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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

“Enhancing Protection and Improving Knowledge on the Risks of Irregular Migration in Sudan” is 
a project funded by the Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public Security (NMJPS) and implemented 
by the International Organization for Migration in Sudan (IOM Sudan). Its objective is to contribute 
to enhancing the protection of vulnerable migrants in Sudan. Phase I of the project commenced in 
December 2014; the success of the initial project enabled the NMJPS to continue funding IOM to 
provide critical services to vulnerable migrants, which has resulted in the implementation of five 
phases of the project over five years between 2014 and 2020; a sixth phase, through January 2021, is 
currently underway also with continued funding from the NMJPS. 
 
During Phase I (2014-2015), IOM established a Migrant Resource and Response Centre (MRRC) in 
Khartoum, which provided migrants in the Khartoum area with assistance since October 2015. Phase 
II (2015-2016) further contributed to the protection of vulnerable migrants by providing more 
efficient and streamlined direct assistance services at the MRRC, and immediate support to migrants 
unable to reach the MRRC premises through the mobile response team. During Phases III and IV 
(2016-2017 and 2018-2019, respectively), IOM was able to secure additional support from new 
donors and to significantly increase the number of beneficiaries assisted compared to previous years. 
 
In December 2018, Phase V commenced with the continued funding from the NMJPS. It aimed to 
further develop the MRRC to cater to the specific needs of vulnerable migrants and enhance the 
relevance of its assistance based on the lessons learned through implementation of the previous 
phases as well as the findings of the external evaluation of Phase IV and beneficiary feedback. This 
Phase V commenced on 15 December 2018 and came to conclusion on 31 January 2020, with a total 
budget of Norwegian Krone (NOK) 3,000,000 (approximately USD 322,000). 
 
IOM Sudan commissioned this final evaluation to assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 
impact and sustainability of the project, and draw recommendations and lessons learned that can 
inform future programming. Its intended users are IOM management and the NMJPS. The evaluation 
covers the entire period of Phase V, taking well into consideration the environment within which the 
project operated and external, influential factors that may have had an impact on the project’s 
progress and achievements. 
 
The evaluation adopted a mixed method approach, drawing on both qualitative and quantitative 
information. Primary, first-hand information was collected through interviews and group discussions 
with a large number of stakeholders and representatives: migrants; migrant communities and 
associations; the Government of Sudan (GoS) and national institutions; Country of Origin (CoO) 
embassies; a private medical centre to which migrants with medical assistance needs are referred by 
MRRC for lab testing; IOM Sudan and MRRC staff; a staff member of an IOM mission in a CoO; 
and a representative of the NMJPS. The evaluation also drew on available secondary information in 
relevant project documentation, as well as Phase IV final evaluation report. Quantitative data, 
pertaining to the project’s achievements measured against its performance indicators, was available 
in Phases V and IV final narrative reports. 
 
Relevance: The project responded to clear and pressing needs of vulnerable migrants; perhaps more 
so in Phase V given the political developments that took place during 2019 and the resulting 
deterioration in both security and economic conditions which may have indeed worsened migrants’ 
vulnerability in Sudan. However, the project design and strategy remained exactly the same in Phases 
IV and V. There were no indications of re-assessment of needs or priorities; neither were there 
indications of consultations with the GoS and migrant communities and associations in the design 
stage of Phase V. The targets of a number of performance indicators have been scaled down in Phase 
V, despite over-achievement in Phase IV. This may have been due to reduced funding, but available 
information did not provide insights on other potential reasons. 
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The project design, strategy, and modality were all geared towards service provision. There has been 
no direct institutional support to the GoS and national institutions. Engaging the GoS during 2019 
may well have been extremely challenging, but the project design did not reflect any thinking or plans 
to partner with the GoS or invest in their capacity. Similarly, the project’s support to migrant 
communities and associations has largely been characterised by direct service provision to migrants. 
The project’s work with migrant communities and associations was not grounded in a clearly 
articulated approach or strategy – and lacked any form of formal partnership framework.  
 
Effectiveness: Overall, the project has largely been successful in achieving its outputs and outcomes, 
measured by its performance indicators – though this has to be regarded with caution due to clear 
indications of double counting and other issues with the project’s monitoring system. 
 
That being said, the extent to which the project has progressed towards achieving its objective is 
unclear; there has been no assessment of the extent to which migrants’ vulnerability may have 
changed as a result of the services provided by the project. Neither has there been an assessment of 
the success of the small businesses that voluntarily returned migrants would start through the 
reintegration assistance post a 6-months threshold after their return. 
 
On the other hand, the assessment has also to be made within the wider, exceptionally challenging 
political, security, and economic conditions throughout Phase V. Mobility was repeatedly restricted;  
soaring inflation rates led to the cost of services provided to migrants skyrocketing; and cash flows 
were interrupted. As a result, there were times when there was a backlog of migrants; medical testing 
was suspended for two months; and there were also instances of delays in providing food and NFIs 
to a migrant community safe house.  
 
The refurbishing and furnishing the first floor of the Ethiopian Community Association (ECA) safe 
house, and the additional resources the ECA received from the Danish Refugee Council (DRC) as a 
result of IOM’s efforts linking the two entities together, were positive, unintended project outcomes. 
On the other hand, an unintended, rather negative, effect of the project was the expectations among 
migrants and stakeholders’ representatives of increased support from IOM – or, in more general 
terms, the perception that IOM has the resources to provide more support. 
 
Efficiency: The project has largely been efficient in managing its resources, despite internal and 
external obstacles – increased cost of supplies; interrupted cash flows; delays in cash release due to 
IOM internal financial processes; and, limited human resources. These financial and human resources 
challenges have to some extent negatively impacted the effectiveness of the project, as reflected in 
the under-achievement of a number of performance indicators. IOM Sudan, however, has been 
successful in leveraging other resources in support of the project – such as the EU-IOM Joint 
Initiative and the additional funding from the Italian Agency for Development Cooperation (AICS).  
 
Impact: The two key achievements of the project that stand a chance of bringing a long-lasting 
impact on the lives of vulnerable migrants are improved health conditions and assisted voluntary 
return and reintegration (AVRR). Improved health conditions, however, is dependent on the extent 
to which a migrant can or is able to sustain it beyond the support provided by the project. The 
sustainability of returned migrants’ small businesses, as well as migrants’ abilities to settle-in and 
reintegrate into their communities, are both dependent on numerous factors and are not clear. There 
has been no systematic evaluation of the impact of AVRR – despite the widely held belief of its 
potential positive effects on returned migrants’ quality of live, and all the resources invested in it. 
 
Sustainability: In addition to resources leveraged through the EU-IOM Joint Initiative and the 
AICS, a 1-year Phase VI is currently underway with continued funding from the NMJPS.  The project, 
however, remains entirely dependent on external funding; there has been no contribution from the 
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GoS or national institutions, whether cash or in-kind. A sustainability plan was not developed during 
Phase V. The sustainability prospects of the project, therefore, are very limited, not only from a 
financial perspective, but also from an institutional perspective. The GoS does not have a national 
framework to addressing mixed migration flows in Sudan. The GoS and national institution lack the 
resources, and strong indications are also such that they lack the technical capacity to address the 
needs of the scores of vulnerable migrants in Sudan. Migrant communities and associations vary in 
their ability to leverage resources and respond to the needs of their fellow vulnerable migrants.  
 
Gender Equality: The project did not have a gender strategy, and its design did not reflect a 
particular gender lens. However, there were no indications that there has been any discrimination 
against migrants on basis of gender – or any other trait, for that matter.  
 
Phase IV Evaluation Recommendations: Other than the finalisation and application of the MRRC 
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), the majority of Phase IV final evaluation recommendations 
were not within the scope of the project, and could not be addressed during Phase V, primarily due 
to limited human resources at IOM Sudan. The political transition in Sudan has also made it 
challenging to engage with the GoS, and migrant community associations varied in their legal status 
and capacity. As such, neither a multi-stakeholder institutionalised referral mechanism, nor an SOPs 
for migrants’ communities’ assistance and referral of migrants could be pursued. 
 
The first, overarching recommendation is for IOM Sudan to finalise, endorse, and fully implement 
a multi-stakeholder, comprehensive, and integrated strategy for an institutionally, technically, and 
financially sustainable approach for migrant protection and assistance (MPA). This entails a number 
of specific recommendations: to invest in building the institutional and technical capacities of 
counterparts – the GoS and national institutions and migrant community associations; to create and 
adopt a different model of service delivery through a multi-stakeholder, institutionalised referral 
mechanism and promoting self-reliance among migrant communities; to diversify and expand 
funding sources; to engage governments of source and transit countries to systematically address 
mixed migration flows through an integrated regional approach; and, to engage with international, 
regional, and national actors, perhaps even through joint programming. 
 
The second recommendation for IOM Sudan is to set-up and operationalise a robust monitoring, 
evaluation, and learning (MEL) system of its programmes and projects – with a focus on assessing 
progress towards outcomes and an internal formative evaluation function to foster an organisation-
based adaptive learning and management culture. The third and last recommendation, also for IOM 
Sudan, is to streamline its internal financial procedures and recruitment process, to be responsive to 
and in sync with the dynamics and pace of its programmes and projects. 
 
The overall project experience and the insights gained through this final evaluation give rise to two 
lessons learned. Firstly, lack of partnership with counterparts is detrimental to the sustainability of 
results. The project lacked a strategy to partner with counterparts – should the project come to an end 
at any point in time, or should funding be unavailable for any reason, the GoS will be in no position 
to sustain the MRRC. Neither will migrant communities be able to offer the same services, whether 
in scale or quality. Secondly, short-termism is not the ideal framework to tackling as complex, far 
reaching, deeply rooted, and multi-faceted an issue as mixed migration flows. A 1-year planning cycle 
may be appropriate for service delivery, though its sustainability is never guaranteed. Neither does it 
provide for the long and challenging process of partnership with and capacity building of counterparts 
for the sustainability of results. 
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MEL Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning 

MoH Ministry of Health 
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STA Short-Term Assignment 
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ToR Terms of Reference 
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UN United Nations 
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UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund 
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FINAL EVALUATION 
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FINAL EVALUATION REPORT 

 
1 May 2020 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 

In December 2014, with funding support from the Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public Security 
(NMJPS), the International Organization for Migration in Sudan (IOM Sudan) began implementing 
a project titled “Enhancing Protection and Improving Knowledge on the Risks of Irregular Migration 
in Sudan.” The aim of the project was to strengthen the humane management of mixed migration 
flows in Sudan. Through this project, IOM supported the Government of Sudan (GoS) to manage 
mixed migration flows by protecting foreign migrants through direct assistance and community 
outreach to reduce their vulnerabilities and uphold their human rights. The success of the initial 
project enabled the NMJPS to continue funding IOM to provide critical services to vulnerable 
migrants, which has resulted in the implementation of five phases of the project over five years 
between 2014 and 2020; a sixth phase, through January 2021, is currently underway also with 
continued funding from the NMJPS.  
 
During Phase I (2014-2015), IOM established a Migrant Resource and Response Centre (MRRC) in 
Khartoum, which provided migrants in the Khartoum area with much needed assistance since 
October 2015. Phase II (2015-2016) further contributed to the protection of vulnerable migrants by 
providing more efficient and streamlined direct assistance services at the MRRC, and immediate 
support to migrants unable to reach the MRRC premises through the mobile response team. During 
Phases III and IV (2016-2017 and 2017-2018, respectively), as the centre became more known among 
the migrant communities in Khartoum, IOM was able to secure additional support from new donors 
and to significantly increase the number of beneficiaries assisted compared to previous years. 
 
In December 2018, Phase V commenced with the continued funding from the NMJPS. It aimed to 
further develop the MRRC to cater to the specific needs of vulnerable migrants and enhance the 
relevance of its assistance based on the lessons learnt through implementation of the previous phases 
as well as the findings of the external evaluation of Phase IV and beneficiary feedback. This Phase V 
commenced on 15 December 2018 and came to conclusion on 31 January 2020, with a total budget 
of Norwegian Krone (NOK) 3,000,000 (approximately USD 322,000). 
 
The objective of the project was to contribute to enhancing the protection of vulnerable migrants in 
Sudan. Building on previous phases, Phase V aimed to ensure the continuation of service provision 
through the MRRC and to work with relevant national institutions, migrant communities in 
Khartoum, and country of origin (CoO) embassies to provide vulnerable migrants with information 
and direct assistance services, and to empower communities to support their vulnerable members.  
 
In order to assess the overall achievements of the project and draw recommendations and lessons 
learned that can inform future programming, IOM Sudan commissioned this final evaluation of Phase 
V of the project.  
 
This Evaluation Report represents the most important deliverable of the evaluation exercise. It starts 
with a brief background of the project context. It then describes the evaluation purpose, scope, and 
criteria which are the basis for the evaluation framework and methodology – that is, the evaluation 
approach, data sources and collection, data analysis process, and the sampling framework. The 
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limitations faced, and the mitigation strategies, are also outlined. The report then presents verifiable 
findings, grouped by the evaluation criteria, on basis of which conclusions are drawn. Actionable, 
specific and realistic recommendations, grounded in findings and conclusions, are then presented. 
The report concludes with key lessons learned from the project’s overall experience. 
 
 
2. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 

2.1 Context 

In recent years, Sudan has experienced increased attention as a transit and destination country for 
mixed migration flows, including vulnerable migrants, refugees, asylum seekers, victims of trafficking 
(VoTs), unaccompanied and separated children, and domestic workers from the Horn of Africa and 
other African countries. These migrants from the Horn of Africa, particularly Eritreans, Ethiopians, 
and Somalis, as well as from other African countries such as Nigeria, are especially vulnerable to 
exploitation, violence and abuse as they travel through Sudan and onwards to the Middle East or to 
North Africa with the aim to reach Europe as the final destination. They also lack access to basic 
services and legal alternatives to regularize their stay in the country. At the same time, migrants’ 
vulnerabilities are expected to aggravate due to the challenging economic conditions and the 
uncertainty of the political transition in Sudan, which is likely to entail an increased need for assistance 
among migrants and host communities alike.  
 
Migrants transiting through Sudan are particularly vulnerable as they often have limited resources to 
avoid, resist, cope with, or recover from their experiences of exploitation, violence, or abuse that they 
are exposed to during these perilous journeys. Their access to information about the risks of irregular 
migration, protection and services such as urgent psychosocial support, and medical attention is 
particularly limited. Sudan is going through a difficult political transition and has insufficient resources 
to support these vulnerable migrants and is unable to provide protection and basic services, or to 
facilitate their safe return to their CoOs.  
 
Migrant Protection and Assistance (MPA) programming has been a key pillar of IOM Sudan’s 
programming where an increased scope of assistance – including in the area of assisted voluntary 
return and reintegration (AVRR), countering human trafficking and smuggling, increased awareness 
raising in safe and orderly migration, and assistance to migrants in basic health and psychosocial 
support while they are contemplating on return, has been taken into consideration in the overall 
development of MRRC. With the support of the NMJPS, IOM Sudan has developed the MRRC in 
Khartoum to support the GoS in addressing the vulnerabilities and needs of migrants transiting, 
stranded, or living in Sudan. As noted above, the MRRC in Khartoum was established in 2015 and 
was developed as a ‘one stop shop’ for supporting vulnerable migrants with direct assistance and 
AVRR services, including the provision of critical basic needs to vulnerable migrants prior to and 
during the process of return and reintegration. 
 
2.2 Evaluation Purpose 

This summative evaluation was carried out immediately after the end of Phase V for the purpose of 
donor reporting. It is also equally intended to present a learning opportunity for IOM in view of the 
follow-up phase of the project and the planning of other similar projects. The evaluation aimed to 
put forward recommendations which will assist in further planning, implementation, and monitoring 
of the next phase of the project.  
 
The key objective of this final evaluation was to assess the extent to which the project has 
contributed to its overall objective and achieved its results, and to evaluate if the project’s approach 
(design and implementation) was the right strategy.  
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Specific objectives included to:  

− Evaluate the relevance and validity of the choice of strategies and activities for achieving the 
project objective;  

− Evaluate the project’s effectiveness in contributing towards its objective and project purposes, 
including assessing level of quality the project has achieved;  

− Analyse the efficiency in contributing towards the project objective, measuring how 
economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time) are converted into results; and  

− Analyse the sustainability of the project by looking at the lesson learned and best practices. 
 
2.3 Evaluation Scope 

The evaluation covered the activities of the MRRC carried out in Phase V from the 15th of December 
2018 to the 31st of January 2020. 
 
2.4 Evaluation Criteria and Questions 

The final evaluation assessed the project using the Development Assistance Committee’s (DAC) – 
of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) – criteria for evaluating 
development assistance1. The Terms of Reference (ToR) for the evaluation specified the following 
four (4) criteria: 

− Relevance 

− Effectiveness 

− Efficiency 

− Sustainability 
 
Within the framework of these criteria, the ToR listed a set of “key questions” that the evaluation 
was expected to answer. Within the provisions of the ToR, and in order to better respond to the 
purpose of the evaluation, a few additional questions had been identified, a number of questions had 
been re-defined, and very few questions were re-located from one criterion to another. These 
recommendations are clearly marked below (in italics, with footnotes where relevant).2  
 

Relevance  
1.1 Are the objectives and strategy of the project relevant to the needs of its target population 

and institutional beneficiaries?  
1.2 Did the project reach the most vulnerable beneficiaries as was expected?   
1.3 Overall, to what extent is the project relevant to the social and political conditions of Sudan?3 
1.4 What specific lessons learned and recommendations from Phase IV evaluation were addressed through the 

implementation of Phase V?4 

 
Effectiveness 

2.1 To what extent did the project achieve its outputs and outcomes?  
2.2 What external socio-economic and political factors, if any, affected the implementation of 

the project?  
2.3 What do the beneficiaries and other stakeholders perceive to be the outcomes of the 

project?  
2.4 Did the project lead to additional results? If so, which results?  
2.5 Can any unintended or unexpected positive or negative effects be observed as a 

consequence of the projects’ interventions?  

 
1 Please refer to: https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm 
2 All these recommendations were made in the Inception Report, reviewed and approved by IOM Sudan. 
3 As noted below, relevance to social and political conditions in Sudan was initially listed under “Sustainability”. 
4 This question has been added by the Evaluator. 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
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2.6 How effective was the project in reaching target populations and institutional beneficiaries, 
and in implementing activities in order to reach its objectives?  

2.7 What are the main obstacles or barriers that the project has encountered during 
implementation?  

2.8 Has the project been successful in addressing these obstacles and how? How did they 
affect the overall effectiveness of the project?  

2.9 How effectively were the project results monitored?  
 

Efficiency 
3.1 How effective was the internal management of the project?5 
3.2 How efficient was the project?6 
3.3 Would other activities have been more cost-effective for reaching the projects’ objectives?  
3.4 How well have resources been managed to achieve the results in the context in which it 

operates?  
3.5 How effective were adaptations to project made to accommodate changes during 

implementation due to socio-economic and political factors?  
3.6 How successful has the project been in synergizing and complementing interventions of other national and 

international actors and leveraging non-project resources?7  
 
Sustainability 

5.1 What project activities and benefits are likely to continue if funding ceased?  
5.2 To what extent are the projects’ results likely to be sustained in the long-term?  
5.3 To what extent is project supported by and integrated within national institutions?8 
5.4 Can the project’s results be replicated or scaled up by IOM or national partners?  
5.5 What should have been done differently to better guarantee sustainability?   
5.6 How successful has the project been in leveraging non-project resources for guaranteeing sustainability of 

project results, including but not limited to other IOM Sudan projects?9  
 
 
It is noted that the ToR listed only those four (4) evaluation criteria. The Evaluator recommended 
the inclusion of the fifth criterion of “Impact”, with the following key question: 

Impact 
4.1 What impact (positive and/or negative, intended or unintended) did the project have on 

its beneficiaries and relevant stakeholders and what do these actors perceive to be the 
project’s impact? 

