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UNHCR feedback on version 3 of the report, Regional Development and 
Protection Programme – North Africa: A Success Case Method (SCM) Evaluation 

Study  
 
UNHCR has shared very detailed responses following the circulation of the two previous versions 

of the draft report, including feedback provided by the UNHCR operations covered by the 

evaluation. However, much of this feedback has not yet been fully addressed in the updated third 

version of the report shared with us. For this reason, UNHCR has compiled the below list of 

comments previously provided that remain unaddressed and requests that the ITA MOI, as 

principal commissioner of the Study, considers UNHCR’s comments, annotations, and feedback 

before circulating the report externally.  

UNHCR feedback shared following previous versions of the report: 

On EGYPT: 

• UNHCR Overall Observation shared and unaddressed: As a general observation, the study 
is focusing its analysis on Capacity Building activities with a very specific target only vis-a-
vis other actions funded by the RDPP-NA programme mainly geared around RSD, 
Registration, Child protection. However, the report draws very general conclusions on the 
impact of the programme encompassing integration, access to work, access to school etc. 
While the action analysed only specific actions rather than the wider range of activities 
carried out by UNHCR and Partners, outside of the RDPP-NA programme, the conclusions 
drawn are much broader.  
 
Below are some specific examples from the text: 

About the impact of the Capacity Building Activities: 

Chap. 4.1.5 /b pg. 32 

‘’The study finds that the capacity building component of the RDPP-NA had a limited 

contribution to the general programmatic objective of building the capacity of third 

countries to provide reception, protection and durable solutions to migrants, asylum 

seekers and refugees in Egypt’’. 

Chap. 4.1.5 /c pg. 32 

Capacity Building/Integration  

‘’The Egypt component showcases that the positive impact of training activities on the 

refugee population is hindered by persisting barriers to integration. These barriers are 

mostly related to limited access to formal employment opportunities, health assistance and 

public education. Access to livelihood is a key obstacle to successful integration’’. 

Chap 4.1.5/e pg. 34 

‘’Another key challenge that interviewed refugees mentioned in their experiences in Egypt 
was widespread racism… More broadly, the study finds that the programme may benefit 
from extending awareness raising activities to the broader society.” 
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• About distinguishing between refugees and migrants (Egypt): 

Chap 4.1.5/f pg. 35  

[…]Although the assistance provided to migrants and refugees is reigned by international 

law and legally organized by mandate, the study finds that a rigid categorization of support 

provided to “refugees” and “migrants” could have a negative unintended backfall without 

effective coordination. Scientific literature clearly indicates that migration is far more 

complicated than any binary categorization can encompass’’. 

Pg. 36 […] Capacity building activities under the RDPP-NA must be coordinated as much 

as possible to mitigate these risks. In the absence of an established framework there may 

be unintended consequences on a large part of the population of concern. 

Chapter 4.1.7 – Recommendation no. 4.1.C pag. 43 

Pg 43: 4.1.c ‘’RDPP actors, and more specifically IOM and UNHCR, should pay attention 

not to reinforce the binary categorization “migrant” vs. “refugee” in their capacity building 

activities. While helpful operationally, it does not effectively represent the complex reality 

of migratory experiences and it may contribute to reducing access to services and rights. 

Systematic coordination should be put in place to avoid a potential vacuum of protection 

as individuals fall out of the specific concern of UNHCR. RDPP as a programme should plan 

holistic interventions that mitigate potential negative unintended effects of individuals as 

they transition out of the asylum system’’. 

UNHCR unaddressed feedback: 

UNHCR and IOM both have specific mandates in accordance with international law. Efforts 

are made to ensure complementarity between the different agencies. As noted by UNHCR 

Egypt in their initial feedback: “UNHCR approaches the training activities on international 

protection and refugee law principles comprehensively a.i focus on access to asylum 

procedures, looking at the protection needs of migrants, VOT, and liaise with relevant 

agencies such as IOM and OECD to have joint trainings. additionally, a special focus is 

made in UNHCR’s trainings on the nexus to human rights in general.” 

We have repeatedly proposed to revise this point, to rather note the potential vulnerability 

of those found not to be in need of international protection who may have few means to 

regularise their status in the country.  

