to the contributions from other IOM interventions to the protection 
and assistance of migrants and how this project enabled the building of capacities and resources under other 
related projects. 
 

Evaluation methodology 
 

The methodology, to be refined and adapted during the inception phase, will potentially include: 
 
Review of project documents (proposal, reports, work plans, monitoring data including for any monitoring of 
migrants assisted, financial data, revision documents, etc.); relevant IOM strategies and guidance; 
Key informant interviews with IOM staff, state authorities, and donor focal point; 
Ideally two focus groups and/or interviews with centres for social work and reception centres’ staff, CSO and 
NGO partners; 
Site visits and direct observation at the project locations. 
 
The monitoring data to be provided to the evaluation team will include: information on baselines and progress 
against indicators in the results matrix, feedback from state counterparts and authorities involved in project 
implementation on the extent to which the project met expectations and enhanced the availability and quality of 
social protection for migrant population in Serbia in a situation of increased migratory pressure to the 
existing capacities. 
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The evaluator will create an Inception Report that will provide more details on the methodologies to be used, to 
include an evaluation matrix, initial drafts of interview guides, and agenda for interviews and field visits (to be 
coordinated with IOM Serbia). 
 
Finally, the evaluator must follow the IOM Data Protection Principles, UNEG norms and standards for 
evaluation, and relevant ethical guidelines. 
 

Evaluation team 
 

The evaluation will be carried out by a qualified and experienced evaluation consultant. The evaluation 
approach has to follow standard international practices in project evaluation. 
 

Evaluation deliverables 
 

The deliverables expected from the Evaluator include the following: 
 
An inception report will be prepared by the Evaluator and shared with IOM Serbia. The report should include an 
evaluation matrix and a draft interview guide, along with any other needed data collection tools. The 
inception report will also update the time plan for the realisation of the evaluation, if needed. 
 

Following the field visit, the Evaluator will prepare a short presentation of the initial findings and tentative 
conclusions and recommendations. This will be used to debrief the evaluation manager and other relevant 
parties, to identify and address any misinterpretations or gaps. 
 
Building on the debrief and initial feedback received, the Evaluator will produce a draft report that will be 
shared with the evaluation manager for review. The evaluation manager will consolidate all feedback and 
present it to the Evaluator. Feedback should focus on technical aspects and not on the conclusions or 
findings, unless those are based on inaccurate or incomplete information, in which case corrected or 
supplemental information should be provided. 
 
Once feedback is provided by the evaluation manager, the Evaluator will prepare the final report. The report will 
follow the IOM Project Handbook template for evaluation reports. The Evaluator will also prepare a two- page 
Evaluation Brief to facilitate sharing of the key findings, conclusions and recommendations, following the IOM 
template and guidance for evaluation briefs 
 
All deliverables are to be written in English and meet good language standards, as well as IOM monitoring 
and evaluation (M&E) standards. The final report should meet the standards laid out in the UNEG Quality 
Checklist for Evaluation Reports. 
 

Evaluation work plan 
 

Upon selection of the evaluator, the Evaluation Manager will arrange a meeting to discuss the ToR and any 
initial questions. The Evaluation Manager will also provide all relevant project documents, to include a list of 
stakeholders and a tentative, proposed agenda. Based on the TOR, the Evaluator will carry out a review of 
documents provided by the evaluation manager and draft the Inception Report for review by the evaluation 
manager. The evaluation manager will arrange an initial management meeting to ensure a common 
understanding of the evaluation process, to confirm final logistics, and review and give inputs into data 
collection plans as outlined in the Inception Report. 
 
Field visit logistics will be the responsibility of the evaluation manager, including arranging meetings, 
transportation, and interpretation services for meetings and field visits. An informal debrief should be included at 
the end of the field visit, and then a more formal debrief presentation should be held in the week following the 
visit on the initial findings following conclusion of the data collection and preliminary analysis. This will allow 
for any obvious oversights, misinterpretations, or information gaps to be identified and addressed before 
the evaluator begins drafting the full report. 
 
