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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The International organization for Migration (IOM), Zambia Country Office facilitated the country’s Migration 

Profile development process culminating in its launch in October 2019. This was the first Profile to be 

developed for the country. The project involved the establishment of a Technical Working Group comprised of 

key government departments and, a few other non-state actors. It also had a capacity building component for 

the Profile development core team, a validation workshop and the eventual official launch event. The project 

was funded by the IOM Development Fund.  

As per the IOM Development Fund guidelines, a post project(ex-post) evaluation was commissioned in May 

2021. The ex-post evaluation served two purposes: accountability for results and, to generate learning. The 

evaluation used the six standard criteria for evaluation: relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact 

and sustainability as the framework for analysing project performance. An additional lens covering validity of 

design incorporating the integration of gender and human rights was also applied. 

In terms of methodology, the evaluation adopted a qualitative research design and data collection was 

conducted through Key Informant Interviews(mainly), desk review and online user surveys. A total of twenty-

eight key informants were interviewed. Twenty responses were received from the online migration profile user 

survey and, a paltry four responses from the online post training impact survey. In total 52 contributions were 

made towards this evaluation. Despite challenges occasioned by COVID-19, it was possible to carry out most 

of the interviews in person, while observing key COVID 19 prevention protocols.  A few interviews were 

conducted virtually.  

The evaluation, having considered all collected data, found project’s ‘excellent’ performance in relevance, 

coherence, effectiveness and efficiency criteria. The project however scores less than excellent (‘Very Good’ 

score) on sustainability and impact. This is because, the evaluation, though noting key achievements made so 

far such as the development of a national migration policy and, the profile development process having 

inspired other processes that improve the generation of migration statistics in the country, there still remains 

room for greater utility of this data product beyond current uses.  

The Technical Working Group had also never met to discuss migration data ever since the launch, which is over 

one and half years later. This was especially of concern given that in just another one and half years, the Profile 

will become due for updating as per TWG agreement, and, given that quite a number of gaps were identified 

that warrant attention in the interim to ensure that the next generation of the Profile benefits from higher 

quality and complete data. The Profile itself has a raft of recommendations for action on these. On impact, it 

was yet too early to judge real impact given that impact denotes long term changes.  

Real impact will likely be felt when one of the Profile’s key products it influenced; the Migration Policy is 

implemented. However, the evaluation found several capacity, performance and behavioural results that offer 

a potential contribution to eventual impact. The evaluation also found that this project truly entrenched a deep 

sense of government ownership.  

The evaluation concludes that his project bore all the hallmarks of a successful project. From the simple and 

clear design to timely delivery and a successful launch of a profile that influenced a few but important 

processes. Two main recommendations related to increasing the dissemination and utility of the Profile and, 

the continuity of the institutional coordinating structures formed during the profile are provided at the end of 

the report. Several annexes are attached to this report for the readers’ reference.  
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1.0. Introduction 
 

This project came at a time when the need for a comprehensive national Migration Policy in Zambia had been 

considered. It was recognized that there was a lack of sufficient and reliable data on migration and there was 

no mechanism for consolidating migration data already available in different departments and institutions. 

According to project key documents, departments with a role in migration data generation and management 

were working in silos. With this background, and, following the government’s underlying commitment to 

streamline migration governance in the country, a request for financial and technical assistance from IOM 

through the IDF was placed, resulting in this project. It was implemented between 2017 and 2019 by the IOM 

Zambia mission with close collaboration and leadership of a technical working group comprised of key 

government departments. This working group was co-chaired by the Department of Immigration and the 

Central Statistical Office (CSO), now called Zambia Statistics Agency (ZamStats).  

From the onset, the overall objective of this project was to support evidence-based policy making and, 

promote the use of evidence in migration planning and decision-making processes. The migration profile 

document was therefore in itself not the end but the beginning of evidence-based planning and management 

of migration in the country, exemplified by the immediate development of a migration policy, which was 

under consideration by the Zambian Cabinet Office at the time this evaluation was conducted.   

The project had several components all leading to the main product, the Migration Profile. There was an 

initial gaps assessment which provided a situational analysis report. A capacity building component was 

integrated in the project approach and mainly targeted the technical working group and core team to 

increase their understanding of concepts in migration, migration statistics and on developing migration 

profiles. A series of development and review workshops were also undertaken culminating in a final draft 

profile validation workshop. The Profile was eventually launched in October 2019.  

IOM’s comparative advantage to facilitate this project lay in the fact that it had the necessary supportive and 
technical expertise in-country, regionally and, at its headquarter offices complemented by funding from the 
IOM Development Fund. IOM also already had well-developed tools and templates that could be adapted to 
the Zambia process. This evaluation was commissioned by the IOM mission in Zambia and was conducted 
internally by the IOM Regional Office for Southern Africa.  