 
Additionally, it was also recommended to assess “Gender Equality” as a critical cross-cutting theme: 

6.1 To what extent has the project been successful in mainstreaming gender equality in its 
strategy, outcomes and outputs, modalities, and interventions? 

 
Further, the evaluation also aimed to answer the following question: 

− What specific lessons learned and recommendations from Phase IV evaluation were 
addressed through the implementation of Phase V? 

 
 

 
5 This question, and the one below it, have been added by the Evaluator. 
6 No analysis of cost per activity or migrant case is possible. There is no agreed-upon benchmark or reference. 
7 This question is added here, instead of another question initially in the ToR; the latter has been re-located under 
“Sustainability”. 
8 The question was initially stated in the ToR as: “Is the project supported by local institutions and well-integrated with 
social and political conditions in Sudan?” This issue of integration is a “Relevance” question. 
9 This question, as stated, was initially listed in the ToR under “Efficiency”. 
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3. EVALUATION FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Evaluation Approach 

The evaluation adopted a mixed method approach, drawing on both qualitative and quantitative 
information, from a range of different sources to triangulate data, thus enhancing the validity and 
reliability of findings, and in turn the relevance of conclusions and recommendations.  
 
However, the extent to which the evaluation could draw on primary quantitative data was extremely 
limited. Among the methods suggested in the ToR for data collection was “surveys”. A survey of 
migrants was not feasible within the scope of this evaluation – for both technical and resources 
considerations. From a technical perspective, and in order to arrive at statistically significant findings 
that can be generalized to the larger population of migrants who have benefited from the services of 
the MRRC, the sample size would be approximately 370 respondents.10 From a resources perspective, 
and assuming migrants are willing to take the survey, the collection of data from such a number of 
respondents would require time and human resources that were not available to this evaluation. As a 
matter of fact, actual identification of individual respondents who would match the sampling 
framework (representing different nationalities, gender, age groups, etc.) – and not just any migrant 
at the MRRC who would be willing to take the survey – would be quite a challenge in itself. 
 
Notwithstanding this challenge, the importance of evaluating the project from the perspective of its 
ultimate beneficiaries – the migrants – cannot be overstated. Therefore, with the support of the 
MRRC staff, the Evaluator conducted a focus group discussion (FGD) with a number of migrants 
while at the MRRC – who consented to the interview. Additionally, all questions pertaining to the 
“effects” of the project on migrants were raised and discussed, to the extent feasible, with 
representatives of migrant communities and associations. 
 
3.2 Data Sources and Collection 

Primary, first-hand information was collected through Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) and FGDs 
with select individuals and groups (see Sampling below). The outline/protocol for these KIIs and 
FGDs are annexed to this report (please refer to Annex 5). These protocols have been developed on 
the basis of the Evaluation Matrix (annexed to this report), and in a cross-referenced manner – to the 
extent feasible – to enhance the validity of the evaluation findings. 
 
The evaluation applied the project’s already-available “MRRC Feedback Form” to collect feedback 
from the group of migrants who were interviewed at the MRRC. 
 
The evaluation also drew on available secondary sources of information. Chief among these were 
project documents, reports, and records. These included Phase V Project Document (Proposal); 
Phase V Interim and Draft Final Narrative Reports; a sample of two (2) MRRC Monthly Reports; 
Phase IV Final Narrative Report; Phase IV Evaluation Report; and, the Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOPs) of the MRRC (the list of documents reviewed is annexed to this report). All 
documents provided both qualitative and quantitative information. In particular, though, the narrative 
reports of Phases IV and V provided quantitative data on achievement of project outputs and 
outcomes (measured by relevant performance indicators) which were the basis for assessing 
effectiveness-related evaluation questions.  
 

 
10 This is calculated using the standard formula for sample size calculation, with a 95% Level of Confidence and 5% 
Margin of Error, for the total of 7,503 VoTs and other vulnerable migrants who received services at the MRRC during 
Phase V. 
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3.3 Data Analysis 

Qualitative Data 
Notes taken during KIIs and FGDs were reviewed to identify key issues and findings related to 
different evaluation criteria and questions. This was, first, carried out for each separate interview 
and/or group discussion, then where available and relevant for each group of respondents, and finally 
across all groups to gauge convergence and/or divergence in trends. This analysis was carried out 
manually by the Evaluator; no software was used. 
 
In this regard, it should be noted that questions in the protocols for KIIs and FGDs had been clearly 
referenced to the evaluation criteria and questions to facilitate analysis (please refer to Annex 5).  
 
Quantitative Data 
Secondary quantitative data, pertaining to the achievement of performance indicators, was available 
in the draft Final Narrative Report (dated 1 April 2020), in a comparative manner between targets 
and achievements. Similar information, pertaining to Phase IV, was also available in Phase IV Final 
Narrative Report. This information was used in assessing the project design and its effectiveness and 
efficiency, through comparative analysis.  
 
Throughout the analysis stage, further, in-depth reference was made to available secondary 
information (from project documents and other relevant literature) to set findings within context as 
well as to validate and cross-reference findings. The Evaluator also reached out to IOM 
Sudan/MRRC staff during the analysis stage to further clarify a few issues. 
 
Conclusions were drawn on basis of these evidence-based findings and, accordingly, actionable, 
specific, and realistic recommendations could be put forward. The overall experience of the project, 
and findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the evaluation, as well as discussions with IOM 
Sudan senior staff, helped identify key lessons learned to inform both current and future 
programming, for both IOM and other concerned stakeholders as may be relevant. 
 
3.4 Sampling 

Given the purpose of the evaluation and the questions it aimed to answer, it adopted a purposive 
sampling in the selection of those to be interviewed. During data collection in Khartoum (7 – 13 
March, 2020), and with the support of IOM Sudan and MRRC staff, the Evaluator met with a large 
number of stakeholders and representatives: migrants; migrant communities and associations; GoS 
and national institutions; CoO embassies; a private medical centre to which migrants with medical 
assistance needs are referred by MRRC for lab testing; in addition of course to IOM Sudan and 
MRRC staff. A staff member of an IOM mission in a CoO was also interviewed over the phone. 
Similarly, the representative of the NMJPS was interviewed over Skype – but following data collection 
in the field for conflicting demands on their time. The table below shows the number of those 
interviewed from different stakeholder groups (disaggregated by gender) and the data collection 
method adopted. The complete list of those interviewed in the course of the evaluation is annexed 
to this report (Annex 4). 
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Table (1): Number of Interviewees, by affiliation and gender, and Data Collection Method 

Stakeholder/Organization Number (by gender) Data Collection Method 

Migrants 8 (2 male; 6 female) FGD 

IOM Sudan and MRRC* 6 (3 male; 3 female) FGD & KII 

GoS & National Institutions 3 (2 male; 1 female) KII 

Migrant Communities 3 (2 male; 1 female) FGD 

Migrant Community Association 1 (male) KII 

CoO Embassies 2 (male) KII 

Medical Centre 1 (male) KII 

NMJPS 1 (male) KII 

IOM CoO Mission 1 (female) KII 

Total 26 (14 male; 12 female) 

* IOM Sudan and MRRC staff were interviewed collectively in an FGD, and then individually in KIIs. 
Following initial interview with many of them, there were follow-up meetings while in the field and 
communications via electronic mail and Skype afterwards, to clarify additional points when needed.  

 
3.5 Limitations and Mitigation Strategies 

The scope for collecting primary information – quantitative and qualitative – from the ultimate 
beneficiaries of the project – that is, the migrants – was limited and a survey of migrants was not 
possible within the context of this evaluation, for technical, resources, and logistical reasons.  
 
The Evaluator, however, interviewed a group of migrants (2 male and 6 female – from Ethiopia, 
Nigeria, and The Philippines) while at the MRRC. Additionally, and as a proxy, questions related to 
the effects of the project on, and the perception of, migrants were also discussed with representatives 
of the migrant communities and associations. 
 
While the evaluation was being conducted following the conclusion of the project, the Final Narrative 
Report for Phase V – in its final version – was not ready and available at the time the evaluation 
report was being written. It was agreed with IOM Sudan that the evaluation would reference the final 
draft version of the report, dated 1 April 2020. 
  
 
4. FINDINGS 

4.1 Relevance 

Project Design 
The project document noted that migrants “transiting through Sudan are particularly vulnerable as 
they often have limited resources to avoid, resist, cope with, or recover from their experiences of 
exploitation, violence, or abuse that they are exposed to during their perilous journeys. Their access 
to information about the risks of irregular migration, protection, and services such as urgent 
psychosocial first aid and medical attention is particularly limited.”11 A largely similar view, about the 
plight of irregular migrants, including VoTs, in Sudan is echoed in the Trafficking in Persons (TIP) 
report 2019.12 
 

 
11 IOM (2019). Project Proposal to the Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public Security (NMJPS): Enhancing Protection 

and Improving Knowledge of the Risks of Irregular Migration in Sudan Phase V. 
12 US Department of State (2019). Trafficking in Persons Report (2019) 

(https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/2019-Trafficking-in-Persons-Report.pdf) 

 

https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/2019-Trafficking-in-Persons-Report.pdf
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The project’s objective was to “contribute to enhancing the protection of vulnerable migrants in 
Sudan.” It was built around two pillars/outcomes. The first outcome aimed to decrease migrants’ 
vulnerability “as a result of services provided by the project”. To achieve this outcome, the project 
offered migrants a range of services: medical assistance; Psychosocial Support (PSS); and AVRR; as 
well as food and non-food items (NFIs). These services were offered, based on the MRRC criteria 
for the respective services, to migrants who visited the MRRC in person or, through the Mobile 
Team, to those in (administrative) detention centres or migrant community safe house(s). 
 
The second outcome aimed at enabling migrant communities structures to “offer better protection 
to vulnerable migrants” and was measured by a single indicator: “Number of vulnerable migrants 
who benefit from protection initiatives developed or initiated by community structures”. The project 
document, however, did not articulate the strategy/approach the project would adopt in working with 
migrant communities and associations towards the achievement of this outcome. It only stated that 
community engagement sessions “will also encourage communities to continue planning and 
developing community based initiatives to support vulnerable members.” Outreach activities would 
“also include the provision of concrete support to community based safe houses consisting of food 
and non-food items for safe house residents and small scale running and maintenance support for 
the safe houses.” 
  
Output 2.2, under the second outcome, focused on strengthening community engagement to enhance 
the protection of vulnerable migrants. It was, however, assessed by a single indicator measuring the 
number of community engagement sessions. Output 2.1 is about assisting migrant students to remain 
in school.  
 
The project document made no reference to consultations with the GoS and national institutions, or 
other potential partners particularly migrant communities and associations, in the design stage of 
Phase V. Neither was there any reference to a needs assessment, per se. The document, as noted 
above, highlighted the needs of “migrants transiting through Sudan” and expected migrants’ 
vulnerabilities “to aggravate due to the challenging economic conditions in Sudan, which is likely to 
entail an increased need for assistance among migrant and host communities alike.” The document 
also stated that the GoS “has limited resources to support and provide basic services to these 
vulnerable migrants or to facilitate their safe return to countries of origin.” The MRRC was 
established in 2015 “to address these needs”. 
 
It is also noted that the Results Matrix of Phases IV and V was identical – objective, outcomes, 
outputs, and performance indicators were the same. The final narrative reports of both phases 
showed the exact implementation strategy and approach. Both phases reflected no 
interaction/cooperation with the GoS and national institutions – in design or implementation – by 
way of enhancing their institutional and technical capacities, other than the provision of services to 
migrants in (administrative) detention centres. 
 
It is also noted that the targets for a number of performance indicators have been scaled down for 
Phase V compared with Phase IV, as shown in Table 2 below. There was no available information to 
explain such a change – especially that the targets for a number of these indicators were over-achieved 
under Phase IV. 
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Table (2): Change in Performance Indicators’ Targets between Phases IV and V13 

 Indicator Phase IV Target Phase V Target 

Objective Percentage increase in number 
of victims of trafficking and 
other vulnerable migrants 
assisted through the MRRC. 

30% 
(actual achievement 
was 32%) 

20% 

Outcome 1 Percentage of migrants active 
with their reintegration 
projects 6 months after return. 

80% 
(actual achievement 
was 100% - all 15 
returnees) 

70% 

Output 1.1 Number of migrants identified 
for AVRR under this project 
departing from Sudan, 
disaggregated by sex and age. 

70 
(actual achievement 
was 112 migrants) 

50 

Percentage of migrants who 
report good levels of 
satisfaction with MRRC 
services 

90% 
(actual achievement 
was 78%) 

80% 

Output 2.1 Number of migrant students 
assisted with registration fees 
for school year 2018 – 2019. 

100 
(actual achievement 
was 211) 

35 

 

 
Relevance to Migrants’ and Institutional Beneficiaries’ Needs 
All those interviewed in the course of the evaluation – migrants; representatives of migrant 
communities and associations; staff of the MRRC and IOM Sudan; the representative of the NMJPS; 
representatives of the GoS and national institutions; and, representatives of CoO embassies – asserted 
the project/MRRC has responded to clear, direct, and pressing needs of migrants stranded or living 
in Sudan. As a representative of a CoO embassy – with one of the largest estimated numbers of 
irregular migrants in Sudan – put it, IOM’s support, including services provided through the MRRC, 
“is critically important” for migrants. 
 
Dealing with VoTs and irregular migrants is a challenge for concerned GoS institutions, particularly 
the Counter Trafficking Unit (CTU) and the Aliens Field Inspectorate Unit (Aliens Observation Unit) 
– both of the Ministry of Interior (MoI). This is due to these units’ very limited financial resources, 
to the point that, at times, the CTU’s staff had to contribute out of their own pockets to provide 
minimal food requirements for detainees. The lack of financial resources also impacts these units’ 
ability to maintain appropriate hygiene standards in the limited detention space they have. With 
increased flows of vulnerable migrants including potential VoTs and irregular migrants and 
overcrowding, a representative of the CTU noted, this risks the spread of diseases among migrants. 
As such, the representative stated, the project “is very relevant to the needs of the government” – in 
as much as it “fully responds” to the needs of detained migrants by providing them with food and 
NFIs, and medical services and PSS through the Mobile Team. 
 
The project also extended support to migrant community associations (MCAs) for them to do their 
job in serving migrants – as a representative of an MCA put it. This included capacity building sessions 
and linking migrant communities with other national (e.g., Ministry of Health - MoH) and 
international (e.g., Danish Refugee Council – DRC) actors to foster support for migrants. Migrants 
at the Ethiopian community safe house received food and NFIs, and medical services and PSS 
through the Mobile Team. The project has also extended considerable support to the Ethiopian MCA 

 
13 This table is based on information available in Phase IV Final Narrative Report and Phase V Draft Final Narrative 
Report (dated 1 April 2020). 
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in refurbishing and furnishing the first floor of its community safe house, which led to improved 
safety and hygiene conditions and comfort for migrants.  
 
Overall, a total of 7,503 VoTs and other vulnerable migrants were assisted under Phase V – whether 
through the MRRC or the Mobile Team14 – though this figure has to be treated with caution (please 
see below for discussion of the project’s monitoring practice). IOM has its established vulnerability 
assessment protocol and vulnerability-based categorisation scale (i.e. extremely vulnerable, very 
vulnerable, and vulnerable). Such an assessment is conducted of migrants when they first approach 
the MRRC (i.e., new cases). Priority is given to the “most vulnerable” when it comes to AVRR 
assistance. 
 
There was no available information on the vulnerability levels of the larger group of VoTs and other 
vulnerable migrants served by the project, but it is safe to assume it comprises migrants of all three 
categories. There were no indications whatsoever that a migrant was denied any other service on the 
ground s/he was vulnerable not extremely or very vulnerable. That being said, when cash flows were 
interrupted (for various reasons, please see below), the project had to prioritize its support and start 
with responding to the needs of the “most vulnerable”, as an IOM staff member put it. 
 
 
4.2 Effectiveness 

Project Performance 
The extent to which the project achieved its stated outputs and outcomes was measured against the 
set of its performance indicators stipulated in the project’s Results Matrix, and reported in its Final 
Narrative Report. This detailed reporting is annexed to the report (please refer to Annex 6). The 
figures in the table, however, have to be treated with caution, for issues related to the project’s 
monitoring practice, but also have to be set within the challenging context of the project (please see 
below). 

 
The following observations can be made here: 

− In terms of its quantitative target, the project was a quarter short of its target. The 
achievement level was at 15 percent compared to a target of 20 percent increase in the 
numbers of VoTs and other vulnerable migrants assisted through the MRRC;  

− Changes in migrants’ vulnerability, as a result of the services they received (1st indicator under 
Outcome 1), was not assessed. The statement of the indicator is very specific (Percentage of 
migrants surveyed reporting feeling less vulnerable as a result of services provided). In reporting on this 
indicator, however, the project used “level of service satisfaction” and noted that the feedback 
form “was not fully aligned to collect this data”. Migrants’ satisfaction – if and when measured 
– cannot be equated with vulnerability, and self-reporting by migrants through feedback 
forms will be highly subjective;  

− The sustainability of voluntarily returned migrants’ reintegration projects, beyond the first 6 
months after migrants initiate these projects, was also not assessed;  

− Most important, perhaps, the impact of these projects on migrants’ lives was not assessed, as 
it was not reflected in the project’s Results Matrix; 

− The project was slightly below its target of medical assistance provision – 5,263 beneficiaries 
were assisted compared with a target of 5,339; 

− Of those who received medical assistance, 662 were “new cases” (12.6 percent of a total of 
5,263); 

 
14 Phase V Draft Final Narrative Report (dated 1 April 2020) 
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− The target for PSS provision was not met – the number of PSS beneficiaries in Phase V was 
actually less than the baseline;15 

− The number of AVRR cases actually exceeded the target (by 4 migrants); and 

− For the 2nd Outcome, it was reported that 110 migrants “benefited from protection activities 
initiated by the Somali community”. 

 

This number, in itself, is less than the achievement under Phase IV (148 migrants). However, it is 
noted under the same indicator that the Ethiopian community started a new initiative “to empower 
the female community members” – the number of beneficiaries was not reported, though. The 
management of the Ethiopian community safe house also reported they have been able to return 
some 200 migrants with the support of the Ethiopian embassy.  
 
Meanwhile, the Nigerian community’s initiative to protect their vulnerable members through its safe 
house was halted at the beginning of Phase V due to the departure of the community leader and 
unresolved management issues.  
 
It is interesting to note in this regard that the Somali community has been struggling with the set-up 
of its MCA for nearly three (3) years, due to internal leadership challenges, according to 
representatives of the community. This, however, did not curtail the community’s ability to support 
its members. 
 