Once approved by the evaluation manager, the report will be shared with the donor (by evaluation manager), 
with IOM’s Office of the Inspector General (by the Regional M&E Officer for RO Vienna), and with other 
migrant protection and assistance specialists as needed (by the relevant Regional Thematic Specialist for 
RO Vienna). 
 
The following timeline is proposed, to be discussed and confirmed with the selected evaluator. The evaluation 
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is expected to start during October 2019, with the field visit to be organized in the beginning of November and 
the final report delivered by the end of November 2019. 
 

The evaluation is to be conducted in up to 15 working days in the following tentative timeframe: 

 

Activity Responsible Timeline 

Compile and share relevant 
documentation 

Evaluation 
manager 

As   soon   as   an   evaluator   is 
engaged 

Review  documents  and  draft  inception 
report 

Evaluator 2 days 

Review and comment on inception report 
Evaluation 
manager 

Within two days of receiving report 

Finalize inception report, data collection 
tools 

Evaluator 1 day 

Finalize logistical arrangements and 
agenda 

Evaluation 
manager 

5 days 

Field visit (including travel time) Evaluator 3 days 

De-brief to evaluation manager Evaluator 1 day 

Draft report Evaluator 5 days 

Comments on draft report 
Evaluation 
manager 

3 days 

Final report and evaluation brief Evaluator 3 days 

 
 
 

Travel costs (transport, accommodation and subsistence) should be included in consultant’s offer and agreed 
prior to start of the assignment. 
 

The quality of  the  evaluation  report  will be  assessed based  on  the criteria  of  utility, credibility and 
appropriateness including but not limited to: 
 

 The report has to be written in clear language (English); 

 The information in the report has to follow the IOM Project Handbook template for evaluation reports, 
including: 1) Title Page, 2) List of acronyms and abbreviations, 3) Table of contents including list of 
annexes; 4) Executive Summary, 5) Introduction 6) Context and purpose of the evaluation (including 
scope, criteria and possible limitations), 7) Evaluation framework and methodology, 8) Findings 
(summary and explanation of findings and interpretations), 9) Conclusions and Recommendations, 

10) Annexes; 

 The information in the report has to be complete, well-structured and well presented; 

 The information in the report has to be reliable (evidence based and well documented findings); 

 Recommendations have to be concrete and implementable; 

 Adherence to IOM monitoring and evaluation (M&E) standards; 

 Human rights and gender equality perspective has been taken into account. 

 

Requirements: 
 

Skills and Competencies 
 

 Excellent analytical skills. 

 Strong writing skills. 

 Ability to synthesize research and reach empirically based conclusions on related subject. 

 Proven capacity to produce reports. 

 Knowledge of inter-disciplinary development issues. 

 Result-oriented and responds to feedback positively. 

 Effective application of Results-Based Management. 

 Good communication, coordination and facilitation skills. 

 Ensures quality of work in a timely manner and meets deadlines. 

Qualifications and Experience 



 High  academic  degree  in  relevant  field  of  humanities,  social  science,  economy  or  
business administration. 

 Minimum  5  years  of  relevant  professional  experience,  preferably  in  
international/multilateral development context. 

 Experience in evaluating and monitoring development activities and projects. 

 Understanding of the migration context in Serbia. 

 Understanding of current policies, legislation and international standards related to migrant 
protection and assistance. 

 Familiarity with the international evaluation standards. 

 Computer literacy, knowledge of software packages and handling of web-based monitoring 

systems. 

 Excellent knowledge of written and spoken Serbian and English. 
 

Other requirements 
 

The evaluator must adhere to the IOM Data Protection Principles (IN/138) and maintain 
confidentiality. The evaluator must adhere to UNEG norms and standards for evaluation, and 
relevant ethical guidelines. 
 