• About International Protection and COI: 
 

Pg 34: […] For instance, for citizens of Eritrea, Sudan, and Ethiopia, it is largely impossible to 

return if unable to obtain asylum status in Egypt. In Eritrea, failed asylum seekers face a high 

risk of detention and are often subjected to torture upon their return. Similarly, in Ethiopia, they 

are at risk of arbitrary and indefinite detention, torture, and extrajudicial execution19. This 

means that unless systematic coordination is undertaken to provide continuous protection to 

rejected asylum seekers and closed-file individuals, many migrants could be exposed to high 

protection risks as they fall out of UNHCR mandate. 



3 
 

UNHCR’s has repeatedly shared its feedback as follows: “Would suggest to replace this 
paragraph with a point that rather reflects that many failed asylum seekers prefer to remain 
undocumented in the country following the completion of asylum procedures, including in 
the absence of other means to regularise their status.  
 
UNHCR’s data shows that a very high proportion of Eritreans are recognized as refugees 
but the proportion of Sudanese and Ethiopian nationals found to be in need of international 
protection is lower, which is consistent with what we observe elsewhere.”  
 
UNHCR asked in two repeated messages to address this paragraph in the text in 
consideration of its observations. RSD assessments would generally include consideration 
of the broader range of risks facing individuals, including in the event of return to the 
country of origin. As with the point noted above, the report could rather note the potential 
vulnerability of those found not to be in need of international protection.  

 
On TUNISIA: 

• Broader points about the scope of the RDPP-NA funding 
 

Page 61, 4.2.5. Factors that hinder impact 

[…]One factor that hinders achieving such an impact is the lack of an overarching strategy 

within the evaluated programme. If funds are granted for RSD activities only, without 

including other essential activities, such as livelihood assistance, there is a risk to jeopardize 

any potential positive outcome of RSD processes…Pg 62.  

‘’In the case of the RDPP-NA, this aspect entails also improved coordination with other EU 

initiatives. For instance, those funded by DG NEAR and DG ECHO. Coordinating with other 

European donors would allow funding a more comprehensive response that better covers 

the needs on the ground and achieves value for money…’’ 

Recommendation 4.2.C pag. 71 

“RDPP actors should plan a holistic response that allows providing protection and 

assistance throughout the RSD process. RDPP actors (namely UNHCR) should aim at 

providing as comprehensive as possible assistance to asylum seekers and refugees in 

targeted countries from registration to economic self-reliance. Implementing partners and 

donors should consider that concentrating RDPP funding on fewer countries but for a 

wider range of activities could maximise the impact of their interventions. For instance, 

this could ensure that refugees in Tunisia can receive adequate socio-economic support 

after a positive RSD outcome.” 
 

UNHCR unaddressed response: 

As before mentioned, we would suggest this point is amended. UNHCR is not a standing 

alone Agency and Protection Working Groups allow for cooperation across agencies with 

different mandates that can provide a broader range of support. Overall, the Agencies’ 

response is broader than the RDPP-NA spectrum of funded actions and this aspect should 

be correctly pointed out through this document.  
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• Specific Inputs on UNHCR’s overall service delivery methodology: 
Pg 67:  

“Those who see their asylum claims denied are no longer of UNHCR’s concern and are left in a 

practical limbo.” 

UNHCR unaddressed feedback: 

The lack of options should not be portrayed as a negative effect of the RDPP-NA but rather 

this observation provides an opportunity to shed a light on the limited options for rejected 

cases who want to stay in Tunisia. This is similar to the issue noted above in relation to 

Egypt. 

Pag 67: 

“While they can appeal against a negative outcome, assistance can be stopped after a negative 

first decision, leaving them in potentially vulnerable situations, as reported by one rejected 

asylum seeker:” 

UNHCR unaddressed comment: 

Assistance is available for the most vulnerable cases only, if a case is vulnerable assistance 
is stopped following a final (appeal level) decision.  

 

In relation to the REGION: 

• Pg 64: d. External challenge: parallel systems hinder sustainable impact. 
“Because of the lack of a national asylum framework in several targeted countries, UNHCR 

has stepped in to carry out core activities such as registration and refugee status 

determination. While contributing to filling a substantial gap, this is somehow creating a 

sort of parallel system for refugees that are supported by international organizations and 

NGOs rather than being included into the national system. Unless these tasks are carried 

out with a clear plan to hand over responsibility to the relevant departments in the targeted 

government, any positive impact will be temporary and not sustainable’’. 