On the one hand, the project has been successful in extending support to migrant children: 

− Nearly double the targeted number of children have been supported with school registration 
fees – a total of 68 migrant students were assisted compared with a target of 35; due to the 
sharp depreciation of the Sudanese pound against the US dollar, it should be noted; and 

− All children assisted with school registration fees under Phase IV have successfully completed 
their 2018-2019 school year. 

 
External Socio-Economic and Political Factors 
Many of those interviewed – representatives of migrant communities and MCAs; staff of the MRRC 
and IOM Sudan; representatives of the GoS and national institutions; representatives of CoO 
embassies; and, representative of the NMJPS – all referred to 2019 as an “exceptional” and “extremely 
challenging” year, given the political developments in Sudan, and their fall-out.  
 
The first half of 2019 was characterised by frequent demonstrations, especially in January, protesting 
the economic situation and the rule of the former president Omar Al Bashir. The security situation 
deteriorated immediately after the former president stepped down in April and the Transitional 
Military Council’s (TMC) crack-down on the civilian sit-in in June.  
 
The impact of these turbulent times was clearly manifested in the flow of migrants approaching the 
MRRC – as noted in figure (1) below.16 These numbers have plummeted in those three months of 
January, April, and June 2019. The decrease in the number of migrants in January 2020 was attributed 
to “the cold weather as well as challenges of timely medical referrals.”17  
 
  

 
15 This may be due to the departure of the PSS caseworker in September 2019. The team, however, quickly engaged an 
on-call PSS staff to prevent a service gap. 
16 Phase V Draft Final Narrative Report (dated 1 April 2020) 
17 ibid. 
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The economic situation has deteriorated even further since June 2019 and inflation rates have 
increased sharply. According to a number of MRRC and IOM Sudan staff members, there were 
severe shortages of cash to the point that cash withdrawal and cashing cheques were capped at banks. 
The cost of medical supplies and medications “sky-rocketed; almost 10-fold”. The cost of medical 
services at private hospitals (where migrants are referred) increased sharply; and many specialized 
doctors had travelled abroad. These factors, together with the deteriorating security conditions which 
limited access to hospitals, further exasperated the shortage of medical services. As a result, there 
were backlogs of beneficiaries, and at one point the services of lab testing were suspended for nearly 
two months (also due to IOM internal financial procedures, please see below). The Ethiopian 
community safe house management reported that, at one point, required medications for migrants 
hosted at the safe house were unavailable to IOM and the safe house management had to provide 
these out of their own resources. They also reported there were instances of delay in the supply of 
food and NFIs. 
 
Another influential factor that a number of MRRC and IOM Sudan pointed out was the rather 
frequent turn-over in GoS leadership. Within the span of approximately two years, two (2) of the 
primary counterpart units in the MoI each witnessed four (4) different directors. According to an 
IOM staff member, IOM strived to, and was reportedly largely successful in, being presented in the 
hand-over process – by having an IOM staff member present to orient the in-coming leadership on 
IOM Sudan’s portfolio, including the MRRC. However, many IOM staff members noted that the 
change always entailed a period of delay in implementing project activities. 

 
Despite instability and security concerns, however, the MRRC remained open and provided services 
to migrants. It was only in the week of June 3rd of 2019 that IOM and MRRC staff were instructed 
to work from home, due to the crackdown on the sit-in site and further deterioration of the security 
situation and the Eid holiday on 5 - 6 June 2019.  
 
Beneficiaries’ and Stakeholders’ Perceptions 
The group of migrants interviewed in the course of the evaluation ranked both medical treatment 
and AVRR, with equal numbers of responses, as the most important “service/benefit” provided by 
the MRRC. Asked what service should the MRRC continue to provide, regardless of cost, the vast 
majority of migrants (7 out of 8) said AVRR. 
 
For representatives of migrant communities and MCAs, and representatives of CoO embassies, 
AVRR is the most important and notable outcome of the project. As a representative of a migrant 
community put it, “this [AVRR] is the great achievement”  - in the sense of safe and dignified return 
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of migrants to their CoOs and the reintegration assistance that would support them in leading a better 
life, rather than being subjected to the perils of irregular migration. Representatives of migrant 
communities also commended the food and NFIs support provided to migrants. 
 
However, all three groups – migrants, representatives of migrant communities and MCAs, and 
representatives of CoO embassies – commented on the extended delays in the AVRR process, by up 
to several months at times, as many of them indicated. At the outset, it is important to note the 
project has more than achieved its planned target for AVRR and additional numbers of migrants were 
also assisted to voluntarily return to their CoO through other funding mechanisms.18 
 
Such comments may be explained by a number of factors, as explained by MRRC and IOM Sudan 
staff members. Unlike what migrants may assume, the AVRR process does not start when a migrant 
first approaches the MRRC; it only starts when a migrant is contacted for the AVRR counselling as 
there is a large backlog of migrants who wish to avail AVRR services, against the available resources 
and capacity at the MRRC to process. There are also all the logistical arrangements and processes 
related to Exit Permits (from the GoS), travel documents (from CoO embassies), as well as return 
trip arrangements and coordination with IOM missions in CoO, all within an unstable political and 
security context. 
 
Given the deteriorated security and economic situation in Sudan throughout 2019, it is also possible 
there was increased demand from migrants for AVRR – perhaps also encouraged by the prospects 
of in-kind support upon their return, as noted by an IOM Sudan staff member. It is also important 
to note that IOM Sudan prioritizes migrants for their AVRR on basis of their vulnerability. Individual 
migrants, on the other hand, may only be concerned with themselves and perceive their needs as of 
much higher priority than others. 
 
The improved safety and hygiene conditions and comfort for migrants in the Ethiopian community 
safe house, as a result of the project’s support to refurbishing the safe house, were also outcomes 
positively commented on by representatives of the migrant community and the management of the 
safe house.  
 
While representatives of the GoS also saw the importance of AVRR, for them the immediate support 
provided by the project and the Mobile Team to detained migrants – food, NFIs, medical treatment, 
and PSS – came on the top of their list of the project’s key achievements. This is due, as GoS 
representatives explained, to the extremely limited resources at their disposal – both financial and in 
terms of detention space. Representatives of a GoS institution also commented very positively on the 
“quick response” of IOM whenever the institution calls on them to extend support to address 
immediate humanitarian needs of detainees. 
 
Staff of the project and IOM Sudan also pointed out important outcomes of the project. One 
outcome is the outreach to migrant community associations, which furthered their ability to serve 
their fellow migrants. The same view – that the IOM supports migrant community associations for 
the latter to support migrants – was also expressed clearly by a representative of a migrant community 
association.  
 
The fact that the MRRC remained open and managed to extend support to vulnerable migrants 
despite such challenging circumstances was seen as a key achievement of the project by some MRRC 
and IOM Sudan staff. 
 

 
18 Phase V Draft Final Narrative Report (dated 1 April 2020) 
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Additional, Unintended Results 
The refurbishing and furnishing the first floor of the Ethiopian community safe house, and the 
additional resources the Ethiopian MCA received from the DRC as a result of IOM’s efforts linking 
the two entities together, were positive, unintended outcomes. Another positive, unintended 
outcome, according to a representative of the NMJPS, was the increased understanding of the 
“migration situation” is Sudan, and mixed migration flows from West Africa. 
 
On the other hand, an unintended, rather negative, effect of the project was the expectations of 
increased support from IOM – or, in more general terms, the perception that IOM has the resources 
to provide more support. This was clearly observed in interviews with migrants, representatives of 
migrant communities and MCAs; representatives of CoO embassies; and representatives of the GoS 
and national institutions. These expectations may be due to the continued support IOM Sudan has 
extended through the different phases of the project over five (5) consecutive years.  
 
Obstacles and Barriers 
The project was faced with a number of challenges that IOM strived to overcome:19 

Resource limitations. The project “continued facing a challenge of resource limitations”. This was 
due, in part, to the reduced funding from the funding agency (NMJPS). It was also reported that 
“increased demand for MRRC services” required more resources. IOM Sudan and MRRC staff also 
asserted that soaring inflation has led to sharp increases in the cost of medical and other supplies, 
which has further strained the project’s resources. 
 
In response, IOM Sudan drew on the resources of two other EU-funded projects and succeeded in 
securing additional funding from the Italian Agency for Development Cooperation (AICS) in support 
of the MRRC, from July 2019 to June 2021.  
 
Political instability and deteriorated security. As noted above, and as well known, 2019 was an 
exceptional year for Sudan – political upheaval; instability and deteriorated security; and an economic 
crisis. The MRRC adopted a restricted working modality by following up on existing cases only 
without taking on new cases to avoid gathering a large group of migrants at the MRRC. It is also 
reported by an IOM Sudan staff member that the MRRC followed up on cases in coordination with 
migrant communities, sometimes over the phone. It is noted that, despite these conditions, the 
MRRC was reportedly closed for only one (1) week during 2019 (the week of June 3, 2019). 
 
Increasing demand for assistance from the Ethiopian Community Association (ECA) for its  
Safe House. There was a significant increase in demand for various assistance from the ECA for its 
community safe house, which went beyond the resources available to the MRRC, such as further 
refurbishment of the safe house and prolonged assistance for tertiary medical cases. Notably, ECA 
requested IOM support in returning large groups of migrants by means of ground transportation. 
IOM explained the scope of its assistance to representatives of the safe house, but more importantly 
successfully linked them with the DRC who supported three prolonged tertiary medical cases and 
also agreed to provide food assistance to the safe house in turn with IOM. 
 
Increasing demand for secondary and tertiary medical cases. There was also a general increase 
in secondary and tertiary medical cases among migrants – both those visiting the MRRC as well as 
among the cases referred from the migrant communities, mostly among long stayers in Sudan, 
especially Ethiopian migrants. All such cases would need to be referred for specialized treatments at 
hospitals, but there have been resource constraints as such treatments could cost up to USD 1,700 

 
19 All quotations in this sub-section are taken from the project’s draft Final Narrative Report (dated 1 April 2020). For 
further details of these challenges and the actions taken by IOM Sudan, and comments by the Evaluator, please refer to 
Annex 7. 
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or more per case. IOM reportedly strived to diversify partners who could support such cases – an 
example is the DRC, as noted above. It was also reported that “IOM is planning to expand the existing 
partnerships with UNICEF [United Nations Children’s Fund] and WHO [World Health Organization] to 
garner support for specific medical cases.”20 [emphasis by the Evaluator] 

 
For migrants with chronic illnesses, who have no means to support themselves, IOM “provides the 
option of AVRR” which includes “follow-up medical assistance back in the migrant’s CoO.” It is also 
reported that return to their CoO “may increase a chance of recovery from illnesses and improve the 
overall quality of life because of regular access to public health care and availability of safety nets 
from families and friends”21 – though, it is noted, there was no available information this assumption 
was tested and proven. In support of such an argument, it is reported that two (2) “Ethiopian long 
stayers decided to opt for AVRR assistance due to their chronic illnesses and the prospect of 
rebuilding their lives back in Ethiopia through the reintegration assistance and access to wider safety 
nets.” 
 
Notwithstanding IOM’s success in addressing these challenges, there has been a backlog of 
beneficiaries – migrants who were assessed and found eligible for assistance, but the project/MRRC 
could not provide them with the required service(s) during Phase V – as stated by an MRRC staff 
member and reported in the draft Final Narrative Report22 – these cases will, however, be carried 
over to Phase VI for assistance, as asserted by an IOM Sudan staff member. As noted above, the 
medical testing of migrants was also suspended for the two (2) months of November and December 
201923 (also due to IOM’s internal financial procedures; please see sub-section 4.3 below).  
 
Project Monitoring 
In April 2018, an electronic system/platform – known as kobo – was reportedly introduced in MRRC 
to record migrants’ data – prior to that date, IOM and MRRC staff reported that such data was kept 
in paper/hard-copy format. Migrant’s basic information, migration history, and referrals for different 
services are recorded on “kobo” by the Case Worker in MRRC and uploaded to the main system of 
IOM. Once this is done, as many IOM and MRRC staff noted, the data cannot be retrieved or edited. 
As described by an MRRC staff member, kobo is “not a case management system”. 
 
To maintain records and track migrants and services: 

− The Case Office has an Excel file;  

− The Medical Team has another Excel file; and 

− To capture data and report on the entire process of AVRR, the AVRR and Outreach Team 
uses “MiMOSA” – IOM’s “official” and globally accessible system for AVRR. 

 
An MRRC staff member indicated that IOM mission (in Djibouti) is piloting, or about to pilot, a 
comprehensive case management system, based on MiMOSA, and once tested and proven it “may 
be introduced” to the MRRC in Khartoum. 
 
The two Excel files – of the Case Office and the Medical Team – are independent from each other; 
and both are independent from “MiMOSA”. Each of the three (3) platforms is only accessible to the 
concerned team. All three (3) platforms are not linked to “kobo”. The Medical Team reports on 
“visits” not individual migrants.  
 

 
20 Phase V Draft Final Narrative Report (dated 1 April 2020) 
21 ibid. 
22 ibid. 
23 MRRC Monthly Report, January 2020. 
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The Case Office produces a “Monthly Report” providing information on the “visits” to the MRRC 
during the month, and per week, disaggregated by gender, age, and CoO (nationality); number of new 
cases; services provided to migrants (PSS, medical, and referrals); as well as challenges encountered 
during the reporting month. 
 
IOM and MRRC staff indicated that the numbers of “new cases” – per week and month – are used 
to estimate in advance the “Petty Cash” required for the operation of the MRRC. 

 
The “Monthly Report” also provides information on the numbers of migrants per different border 
crossing points – as reported by the migrants themselves. This information was reported to be of 
particular importance to IOM Sudan in planning its programmes and interventions. A Migrant 
Resource Centre (MRC) has been established in Gedaref and was opened in March 2019. IOM Sudan 
is also considering the set-up of  another MRC in Darfur; the exact location is yet to be decided based 
on the outcome of a scoping mission. Both Gedaref and Darfur have recorded the highest numbers 
of migrant crossings, as per the project’s Monthly Reports. 
 
The project/MRRC also strives to collect feedback from migrants, through an MRRC Feedback 
Form, which was developed in English in 2017, updated in 2018, and currently available in four (4) 
other major languages often used by MRRC beneficiaries (Amharic, Oromo, Tigrinya, and Hausa). 
Despite reportedly continued efforts of the MRRC staff to encourage migrants to provide feedback, 
the number of those who do so has always remained minimal. This is due to a number of reasons, as 
an MRRC staff member pointed out. Migrants maybe reluctant and unwilling to provide feedback, 
especially if they see no benefit for them in doing so. Many migrants are illiterate, and to maintain 
confidentiality, MRRC staff refrain from helping those migrants fill-in the form. Some migrants take 
the form to complete, but the majority never returns it. 
 
This Feedback Form is the source of data to report on two of the project’s performance indicators, 
but it is not aligned to do so. There is no specific question in the form about vulnerability, per se. The 
form asks a migrant if her/his “situation changed” as a result of the services they received. Even if 
there were a question about vulnerability, the concept/definition would be open for interpretation by 
different migrants, and self-reporting is not entirely reliable. Neither is there a specific question about 
migrants’ satisfaction with the service(s) provided. The question is more quality-related (how good 
the service is), which is no doubt important, but is different from satisfaction. 
 
IOM missions in CoOs follow-up on voluntarily returned migrants who receive reintegration 
assistance 6 – 9 months after their return, to assess their settlement and the feasibility of their small-
scale businesses. The findings of this follow-up/monitoring are reported to the AVRR and Outreach 
Team in MRRC and are recorded on “MiMOSA”, at which time the “case is closed”. A representative 
of an IOM mission in a CoO pointed out that following up on migrants is an extremely challenging 
task. Most migrants live in rural areas that are extremely far from IOM mission’s location – a point 
re-iterated by an IOM Sudan staff member. Some returned migrants may relocate to other 
communities and cannot be traced. And, IOM missions, generally, lack the human resources to 
conduct such a time-consuming task. 
 
During the period 28 November through 6 December 2019, a joint monitoring mission of IOM 
Sudan and Nigeria took place to the Kano region in Nigeria – where 31 migrants were assisted to 
voluntarily return by the MRRC – “to monitor the reintegration assistance provided to the returnees 
and discuss with IOM Nigeria any challenges or areas of improvement.”24 The team met with four 
(4) “principal AVRR applicants/heads of families”. Two (2) families had returned in July 2019 and 
started their businesses two (2) months after their return; both reported making some profit “in the 

 
24 Phase V Draft Final Narrative Report (dated 1 April 2020) 
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second month of the business”. The other two (2) families had returned in March 2019. One (1) of 
these two families were about to start their business, still, as the principal applicant had to go through 
training (in tailoring) before starting her business. The second family “prioritized the enrolment of 
their four children into school as a form of reintegration assistance from IOM.” 
 
 
4.3 Efficiency 

Financial Resources 
The total budget for Phase V was Norwegian Krone (NOK) 3,000,000 (approximately USD 322,000), 
which was notably less than the total budget for Phase IV (NOK 4,300,000 – approximately USD 
459,000). Staff of IOM Sudan reported there has been no delays in the transfer of funds from the 
NMJPS; there has been, however, instances when cash flows for the operation of the MRRC were 
interrupted. As noted above, this was partly due to the economic crisis in Sudan – shortages of cash 
to the point that cash withdrawal and cashing cheques were capped at banks.  
 
Many IOM and MRRC staff members also pointed out that the internal financial procedures of IOM 
Sudan was another important reason behind such interruptions. Finalization and execution of 
Purchase Orders (POs) and release of petty cash would take up to two (2) months, sometimes more. 
As an MRRC staff member put it, IOM’s internal management procedures “are not in sync” with the 
nature and pace of the MRRC operation; it is not “paperwork”, as some IOM Sudan staff may see it; 
it is “immediate and urgent needs.” The staff member feared such interruptions would reflect 
negatively on IOM Sudan/MRRC credibility among partners. However, according to another staff 
member, IOM Sudan is addressing this issue; a delegation of signature regarding financial transactions 
has been put in place recently (February 2020) to expedite the process. 
 
It should be noted, perhaps, that financing the reintegration assistance that voluntarily returned 
migrants receive when they return to their CoOs is managed on a “rolling” basis. Some of the 
migrants who received assisted voluntary return under Phase IV received their reintegration assistance 
under Phase V. Likewise, a number of migrants who were assisted to voluntarily return to their CoO 
under Phase V will receive their reintegration assistance under the current Phase VI. The reintegration 
assistance can only be started upon the completion of a post-arrival counselling and the development 
of a business plan – something that normally takes two (2) months or so following migrants’ return. 
Therefore, if the migrants have returned close to the end of the project, their reintegration can only 
be started under the next phase. 
 
Human Resources 
Many IOM Sudan and MRRC staff noted that the MRRC was under-staffed; the MRRC was “over-
stretched”, as one IOM Sudan staff member put it, and support staff were lacking. In response, and 
as increasing numbers of migrants call upon the MRRC, IOM Sudan recruited “on-call” personnel 
including a medical doctor among the medical team. While those “on-call” personnel perform their 
duties professionally and effectively, they are not fully accustomed to the nature of working with 
vulnerable migrants or the culture of IOM – as noted by some IOM Sudan staff. It took time and 
effort, on the part of MRRC staff, to orient and coach those “on-call” personnel. Two (2) of IOM 
Sudan staff members also noted that not being full-time, IOM staff means those “on-call” personnel 
have no access to IOM’s formal data platforms (i.e., kobo and MiMOSA). 
 