Application Procedure: 
 

Qualified and interested candidates are asked to submit their applications via email at:  
iombegvacancy@iom.int quoting this respective Vacancy notice number in the subject (CON 
2019 / 13 External Evaluator) 
 
The application must include the following documents: 
 

 CV in English language containing contact information and timeline of work 
experience including description of duties and references for similar assignments  
(evaluations and assessments performed); 

 Offeror’s Letter (only dully signed PDF format will be accepted) confirming Interest and 
availability for the consultancy. The Offeror’s Letter shall include financial proposal 
specifying a total sum amount for the tasks specified in this announcement, with 
a breakdown of costs per day of engagement. 

 
Short listed candidates may be asked to provide representative examples of Evaluation Reports 
they have prepared in the last three years. 
 

Closing date 
 

The deadline for submission: 10 October 2019. Incomplete applications will not be taken into 
consideration. Only shortlisted candidates will be contacted. 
 

The assignment expected to begin in mid-October 2019. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Mission in Belgrade: 

Skenderbegova 3  •11158 Beograd • Srbija 
Tel: +381.11.3282.075 • Fax: +381.11.3281.425 • E-mail: iombelgrade@iom.int • Internet: 

http://www.iom.int 

mailto:iombegvacancy@iom.int
mailto:iombelgrade@iom.int
http://www.iom.int/
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Annex 2. Evaluation Matrix 

Evaluation Criteria/  
Evaluation Questions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicators Sources Tools 

Relevance:  

1. Do the intended results remain valid 
and pertinent as originally planned or as 
subsequently modified in terms of 
direct beneficiary needs (state 
authorities, centers for social work, 
social protection providers and 
migrants in reception centers)? 

Degree of relevance of project 
concept and implementation 
strategy – with c 
urrent beneficiary needs and 
overall settings in the sector, 
both on central and local levels 
of the country. 

Relevant 
project 
documents 
and reports, 
primary data 
collected from 
main 
stakeholders 

Documentary 
study; key 
informant 
interviews 

2. Is the project aligned with and 
supportive of IOM national, regional 
and/or global strategies and the 
Migration Governance Framework? 

Degree of appropriateness of the 
project design with international 
documents of migration sector.  

Global 
Compact for 
Safe, Orderly 
and Regular 
Migration of 
the General 
Assembly of 
UN, Dec 2018; 
IOM Migration 
Governance 
Framework 
(MIGOF), etc. 

Desk study 

3. Are there any identifiable ways that the 
approach should be revised in future, or 
is it evident that additional or 
complementary activities or projects 
will need to be implemented? 

To be pointed out through proxy 
indicators, such as indicators for 
EQ 5, 7, and 13 

Primary data 
collected from 
main project 
stakeholders 

Key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discussions 

4. Is the project document well designed 
according to IOM project development 
guidelines and logical framework 
approach, including results, indicators, 
budget and M&E planning? 

Degree of project 
appropriateness with the 
relevant IOM project guidelines 

IOM Project 
Handbook, Feb 
2012 

Desk review - 
comparative 
study of 2 
documents 

Effectiveness:  

5. Have the project outputs and outcomes 
been achieved in accordance with the 
stated plans, or are they on track to 
being achieved? If not, why not? 

To what extent the project 
outcomes (results) are achieved 
in compare to the outcomes 
envisaged)? 

Reports – 
interim, final; 
Logframe 
(proposed, 
revised), 
primary data 

Desk study, 
key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discusisons  

6. Were the activities sufficiently well 
implemented to reach intended 
results? Would other activities have 
been more effective in reaching the 
results? 

Under the Project Proposal and 
the LFM proposed/revised, to 
what extent the objectives were 
achieved? 

Primary 
data/field 
assessment, 
secondary 
data/project 
documents, 
reports 

Desk study, 
key informant 
interviews 
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7. To what extent has the project and its 
outputs met expectations and 
enhanced the work and functioning of 
the centres for social work and the 
reception centres? 