 

2.0 Context and Purpose of the Evaluation 
 

2.1. Context 
 

Immigration to, emigration from, and, internal migration within Zambia are informed by a combination of 

economic, political and environmental factors, as well as regional and global dynamics. The 2019 Zambia 

Migration Profile identifies the relative stable and peaceful political environment and, positive business and 

investment prospects, as key pull factors for immigration into Zambia. On the other hand, a desire for better 

livelihood, educational prospects and perceived higher job remuneration outside the country are identified 

as key push factors for emigration from Zambia.  

Internal migration, particularly rural-to-urban, is often motivated by the search for employment 

opportunities and better living conditions. Internal displacement is also experienced in the country and is 

mostly related to natural disasters such as flooding, drought, and human-induced scenarios such as land 

disputes and development projects, among others1. Zambia’s geolocation makes it a country of origin, transit 

and destination for mixed migration flows. Migration flows in Zambia are thus quite dynamic. Mixed 

migration flows are a prevalent feature with migrants from North and East African countries transitioning 

 
1 Government of the Republic of Zambia/IOM Zambia. (2019) Zambia Migration Profile. Available at 
https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/mp_zambia.pdf  

https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/mp_zambia.pdf
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towards South Africa, which remains the foremost country of destination in the Southern Africa region. In 

recent times, the country has also witnessed a steady increase in number of migrants from non-traditional 

countries especially China encouraged by the growing Africa-China relations.  

Due to the political instability in the Eastern parts of the neighbouring Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), 

Zambia has also over the years played host to thousands of Congolese and other countries’ refugees and 

migrants. Indeed, the Profile indicates that DRC nationals accounted for 16.5% of the total immigrant stock 

going by the 2010 Zambia population census. It notes that majority of these were refugees.  Angolans and 

Zimbabwean immigrants follow closely, and, in both cases, immigration is related to economic and/or 

political push factors.  

Across the world, the International Organization for Migration supports member states to compile national 

migration profiles. For IOM, a migration profile is a tool for enhancing evidence-based migration governance 

and management. The collation of relevant migration strategic information avails a practical tool for 

migration governance stakeholders to use for planning, decision making and policy formulation purposes.  

The IOM migration research2 division views a Migration Profile as;  

Ω an authoritative description of key migration trends and migrants’ characteristics, 

Ω a framework for analysis on the impact of migration on development, 

Ω an exploration of available migration policies and frameworks in the country context, and,  

Ω a tool to highlight gaps in migration governance and management and develop recommendations for 

improvement.  

A careful analysis of the migration profile development process as envisaged by IOM, shows that it is in itself, 

a capacity building venture. The process is just as beneficial as the product3. By participating in the process 

stakeholders can gain knowledge and skills on the generation, compilation and use of migration data. In view 

of the above, following a request by the Government of the Republic of Zambia4, the IOM Development Fund 

availed financial resources to support the development of a full Migration Profile for Zambia, as a follow up 

to an initial 12 month preliminary/preparatory phase.  

A fully government owned and driven process to compile the profile therefore ensued in 2018 and 2019. The 

final document was officially launched by the Zambia’s Minister of Home Affairs on 22 October 2019, in an 

event attended by 105 participants from government ministries and institutions, United Nations agencies, 

diplomatic missions, academia, non-governmental organizations and media houses. Copies of the document 

were subsequently distributed to the attendees and published also in the IOM Online Publications website.  

The profile’s years of reference is 2013-2017 and up to 2018 exceptionally for refugees’ data. The key sources 

of data utilized included national censuses and surveys, administrative data, as well as data from other 

sources. Worth noting is that, an accompanying guide on how to update the Profile in subsequent years, was 

also produced as a tool that government can use even without IOM’s assistance to collect relevant data for 

updating the profile in the agreed-on time intervals. In the next section, we briefly describe the key objectives 

that this evaluation sought to fulfil, both broadly and specifically. The section also provides information on 

the relevant audiences that this report is intended for.  

2.2. Evaluation Purpose 
 

Having successfully finalized the migration profile development and launched it among a wide array of 

stakeholders, IOM Zambia in fulfilling the IOM Development Fund’s requirement for a post project 

evaluation, commissioned this evaluation to collect feedback from stakeholders on how the process went 

 
2 IOM (2011). Migration Profiles: Making the Most of the process (available at 
https://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/mainsite/policy_and_research/migration_profiles/IOM-MP-Guidance-Part-2-
Template.pdf ) 
3 Evaluator’s own opinion 
4 Evidenced by Government of Zambia letter of request dated 01 June 2017 

https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/mp_zambia.pdf
https://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/mainsite/policy_and_research/migration_profiles/IOM-MP-Guidance-Part-2-Template.pdf
https://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/mainsite/policy_and_research/migration_profiles/IOM-MP-Guidance-Part-2-Template.pdf
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but more especially to reflect on how the process and the document have contributed towards  envisaged 

changes or improvements at long term outcome and impact levels of the intervention’s theory of change. It 

also provides insight into sustainability prospects of the intervention besides other key evaluation criteria.  