It is also noted that the position of IOM Sudan’s Programme Lead for Migrant Protection and 
Assistance (MPA) was vacant for almost four (4) months during Phase V. The position of the 
Programme Officer (which is responsible for the day-to-day management of the MRRC) also 
remained vacant until November 2019 when it was filled by an IOM staff member from another 

mission on a short-term assignment (STA). The position of the IOM Sudan mission’s Senior 
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Resource Management Officer (SRMO) is currently filled by a consultant who has many years of 
senior-level resource management experience as IOM staff. These recruitment issues, however, are 
not unique to IOM Sudan; as many IOM staff and the representative of the NMJPS noted, these are 
pertinent to the United Nations (UN) organizations in general. 
 
Alternative Activities 
Migrants, representatives of migrant communities, and a representative of a CoO embassy were all 
of the strong opinion that ground transportation would provide a more cost-effective alternative for 
AVRR, thus leading to increased numbers of migrants being assisted to voluntarily return to their 
CoOs and reintegrated in their communities.  
 
MRRC and IOM staff were clearly aware of the cost calculations and implications behind such calls 
from beneficiaries and stakeholders. However, they explained that ground transportation would not 
fulfil IOM’s standards of “safe, humane, and dignified” return, given the long road journey to most 
of the CoOs. It may actually lead to increased vulnerability among already-vulnerable migrants. It 
would also entail complex and challenging security and logistical arrangements. The trip from 
Khartoum to Addis Ababa, for instance, would take almost three (3) days by ground transportation. 
For countries such as Niger and Nigeria, which have no immediate borders with Sudan, the situation 
becomes even more complex and challenging. 
 
Adaptation 
As noted above, and despite security and mobility challenges, the MRRC was kept open throughout 
Phase V, except for the week of  June 3rd, during which all staff were required to work from home. 
In response to security concerns, the MRRC adopted a restricted working modality by following up 
on existing cases only without taking on new cases to avoid gathering a large group of migrants at the 
MRRC. It was also reported that the MRRC maintained contact with MCAs to alert them, and 
migrants, to security challenges; at times, an IOM Sudan staff member reported, consultations with 
migrants were made over the phone. 
 
Synergy 
The MRRC draws on the resources of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative for Migrant Protection and 
Reintegration in Africa (known as “EU-IOM Joint Initiative”). This programme focuses on migrant 
protection, dignified voluntary return, and sustainable reintegration. It was developed jointly by IOM 
and EU, and was launched in 2017. It initially focused on the Central Mediterranean migration routes, 
implementing projects in 14 countries alongside a regional component. Another EU-funded 
programme (The Facility on Sustainable and Dignified Return and Reintegration in Support of the 
Khartoum Process) – which identified Somalia, Ethiopia, Djibouti, and Sudan as priority countries – 
subsequently joined the EU-IOM Joint Initiative as its Horn of Africa programme. 
 
The EU-IOM Joint Initiative, as it currently stands with its coverage of Sudan, provided financial 
support to the project/MRRC towards: AVRR to certain CoOs in Africa; medications; furniture 
(beds, bedsheets, and mosquito nets) for the Ethiopian community safe house; and capacity 
development of migrant community associations and government counterparts. The EU-IOM Joint 
Initiative, independently from the project, is supporting the development of “Standard Operating 
Procedures for Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration – Sudan as a Host and Transit Country”, 
in consultation with the GoS and national stakeholders and international actors (e.g., the United 
Nations Higher Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and UNICEF). On March 11, 2020, a 
“Stakeholder Validation” workshop was convened in Khartoum, at the end of which representatives 
endorsed the SOPs (pending some minor edits and clarifications which were discussed by participants 
during the workshop). 
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These AVRR SOPs represent an important over-arching achievement for IOM, which clearly drew 
on the experience and lessons learned from the project over the past five (5) years. 
 
IOM has also been successful in securing additional support for the MRRC work through the AICS. 
This agreement covers the period from July 2019 to June 2021. Described by IOM Sudan/MRRC 
staff, this support provides “a more flexible funding mechanism … to fill gaps”.  
 
It is also reported that the salaries of the MRRC staff “are pooled from different projects”, according 
to an IOM Sudan staff member and as stated in the draft Final Narrative Report.  
 
Migrants approaching the MRRC who are identified upon initial screening/assessment as refugees, 
asylum seekers, or persons of concern (PoCs) and, as such, are ineligible for assistance, are referred 
to the UNHCR.25 
 
The project also coordinated and collaborated with the National Council for Child Welfare (NCCW), 
UNHCR, and UNICEF to extend support and services to unaccompanied migrant children (UMC).  
The project continued to assist 14 Eritrean boys who were placed in a shelter run by a local non-
governmental organization (NGO) until March 2019 when they moved into a group home arranged 
and supported by UNHCR in April 2019. Those 14 boys were among a group of 75 child VoTs who 
were rescued by the police in April 2018 (Phase IV of the project) and temporarily placed in detention 
until being referred to service providers for assistance. 
 
 
4.4 Impact 

For migrants, representatives of migrant communities, representatives of the GoS and national 
institutions, and representatives of CoO embassies, migrants’ improved health conditions (as a result 
of medical treatment) and safe return to and reintegration in their communities were the most notable 
impacts of the project. As noted above, when asked what service should the MRRC continue to 
provide, regardless of cost, the vast majority of migrants (7 out of 8) said AVRR.  
 
A representative of a migrant community was of the opinion that AVRR had “the highest impact” 
on returned migrants. A representative of an IOM mission in a CoO was also of the opinion that 
AVRR was the “most relevant” approach to protecting migrants. It led to returned migrants’ 
psychological and emotional stability, through reconnection with their families and integration in their 
communities. Returned migrants may also sometimes have an impact on their communities – by 
informing community members of the perils and consequences of irregular migration.  
 
However, the extent to which migrants, who opted for AVRR, are able to settle-in and reintegrate in 
their communities is both varied and influenced by a number of factors – according to IOM staff in 
Sudan and a CoO mission. The assistance package – of USD 1,200 in in-kind support – is not 
necessarily sufficient for every returned migrant. For a migrant who has been away for years from 
their communities and “cut off of their social network”, this is hardly adequate to start anew; it may 
be so for someone who has been away for a few months and can re-connect with their families and 
social networks. Interestingly, some migrants may actually face “stigmatization” by their families and 
communities because they “did not bring back all the money they were supposed to bring”. In many 
such cases, returned migrants chose to return to other communities, which makes it even more 
difficult for them to settle and reintegrate.  
 
Some communities are “politically unstable and unsafe” leading returned migrants to relocate or 
suspend their business. In some communities, women cannot be in the fore-front of a business. 

 
25 Phase V Draft Final Narrative Report (dated 1 April 2020) 



 

IOM Sudan – NMJPS/MRRC Phase V Evaluation – Final Evaluation Report  20 

Returned female migrants had to partner with a male “who wants another business.” Not every 
migrant is conversant in running a business, no matter how small it may be. In this regard, it is 
important to note that among the recommendations of the joint monitoring mission of IOM Sudan 
and Nigeria was “to provide business start-up trainings to the returnees.”  
 
Some migrants may actually prefer to revert to their original profession – e.g., farmers and craftsmen. 
Some migrants, as reported during that joint monitoring mission, may need training in the line of 
business they chose. Others, as also reported during the mission, may opt for a completely different 
option than start a business; one family “prioritized the enrolment of their four children into school 
as a form of reintegration assistance from IOM.” 
 
That being said, the monitoring mission also reported that two (2) families reported making “some 
profits in the second month of the businesses and expected to see further increase in the profits if 
their customers continue to grow.” However, representative of a CoO embassy noted that many 
returned migrants are already in debt – having borrowed the money to fund their journey. They may 
be unable to return to their communities; and the extent to which the revenue of this small business 
would be sufficient to both settle and re-pay the debt is doubtful. 
 
 
4.5 Sustainability 

At the outset, it is perhaps important to note that migrants interviewed in the course of the evaluation 
were asked whether the MRRC should continue into the future. Their unanimous answer, which can 
only be described as passionate, was “Yes”.  
 
Sustainability Prospects 
The MRRC is entirely dependent on external funding from international development partners. The 
GoS has not contributed any resources – financial or in-kind – into the project. The MRRC and IOM 
Sudan staff, representatives of migrant communities, representatives of CoO embassies, the 
representative of the NMJPS, and representatives of the GoS and national institutions all agreed that 
should funding cease the situation would become dire for migrants as the MRRC/IOM Sudan would 
no longer be able to provide these services. Many of those interviewed were asked what would happen 
if funding ceased. The following quotations (anonymous for confidentiality) are indeed telling: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IOM Sudan and MRRC staff were fully aware of the limited sustainability prospects of the MRRC 
model as it currently stands. During interviews, senior IOM Sudan staff members indicated clearly 
that different approaches for the sustainability of the MRRC are being explored. This is also within 
the scope of the current Phase VI of the project which, reportedly, will include consultations with 
the government counterparts and learning of various models of MRC operation from the 
neighbouring countries through a study visit.  
 

“victims [of trafficking] will 

suffer” 

“can’t imagine what will 

happen” 

“all work [of the MRRC] 

will stop” 

“a lot of problems will 

happen” 

“a lot of children will be 

out of school” 

“we will be leaving people 

behind” “chaos will come” 
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Integration with National Institutions 
As all representatives of the GoS and national institutions – as well as MRRC and IOM Sudan staff 
–  noted, Sudan does not have a national framework/policy to address and tackle mixed migration 
flows. Notwithstanding the positive feedback on services provided by IOM, the project, and the 
MRRC, no support was provided to the GoS in this respect – there has been no direct policy and 
capacity development under the project. As a representative of a national institutions put it, “so far, 
we consider the centre [MRRC] an internal affair of IOM. … The working relationship with IOM is 
unclear; there is no Memorandum of Understanding [MoU] or agreed programme … there has been 
no institutional support”. 
 
Replicability and Scaling-Up 
Despite the limited sustainability prospects of the project results and dependency on external funding, 
the concept of the MRRC is replicable.  
 
An MRC is not a new concept or approach. “Since the 1970s, governments, non-governmental 
organizations (NGOs), and inter-governmental organizations (IGOs) have established Migrant 
Resource Centres (MRCs) and other similar facilities in both countries of origin and destination.”26 
These centres, generally, aim to provide migrants with accurate information on legal migration 
procedures; their rights and responsibilities throughout the migration process; and on how to protect 
themselves so that migration is a positive experience.27 What is “unique and unparalleled” about the 
MRRC in Khartoum, as an IOM staff put it, is its “one-stop-shop” approach providing all required 
services to migrants “stuck on route”.  
  
In addition to complementing the operation of the MRRC, the AICS funds also support the 
expansion of IOM’s direct assistance work by supporting the MRC in Gedaref and establishing an 
MRC in Darfur – the border points with the highest numbers of migrant crossings. The MRC in 
Gedaref, however, is reported to adopt a joint approach in working with the GoS. It is understood, 
however and according to an IOM staff member, this approach is challenging due to the lack of 
capacity among government personnel, and the extremely slow pace and bureaucracy of government 
institutions. 
 
Leveraging Resources for Sustainability 
As noted above, IOM Sudan has been successful in securing additional funds from the AICS to 
support the operation of the MRRC. This fund covers the period June 2019 through July 2021. IOM 
Sudan also draws on the resources of the EU-IOM Joint Initiative, also as noted above, to support 
IOM’s work in Sudan. While 54 migrants received AVRR services under Phase V of the project 
through the NMJPS funding, an additional 511 migrants received similar assistance through other 
projects/funding mechanisms28, bringing the total number to 565 migrants. 
As also noted above, IOM Sudan successfully linked the Ethiopian community safe house with the 
DRC who agreed to provide food assistance to the safe house in turn with IOM. 
 
 
4.6 Gender Equality 

The project did not have a “Gender Strategy”, per se; its objective, outcomes, and outputs were all 
stated in a gender-neutral manner, targeting “vulnerable migrants” in general. As well documented in 

 
26 IOM (2009). Migrant Resource Centres: Examining Global Good Practices in Providing Services to Empower Migrants 
for Development and Protection; submitted by IOM to the 2009 Global Forum on Migration and Development in Athens 
[available for download at:  
https://www.gfmd.org/files/documents/gfmd_athens09_contr_iom_migrant_resource_centres_en.pdf] 
27 ibid 
28 54 migrants assisted under this project; 17 migrants under AICS-funded project and 494 under the EU-IOM Joint 
Initiative 

https://www.gfmd.org/files/documents/gfmd_athens09_contr_iom_migrant_resource_centres_en.pdf
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project reports, and asserted by MRRC/IOM Sudan staff, migrants’ needs and vulnerability are 
screened, assessed, and addressed regardless of gender – or any other trait, for that matter. The 
staffing profile of the MRRC was also gender balanced. MRRC staff also clearly indicated their 
awareness of and attention to gender-sensitive issues and needs among migrants. 
 
Migrants and representatives of migrant communities interviewed in the course of the evaluation 
were asked if there were any instances or indications of bias towards or against a particular gender. 
Their unanimous answer was “No”. 
 
Reporting on performance indicators is disaggregated by gender, where relevant. The figures, in both 
Phases IV and V final reports, showed no sign of bias towards or against a particular gender; the 
numbers of beneficiaries varied from one indicator to the other, and from year to year, clearly 
indicating the project responded to the needs of migrants. 
 
 
4.7 Incorporating Recommendations of Phase IV Evaluation 

Phase IV Evaluation Report came out in January 2019, with a set of recommendations for the 
consideration of IOM Sudan – covering relevance; effectiveness and impact; efficiency; and, 
sustainability. However, the agreement with the NMJPS had already been signed and Phase V had 
already commenced implementation (as of 15 December 2018). As such, the first general 
recommendation that “IOM should review its project design and implementation procedures to 
better reflect accumulated knowledge, lessons learned (particularly internally) and the findings and 
recommendations of previous evaluations” could not be implemented, at least fully.  
 
To avoid confusion, and in order to present a succinct view of the extent to which those 
recommendations could be incorporated during the implementation of Phase V, the assessment is 
made for the whole set of recommendations in this sub-section. It is also noted that many of the 
recommendations pertained to IOM Sudan at a large and were not specific to the project; nor were 
they within the project scope (please refer to sub-section 4.1 and Annex 6). 
 
The detailed assessment is presented in Annex 8, but the following key observations can be made 
here: 

− The MRRC Feedback Form remains to be better aligned with indicators; 

− The SOPs for MRRC have been finalized and are in-place; 

− IOM Sudan is exploring alternatives for the sustainability of the MRRC, but a sustainability 
strategy was not pursued under Phase V. An IOM Sudan staff member noted it was difficult 
to engage with the GoS in this respect given the political situation in Sudan throughout Phase 
V; 

− There is no clear approach or articulated strategy for migrants community engagement; 

− There are no indications of multi-stakeholders “institutional referral mechanism”. However, 
IOM Sudan initiated the discussion at consultation workshops organized with representative 
of the GoS and NGO service providers in July 2019 (under another US-funded project). IOM 
Sudan plans to support the development of a referral pathway in Khartoum between 2020-
2022 under the same US-funded project; 

− SOPs for migrant communities’ assistance and referral of migrants was not pursued under 
Phase V; 

− There is no “formal” strategy for working with migrant community associations. IOM Sudan 
initiated the drafting of an MoU with the ECA to clarify the roles and responsibilities of both 
parties in their collaboration, but it was not concluded  during the project period;  
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− Data collection and management remains an issue; 

− More funding was secured (AICS), but a sustainability strategy was not developed; 

− IOM internal MPA strategy is not yet in place. An MPA strategy workshop was held in July 
2019 with relevant programme personnel, and some inputs/recommendations for the strategy 
were made. However, due to competing priorities as a result of limited human resources, the 
lead staff member has been unable to put together a draft MPA strategy. The current plan is 
to complete the strategy in 2020; 

− IOM enjoys visibility but there is no communication strategy is in place; and 

− There are no indications of partnership with the GoS to strengthen “the institutional response 
to trafficking through the National Committee to Combat trafficking”. 
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Conclusions 

Relevance 
The project responded to clear and pressing needs of vulnerable migrants; this is believed to be 
particularly so in Phase V given the political developments that took place during 2019 and the 
resulting deterioration in both security and economic conditions which may have indeed worsened 
migrants’ vulnerability.  
 
That being said, it is noted the project design and strategy remained exactly the same in Phase V as 
was the case in Phase IV. There were no indications of re-assessment of needs or priorities; neither 
were there indications of consultations with the GoS and migrant communities and associations in 
the design stage of Phase V. The targets of a number of performance indicators have been scaled 
down in Phase V, despite over-achievement in Phase IV. This may have been due to reduced funding, 
but available information did not provide insights on other potential reasons. 
 
The project design, strategy, and modality were all geared towards service provision – services which 
should positively impact migrants’ vulnerability, thus contributing to the project’s objective. 
However, the support provided to the GoS during Phase V was in actual effect to address immediate 
humanitarian needs of potential VoTs and other migrants apprehended by the Sudanese security 
authorities. There has been no direct institutional support to the GoS and national institutions. 
Working with the GoS during 2019 may well have been extremely challenging, but the project design 
did not reflect any thinking or plans to partner with the GoS or invest in their capacity for them to be 
better able to address mixed migration flows in Sudan.  
 
Similarly, the project’s support to migrant communities and associations has, largely, been 
characterised by direct service provision to migrants. The project’s work with migrant communities 
and associations was not grounded in a clearly articulated approach or strategy – and lacked any form 
of formal partnership framework.  
 
Admittedly, however, partnership with migrant communities and associations is dependent on the 
institutional set-up of those MCAs and internal community dynamics. On the one, the ECA, being 
legally established and with a long standing in the community, was able to benefit extensively from 
IOM’s direct support as well as the successful link with other international actors in support of 
Ethiopian migrants. The ECA also clearly enjoys a good working relationship and support from the 
Ethiopian Embassy. On the other hand, and despite direct support from the project, the Nigerian 
community is yet to set-up its MCA, only because of internal leadership challenges. The Somali 
community has been struggling with the set-up of its MCA for nearly three (3) years, also due to 
internal leadership challenges. 
 
Effectiveness 
Overall, the project has largely been successful in achieving its outputs and outcomes, measured 
against its set targets for performance indicators as per its Results Matrix. 
 
That being said, the extent to which the project has progressed towards achieving its objective is 
unclear. There has been no assessment of the extent to which migrants’ vulnerability may have 
changed as a result of the services provided by the project.  
 
The assessment has also to be regarded with caution. The project’s monitoring system is fragmented. 
On the one hand, there are clear indications of multiple layers of double counting, and as such the 
validity and reliability of many of the reported figures may be questionable. This is particularly the 
case for the objective’s indicator. On the other hand, there are clear indications other indicators – 
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such as the number of migrants assisted through community-initiated protection activities – are 
under-reported. 
 