Degree of / significance of 
strengthened capabilities of CSS 
and reception centres to provide 
adequate PSS and protection to 
beneficiaries in need 

Primary data 
collected from 
the main 
stakeholders 

Key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discussions 

8. To what extent has the project adapted 
to changing external conditions in order 
to ensure project outcomes are 
achieved? 

Are there any significant changes 
in overall settings or any external 
factors influencing the project 
implementation? If yes, what are 
the changes and how the project 
was adapted respectively? 

As above As above 

Efficiency:  

9. Were the project activities undertaken 
as scheduled and were outputs 
delivered on time? If not, what is the 
reason for possible delays? 

Timeliness of the project 
activities/ implemented versus 
planned 

Primary 
data/field 
assessment, 
secondary 
data/project 
documents, 
reports 

Desk study, 
key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discussions 

10. What measures have been taken to 
ensure that resources are efficiently 
used? 

Efficiency of the project 
management/organisational/cost 
effective 

As above As above 

Impact:  

11. What other unintended effects can be 
observed, whether positive or 
negative? 

What are the project outcomes 
in compare to the ones 
envisaged (LFM)? Are there any 
other outcomes or impacts; if 
yes, how are they related to the 
project?   

Primary 
data/field 
assessment 

Key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discussions 

12. Did the project take timely measures 
for mitigating any unplanned negative 
impacts? 

What risk analyses the project 
proposal envisaged? Whether 
the risks listed and mitigating 
measures were adequate to 
practice/events occurred? To 
what extent the project 
monitoring was performed in 
regular, timely and full scope 
manner? Whether the 
monitoring reports were up to 
the standard enabling timely 
reaction in case of unplanned 
negative factors?  

Primary 
data/field 
assessment, 
secondary 
data/project 
documents,  
monitoring 
reports 

Desk study, 
key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discussions 

13. Has the project served to design or 
inform discussion of follow-up projects 
(actual or planned)? 

Whether meetings and 
discussions related to the project 
implementation at levels Project 
Steering Group, Project 
Management, local level (CSS), 
CSOs coordination – included the 
project follow up ideas, needs, 
plans? 

Primary 
data/field 
assessment 

Key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discussions 

Sustainability:  
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14. Are the benefits generated likely to 
continue once external support ceases? 

Whether technical capacities 
envisaged by the project have 
been created by the project at 
central/national and/or local 
level(s)? If yes, how likely is that 
such capacities sustain? 

  

15. To what extent is the project supported 
by local institutions and embedded in 
institutional structures that are likely to 
survive beyond the life of the project? 

Whether local institutions 
(CSWs) have enough financial, 
administrative and technical 
resources to sustain the effects 
(to employ outreach workers full 
time)? 

Primary 
data/field 
assessment, 
secondary 
data/project 
documents,  
monitoring 
reports 

Desk study, 
key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discussions 

16. To what extent have target groups and 
possibly other relevant stakeholders 
been involved in project planning and 
implementation? 

Whether the project 
beneficiaries were involved in 
the programming and 
implementing phases of the 
project, if yes, to what extent the 
very in position to express their 
opinion on project 
implementation issues? 

As above As above 

Gender:  

17. Were gender mainstreaming issues 
taken into account in design and 
implementation? 

Whether the project design was 
gender-sensitive, wherever 
applicable? 

Primary 
data/field 
assessment, 

Desk study, 
key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discussions 

18. Were activities implemented taking into 
account needs of different groups 
(women, men, girls, boys, migrants 
identifying as LGBTI, etc.)? 

Whether the project 
implementation was gender-
sensitive, wherever applicable? 

As above Key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discussions 

19. Were gender-specific activities 
implemented, and how were these 
received by the beneficiaries? 

Which gender-specific project 
activities or sub-activities were 
envisaged and carried out? How 
appropriate was that seen by the 
beneficiaries? 

As above Key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discussions 

Human rights:  

20. Has the implementation of the project 
activities increased access to and 
respect for migrants’ human rights in 
practical terms, including those with 
specific types of vulnerabilities? 