UNHCR unaddressed feedback:  

As highlighted through previous commentary, UNHCR strongly disagrees with this broad 

statement. There are no parallel systems when such national system do not exist. UNHCR 

substitutes to the government in the absence of a legal system by the virtue of its mandate.  

In parallel, the capacity development  of the national institutions on all aspects related to 

International Protection is an integral part of UNHCR’s core mission in all countries.  

We would request that UNHCR’s response on this point is noted in the text.                      

About Operational Recommendations (pag.72)  

• Recommendation no. 4.2.c :  
 

RDPP actors should have mitigation strategies to minimize the effect of potential negative 
unintended effects. For instance, RDPP actors should plan a holistic response that does 
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not have the unintended effect to place sectors of the migrant population outside of 
protection services and durable solutions. Systematic coordination should be put in place 
on the ground between actors with different mandates (e.g., IOM and UNHCR) to avoid a 
potential vacuum of assistance.  
 
UNHCR unaddressed response: The RDPP-NA actors are all largely involved in 
Coordination Fora (PWGs) at Country Level although not directly called under the RDPP 
umbrella. Still and regardless the systematic coordination mechanism already in place 
vacuum of assistance can persist but reasons should be investigated more in depth.  

 
 

• Recommendation no. 4.2.f  
As much as possible, RDPP-NA actions should aim at including migrants and refugees in 
national systems in targeted countries. For instance, this means supporting the education 
of persons of concern through existing public schools. Creating/supporting alternative 
systems of services to fulfil fundamental gaps in hosting countries should remain a short-
term temporary solution. Any further assistance to targeted countries should be made 
conditional to the formulation of credible plans that allow handing over key activities that 
are currently under the full responsibility of RDPP-NA implementing partners. 
 
Operational Recommendation no. 3  
Any further support to third countries’ entities with documented record of sub-standard 

performances at respecting human rights and international protection standards should be 

made conditional to a demonstrable improvement in compliance. Similarly, additional  

funding should be made conditional to a realistic commitment by recipient countries to 

take responsibilities for key tasks (such as RSD) that are currently under full responsibility 

of RDPP-NA implementing partners. 

 
3. While strengthening the capacity of third countries to provide adequate 

reception, access to international protection and durable solutions, related 

activities should not be entirely delegated to actors that are not yet equipped to 

guarantee the respect of internationally recognized minimum standards. For 

instance, SAR operations in Libya should not be entirely delegate to the Libyan 

Coast Guard (LCG) given the documented record of abuses. 

 

Operational Recommendation no. 4  

EMBED INTERVENTIONS IN LONGER TERM PLANS AND STRATEGY. RDPP-NA funded 
capacity building and support to third countries’ entities and institutions should be included 
into a broader strategy that goes beyond the life cycle of one phase of the programme. 
Similarly, credible plans should be formulated to allow handing over of key activities (such 
as registration and refugee status determination) to targeted governments. Implementing 
partners should clearly demonstrate how proposed interventions fit within, and contribute 
to, these longer-term plans. DG Home and RDPP-NA actors should consider that in 
absence of such plans the impact of similar interventions is likely to remain limited. 
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Creating/supporting alternative systems of services provision should remain a short-term 
temporary solution to fulfil fundamental gaps in hosting countries  
 

UNHCR unaddressed comments: 

Unfortunately, within the RDPP-NA Operational context, all the countries that are the 
focus of the study are not yet availed with a national Asylum Law- capacity to conduct RSD 
Registration- protect refugees. As these processes might require additional years/decades 
to become functional for a quite complex conjunction of geopolitical grounds the 
recommendation could not be applied to Registration/RSD and essential protection 
services provided by UNHCR by the virtue of its mandate.   

 

About Strategical Recommendations Pg 73 no. 3  

1. Planned capacity building and support to third countries’ entities and institutions should 

be included into a broader strategy that goes beyond the life cycle of one phase of the 

programme. Similarly, credible plans should be formulated to allow handing over of key 

activities (such as registration and refugee status determination) to targeted governments. 

 
UNHCR comment: Obviously these process are long-term oriented and commenced quite 
before the RDPP-NA. Credible plans implies willingness/capacities and resources of 
target countries. This process is ongoing and involves several actors.  

                     

Specific points of clarification 

• UNHCR ALGERIA Pag 24:  
[…]The difficulty in coordinating with authorities has been found as a key reason for 

underperforming on set targets in Algeria in Phase II10.” 