The MRRC Feedback Form used to collect data on two of perhaps the most important project 
indicators is simply not aligned to measure these indicators. As such, the extent to which migrants’ 
vulnerability may have decreased as a result of provided services, and migrants’ satisfaction with these 
services, both remain largely unknown. Additionally, collecting feedback from migrants who frequent 
the MRRC has continued to be a challenge; at the end, the number of collected responses is by no 
means representative of the large numbers of project beneficiaries.  
 
The “learning feedback loop” into project management – and IOM work in Sudan, in general – is 
largely missing. There are important questions that remain to be answered in an evidence-based 
manner. For instance, at a time when the general belief is that migrants’ vulnerability has worsened 
as a result of political and economic crises in Sudan during 2019, how come the number of “new 
cases” in Phase V – i.e., migrants who approached the MRRC for the first time – was notably less 
than those in Phase IV (662 vs. 936, respectively)?  
 
Monitoring migrants who were assisted to voluntarily return to their CoO also remains a logistical 
and resources challenge for IOM missions. There has been no assessment of the success of the small 
businesses returned migrants would start through the reintegration assistance post the 6-months 
threshold after their return. Thus far, there appears to have only been one monitoring mission from 
IOM Sudan to follow-up on returned migrants, in only one CoO. 
 
The assessment, on the other hand, has also to be made within the wider, exceptionally challenging 
context throughout Phase V – due to the political upheaval Sudan witnessed in 2019 and the ensuing 
instability, deteriorated security, and economic crisis. Mobility was repeatedly restricted, due to 
security concerns. Soaring inflation rates led to the cost of services provided to migrants, particularly 
medical, skyrocketing. Many qualified doctors were reported to have left the country, making it more 
difficult to attend to migrants’ medical needs. Cash flows at banks were repeatedly disrupted, and 
cash transactions were capped. As a result, there were times when there was a backlog of migrants; 
medical testing was brought to a halt for nearly two (2) months as the project was in arrears. There 
were also instances of delays in providing food and NFIs to a migrant safe house.  
 
Nonetheless, the fact that the project remained operational and the MRRC was closed for only one 
(1) week during such unprecedented times – and served scores of vulnerable migrants, regardless of 
exact numbers – is indeed a testimony to the project’s overall effectiveness. 
 
For migrants and the vast majority of stakeholders’ representatives, medical assistance to vulnerable 
migrants and AVRR both came on the top of the project’s key achievements – but they have all 
commented on the delays in the AVRR process. Improved safety and hygiene conditions and comfort 
for migrants in the ECA safe house, and immediate response to food and NFIs needs of migrants in 
(administrative) detention centres were also project achievements noted by relevant stakeholders. 
 
The refurbishing and furnishing the first floor of the ECA safe house, and the additional resources 
the ECA received from the DRC as a result of IOM’s efforts linking the two entities together, were 
positive, unintended project outcomes. Another positive unintended outcome was the increased 
understanding of the “migration situation” is Sudan, and mixed migration flows from West Africa. 
 
On the other hand, an unintended, rather negative, effect of the project was the expectations among 
migrants and stakeholders’ representatives of increased support from IOM – or, in more general 
terms, the perception that IOM has the resources to provide more support. 
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Efficiency 
Overall, the project has largely been efficient in managing its resources – despite internal and external 
obstacles. The economic crisis in Sudan has led to sharp increases in the cost of supplies – medical 
and others – and shortage of cash flows. IOM’s internal financial  procedures also led to delays in the 
release of cash. The MRRC was also short on staff, and had to resort to “on-call” personnel and 
calling on IOM staff from other missions. The resulting interruptions in cash flows and limited human 
resources have to some extent negatively impacted the effectiveness of the project, as reflected in the 
under-achievement of a number of performance indicators.  
 
IOM Sudan, however, has been successful in leveraging other resources – such as the EU-IOM Joint 
Initiative – in support of the project. IOM Sudan also successfully secured additional funding for the 
MRRC, through the AICS. Linking the ECA with the DRC may also be seen as a successful resource-
leverage, in support of the ultimate beneficiaries of the project.  
 
Impact 
The two key achievements of the project that stand a chance of bringing a long-lasting impact on the 
lives of vulnerable migrants are improved health conditions and AVRR. Improved health conditions, 
however, is dependent on the extent to which a migrant can or is able to sustain it beyond the support 
provided by the project – noting the project’s limited ability to respond to increasing demands for 
secondary and tertiary medical cases. While indications are such that some voluntarily returned 
migrants were making some profits of their small businesses, the sustainability of these businesses, as 
well as migrants’ abilities to settle-in and reintegrate into their communities, are both dependent on 
numerous factors and are not clear.  
 
There has been no systematic evaluation of the impact of AVRR – despite the widely held belief of 
its potential positive effects on returned migrants’ quality of live, and all the resources invested in it. 
Admittedly, an impact evaluation cannot be conducted at the end of a one-year project, but this was 
Phase V of the project. It was preceded by four (4) phases which adopted a similar approach. It is 
noted, though, that impact evaluations are technically complex, and are likely to be even more so in 
the case of AVRR if only for the geographical dispersion of voluntarily returned migrants.  
  
Sustainability 
In addition to resources leveraged through the EU-IOM Joint Initiative and the AICS, a 1-year Phase 
VI is currently underway with continued funding from the NMJPS. However, a sustainability plan 
was not developed during Phase V. The project/MRRC remains entirely dependent on external 
funding; there has been no contribution from the GoS or national institutions, whether cash or in-
kind. The sustainability prospects of the project/MRRC, therefore, are very limited, not only from a 
financial perspective should funding become unavailable, but also from an institutional perspective. 
The GoS does not have a national framework to addressing mixed migration flows in Sudan – if this 
was among its current priorities. The GoS and national institution lack the resources, and strong 
indications are also such that they lack the technical capacity to address the needs of the scores of 
vulnerable migrants in Sudan. Migrant communities and associations vary in their ability to leverage 
resources and respond to the needs of their fellow vulnerable migrants. That being said, the successful 
efforts of the Somali community with no MCA in place and the  Ethiopian MCA both show the 
potential these structures hold.   
 
 
Cross-Cutting Issues 
While the project did not have a Gender Strategy, and its design did not reflect a particular gender 
lens, there were no indications there has been any discrimination against migrants on basis of gender 
– or any other trait, for that matter.  
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Phase IV Evaluation Recommendations 
Other than the finalisation and application of the MRRC SOPs, the development of which started 
towards the end of Phase IV, the majority of Phase IV Evaluation could not be addressed during, or 
incorporated into, the implementation of Phase V, for a number of inter-related reasons. 
 
First, and perhaps most important, was the lack of human resources. With the Programme Officer’s 
position being vacant until November 2019, the day-to-day management of the MRRC became the 
responsibility of the Programme Lead for MPA whose portfolio includes managing multiple other 
projects. IOM Sudan also lacks the technical capability to streamline data collection and management 
issues. Plans to call on the resources of the Regional Office (RO) did not materialize; initially the 
RO’s staff member was unavailable and then travel could not be permitted due to the deteriorating 
security situation in Sudan. IOM Sudan’s Communication Officer only came on board around 
October/November 2019; not enough opportunity to develop a communication strategy, noting it 
was not within the project’s scope.  

 
Other recommendations were also outside the design and scope of the project, and it is noted that 
Phase IV evaluation came out after the agreement had been signed with the funding agency for Phase 
V – there was no room to re-consider/re-negotiate the project’s design or its budget to incorporate 
other interventions. These include the development of IOM internal MPA strategy, the SOPs for 
migrant communities’ assistance and referral of migrants, and the multi-stakeholder institutional 
referral mechanism. Faced with competing priorities, and despite initial efforts, the development of 
the MPA strategy could not be fulfilled during Phase V. The political transition in Sudan has also 
made it challenging to engage with the GoS, and MCAs clearly varied in their legal status and capacity.  
 
 
5.2 Recommendations 

On basis of the findings presented in this report and the conclusions derived from these findings, the 
following recommendations are put forward for the consideration of IOM Sudan. These 
recommendations are inter-related and complementary to each other and should be reviewed and 
considered as such.  
 
IOM Sudan should finalise, endorse, and fully implement a multi-stakeholder, 
comprehensive, and integrated strategy for an institutionally, technically, and financially 
sustainable approach for migrant protection and assistance.  

By definition, to ensure its relevance and stakeholders’ buy-in and commitment, such an approach 
has to be developed through broad-based consultations with all concerned stakeholders – the GoS 
and national institutions; migrant communities; and, international development partners. 
 
This, clearly, is an over-arching and multi-faceted recommendation, which both encompasses and 
entails a number of inter-related specific recommendations: 

a) Partner with and invest in the institutional and technical capacity of counterparts  
The GoS has to be fully on board and capacitated to set Sudan’s national agenda and create 
an enabling legal and institutional environment to address mixed migration flows in Sudan. It 
may be challenging to immediately engage the highest levels of the GoS. However, and in the 
sort-term, the capacities of middle-management and personnel in direct contact points with 
migrants have to be enhanced.  
In the immediate/medium term, the focus should shift more towards migrant community 
associations. IOM Sudan should fully articulate its community engagement and institutional 
and technical capacity enhancement approach, and adopt a formal, accountability-based 
mechanism to working with migrant communities and associations. 
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b) Create and adopt a different model of service provision 
A multi-stakeholder, institutionalised referral mechanism has to be in place – in a phased-in 
approach. It is highly unlikely the GoS and public services are currently in position to play 
any role in migrants protection and assistance. IOM Sudan should promote self-reliance 
among migrant communities to play a greater role in migrants’ protection and assistance. To 
ensure quality, SOPs for migrant communities’ assistance and referral of migrants should be 
developed, and IOM Sudan may indeed play a critical role in quality assurance and monitoring 
of community-initiated activities.  
 
With regards to AVRR, specifically, IOM Sudan should explore a tailored but comprehensive 
approach. The standard approach and package of AVRR adopted in the project is not 
necessarily relevant or responsive to the needs and aspirations of every migrant. The 
reintegration assistance should be flexible, within acceptable limits, to fully empower and 
support migrants reintegrate into their communities and improve the quality of their lives.  

 
c) Diversify and expand funding sources 

IOM Sudan should continue to build on the achievements of the project, and its success in 
securing additional funds, to diversify and expand its funding sources. Contributions from 
the GoS and national institutions may be very limited, if at all, in the short- and mid-term. 
Migrant communities and associations may be able to offer flexible, community-based, less-
costly models to assist migrants, but their contributions are likely to remain minimal given 
the scale of the mixed migration flows in Sudan.  
 

d) Engage governments of source and transit countries 
IOM Sudan, in consultation with other missions and perhaps also with the support of ROs, 
should explore mechanisms to engage the government in source and transit countries in 
systematically addressing mixed migration flows, through an integrated regional approach.  
 

e) Engage with international, regional, and national actors 
Notwithstanding its expertise and reach, IOM Sudan is encouraged to explore potentials for 
cooperation and coordination, perhaps even joint programming, with relevant international, 
regional and national actors with a stake and experience in addressing mixed migration flows.  

 
 
IOM Sudan should set-up and operationalise a robust monitoring, evaluation, and learning 
(MEL) system of its programmes and projects 

IOM Sudan should develop, set-up, and fully operationalise a robust monitoring, evaluation, and 
adaptive learning system of its programmes and projects. It is important to assess projects’ reach and 
coverage – numbers of beneficiaries have to be assessed accurately in a manner that avoids double 
counting, by devising a mechanism to uniquely identify individual VoTs and other vulnerable migrants. 
Collection of data from beneficiaries has to be through valid and reliable tools that fully align with 
performance indicators. Beneficiaries should be incentivised to provide feedback; simple and user-
friendly techniques to elicit feedback should be tested, and beneficiaries have to witness and 
experience first-hand how a project is responding to and incorporating their feedback as well as 
understand the limitations. A stronger link between monitoring and project management, that is, has 
to be in place. 
 
It is equally, if not more, important to assess the extent to which projects are progressing towards, or 
achieving, their outcomes – e.g., effects on migrants’ vulnerability as a result of services and the extent 
to which voluntarily returned migrants are reintegrating into their communities are critical outcomes 
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that have to be assessed internally by IOM. It is equally critical to broaden the scope of monitoring 
to also encompass the context within which a project operates.  
 
As such, an internal formative evaluation function has also to be in place and an organisation-based 
adaptive learning and management culture should be encouraged to ensure accumulated knowledge 
and experience and lessons learned – from both internal and external evaluation – do inform current 
and future programming. 
 
IOM Sudan should streamline its internal financial procedures, and recruitment process, to 
be responsive to and in sync with the dynamics and pace of its programmes and projects 

To the extent possible within the overall UN system, IOM Sudan should streamline its internal 
financial procedures to be more responsive and in sync with the dynamics and pace of its programmes 
and projects – especially those addressing immediate and often urgent needs of vulnerable migrants, 
and in particular within such a fluid and uncertain context as is currently the case in Sudan. Similarly, 
IOM Sudan should also ensure adequate staffing of its projects – in terms of calibre and number. As 
IOM Sudan lays out its future strategy, it may be possible to revisit its human resources strategy and 
plan ahead for its staffing needs. 
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6. LESSONS LEARNED 

  
The experience of the project in Phase V, and insights gained from this evaluation including through 
discussions with many IOM Sudan staff and representatives of a number of stakeholders, as well as 
discussions with IOM Sudan senior staff, give rise to two lessons learned that should inform future 
programming, and current ones to the extent feasible. 
 
Lack of partnership with counterparts is detrimental to the sustainability of results 

Institutionalisation is key to the sustainability, scaling-up, and replicability of any model, and the key 
to institutionalisation is to fully partner, involve, and work with GoS counterparts from the inception 
of the model. Partnership is a long process, and can often be challenging especially when working 
with counterparts who have little or no knowledge, capacity, or resources. These, themselves, are 
reasons why development partners have to engage counterparts from inception – and, in doing so, 
build their institutional and technical capacity to dynamically sustain and scale-up successful models.  
 
The project lacked a strategy to partner with counterparts – should the project come to an end at any 
point in time, or should funding be unavailable for any reason, the GoS will be in no position to 
sustain the MRRC. Neither will migrant communities be able to offer the same services, whether in 
scale or quality. This lesson is the grounds for the recommendations made to IOM Sudan to invest 
in the institutional and technical capacity of counterparts. 
 
Short-termism is not the ideal framework to tackling as complex an issue as mixed migration flows 

The 1-year lifespan of the project is understood to have been a factor of the planning and funding 
cycle of the funding agency (NMJPS). Such a short cycle may be appropriate and successful for service 
provision. Its sustainability, however, is never guaranteed; as a matter of fact, the continued funding 
of the project for six (6) consecutive phases/years is perhaps unprecedented in the development field. 
More important, a 1-year plan is by no means sufficient to address as complex, far reaching, deeply 
rooted, and multi-faceted an issue as mixed migration flows; nor does it provide for the long and 
challenging process of partnership with and capacity building of counterparts for the sustainability of 
results. 
 
This is not to say short-term funding opportunities should be rejected, or not sought. What is meant 
is that such funding, even if also small-scaled, should be negotiated and designed within, and to serve 
the goals of, a comprehensive, longer-term MPA strategy. 
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7. ANNEXES 

7.1.  Evaluation Terms of Reference  
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7.2.  Evaluation Matrix  

 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation Questions 

Data Sources 

Indicators 
(as per the Results Matrix) 
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D
o

c
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Relevance 1.1 Are the objectives and strategy of the project 
relevant to the needs of its target population and 
institutional beneficiaries?  

x x x  

1.2 Did the project reach the most vulnerable 
beneficiaries as was expected? 

x x x Objective: 
- Percentage increase in number of VoT and other 

vulnerable migrants assisted through the MRRC 
Output 1.2: 
- Percentage increase in the number of migrants in 

detention who receive support through the MRRC 
mobile response team, disaggregated by sex and 
age 

1.3 Overall, to what extent is the project relevant to the social 
and political conditions of Sudan? 

x x x  

1.4 What specific lessons learned and recommendations from 
Phase IV evaluation were incorporated into Phase V? 

x x x  

Effectiveness 2.1 To what extent did the project achieve its outputs 
and outcomes? 

x x x All relevant Outcome and Output indicators 

2.2 What external socio-economic and political 
factors, if any, affected the implementation of the 
project? 

x x x  
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation Questions 

Data Sources 

Indicators 
(as per the Results Matrix) 
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2.3 What do the beneficiaries and other stakeholders 
perceive to be the outcomes of the project? 

 x x Outcome 1:  
- Percentage of migrants surveyed reporting feeling 

less vulnerable as a result of services provided 
- Percentage of migrants active with their 

reintegration projects 6 months after return 
Outcome 2: 
- Number of vulnerable migrants who benefit from 

protection initiatives developed or initiated by 
community structures 

2.4 Did the project lead to additional results? If so, 
which results? 

x x x  

2.5 Can any unintended or unexpected positive or 
negative effects be observed as a consequence of the 
projects’ interventions? 

x x x  

2.6 How effective was the project in reaching target 
populations and institutional beneficiaries, and in 
implementing activities in order to reach its 
objectives? 

x x x Output 1.1: indicators 1, 2 & 3 
Outcome 2 indicator 
Output 2.1: indicators 1, 2 & 3 
Output 2.2: indicators 1 & 2 

2.7 What are the main obstacles or barriers that the 
project has encountered during implementation? 

x x x  

2.8 Has the project been successful in addressing these 
obstacles and how? How did they affect the overall 
effectiveness of the project?  

x x x  

2.9 How effectively were the project results 
monitored? 

x  x  

Efficiency 3.1 How effective was the internal management of the project? x  x  

3.2 How efficient was the project? x x x  
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation Questions 

Data Sources 

Indicators 
(as per the Results Matrix) 
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3.3 Would other activities have been more cost-
effective for reaching the projects’ objectives? 

x x   

3.4 How well have resources been managed to achieve 
the results in the context in which it operates? 

x  x  

3.5 How effective were adaptations to project made to 
accommodate changes during implementation due to 
socio-economic and political factors? 

x x x  

3.6 How successful has the project been in synergizing and 
complementing interventions of other national and international 
actors and leveraging non-project resources? 

x x x  

Impact 4.1 What impact (positive and/or negative, intended or 
unintended) did the project have on its beneficiaries and relevant 
stakeholders and what do these actors perceive to be the project’s 
impact? 

x x x Outcome 1:  
- Percentage of migrants surveyed reporting feeling 

less vulnerable as a result of services provided 
- Percentage of migrants active with their 

reintegration projects 6 months after return 
Outcome 2: 
- Number of vulnerable migrants who benefit from 

protection initiatives developed or initiated by 
community structures 

Sustainability 5.1 What project activities and benefits are likely to 
continue if funding ceased? 

x x   

5.2 To what extent are the projects’ results likely to be 
sustained in the long-term? 

x x   

5.3 To what extent is project supported by and integrated 
within national institutions? 

x x   

5.4 Can the project’s results be replicated or scaled up 
by IOM or national partners? 

x x   
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation Questions 

Data Sources 

Indicators 
(as per the Results Matrix) 
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5.5 What should have been done differently to better 
guarantee sustainability? 

x x   

5.6 How successful has the project been in leveraging non-project 
resources for guaranteeing sustainability of project results, 
including but not limited to other IOM Sudan projects 

x x x  

Gender 
Equality 

6.1 To what extent has the project been successful in 
mainstreaming gender equality in its strategy, outcomes and 
outputs, modalities, and interventions 

x x x Objective: 
- Percentage increase in number of VoT and other 

vulnerable migrants assisted through the MRRC 
Outcome 1: 
- Percentage of migrants surveyed reporting feeling 

less vulnerable as a result of services provided 
- Percentage of migrants active with their 

reintegration projects 6 months after return 
Outcome 2: 
- Number of vulnerable migrants who benefit from 

protection initiatives developed or initiated by 
community structures 

Output 1.1: 
- Indicators 1, 2, 3 & 4 
Output 1.2: 
- Indicator 1 
Output 2.1: 
- Indicators 1, 2 & 3 
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7.3.  List of Documents Reviewed  

(in no particular order) 
 

− IOM (2018). Project Proposal to the Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public Security 
(NMJPS): Enhancing Protection and Improving Knowledge of the Risks of Irregular 
Migration in Sudan Phase V. 