What are the human rights 
practical settings in migrants 
sector in the country? Which 
human rights aspects, incl. 
specific vulnerabilities pertinent 
to this project were successfully 
implemented/ accessed to by the 
beneficiaries?  

Field data 
collected, 
compared to 
the desk study 
(Global 
Compact for 
Safe, Orderly 
and Regular 
Migration of 
the General 
Assembly of 
UN, Dec 2018; 
IOM  MIGOF, 
etc) 

Desk study, 
key informant 
interviews, 
focus group 
discussions 
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Annex 3. Intervention Logic/ LFM 

 
 Indicators Baseline Target 

Data Source and 
Collection Method 

Objective: 
Contribute to strengthening 
social protection of migrants 
in Serbia 

Wellbeing of migrants 
(women, men and 
children) improved 
through specialised 
social protection 
services 

Erratic and 
non-
standardised 
access to 
specialised 
social 
protection 
services for 
migrants in 
need 

Systematic capacity 
introduced for 
delivery of one 
specialised social 
protection service 

Documented 
consultations with 
social service 
providers; policy 
documents 

Outcome 1: 
Local social protection 
providers use upgraded 
psychosocial programs to 
migrants in need 

Increased delivery of 
better quality social 
protection services 
available to migrants in 
need in 
asylum/reception 
centres  

As at the 

project start 

Limited or no 

systemic access 

to psychosocial 

support 

available  

Quality of the 
trainings cross-
checked;  
Training transferred 
through accredited 
curriculum;  
Survey assessing 
adequacy one year 
after the training 

Migration Profile, EC 
progress report; 
MOLEVSA and 
Commissariat for 
Refugees and 
Migration reports 

Output 1.1:  
Improved competences of 
social workers in five 
municipalities for delivery of 
psychosocial support to 
migrants    

Availability of an 
accredited PSS training 
curriculum; Number of 
trainers trained for 
carrying out accredited 
PSS training and % 
women; Number of 
trainees who passed the 
PSS training and % 
women; Number of 
trainees who scored 
80% or more in exit 
exam  

No PSS 
accredited 
curriculum at 
present; 0; 
0; As at the 
project start 

PSS training 
curriculum 
accredited/formally 
recognised; At least 
10 social trainers 
trained of whom at 
least 6 women;  

Curriculum design 
documentation, 
accreditation 
package containing 
proposal review; ToT 
list; Curriculum 
attendance list and 
test scores 

Activities that lead to Output 1.1: 
1.1.1 Mapping of the PSS training/activities done thus far in Serbia  
1.1.2 Developing/adapting PSS curriculum and training materials 

Output 1.2:  
Psychosocial support and 
counselling provided to 
migrants in need in five 
locations 

Number of 
municipalities where 
migrant protection 
teams comprising two 
trained psychosocial 
professional and one 
interpreter provide PSS; 
% of migrants receiving 
services from teams, % 
women 

0; 0 

 

Five municipalities, 
as confirmed with 
government 
partners at the 
project start; At 
least 40% of 
migrants, and of 
that at least 20% 
women  

Team reports; camp 
management 
reports, IOM 
compilation reports 

Activities that lead to Output 1.2: 
1.2.1 Forming migrant protection teams to include PSS counsellors and interpreters as per existing needs and coordination 
with MoLEVSA and other available resources in targeted locations 
1.2.2 Providing psychosocial support and counselling to migrants in need 
1.2.3 Identifying migrant needs and referring to services, including transportation to further service providers  
1.2.4 Organizing regular monthly peer supervision sessions by external supervisors 
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 Indicators Baseline Target 

Data Source and 
Collection Method 

Outcome 2: 
Protection services for 
migrants in need diversified 
and expanded through local 
partnerships 

Number of newly 
established 
partnerships; number of 
sectors newly involved 
in supporting migrants; 
 

As at the 
project start  
 

At least 10 new 
partnerships 
established; at least 
three sector service 
providers involved  

Project reports; 
service providers 
progress reports, 
and other 
stakeholders’ 
reports  