UNHCR feedback not addressed: 

In Algeria, conditions were not always conducive to strengthen coordination with the 

government. The protest movement in 2019 that resulted in internal political reforms and 

a constitutional referendum in 2020, also impacted the activities of civil society 

organizations, the prioritization by the authorities of certain interventions, and the shift to 

a more security-focused approach in the management of mixed movements. UNHCR 

adopted different mitigation measures to maintain the engagement of its governmental 

counterpart. As a result of these mitigating measures, the number of government officials 

sponsored for regional and international fora, trainings, and workshops has been surpassed 

during Phase II. Mitigation measures adopted also included overall strengthening of 

awareness raising activities on asylum procedures and access to international protection, 

as reflected in project reports (which are not reflected in the report). 

• Pg 32 
[…]The study finds that the capacity building component of the RDPP had a limited 

contribution to the general programmatic objective of building the capacity of third 
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countries to provide reception, protection and durable solutions to migrants, asylum 

seekers and refugees in Egypt. 

UNHCR comment not addressed: 

The capacity building and development activities in Egypt have led the Government of 

Egypt to start embarking on asylum mechanisms to fill in the gaps such as the drafting of 

an asylum law and engagement with UNHCR for joint mechanisms. It will require time for 

the impact to be felt. The Study has drawn a large spectrum finding based on the limitation 

of the key’s informant reported information.  

• Pg 34: 
[…]Because capacity building sessions targeted middle and lower ranking officers, there is 

a general belief that they are in no position to influence the government agenda. While 

targeting middle and low rank officers has had an impact on their daily activities, it did not 

yield a significant effect on creating a momentum to speed up the passing of an asylum 

legislation, whose lack of remains a hindering factor.” 

UNHCR response not addressed: 

UNHCR recognizes that working on the draft law will require focused activities on 

institutional and capacity building at the policy and decision-making levels, which is going 

on parallel to the awareness raising on the technical level. UNHCR is also engaged in a 

broader range of activities related to this including capacity building and advocacy that may 

not have been reflected in the study. The study again draws a general conclusion without 

considering the larger spectrum of ongoing interventions.   

• Pg 34:  
[…]More broadly, the study finds that the programme may benefit from extending awareness 

raising activities to the broader society.” 

UNHCR not addressed response: 

UNHCR has developed a multi-faceted programme in response to hostility, discrimination 

and racism within the refugee community and with the host community.  

In addition, the study did not include an evaluation on non RDPP-NA-focused activities 

and should have verified the existence of non RDPP-NA labelled initiatives before drawing 

general conclusions.  

• Pg 41:  
“If I may clarify, they do not conduct specific training for the ministry of defense and ministry of 

interior. They conducted one training and it involved different stakeholders, I think the ministry 

of justice, and the parliament…it was a general and broad training, of course it is important 

because it is an eye opener on all the support that we will need to establish this national asylum 

system […] the target group so far is those in charge of refugee policies in the ministry…these 

are not the police officers in the street…however police officers study in their formation 

international law, so they know that refugees enjoy international protection’’?” 

UNHCR not addressed comment: 
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It is possible that the key informant was not fully aware of the yearly capacity building plan 
agreed upon by MOD and MOI.  

 
• Pg 48: 

[…] Similarly, the use of Resettlement Registration Forms (RRFs) as the only output 

indicator for resettlement interventions allows measuring output delivery against an 

indicator that is under the control of implementing partner. RRFs measure how many cases 

have been submitted by UNHCR, which differs from the number of people approved for 

resettlement and also differs from the number of departures. Therefore, success in terms 

of implementation is also determined by the choice of an indicator that accounts only for 

a part of the resettlement process. In other words, the same operation may have not been 

considered successful with a different indicator been chosen. 

UNHCR new comment: this comment can be applied to many indicators selected by RDPP-

NA actors and not by UNHCR LIBYA only. Specifically, in LIBYA the RST RRFs as well as 

the number of RST departures between 2017 (December) until 2020 (December) have 

been unprecedented. In case the study is interested in statistics showcasing ratio of RFFs 

compiled/accepted by Resettlement countries UNHCR suggests to address the question 

to the key informants.  