 

− IOM (2019). Interim Report to Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public Security: 
“Enhancing Protection and Improving Knowledge on the Risks of Irregular Migration in 
Sudan” - Phase V (31 July 2019). 

 

− IOM (2019). MRRC Monthly Report September 2019. 
 

− IOM (2020). MRRC Monthly Report January 2020. 
 

− IOM (2020). Final Report to Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public Security: “Enhancing 
Protection and Improving Knowledge on the Risks of Irregular Migration in Sudan” - Phase 
V (Draft dated 1 April 2020). 

 

− IOM (2009). Migrant Resource Centres: Examining Global Good Practices in Providing 
Services to Empower Migrants for Development and Protection; submitted by IOM to the 
2009 Global Forum on Migration and Development in Athens [available for download at:  
https://www.gfmd.org/files/documents/gfmd_athens09_contr_iom_migrant_resource_c
entres_en.pdf] 

 

− US Department of State (2019). Trafficking in Persons Report (2019) [available for 
download at: https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/2019-Trafficking-in-
Persons-Report.pdf] 

 

− IOM (2019). Final Report to Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public Security: “Enhancing 
Protection and Improving Knowledge on the Risks of Irregular Migration in Sudan” - Phase 
IV (no date of submission). 

 

− IOM (2018). Interim Report to Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public Security: 
“Enhancing Protection and Improving Knowledge on the Risks of Irregular Migration in 
Sudan” - Phase IV (31 July 2018). 

 

− IOM (2019). Final Evaluation: Enhancing Protection and Improving Knowledge on the 
Risks of Irregular Migration in Sudan - Phase IV (January 2019). 

 

− IOM (2019). IOM Khartoum MRRC: Standard Operating Procedures. 
 

− IOM (no date). MRRC Feedback Form (English version). 
  

https://www.gfmd.org/files/documents/gfmd_athens09_contr_iom_migrant_resource_centres_en.pdf
https://www.gfmd.org/files/documents/gfmd_athens09_contr_iom_migrant_resource_centres_en.pdf
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/2019-Trafficking-in-Persons-Report.pdf
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/2019-Trafficking-in-Persons-Report.pdf
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7.4.  List of Persons Interviewed  

 
Migrants 

− A group of migrants (2 male; 6 female – Ethiopia, Nigeria, and The Philippines) 
 
IOM Sudan 

− Ms. Masako Ueda, Programme Lead, Migrant Protection and Assistance Programme  

− Mr. Andrew Gray, Head, Migration Management and Development Unit  

− Ms. Catherine Northing, Chief of Mission (1-hour debrief) 
 

MRRC Team 

− Mr. Salih Idress, National Outreach Officer 

− Ms. Maisa Abdalla, AVRR & Outreach Programme Assistant 

− Ms. Abeer Elhadi, Case Worker 

− Dr. Mohamed Elata, Medical Doctor 

− Mr. Priyantha Kulathunga, Programme Officer (on STA) 
 
GoS and National Institutions  

Counter Trafficking Unit (CTU) 

− Colonel Mohamed, Head of CTU 

− 1st Lieutenant Hanan Adam Bahr  
 
National Council for Child Welfare (NCCW) 

− Brigadier General Mohamed Hussein, National Coordinator 
 
Migrant Community Representatives 

− Ethiopian (1m) 

− Somali (1m; 1f) 
 
Ethiopian Migrant Community Association/Safe House 

− Mr. Negasi Teferi 
 
CoO Embassies/ Consulates 

Ethiopia 

− Mr. Michael Tobias Babisso, DIASPORA Affairs 
The Philippines  

− Mr. Mohamed Mohei Eldin 
 
Modern Medical Centre 

− Dr. Ahmed, Head of Testing Labs 
 
NMJPS 

− Mr. Cato Dobloug Næverdal, Special Advisor on migration affairs, Royal Norwegian 
Embassy in Addis Ababa  

 
IOM Nigeria  

− Ms. Olive Ihuom Asobie  
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7.5.  Data Collection Instruments  

 

Key Informant Interview/Focus Group Discussion 

MRRC Staff 

 
What was your role in and involvement with the project [specifically Phase V]? Briefly describe  
 

Relevance 
1. To what extent were the project objectives and strategy relevant to the needs of: 

1.1 Target population? [1.1] 
Probe: 
- The project document & reports list four target groups: irregular migrants, asylum 

seekers, refugees, and regular migrants]. Did the project reach the “most vulnerable” 
population as was expected? [1.2] 

- To what extent has the project been successful in mainstreaming gender equality in 
its strategy, outcomes and outputs, modalities, and interventions? [6.1] 

1.2 Institutional beneficiaries [GoS ministries and national entities]? [1.1] 
Probe:  
- The project did not provide institutional capacity support to GoS. How this reflects 

on the GoS capacity to manage the crisis? How does that reflect on the sustainability 
of the project model? 

 
2. Overall, to what extent is the project relevant to the social and political conditions of Sudan? 

[1.3] 
 
3. How were the recommendations of Phase IV Evaluation incorporated/implemented in this 

Phase? [1.4] 

 

Effectiveness 
4. To what extent did the project contribute to the protection of vulnerable migrants in Sudan? 

[2.1] 
4.1 What are the key achievements of the project? [2.3] 
4.2 What worked? What did not? Why? [2.3] 
4.3 Do migrants experience less vulnerability as a result of the project – in a gender-sensitive 

manner/approach? Explain [2.3 & 6.1] 
4.4 Has increased demand for services at the MRRC affected quality? How? 
4.5 Is there, in any way, incidents where the project did not meet expectations? Example(s) 

 
5. How effective was the project in reaching a) target populations and, b) institutional 

beneficiaries? [2.6] 
5.1 To what extent did the project activities benefit different migrant communities (women 

and men, different nationalities, …) equally? Please explain. Examples. [6.1] 
 
6. With regards to the “Referral Mechanism”  

6.1 How did it differ under Phase V compared with previous phases of the project? Has the 
mechanism been updated/re-designed in any way? Why? 

6.2 How effective has it been under Phase V? Could it cope with the increased demand from 
migrants? Please explain 

6.3 Did women and men benefit equally from this mechanism? Please explain 
6.4 What challenges did the project/MRRC encounter in implementing this mechanism? 
6.5 To what extent has GoS institutions been supportive of the referral mechanism? 
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7. To what extent has activities been implemented as planned? [2.6] 
8. Were there any additional, unintended, or unexpected results or effects – positive or negative 

– that the project led to? Please elaborate. Examples [2.4 & 2.5] 
 
9. Did the project obtain the support and cooperation of the GoS? Examples.  

 
10. Did the project influence the GoS planning, programming, and/or priorities? Examples. 

 
11. Did the project influence the capacity of migrant community associations – positively or 

otherwise? Please explain. Examples. 
 
12. Could you please tell me about the project’s cooperation and coordination with other partners 

– and what results, if any, this cooperation led to:  
12.1 UNHCR 
12.2 UNICEF 
12.3 UNFPA  
12.4 Migrant community associations 
12.5 Others? 

 
13. What external socio-economic and political factors, if any, affected the implementation of the 

project, and how? [2.2] 
 
14. Other than these external socio-economic and political factors, were there other obstacles or 

barriers that the project encountered during implementation? [2.7] 
 
15. How did these impact the project, in the sense of its ability to achieve its intended outputs 

and outcomes? [2.8] 
 
16. To what extent has the project been able to address these obstacles – and how? [2.8] 

 
17. Compared to previous phases, how – if any – is the monitoring system of Phase V different? 

[2.9] 
17.1 What changes/modifications have been made to the system (data collection, analysis, 

reporting) and why? 
Probe: 
- The “kobo” system [data integrity concerns] 
- The issue of double counting 
- Gender 

17.2 Have these changes led to a more effective monitoring system? How? Examples 
17.3 How is information generated from the monitoring system being used for/by project 

management? Example 
17.4 With specific regards to AVRR, how are voluntary returned migrants monitored in their 

CoOs? 
17.5 What challenges – if any – are faced in monitoring the project implementation and 

progress? 
17.6 How has these challenges been addressed? How successful were these efforts? 
17.7 In your opinion, what more – if any – should/could be done to improve the project’s 

monitoring system? Why? How would this reflect on the monitoring system and the 
management of the project? 
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17.8 Has the project, in any way, supported partners in enhancing their monitoring and 
evaluation capacities – how? 
- GoS 
- Community migrant associations 
- Others? 

 

Efficiency 
18. How effective was the internal management of the project [Phase V]: overall strategy and 

work planning; staffing arrangements and capacities; guidelines; governance and oversight? 
[3.1] 

 
19. Were financial, human, institutional, and technical resources: [3.2] 

− adequately available, 

− on time, and 

− used efficiently? 
 
20. Were additional resources mobilized in support of the project? Please explain [3.2] 

 
21. Overall, how well have resources been utilized/managed to achieve the project results – in the 

context within which the project operated? [3.4] 
 
22. Were there any delays in implementing any of the project activities? Why? How did the 

project cope with that? To what extent did this impact the achievement of project outputs 
and outcomes? [3.2] 

 
23. Would other activities have been more cost-effective for achieving the project’s objectives 

(i.e., achieve the same results through other activities that would have required less resources)? 
Examples [3.3] 

23.1 Which project activities represented the greatest value for money in terms of assisting 
and protecting (vulnerable) migrants? [3.3] 

 
24. Were any changes (adaptations) made to the project (during implementation of Phase V) to 

cope with (in response to – to accommodate) socio-economic and political factors? Explain 
[3.5] 

 
25. How successful has the project been in synergizing and complementing interventions of other 

national and international actors and leveraging non-project resources? [3.6]  
25.1 Were there any instances of partner cost-sharing? Examples 

 
26. With regards to MRRC SOPs [3.2]: 

26.1 To what extent are you familiar with these SOPs? 
26.2 To what extent are you able to implement/follow these SOPs? 
26.3 In your opinion, to what extent has these SOPs been implemented in MRRC? 
26.4 What effect has the implementation of these SOPs have on the functioning of the 

MRRC? Has the MRRC been able to provide better services to migrants as a result of 
these SOPs? Do you think migrants are now better served and are more satisfied with the 
MRRC? 

26.5 Conversely, has the implementation of these SOPs led to any unexpected negative 
effects? Please elaborate 
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Impact 
27. What impact (i.e., long lasting change), positive and/or negative, intended or unintended – did 

project have on:  
27.1 Vulnerable migrants [gender equality] 
27.2 Direct service provision to migrants (through MRRC and through working with migrant 

communities) 
27.3 Capacity of the GoS institutional partners 
27.4 Capacity of migrant community associations  
27.5 Others? 

 

Sustainability 
28. Looking ahead, what project activities and benefits are likely to continue if funding ceased? 

[5.1] 
In other words, to what extent are the project results likely to be sustained in the long-term? 
[5.2] 

28.1 Has a (strategic) plan been developed to ensure the sustainability of the MRRC, in 
particular, and the project results, in general? Please elaborate 

28.2 If yes, has this plan been/is being implemented? Please elaborate 
 
29. To what extent is the project supported by and integrated within national institutions? [5.3] 

 
30. To what extent do you think national institutions will be able to: [5.4] 

− Sustain the project model and results? 

− Scale-up and replicate the project model? 
 
31. What about migrant communities? To what extent will migrant community associations be 

able to: [5.4] 

− Sustain the project model and results? 

− Scale-up and replicate the project model? 
 
32. And what about the IOM? To what extent will IOM be able to: [5.4] 

− Sustain the project model and results? 

− Scale-up and replicate the project model? 
 

33. How successful has the project been in leveraging non-project resources for guaranteeing 

sustainability of project results, including but not limited to other IOM Sudan projects? [5.6] 
 
34. Looking back, what should have been done differently to better guarantee the results of the 

project? [5.5] 
 

Lessons Learned 
35. What are the lessons learned from project implementation that should be factored into the 

design and management of the next phase of the project?  
 
36. Do you have any recommendations for improving the management of mixed migration flows 

into Sudan?  
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Key Informant Interview 

NMJPS/Funding Agency 

 
What was your role in and involvement with the project [specifically Phase V]? Briefly describe  
 

Relevance 
1. What are the Norwegian government’s priorities with regards to mixed/irregular migration 

flows? How does the project respond to these priorities? 
2. To what extent were the project objectives and strategy relevant to the needs of: 

2.1 Target population? [1.1] 
2.2 Institutional beneficiaries [GoS ministries and national entities]? [1.1] 

 
3. Overall, to what extent is the project relevant to the social and political conditions of Sudan? 

[1.3] 
 
4. How were the recommendations of Phase IV Evaluation incorporated/implemented in this 

Phase? [1.4] 

 

Effectiveness 
5. What are the key achievements of the project? [2.3] 

 
6. Were there any additional, unintended, or unexpected results or effects – positive or negative 

– that the project led to? Please elaborate. Examples [2.4 & 2.5] 
 
7. Compared to previous phases, how – if any – was monitoring of and reporting on Phase V 

different? [2.9] 
- To what extent does project reporting provide NMJPS [Norwegian government] with 

accurate and timely information of project progress, implementation, and 
achievements? 

 

Efficiency 
8. Overall, how well have resources been utilized to achieve the project results – in the context 

within which the project operated? [3.4] 
- Does the project, overall, represent good value for money? 

 
9. How successful has the project been in synergizing and complementing interventions of other 

national and international actors and leveraging non-project resources? [3.6]  
 

Impact 
10. What impact (i.e., long lasting change), positive and/or negative, intended or unintended – did 

the project have?  
 

Sustainability 
11. Looking ahead, what project activities and benefits are likely to continue if funding ceased? 

[5.1] 
In other words, to what extent are the project results likely to be sustained in the long-term? 
[5.2] 

 
12. To what extent do you think national institutions will be able to: [5.4] 

− Sustain the project model and results? 

− Scale-up and replicate the project model? 
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13. Looking back, what should have been done differently to better guarantee the sustainability of 
project results? [5.5] 

 

Lessons Learned 
14. What are the lessons learned from project implementation that should be factored into the 

design and management of the next phase of the project?  
 
15. Do you have any recommendations for improving the management of mixed migration flows 

into Sudan?  
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Key Informant Interview 

GoS Representatives 

 
What was your role in and involvement with the project [specifically Phase V]? Briefly describe  
 

Relevance 
1. To what extent were the project objectives and strategy relevant to the needs of: 

1.1 Institutional beneficiaries [GoS ministries and national entities]? [1.1] 
Probe:  
- The project did not provide institutional capacity support to GoS. How this reflects 

on the GoS capacity to manage the crisis? How does that reflect on the sustainability 
of the project model? 

1.2 Target population? [1.1] 
Probe: 
- To what extent did the project/MRRC serve the “most vulnerable” migrants – those 

who are “most in need” of support/help? [1.2] 

- Did the project/MRRC serve women and men equally? In other words, did women 
and men benefit equally from the project/MRRC? [6.1] 

 
2. Overall, to what extent is the project relevant to the social and political conditions of Sudan? 

[1.3] 

 

Effectiveness 
3. To what extent did the project contribute to the protection of vulnerable migrants in Sudan? 

[2.1] 
3.1 What are the key achievements of the project? [2.3] 
3.2 Is there, in any way, incidents where the project did not meet expectations? Example(s) 

 
4. How effective was the project in reaching institutional beneficiaries? [2.6] 

 
5. Were there any unintended, or unexpected results or effects – positive or negative – that the 

project led to? Please elaborate. Examples [2.4 & 2.5] 
 
6. Did the project obtain the support and cooperation of the GoS? Examples.  

 
7. Did the project influence the GoS planning, programming, and/or priorities? Examples. 

 
8. Has the project, in any way, supported GoS in enhancing their monitoring and evaluation 

capacities – how? 
 

Efficiency 
9. Would other activities have been more cost-effective for achieving the project’s objectives 

(i.e., achieve the same results through other activities that would have required less resources)? 
Examples [3.3] 

9.1 Which project activities represented the greatest value for money in terms of assisting 
and protecting (vulnerable) migrants? [3.3] 

 
10. How successful has the project been in synergizing and complementing interventions of other 

national actors and leveraging non-project resources? [3.6]  
10.1 Were there any instances of partner cost-sharing? Examples 
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Impact 
11. What impact (i.e., long lasting change), positive and/or negative, intended or unintended – did 

project have on:  
11.1 Capacity of the GoS institutional partners 
11.2 Direct service provision to migrants (through MRRC and through working with migrant 

communities) 
11.3 Vulnerable migrants [gender equality] 
11.4 Capacity of migrant community associations  
11.5 Others? 

 
12. What would promote more up-take of AVRR among migrants? 

 

Sustainability 
13. Looking ahead, what project activities and benefits are likely to continue if funding ceased? 

[5.1] 
In other words, to what extent are the project results likely to be sustained in the long-term? 
[5.2] 

 
14. To what extent is the project supported by and integrated within national institutions? [5.3] 

 
15. To what extent do you think national institutions will be able to: [5.4] 

− Sustain the project model and results? 

− Scale-up and replicate the project model? 
 
16. How successful has the project been in leveraging non-project resources for guaranteeing 

sustainability of project results? Has there been any incidents of cost-sharing with the GoS? 
[5.6] 

 
17. Looking back, what should have been done differently to better guarantee the results of the 

project? [5.5] 
 

Lessons Learned 
18. What are the lessons learned from project implementation that should be factored into the 

design and management of the next phase of the project?  
 
19. Do you have any recommendations for improving the management of mixed migration flows 

into Sudan?  
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Key Informant Interview/Focus Group Discussion 

Migrant Community Associations 

 
What was your role in and involvement with the project [specifically Phase V]? Briefly describe  
 

Relevance 
1. To what extent were the project objectives and strategy relevant to the needs of: 

1.1 Target population? [1.1] 
Probe: 
- To what extent did the project/MRRC serve the “most vulnerable” migrants – those 

who are “most in need” of support/help? 

- Did the project/MRRC serve women and men equally? In other words, did women 
and men benefit equally from the project/MRRC? [6.1] 

1.2 Institutional beneficiaries [Migrant Community Associations – MCAs]? [1.1] 
Probe:  
- How did the MCA (as an entity) benefit from the project? Examples. 
- Has the project, in any way, supported MCAs in enhancing their monitoring and 

evaluation capacities – how? [2.9] 

 

Effectiveness 
2. To what extent did the project contribute to the protection of vulnerable migrants in Sudan? 