Output 2.1:  
Community-based social 
services available to migrants 
in vulnerable situation 
including UMC through 
partnerships with civil society   

Number of established 
and supported 
partnerships with civil 
society service providers 

0 
 

At least 2 
At least 50% 
women benefitting 
from services 
provided;  
At least 30% 
children  

Project reports, civil 
society service 
providers’ reports   
 

Activities that lead to Output 2.1: 
2.1.1 Designing and publishing CfP 
2.1.2 Selecting social protection support programs/services providers among CSOs who submitted proposals 
2.1.3 Defining partnership agreements with selected civil society organizations  
2.1.4 Implementing activities defined through partnership agreements and monitoring 

Output 2.2:   
Community-based support 
programs designed and 
offered to migrant 
populations 

Number of youth 
initiated and 
implemented programs 
implemented by youth 
offices, including peer 
education and 
counselling targeting 
migrant youth at 
reception centres; 
% of migrant youth 
reached in each centre; 
Number of community-
based organisations 
implementing support 
programs in centres 

0; 0%; 0 
 

At least 5 youth 
initiatives; at least 
50% of migrant 
youth reached and 
of that at least 20% 
women;  
at least 5 
community based 
initiatives 
 

Project reports, 
youth offices 
reports, local civil 
society organizations 
report, camp reports  
 

Activities that lead to Output 2.2: 
Activities that lead to Output 2.2: 
2.2.1 Designing and publishing CfP 
2.2.2 Selecting community-based support programs proposals  
2.2.3 Defining partnership agreements with selected civil society and youth organizations  
2.2.4 Implementing the initiatives in coordination with the CSO’s and youth organizations 

Output 2.3:  
On-the-job training in child 
protection with Switzerland 
and sharing of successful 
practices facilitated through 
practitioners’ exchange 

Number of Swiss 
counterparts (Reception 
Centre in Basel) visiting 
Serbia for on-the job 
training in UMC 
protection; 
Number of people 
trained by Swiss 
counterparts; 
Availability of a 
practitioners’ network 
for continuous 
knowledge transfer 

0; 0; 
Practitioners 
network does 
not exist  
 

3; 8, of that at least 
4 women; 
Practitioners 
network for UMC 
established and 
operational  
 

Project reports, 
study visit reports   
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 Indicators Baseline Target 

Data Source and 
Collection Method 

Activities that lead to Output 2.3: 
2.3.1 Partners’ consultations on the appropriate counterparts to invite to Serbia to carry out on-the-job training ongoing. 

Output 2.4:  
Project monitoring and 
evaluation 

Number of PSC 
meetings; 
Number of visits and 

number of reports 

0; 0 
 

3 PSC meetings; 2 
visits, 2 reports 
(interim and final) 

PSC meeting 
minutes; 
Project evaluation 
reports. 

Activities that lead to Output 2.4: 
2.4.1 Establishing PSC and organizing biannual PSC meetings  
2.4.2 Carrying out interim and final evaluation and preparing one interim report 
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Annex 4. List of Documents Reviewed 

Document Title Published by/Date 

Project Proposal:  
Enhancing Social Protection for Migrants in Vulnerable Situation in Serbia 

IOM/ 19 Jan 2018 

Budget proposal: 
Enhancing Social Protection Framework for Unaccompanied minors and 
vulnerable migrants in the Republic of Serbia 

IOM/ ? 