• Pg.49 
[…]In Libya, the sources of referrals for resettlement are limited to other UNCHR units, 

with no direct referrals from external partners nor self-referrals from refugee themselves.”  

UNHCR unaddressed response: 

External partners can also refer cases to the UNHCR Community-Based Protection Team 

(CBP). Upon assessments of the CBP team, cases can be referred to the RST Unit for 

consideration and assessments. 

• Pg 55:  
[…]A higher number of recognized refugees allows UNHCR to advocate for higher quotas 

UNHCR unaddressed response: 

The projected global resettlement needs (PGRN) for Libya does always look at the entire 

registered population and conducts analysis of the RST needs globally. UNHCR does not 

necessarily envisage a direct correspondence between the no. of recognized refugees and 

the advocacy for quotas as RST/RSD procedures in Libya are linked. 

• Pg 52: 
[…]Funding projects and staff is not enough, the greater number of the quotas the more we can 
resettle people. Fortunately, USA revised its standard going back to over a thousand, that is very 
good news for us as organization and also for those who have been waiting so long for 
resettlement.”  
(UNHCR Libya Key Informant) 
 
UNHCR unaddressed feedback: 

This statement is relevant to the RST overall quota but not necessarily to Libya. Quotas 



9 
 

were in fact not available in previous years.  
 

• Pg 55:  
“[…]Cases are categorized based on their risk level, and they are followed up on a daily, 

weekly, or monthly basis accordingly.” 

UNHCR unaddressed feedback: 

In Tunisia, legal assistance and case management is provided to asylum seekers and 

refugees, without distinction of the status. However, the main impact of the refugee status 

is the possibility to maintain refugee documentations, benefit from job placement and try 

to acquire a residency and work permit, local inclusion, and RST for those eligible. 

• Pg 57: 
“I was desperate to get them in the system. I asked and asked but I did not get any help… now I 
am in Norway, it is very hard to get my family here…they are waiting… Am I happy? No. Was I 
happy to know that I was going to Norway? No. But I have a son, I don’t want him to face the 
same things that I faced in Libya so I need to make a sacrifice so that my son can have a better 
life.”  
(Resettled refugee 2 – Bergen, May 2021)” 

UNHCR response not fully addressed: 

UNHCR does always avoid family separations. UNHCR assumes that the other family 

members were not registered under this case and therefore there was a consensus among 

the family. As there are no info on the Key Informants UNHCR assumes that this case 

refers to Libyan citizens transiting to ETC in Romania. 

• Pg 61:  
“A potential negative externality could be related to refugee and migrants’ detention. If refugees 

in detention are evacuated via resettlement, this could create an incentive for local authorities 

to ramp up detention so that more “illegal migrants” can be evacuated from Libya.” 

UNHCR unaddressed response: 

This statement refers to ETM (Evacuation Transit Mechanism) more than RST. This is only 

for Registered asylum-seekers and the dynamic is now shifted in favor to urban refugees. 

There is no Resettlement Processing out of Detention Centers and also for Humanitarian 

Evacuations UNHCR Libya has been prioritizing urban caseload to avoid pull factors for the 

past two years. Please consider that this intervention is not linked to the RDPP-NA. 

• Pg 60: 
“Once refugees and asylum seekers are recognized as in need of protection and they are granted 

the right to stay, it is essential that they are assisted in the process of re-gaining self-reliance.  

One factor that hinders achieving such an impact is the lack of an overarching strategy within 

the evaluated programme. If funds are granted for RSD activities only, without including other 

essential activities, such as livelihood assistance, there is a risk to jeopardize any potential 

positive outcome of RSD processes.” 

UNHCR unaddressed feedback: 
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The significant increase in secondary movements of asylum-seekers and refugees from the 
countries to which they had initially fled to North Africa and in particular Tunisia, is to be 
coupled with very limited levels of assistance and with unpredictable or lack of access to 
basic rights, in particular the right to work, and the variable and often insufficient inclusion 
of refugees and asylum-seekers in national response plans during the COVID-19 pandemic.   
 
In 2020, it was estimated that 60% of POCs in Tunisia experienced loss of livelihoods or 
income. A 2020 survey undertaken by UNHCR Tunisia revealed that an overwhelming 
number of asylum-seekers and refugees (85%) reported having no income while 60% were 
at imminent risk of eviction.  In 2020, cash assistance is provided to an average 16% of the 
POCs and 8% get shelter assistance.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