[2.1] 
2.1 What are the key achievements of the project? [2.3] 
2.2 What worked? What did not? Why? [2.3] 
2.3 Do migrants experience less vulnerability as a result of the project? [2.3] 
2.4 Has increased demand for services at the MRRC affect quality? How? 
2.5 Is there, in any way, incidents where the project did not meet expectations? Example(s) 

 
3. To what extent did the project activities benefit different migrant communities (different 

nationalities, …) equally? Please explain. Examples. [2.6] 
 
4. Were there any additional, unintended, or unexpected results or effects – positive or negative 

– that the project led to? Please elaborate. Examples [2.4 & 2.5] 
 

Efficiency 
5. Were there any delays in implementing any of the project activities? Why? How did the 

project cope with that? To what extent did this impact the achievement of project outputs 
and outcomes? [3.2] 

 
6. Every service MRRC provides to migrants costs money, of course! So, let us assume you have 

to choose only one service to provide – only one regardless of how much it costs. Which 
services would that be? [3.3] 

 
7. Were there any instances of partner cost-sharing - what contributions, if any, has the MCA 

made to the project? Examples [3.6] 
 

Impact 
8. What impact (i.e., long lasting change), positive and/or negative, intended or unintended – did 

project have on:  
8.1 Vulnerable migrants [gender equality] [6.1] 
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8.2 Direct service provision to migrants (through MRRC and through working with migrant 
communities) 

8.3 Capacity of migrant community associations  
8.4 Others? 

 
9. What would promote more up-take of AVRR among migrants? 

 

Sustainability 
10. Looking ahead, what project activities and benefits are likely to continue if funding ceased? 

[5.1] 
In other words, to what extent are the project results likely to be sustained in the long-term? 
[5.2] 

 
11. To what extent will migrant community associations be able to: [5.4] 

− Sustain the project model and results? 

− Scale-up and replicate the project model? 
 
12. Looking back, what should have been done differently to better guarantee the results of the 

project? [5.5] 
 

Lessons Learned 
13. What are the lessons learned from project implementation that should be factored into the 

design and management of the next phase of the project?  
 
14. Do you have any recommendations for improving the management of mixed migration flows 

into Sudan?  
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Key Informant Interview 

IOM CoO Mission 

 
What was your role in and involvement with the project [specifically Phase V]? Briefly describe  
 

Relevance 
1. To what extent were the project objectives and strategy – specifically AVVR – relevant to the 

needs of target population? [1.1] 

− Gender? [6.1] 
 

Effectiveness 
2. For those voluntary returned migrants, to what extent did this voluntary return contribute to 

their protection? [2.1] 

− Has both women and men benefited equally? [6.1] 
 
3. What external socio-economic and political factors, if any, affected the reintegration of 

voluntary returned migrants? [2.2] 
 
4. Other than these external socio-economic and political factors, were there other obstacles or 

barriers that those voluntarily returned migrants encountered upon/since their return to their 
CoO? [2.7] 

 
5. How did these impact their reintegration? [2.8] 

− Has women and men been impacted in the same way? Please elaborate [6.1] 
 

6. To what extent has the project/IOM been able to address these obstacles – and how? and 
what are the main persistent challenges? [2.8] 

 
7. With specific regards to AVRR, how are voluntary returned migrants monitored in their 

CoOs? [2.9] 
7.1 What challenges – if any – are faced in monitoring voluntary returned migrants? 
7.2 How has these challenges been addressed? How successful were these efforts? 
7.3 In your opinion, what more – if any – should/could be done to improve the monitoring 

of voluntary returned migrants? 
 

Efficiency 
8. To what extent have financial resources required for AVRR been: [3.2] 

− adequately available, 

− on time, and 

− used efficiently? 
 
9. Were additional resources mobilized in support of voluntary returned migrants? Please 

explain [3.2 & 3.6] 
 
10. Overall, to what extent are the results of AVRR worth the resources that have been put into 

it? To what extent does AVRR represent value for money in terms of assisting and protecting 
(vulnerable) migrants? [3.3] 

 

Impact 
11. What impact (i.e., long lasting change), positive and/or negative, intended or unintended – did 

project have on voluntary returned migrants?  
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− Has women and men been impacted in the same way? Please elaborate [6.1] 
 

12. What would promote more up-take of AVRR among migrants – for women and men? 
 

Sustainability 
13. Looking ahead, to what extent are the results of AVRR, for migrants, likely to continue into 

the future? [5.1] 
 
14. Looking back, what should have been done differently to better guarantee the results of 

AVRR for migrants? [5.5] 
 

Lessons Learned 
15. What are the lessons learned from the implementation of the AVRR strategy thus far that 

should be factored into the design and management of the next phase of the project?  
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Key Informant Interview 

CoO Embassies 

 
To what extent are you familiar with/involved in IOM’s work with/support to migrants 
[specifically Phase V/during 2019]? Briefly describe  
 

Relevance 
1. To what extent is IOM support (including services provided through the MRRC) relevant to 

the needs of irregular migrants? [1.1] 

 

Effectiveness 
2. The project supports migrants, who willingly choose to, to return to their CoO. For those 

voluntary returned migrants, to what extent do you think this voluntary return would 
contribute to their protection? [2.1] 

 
3. What external socio-economic and political factors, if any, would affect the reintegration of 

voluntary returned migrants in their CoO? [2.2] 
 
4. Other than these external socio-economic and political factors, are there other obstacles or 

barriers that those voluntary returned migrants may encounter upon/since their return to 
their CoO? [2.7] 

 
5. Does the embassy play any role in monitoring voluntarily returned migrants? Please elaborate 

[2.9] 
- If not, should it? Please elaborate 

 

Efficiency 
6. Has the embassy and/or your government provided any resources support (technical, human, 

financial) to IOM/MRRC? Please elaborate [3.2] 
- If not, should the embassy/your government support IOM/MRRC for it to support 

migrants from [name of country]? 
 
7. To the best of your knowledge, has your government provided any support to voluntary 

returned migrants to [name of country] upon/since their return? Please elaborate 
- If not, should it? Please elaborate 

 
8. Looking ahead, is the AVRR likely to continue if funding ceased? [5.1] 

In other words, to what extent is the AVRR strategy likely to be sustained in the long-term? 
[5.2] 

 
9. Looking back, what should have been done differently to better protect and assist irregular 

migrants? [5.5] 
 

Lessons Learned 
10. What are the lessons learned from the implementation of the AVRR strategy thus far that 

should be factored into the design and management of similar programmes?  
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MRRC Feedback Form 

Thank you for taking the time to tell us about your experience at the MRRC! 

1. Is this your first visit to the MRRC?  

          Yes     NO  

 

If not, when was your first visit: _____________________________________________ 

 

2. What was the purpose of your visit to the MRRC? 

      Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration    Psychological support                                

            Seeking financial support             Medical treatment 

       Getting information related to migration (possibilities, risks) 

Other___________________________________________________________________ 

 

3. How did you come to know about the MRRC? 

           Community   Friends   IOM staff   Embassy           

 Other __________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. What kind of assistance did you receive from the MRRC?  

          Medical treatment  Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration  

   Psychological Support   Getting information related to migration  

   Other__________________________________________________________________ 

  

5. How good was the assistance provided to you?  

 1 Very bad 2 Bad 3 Neutral  4 Good  5 Very good 

Registration and 
screening 

     

Medical 
treatment 

     

AVRR      

Psychosocial 
support   

     

Other       

 

If not good, please provide reason why _____________________________________________ 

6. Was MRRC staff helpful?  

 1 Not helpful at 
all 

2 Not helpful 3 Neutral  4 Helpful  5 Very helpful 

Receptionist      

Case worker      

Doctor      
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AVRR counselor      

Psychosocial 
officer 

     

Language 
assistant 

     

 

If not helpful, please provide reason why ____________________________________________ 

7. As a result of the services, has your situation changed?  

 

1 Much worse    2 Worse  3 No change 4 Better 5 Much better 

     

 

8. Did you face any challenge at the MRRC?   

         Yes        No  

If yes, specify the challenge you faced______________________________________________ 

9. Did you have to pay money to be referred to the MRRC?          

         Yes             No  

If yes, to whom and how much?______________________________________________ 

 

10. Did you have to pay money to receive any of the services at the MRRC?    

        Yes              No 

If yes, to whom and how much? ___________________________________________ 

 

11. What kind of service would you like to see provided for at MRRC?  

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

   

12. How can the MRRC improve its service to migrants? 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

13. Will you come back to the MRRC?  

Yes         No 

  

14. Would you like to tell us anything else about the MRRC?  

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

NOTE:  IOM/MRRC does not charge money for its service!! 

If you would like to tell anything else, you can reach at 0922406622 or krtmmrc@iom.int 
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7.6.  Assessment of Project Progress against Performance Indicators29 

 

 
  
  

Indicators  Data Source and 
Collection Method  

Baseline  Target  Cumulative progress   

Objective: 
The project will 
contribute to 
enhancing the 
protection of 
vulnerable 
migrants in Sudan.  

Percentage increase in 
number of VoT and 
other vulnerable 
migrants assisted 
through the MRRC.  

MRRC team reporting 
to programme 
coordinator on a 
bimonthly basis / MRRC 
Reports.   

Total of 6,521 VoT and 
other vulnerable 
migrants were assisted 
in 2018.   

20% increase in the 
number of Victims of 
Trafficking and other 
vulnerable migrants 
assisted through the 
MRRC in 2019 
compared to 2018.   

Short of the target by achieving 15 % 
increase in the number of migrants 
assisted in 2019 compared to 2018. A 
total of 7,503 VoT and other 
vulnerable migrants were assisted 
under phase V.30 

Outcome 1:  
Migrants experience 
less vulnerability as 
a result of services 
provided by the 
project.   
  
  
  
  

Percentage of migrants 
surveyed reporting 
feeling less vulnerable 
as a result of services 
provided.  
 

Results of beneficiary 
feedback questionnaire 
analysis.   
  
  
  

78% of migrants 
surveyed reported 
feeling less vulnerable 
as a result of services 
offered by the project 
in 2018.   
 

80% of migrants 
surveyed who report 
feeling less vulnerable 
as a result of services 
offered by the project 
in 2019.  

Full met the target. 87% of the 
migrants who provided feedback 
reported feeling less vulnerable as a 
result of services offered.   
 
*The feedback form continuously used 
from Phase III until Phase V was not 
fully aligned to collect this data, hence 
the level of service satisfaction was 
used to assess the achievement of the 
target, in line with how the baseline 
was calculated.   
Comment by the Evaluator: 
The MRRC Feedback Form does not 
include a question about 
“vulnerability”, per se. Nor does it have 
a specific question about 
“satisfaction”. It asks migrants how 

 
29 This table is based on the one provided in the draft Final Narrative Report (dated 1 April 2020), and amended only for the Objective’s indicator following further inquiry by the 
Evaluator and clarification from IOM Sudan (6 April 2020). Activities, and footnotes that are not relevant here, have been deleted; otherwise, the information in the table is “as is” 
provided by IOM. Comments by the Evaluator are clearly marked. 
30 Note by IOM: Note that the total figure here represents all direct assistance provided to vulnerable migrants and VoT at the MRRC, through mobile response team and community-based 

initiatives.  
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Indicators  Data Source and 
Collection Method  

Baseline  Target  Cumulative progress   

good the service was. This is a quality-
related question. While quality and 
satisfaction are related, they are 
different and should be measured 
appropriately. 

Percentage of migrants 
active with their 
reintegration projects 6 
months after return.  

Results of AVRR 
reintegration 
component monitoring 
in countries of origin.  

In 2018, 15 returnees 
were monitored and all 
of them (100%) 
remained active with 
their reintegration 
projects 6 months after 
return.   

70% of monitored 
migrants active with 
their reintegration 
projects 6 months after 
return in 2019.   
  
  

Almost met the target. 68.8% of 45 
migrants (31 migrants) who received 
reintegration assistance under Phase 
V were active with their reintegration 
projects 6 months after return.  

Output 1.1:   
Vulnerable migrants 
have access to 
protective services 
and alternatives to 
irregular 
migration.31    

Percentage increase in 
the number of migrants 
who receive medical 
assistance through the 
MRRC disaggregated by 
sex and age.  

Analysis of data on 
MRRC beneficiary 
database and reports 
from MRRC team to 
program coordinator.  

4,854 medical 
assistance beneficiaries 
(1,800 men, 2,225 
women, 415 boys and 
414 girls) assisted in 
2018.  

10% increase in the 
number of beneficiaries 
assisted with medical 
services in 2019 
compared to the 
previous year 
disaggregated by sex 
and age.  
  

Slightly short of the target by 
achieving 8.4% increase in the number 
of beneficiaries in 2019 compared to 
2018.  During the project period, 5,263 
beneficiaries were assisted (1,505 men, 
2,678 women, 538 boys, 542 girls) with 
medical services. Out of the total, 662 
were new cases and 4,601 follow-up 
cases.  

Percentage increase in 
the number of migrants 
who receive 
psychosocial support 
through the MRRC 
disaggregated by sex 
and age.  
  

Analysis of data on 
MRRC beneficiary 
database and reports 
from MRRC team to 
program coordinator.  

218 PSS beneficiaries 
(77 men, 108 women, 
12 boys and 21 girls) 
assisted in 2018. 

10% increase in the 
number of beneficiaries 
that receive 
psychosocial support in 
2019 compared to the 
previous year 
disaggregated by sex 
and age.  

Fell short of reaching the target 
through 2.7% decrease in the number 
of beneficiaries assisted in 2019 
compared to 2018. During the project 
period, 212 PSS beneficiaries (67 men, 
123 women, 4 boys, 18 girls) were 
assisted by the MRRC. Out of the total, 
106 were new and 106 follow-up cases.  

 
31 Note by IOM: Given the cost-sharing nature of MRRC operation, the beneficiary data represents totals of MRRC beneficiaries regardless of the projects, except for AVRR.   
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Indicators  Data Source and 
Collection Method  

Baseline  Target  Cumulative progress   

  Comment by the Evaluator: 
Not achieved. The target would be 
240. The figure of 212 represents only 
88.3% of the target. 

Number of migrants 
identified for AVRR 
under this project 
departing from Sudan, 
disaggregated by sex 
and age.  

IOM AVRR database.  112 migrants departed 
to their countries of 
origin under Phase IV 
(49 men, 25 women, 14 
boys and 22 girls).  

50 Migrants departed 
from Sudan on AVRR 
under this project in 
2019 disaggregated by 
age and sex.  
  

Fully met the target. A total of 54 
migrants (23 men, 15 women, 6 boys, 
10 girls) departed to their countries of 
origin (8 countries).  

Percentage of migrants 
surveyed who report 
good levels of 
satisfaction with MRRC 
services.    

Results of beneficiary 
feedback questionnaire 
analysis.   

Feedback was received 
from 74 beneficiaries in 
2018. 78% of them were 
satisfied with the MRRC 
service provision (41% 
very satisfied, 38% 
satisfied, and 12% 
somewhat satisfied).  
66 % of them found the 
MRRC staff’s assistance 
very helpful.   

80% of beneficiaries 
surveyed who report 
good levels of 
satisfaction with MRRC 
services provided in 
2019.  

Full met the target. Feedback was 
received from 102 beneficiaries. 86% 
of them were either very satisfied or 
satisfied with the MRRC service 
provision (80% very satisfied, 6% 
satisfied). 87% of them found the 
MRRC staff’s assistance either very 
helpful or helpful. 
Comment by the Evaluator: 
The Feedback Form, as noted above, 
does not have a specific question 
about satisfaction. 

Output 1.2:   
Vulnerable migrants 
without access to 
the MRRC receive 
basic assistance on 
an emergency basis.    
  

Percentage increase in 
the number of migrants 
in detention who 
receive support through 
the MRRC mobile 
response team, 
disaggregated by sex 
and age.  
  

MRRC outreach team  
collect data in the 
context of each visit 
and report to Program 
Coordinator on a 
bimonthly basis.    
  

1,135 migrants were 
assisted by the mobile 
response team in 2018. 
The breakdown was:  

• 354 migrants in 
detention (227 
men, 74 women, 
51 boys, 2 girls);  

• 75 child VoT (60 
boys and 15 girls); 

10% increase in the 
number of mobile 
response team 
beneficiaries in 2019 
compared to the 
previous year 
disaggregated by sex 
and age.  

Slightly fell short of reaching the 
target through achieving 8.8% 
increase in the number of 
beneficiaries assisted in 2019 
compared to 2018. A total of 1,235 
migrants were assisted by the mobile 
response team during the project 
period. The breakdown was:  

• 566 migrants in detention (211 
men, 339 women, 3 boys, 13 girls);  

• 14 child VoT (14 boys); 
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Indicators  Data Source and 
Collection Method  

Baseline  Target  Cumulative progress   

• 345 migrants in 
community safe 
houses (74 men, 
164 women, 40 
boys and 67 girls); 

• 361 migrants in 
need of warm 
clothes and 
blankets for the 
winter (158 men, 
161 women, 15 
boys, and 27 girls). 

 

• 385 migrants in the community 
safe house (30 men, 340 women, 
10 boys and 5 girls); 

• 270 migrants in need of warm 
clothes and blankets for the 
winter (125 men, 107 women, 12 
boys, and 26 girls). 

Comment by the Evaluator: 
It is unclear whether those migrants in 
detention centres are “unique” 
individuals or there is double counting 
– same migrant counted as many 
times as s/he received different 
services. Additionally, some of those 
who received “warm clothes and 
blankets” were also in detention 
centres, indicating a second layer of 
double counting. 

 

Outcome 2:  
Migrant community 
structures are able to 
offer better 
protection to 
vulnerable migrants.   

Number of vulnerable 
migrants who benefit 
from protection 
initiatives developed or 
initiated by community 
structures.  
  

MRRC outreach team 
collect data during 
community dialogue 
sessions and report to 
the Program 
Coordinator.  
  

148 migrants (55 men, 
70 women, 9 boys and 
14 girls) benefited from 
protection activities 
initiated by the Nigerian 
community in 2018.  

  

Number of migrants who 
benefit from protection  
activities initiated in 
2018 and 2019 
disaggregated by sex 
and age.  
  

A total of 110 migrants (45 men, 50 
women, 8 boys and 7 girls) benefited 
from protection activities initiated by 
the Somali community.  
Comment by the Evaluator: 
The number of migrants who 
benefited from community-initiated 
protection activities in Phase V is 
lower than that of Phase IV. However, 
this figure may have to be revised. 
Under the 2nd indicator for Output 2.2, 
there are also the women who may 
have benefited from the Ethiopian 
community initiative, as well as the 
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Indicators  Data Source and 
Collection Method  

Baseline  Target  Cumulative progress   

reported return of some 200 migrants 
by the ECA. 

Output 2.1: 
Migrant students 
assisted during 
the project 
remain in school 
by the end of the 
year.  

Number of migrant 
students assisted with 
registration fees for 
school year 2019 – 2020.  

MRRC outreach team  
collect data in the 
context of registration 
and monitoring visits to 
schools and report to 
the Project Coordinator.  
  

211 migrant children 
(111 boys, 100 girls) at 
risk of school dropout 
were assisted with 
registration fees for the 
2018 - 2019 school year.  
  

35 migrant students 
assisted with 
registration fees during 
2019 -2020 school year 
disaggregated by sex 
and age.  