Budget Revision Proposal IOM/ 10 Apr 2019 

Logframe and Timeframe Update IOM/ 10 Apr 2019 

CT.1163 1st Interim Narrative Report_09012019 IOM/ 9 Jan 2019 

CT.1163 1st Interim Financial Report IOM/ 26 Dec 2018 

Annexes to the 1st Interim Report: 
- Annex 1 – Coordination Meeting minutes and LOP 
- Annex 2 – PSS Workshop Meeting Agenda and LOP 
- Annex 3 – Minutes of the 1st Steering Committee 

IOM/ Oct-Nov 2018 

Request for budget revision and two-month No-Cost Extension, with  
- Budget revision proposal,  
- Updated log frame and time frame 

IOM/ 11 Apr 2019 

CT.1163 2nd Interim Narrative Report_09012019 IOM/ 28 Jun 2019 

CT.1163 2nd Interim Financial Report IOM/ 27 Jun 2019 

Annexes to the 2nd Interim Report: 
- Annex 1 – LoP - Workshop for the PSS curriculum and TOT development 
- Annex 2 – LoP’s of the peer supervision meetings 
- Annex 3 – Horizontal Plan of the Curriculum 
- Annex 4 – LoP’s of the CfP informative sessions 
- Annex 5 – LoP of the Coordination Meeting with the Grantees 
- Annex 6 – List and Short Description of the Selected Project Proposals 

IOM/ Jun 2018 

Beneficiaries Number & Structure CSW (final report data/figures) IOM/ Jan 2020 

Beneficiaries Number & Structure NGO (final report data/figures) IOM/ Jan 2020 

PROGRAM OBUKE: UNAPREĐENJE KVALITETA PRUŽANJA USLUGA 
PSIHOSOCIJALNE PODRŠKE (PSS) U RADU SA MIGRANTSKOM POPULACIJOM U 
SRBIJI 

RISP / 2019 

Horizontalni plan i sisnopsis programa obuke (6 modula) RISP / 2019 

IZVEŠTAJ O PILOT REALIZACIJI  
PROGRAMA OBUKE I ODRŽANOM TRENINGU ZA TRENERE 

RISP/ 18 Jun 2019 



FINAL EVALUATION: ENHANCING SOCIAL PROTECTION FOR MIGRANTS IN VULNERABLE SITUATION IN SERBIA 
 

 

30 | P a g e  

Document Title Published by/Date 

CALL FOR PROPOSALS - Guidelines for applicants 
In the framework of project funded by the Swiss Confederation through the 
State Secretariat for Migration: “Enhancing Social Protection for Migrants in 
Vulnerable Situation in Serbia” 

IOM/ 28 Jan 2019 

LIST OF PRE-SELECTED PROJECT PROPOSALS IOM 

Agenda: Stručni sastanak: Zaštita dece u kontekstu migracija: praksa i politike 
povratka 

IOM/ 28 Nov 2019 

Summary: Expert meeting/on-the-job workshop on child protection in migration 
context in Serbia (held on 28 Nov 2019 in Belgrade) 

IOM/ Jan 2020 

SDC Annual Reporting – email correspondence between IOM Project 
Management and the donor 

IOM-SCO/ Sep-Oct 
2019 

Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration (Resolution adopted by 
the General Assembly of the UN on 19 December 2018) 

GA UN/ 11 Jan 
2019 

Migration Governance Framework IOM/ 1 Sept 2016 

Convention on the Rights of the Child OHCHR, 1989 

Glossary on Migration  IOM, 2019 

IOM Project Handbook 
Module 6 - Evaluation 

IOM/ Feb 2012 
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Annex 5. List of Persons Interviewed or Consulted 

# Date  Organisation Name and Function Remarks 

1 15 Nov 2019 Republic Institute of Social 
Protection, Belgrade 

Nada Sarac,  
Zivorad Gajic, and  
Svetlana Zivanic. 

Responsible for 
the training 
curriculum 
design and 
training implem. 

2 15 Nov 2019 Swiss Cooperation Office in 
Serbia – Embassy of 
Switzerland in Serbia 

Jovana Mihajlovic, National Programme 
Officer 
    

Representative 
of the donor 

3 20 Nov 2019 Ministry of Labour, 
Employment, Veteran and 
Social Policy 

Svetozar Aleksov, State Secretary 
Natasa Pavicevic, SW Expert 

Representatives 
of the Serbian 
governmental 
counterpart 

4 21 Nov 2019 Jesuit Refugee Service (JRS) – 
UMC Shelter/ 
Accommodation Facility 
“Pedro Arrupe House” 

Jelena Colic, SOS Children’s Villages; 
Violeta Markovic, JRS Deputy CD; 
Nemanja Rajic, JRS Project Staff; 
Darko Stamenkocic, JRS Pedagogue. 

Representatives 
of CSOs-project 
implementing 
partners 

5 22 Nov 2019 FGD in Centre for Social 
Work, Nis 

Zoran Jovic, CSW Nis Director; 
Ljubica Ilic, Psychologist (IOM); 
Marija Micic, Outreach Worker, CSW 
Pirot; 
Anita Kostov, Outreach Worker, CSW 
Dimitrovgrad; 
Tatjana Trickovic, Outreach Worker, 
CSW Pirot; 
Aleksandra Nikolic, Social Worker 
(UMC), CSW Nis;  
Lidija Stankovic, Assistant Director, 
CSW Nis. 

Key informants-
at the level of 
local centres for 
social work-
trained service 
providers  

6 22 Nov 2019 Reception Centre for 
Migrants, Vranje 

Goran Ciric, Reception Centre Manager 
(SCRM); 
Ivana Genov, Outreach Worker 

Representative 
of SCRM; 
Field Social 
Worker-local 
CSW 

7 22 Nov 2019 Centre for Social Integration-
CDI, CSO, Vranje 

Anita Stojanovic, President of CDI; 
Dejan Stojanovic, Finance Assistant. 

Representatives 
of a CSO-project 
implementing 
partners 

8 25 Nov 2019 FGD with CSO 
representatives, Hotel 
Mercure Excelsior, Belgrade 

Slavica Milojevic, RISP/BCHR;  
Dunja Bozovic, PIN; 
Andrijana Radojicic, Atina; 
Goran Paunovic, Info Park; 
Francesca Fornari, Kulturanova; 
Mira Novakovic, NSHC; 
Bogdan Krasic, BCHR; 
Jelena Colic, SOS Children’s Villages 
 

Representatives 
of CSOs-project 
implementing 
partners 
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Annex 6. Evaluation Timetable 

Evaluation 
Phase 

Activity Deliverable 
Time Frame 

Month/ Week 

 
Oct Nov Dec 

V I II III IV I II 

Inception 
Briefing/preliminary 
meeting with Evaluation 
Management, IOM 

Briefing held with the 
Evaluation 
Management Team, 
IOM, ToR discussed 

 

      

Inception 
Signing of the Contract 
with IOM 

Contract signed  
      

Inception 
Review documents and 
draft inception report 

Inception Report 
submitted to IOM 

 
      

Field Field planning, logistics 
Field visit agenda 
finalised, logistics  

 
      

Field 
Field visits, meetings at 
central and local level, as 
discussed at the Briefing  

Key informant 
interviews, focus 
group discussions 
carried out  

 

      

Synthesis/ 
Reporting 

Debriefing, presentation of 
evaluation findings and 
recommendations 

Preliminary evaluation findings, 
recommendations, lessons 
learned presented to IOM 

      

Synthesis/ 
Reporting 

Drafting Evaluation Report 
Draft Evaluation 
Report Submitted to 
IOM 

 
      

Synthesis/ 
Reporting 

Commenting the draft 
Evaluation Report 

  
      

Synthesis/ 
Reporting 

Finalising Evaluation 
Report 

Final Evaluation 
Report submitted to 
IOM 
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Annex 7. Geographical Map of the Project 

 

Legend: The project locations visited (Belgrade, Nis, Pirot, Dimitrovgrad, and Vranje) are marked with 

light blue (turquoise) rectangles; the other project locations (Backa Palanka, Loznica and Sjenica) are 

marked with light green coloured rectangles. 

Source of the map: the Cartographic Section of the United Nations (CSUN) 

http://www.un.org/Depts/Cartographic/map/profile/serbia.pdf  

http://www.un.org/Depts/Cartographic/map/profile/serbia.pdf