Exceeded the target by assisting a total 
of 68 migrant students (27 boys, 41 
girls). These children were supported in 
the form of payment of their school 
registration fees for 2019 -2020 school 
year in coordination with the school 
management of Ethiopian community 
school.  
 
Assisting the additional children was 
possible due to sharp depreciation of 
Sudanese pounds against US dollars. 

Percentage of migrant 
students assisted for 
2018 - 2019 school year 
who complete the 
school year.  

MRRC outreach team 
collect data during 
monitoring visits to 
schools and report to 
the Program 
Coordinator.  

N/A 
  

80% of the migrant 
students assisted during 
2018 - 2019 complete 
their school year 
disaggregated by sex 
and age.  

Fully met the target. 100% of the 
students (211 students: 111 boys and 
100 girls) assisted with registration 
fees for the 2018-2019 academic year 
completed the academic year.  

Percentage of migrant 
students assisted for 
2019 - 2020 school year 
who remain in school at 
the end of the year.  
  

MRRC outreach team  
collect data in the 
context of registration 
and monitoring visits to 
schools and report to 
the Project Coordinator.  
  

N/A 90% of migrant 
students assisted during 
the 2019-2020 school 
year remain in school 
by the end of the year, 
disaggregated by sex 
and age.   

  
Fully met the target. 100% of 68 
students assisted with registration fees 
for the 2019-2020 academic year 
remained in school by December 2019. 
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Indicators  Data Source and 
Collection Method  

Baseline  Target  Cumulative progress   

Output 2.2: 
Community 
engagement 
strengthened to 

support the 

protection of 
vulnerable migrants. 

Number of community 
engagement sessions 
held with community 
representatives.   
 
 

MRRC outreach team  
reports on activities and 
results of community 
engagement.  

5 community 
engagement sessions 
held with 
representatives from 
Ethiopian, Somali and 
Nigerian communities in 
2018.  

3 community 

engagement  
sessions held with 
community 
representatives in 2019. 
 
 

Went beyond the target by organizing 
on additional capacity building 
activity for key migrant communities 
in Khartoum. During the project 
period, 4 community engagement 
sessions/ capacity building activities 
were held, and attended by 39 
community representatives from 
Ethiopian, Somali and Nigerian 
communities (29 men and 10 women).  

 Number of protection 
focused community 
initiatives developed or 
initiated by community 
structures as result of  
community engagement 
activities. 

MRRC outreach team  

reports on activities and 

results of community 

engagement. 

2 community initiatives 
initiated or continued in 
2018, respectively by 
Nigerian and Somali 
community, to protect 
their vulnerable 
members. 

2 community initiatives 

initiated or continued in  

2019 to support 

vulnerable members of 

the migrant 

communities. 

The Ethiopian community started a 
new initiative in the form of activating 

the Ethiopian Jegnit Women's 

Association to empower the female 
community members. The Somali 
community provided protection 
support to 110 vulnerable members 
through the provision of emergency 
accommodation and air ticket 
provision to assist the vulnerable 
members’ return to Somalia.  
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7.7.  Challenges, Actions Taken, and Effect on Project Effectiveness32 

 

Challenges Actions Taken  Effect on Project Effectiveness 

Resource Limitations:  
Despite the efforts of IOM to make it a cost-shared 
service, IOM continued facing a challenge of 
resource limitations. This was partly due to the 
reduced funding from the donors, but also the 
increased demand for MRRC services which required 
more resources.  
 
Additional comment by the Evaluator: 
The soaring inflation has also led to sharp increases 
in the cost of medical and other supplies. This has 
further strained the project’s resources. 
 

Started under Phase IV, IOM continued availing the 
resources from two EU funded regional projects to 
cover a large part of MRRC staff salaries and medical 
assistance costs. IOM also intensified its fundraising 
efforts and succeeded in securing funds from the 
Italian Agency for Development Cooperation (AICS) 
in support of IOM’s Migrant Resource Centre (MRC) 
work from July 2019 to June 2021. The AICS funds  
complement the operation costs of MRRC 
Khartoum and also support the expansion of IOM’s 
direct assistance work by supporting the MRC in 
Gedaref and establishing an MRC in Darfur. As 
included as a set of activities in the Phase VI of the 
project, IOM will explore sustainability options of the 
MRRC through consultations with the government 
counterparts and learning various models of MRC 
operation from the neighbouring countries through a 
study visit.  

This action taken by IOM appears to have been 
largely successful as the project managed to offer its 
services to a large numbers of migrants in 2019, either 
at the MRRC or in detention centres and the 
Ethiopian Safe House through the Mobile Team. 
That being said, and as noted below, the project was 
unable to respond to the increased demands for 
secondary and tertiary medical treatment by migrants, 
due to the high cost per case. 

Political instability and security deterioration: 
The project period was marked by economic crisis, 
political instability and the deterioration of the 
security situation in Sudan, triggered by the stepdown 
of the former President following the military coup 
in April and the TMC’s crackdown on the civilian sit-
in where over 100 people were killed in June. UN 
agencies restricted their operations to emergencies 
and all staff were affected by mobility restrictions.  

Despite the security and mobility challenges, IOM 
kept the MRRC open throughout the project period 
except for the week of 3 June, during which all staff 
were required to work from home. For a few days 
when there were security concerns, the MRRC 
adopted a restricted working modality by following 
up on existing cases only without taking on new cases 
to avoid gathering a large group of migrants at the 
MRRC. IOM strived to keep the MRRC open as 
much as possible during this period to continue 
serving the needs of vulnerable migrants, as the 

 

 
32 “Challenges and Actions Taken” are copied “as is” from the Draft Final Narrative Report (dated 1 April 2020), unless where clearly marked. “Effect on Project Effectiveness” are 
comments and observations made by the Evaluator. 
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Challenges Actions Taken  Effect on Project Effectiveness 

vulnerabilities of migrants intensified during the 
economic, political and security crises.  

Increasing demand for assistance from the 
Ethiopian Community Association (ECA) for its  
safe house: There has been a significant increase in 
demand for various assistance from the ECA for its 
community safe house, which goes beyond the 
resources available to the MRRC. Requests for 
assistance included: further refurbishment of the safe 
house, increase in food assistance,  prolonged 
assistance for tertiary medical cases and assisting land 
return of large groups of migrants.   
 

IOM clearly explained to the Safe House 
representatives the scope of assistance that IOM 
could extend through the MRRC within the available 
resources, while helping them to explore new 
partners. For instance, IOM linked them to with the 
Danish Refugee Council (DRC) who also provides 
assistance to vulnerable populations, and secured 
DRC’s agreement to support three prolonged tertiary 
medical cases. IOM also coordinated the discussions 
with DRC who has agreed to provide food assistance 
to the Safe House in turn with IOM 

This approach of supporting the Safe House in 
expanding its pool of resources has led to positive 
results – in the form of support provided by the 
DRC. The Safe House management also reported 
they have managed to secure additional funding from 
other sources, including the Ethiopian expatriate 
community in Sudan, for the expansion of the Safe 
House and from the Ethiopian embassy for the 
return of some 200 Ethiopian migrants.  
However, during the interview, the Safe House 
management appears to still expect increased support 
from IOM.  

Increasing demand for secondary and tertiary 
medical cases:  
There has been a general increase in secondary and 
tertiary medical cases among the migrants visiting the 
MRRC as well as among the cases referred from the 
migrant communities. Most such cases were seen 
among long stayers in Sudan, especially Ethiopian 
migrants. While all secondary and tertiary cases would 
need to be referred for specialized treatments at 
hospitals, there have been resource constraints as 
such treatments could cost up to USD 1,700 or more 
per case.  

IOM has been striving to diversify partners who can 
collaborate with IOM and support such medical 
cases. One example is the partnership with DRC as 
stated above. IOM is planning to expand the existing 
partnerships with UNICEF and WHO to garner 
support for specific medical cases. For the migrants 
who have no means to support themselves due to 
chronic illnesses, the MRRC provides an option of 
AVRR as the assistance covers the return support as 
well as economic reintegration and follow-up medical 
assistance back in the migrant’s CoO. Return to their 
CoO may increase a chance of recovery from illnesses 
and improve the overall quality of life because of 
regular access to public health care and availability of 
safety nets from families and friends. In fact, during 
the reporting period, two Ethiopian long stayers 
decided to opt for AVRR assistance due to their 
chronic illnesses and the prospect of rebuilding their 
lives back in Ethiopia through the reintegration 
assistance and access to wider safety nets. 

The MRRC is not expected to become a fully 
equipped, let alone specialized, medical centre 
providing secondary and tertiary medical treatments. 
The cost associated with such cases, as well as the 
extremely strained public health system in Sudan, are 
also important factors to reckon with. Coupled with 
limited resources, and despite their best efforts and 
intentions, the MRRC is unlikely to be able to 
respond to all such cases. 
However, the rationale that return to their CoO 
would improve migrants’ “overall quality of life 
because of regular access to public health care” 
assumes the availability of such quality services in 
CoOs – an assumption that may not always be true. 
Additionally, it is noted that IOM is still “planning” 
to expand existing partnerships. 
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7.8.  Incorporation of Phase IV Evaluation Recommendation into Phase V Implementation33  

 

No. Core Finding Recommendation Findings of Phase V Evaluation 

1 Project design, result matrix and 
measurement of achievements 
Core Finding one: The project’s result matrix 
does not provide a clear association between 
activities, objectives and indicators. 

General recommendation: IOM should review 
its project design and implementation procedures 
to better reflect accumulated knowledge, lessons 
learned (particularly internally) and the findings 
and recommendations of previous evaluations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Specific recommendation: IOM should ensure 
that questions in the beneficiary feedback form 
accurately measure the indicators stipulated in the 
results matrix.  

This general recommendation was not 
implemented under Phase V. The Evaluation 
Report came out in January 2019; the agreement 
with the NMJPS had already been signed and 
Phase V had commenced implementation already 
(as of 15 December 2019). Revision of project 
design was, understandably, no longer feasible. 
There are no indications the implementation 
procedures differed between Phase IV and Phase 
V. 
 
This specific recommendation remains to be 
implemented. The “MRRC Feedback Form” is 
the source of information for two indicators. The 
first, under Outcome 1, measures “Percentage of 
migrants surveyed reporting feeling less vulnerable 
as a result of services provided”. The second, 
under Output 1.1,  
is about migrants’ satisfaction with the services 
provided at MRRC. 

- There is no question in the form asking 
respondents about their vulnerability. Instead, 
the form asks migrants (in Question 7) 
whether their situation changed as a result of 
the service – and is measured on a 5-point 
scale (from Much Worse to Much Better). 
The definition of “vulnerability’ is 
undoubtedly far reaching than the vague 
“situation” term used in the question. 

 
33 “Core Finding” and “Recommendation” are taken “as is” from Phase IV Evaluation Report. 
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No. Core Finding Recommendation Findings of Phase V Evaluation 

- Related, self-reporting (by migrants) is not the 
ideal approach to measure vulnerability; it is 
very subjective. 

- It is also noted that in reporting on this 
indicator, project reports quote the percentage 
of surveyed migrants who are satisfied with 
MRRC services, which in itself is another 
indicator under Output 1.1. 

- In this regard, there is no specific question in 
the form about satisfaction. Question 5 asks 
migrants “How good was the assistance 
provided to you?” 

- Overall, any reporting based on the “MRRC 
Feedback Form” has to be taken with caution. 
The response rate (percentage of migrants 
who provide feedback to the total number of 
migrants assisted) is extremely low. In Phase 
V, it is reported that 7,503 migrants were 
assisted through the MRRC, but only 102 
migrants provided feedback. This is a 
response rate of 1.35%. In terms of 
percentage and composition (which is 
unknown), this is far from a representative 
sample. 

2 Service management, Standards and SOPs. 
Core Finding two: Efforts to improve MRRC 
service management and service flow have been 
made but the Standard Operating Procedures and 
other written guidelines still need to be fully 
implemented. 
Core Finding 2.1: The process of providing 
assistance to vulnerable migrants without 
documentation has been systematized and 
improved and are also reflected in the SOPs. 

Specific recommendation: IOM should finalize, 
endorse and fully implement the SOPs for client 
management and referrals, and service quality 
standards. 

This recommendation has been implemented. 
The process for drafting the SOPs was initiated 
towards the end of Phase IV. It was completed 
and introduced to the MRRC staff around April 
2019. MRRC and IOM Sudan staff reported the 
SOPs is being followed by the MRRC staff. 
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3 Community engagement, partnership and 
sustainability 
Core Finding three: The Project is employing 
the right strategy as a consequence of which 
MRRC efforts in building and empowering 
migrant communities have continued to yield 
increasingly positive results. However, IOM 
should ensure that a culture of dependency is not 
brought about through project support. 

General recommendation: IOM should lay out 
its strategy for the future direction and 
sustainability of its community engagement 
approach to ensure that all key stakeholders are 
linked through an institutional referral mechanism. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Specific recommendation: To facilitate this 
strategy, conduct consultations with all MRRC 
stakeholders to map out the current and future 
direction of the community engagement approach. 
The consultations would aim to; 

I. explore and promote self-reliance and 
enhancing mechanisms for the protection 
of vulnerable migrants in the community 

II. strengthen the referral system with 
government counterparts; including 
through the development of SOPS for 
ongoing support to medical and 
psychosocial cases (especially VoTs). 

 
 
Specific recommendation: SOPS should be 
developed for migrant community vulnerable 
migrant assistance and referral. These SOPs would 
link identified vulnerable migrants with 
community associations, embassies and safe 
houses and designated government and Civil 
society partners providing services and direct 
assistance. 

This general recommendation was not 
implemented under Phase V. IOM Sudan is 
reportedly exploring different alternatives for the 
future direction and sustainability of the MRRC 
and its support to vulnerable migrants in Sudan. 
Initial discussions and consultations with the GoS 
and NGO service providers took place in July 
2019. However, this “institutional referral 
mechanism” is not yet in place. IOM Sudan plans 
to support the development of a referral pathway 
in Khartoum between 2020-2022 under a US-
funded project. 
 
This specific recommendation was not 
implemented under Phase V. There is no clear 
approach or articulated strategy for community 
engagement. 
Referral to government counterparts remains 
unfeasible, perhaps even more so given the 
current socio-economic-political situation in 
Sudan. To start with, irregular migrants are 
“irregular” by definition and can’t be referred to 
government otherwise they will be detained and 
deported. Then, the public service is Sudan, 
including but not limited to health, is overly 
strained and extremely under-resourced it can 
barely attend to Sudanese citizens’ needs.  
 
This specific recommendation was not 
implemented under Phase V.  
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4 Principles for working with communities 
Core Finding four: The phase III evaluation 
identified the absence of an agreed strategy as 
having contributed to a breakdown of trust with 
certain communities. The MRCC now has an 
agreed and documented strategy for working with 
different communities. 

Specific recommendation: IOM should 
formalize its strategy for working with community 
associations, by incorporating this strategy into the 
SOPs for service management and service flow. 
The strategy includes ensuring that joint activities 
are collectively planned and monitored throughout 
the project. 

This specific recommendation was not 
implemented under Phase V. IOM initiated the 
drafting of an MoU with the ECA. An “overall 
strategy for working with community associations”, 
though, is not yet in place.   

5 Service quality 
Core finding five: IOM has attempted using a 
number of different methods and tools to collect 
beneficiaries’ feedback with the view to 
monitoring quality of MRRC services. However, 
the present system is currently not fully 
operational, and collection of data is not yet 
systemized. 

Specific recommendation: IOM needs to put 
into place a system for collecting and managing 
data related to client services and ensure that these 
data are regularly collected and fed back into service 
practice and programming. 

This specific recommendation was not 
implemented under Phase V. The monitoring 
system of the project/MRRC remains fragmented. 

6 Meeting demand for Services 
Core finding six: MRRC data shows a significant 
increase in the delivery of services to migrants 
which suggests that the MRCC has succeeded in 
embedding its presence with the migrant 
communities. However, during phase IV, the 
MRCC faced a number of issues and constraints 
with respect to funding sources and human 
resources and its ability maintain its core service 
delivery. 

General recommendation: IOM should ensure 
that there is sufficient funding and staffing to 
meet increasing demand for services. To this end, 
the MRCC needs to put into place a clear strategy 
to set-out its future consistency in service delivery 
including for the future reliability and the 
sustainability of the MRRC centre as an entity. 
 
Specific recommendation: IOM should develop 
its own internal strategy for migrant protection 
and assistance (MPA), that clearly establishes the 
role of the MRRC in respect of sustaining I. future 
service delivery and II. Strengthening and 
sustaining the community engagement approach. 
(link to core finding three). 
 
Specific recommendation: IOM should review 
the Joint IOM – UNHCR 2015-2017 Strategy to 
Address Human Trafficking, Kidnapping, and 
Smuggling in Persons that included the setting up 

This general recommendation has partly been 
implemented during Phase V. IOM managed to 
secure more funding during Phase V (from the 
AICS). A sustainability strategy/plan for the 
MRRC was not pursued under Phase V, though. 
 
 
 
This specific recommendation was not 
implemented under Phase V. 
An MPA strategy workshop was held in July 2019 
but due to competing priorities a draft strategy 
was not completed under Phase V. The current 
plan is to complete the strategy in 2020. 
 
 
This Joint IOM-UNHCR Strategy was not within 
the scope of the evaluation. Several IOM Sudan 
staff members reported that IOM is focused on 
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of the MRRC. This review should include an 
assessment of the future role of the MRRC in 
responding to Sudan’s mixed migration challenges 
including the centre’s integration with the 
government of Sudan. 
 
Specific recommendation: IOM should enhance 
its visibility and develop an improved 
communication strategy with its existing and 
potential donors. The aim of the strategy would 
be to showcase main trends in MRRCC assistance 
to vulnerable migrants with a view to informing 
them of the key role of the MRRC within IOM’s 
MPA strategy and the overarching framework for 
migrant protection in Sudan. 

the future and sustainability of the MRRC during 
the current phase of the project. 
 
 
 
 
IOM Sudan does not have a visibility and 
communication strategy, but does enjoy strong 
visibility among stakeholders. Additionally, the 
success of securing additional funding (from 
AICS) is perhaps an indication of enhanced 
visibility and communication.  

7 Partnerships and Cooperation 
Core finding seven: IOM has built partnerships 
and fostered excellent cooperation and 
coordination with the Government of Sudan 
(GoS), UN Counterparts, NGOs and embassies. 

General recommendation: IOM should build 
upon its good work with the government 
(UNICEF and national NGOs) to continue its 
work in providing assistance to the GoS and 
explore possibilities for government buy-in with 
future service provision through the MRRC. 
 
Specific Recommendation; In cooperation with 
partner agencies; IOM should respond positively 
to government request for technical and other 
support in strengthening the institutional response 
to trafficking through the National Committee to 
Combat Trafficking; This includes technical and 
other support towards the implementation of the 
SOPS for the protection of child victims of 
trafficking. 

This general recommendation was not 
implemented under Phase V. 
 
 
 
 
 
This specific recommendation was not 
implemented under Phase V.  
This is largely due to the political upheaval and 
instability in Sudan in 2019. With regards to the 
National Committee to Combat Trafficking 
(NCCT) specifically, IOM Sudan reported it 
became dysfunctional during 2019 and currently 
remains very weak.   

 

 
 