The evaluation sought to serve both learning and accountability purposes. The learning aspect was to be 

fulfilled by engaging all those who were actively involved in the processes, to generate key and unique 

insights acquired through experience (both negative and positive), that future similar initiatives in Zambia as 

a country, in the IOM mission or, in other countries can benefit from. Learning sought to identify what worked 

well with a view to encourage its replication, or adoption in other similar or different settings and, similarly 

identified what did not work, so that similar pitfalls can be avoided. The ultimate goal is to improve 

performance of future initiatives.  

In this report, the evaluator attempts to bring key lessons from the Zambia process, that would be beneficial 

to IOM, the IOM Development Fund, stakeholders and future similar projects. Accountability aspects are 

fulfilled by providing independent judgments on the project’s performance against key criteria. The 

Organization for Economic Development and Cooperation-Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) 

six standard evaluation criteria is a widely used evaluation criteria in aid and development evaluation circles. 

This criteria set also endorsed by the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) to which IOM’s evaluation 

practice is hemmed on.  

The six criteria used, (in no particular order) included: relevance, effectiveness, coherence, efficiency, 

sustainability and impact. Using these criteria as a lens, the evaluation assessed the merit and worth of the 

intervention to provide an accountability for performance. Ultimately, the evaluation also had a specific 

objective of using both learning and accountability analysis to formulate recommendations for 

implementation of future similar projects and, identify other complementary/additional priority areas for 

IOM interventions.  The next section looks at the scope of this evaluation in terms of thematic coverage and 

time dimension.   
 

2.3. Evaluation Scope 
 

Development of the Zambia Migration Profile was carried out in two phases both funded by the IOM 

Development Fund: a 12-month preparatory phase and a subsequent substantial 24-month process of 

developing the profile. The two phases were related, and one built into the other. In addition, the evaluation 

covers the post project period following the launch of the profile in October 2019. Between then and April 

2021 when this evaluation was conducted, there is about one and half year’s period that is critical in making 

observations that help assess the extent to which intended longer term results have been realized. This is a 

particular benefit that ex-post evaluations bring.  

The arguments presented in this report especially regarding sustainability, impact and, on effectiveness of 

delivery of outcome and, overall objective results, is drawn from observations of what occurred (or not), in 

the post project period. The Profile development process, having utilized a multi-stakeholder approach, 

especially a whole-of government approach, meant that the evaluation would also consult many different 

stakeholders to reflect a similar wide stakeholder landscape. As such the evaluation ensured to include in its 

scope, all government entities involved in the process-in this case the Technical Working Group (TWG) and 

Core Group members.  

It also included in its scope, other stakeholders not part of the TWG or core group, but, who participated in 

key events such as validation workshops or, the Profile launch event. All stakeholders who ever received a 

copy of the migration profile, were also invited to provide feedback on how they had used the profile and, 

how helpful it had been to their work. All data collection was conducted from Lusaka the capital city, where 

the majority of evaluation participants/profile developers were based. The next section elaborates further 

the evaluation criteria and the specific questions that the evaluation sought to answer under each evaluation 

criteria. 
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2.4. Evaluation Criteria 
 

As earlier indicated, the OECD-DAC six evaluation criteria was used as a basis of analysis. The evaluation also 

assessed the appropriateness of the project design, by examining the implicit theory of change and results 

framework. Under this additional criteria, gender and human rights/rightsbased approach mainstreaming 

was also assessed to appraise  the efforts made by the project at making these an integral part of design, 

implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E), as well as identify any positive gender and, human rights 

results that the project may have brought about. Below is a presentation of the key questions5 that guided 

data collection and analysis, under each of the criteria used.  

a) Relevance 
Ω Was the project responsive to the needs and priorities of the Government of the Republic of Zambia 

at the time of the project design and during implementation? 
Ω Were the primary stakeholders involved in the conception and design of the project?  
Ω To what extent was evidence and data used to justify the need and content of a migration profile for 

Zambia?  
b) Coherence 

Ω What, if any, is the added value of the project?  
Ω Were there any synergies and interlinkages between the project activities and other interventions 

carried out by the local institutions/government agencies/INGOs/NGOs and other actors 
implementing similar activities in the area? 

c) Effectiveness 
Ω Are the quality and quantity of the produced results and outputs in accordance with the results 

matrix? What does indicator data tell us on the performance of the project?  
Ω Did the outputs/products contribute towards Outcome level results as envisaged in the project 

documents?  
d) Efficiency 

Ω Were the project expenditures spent as planned?  
Ω To what extent were the needs and priorities of marginalized individuals/groups considered in the 

allocation and use of resources? 
Ω Were activities implemented in a timely manner as represented in the projects work plan? What 

factors enabled or hindered timely implementation?  
Ω Were challenges in project implementation identified and addressed swiftly and appropriately? 
Ω Were all appropriate stakeholders involved in the development of the migration profile? How was 

coordination done (internally) and externally and how did this contribute or hinder successful 
implementation of the project?  

e)  Impact 
Ω Do indicators show significant progress towards achieving the outcome level and contributing to the 

overall Objective? 
Ω What lasting changes has the project brought so far?  

f)  Sustainability 
Ω Did the project management put in place mechanisms to sustain the results from the project? 
Ω What measures have been taken by stakeholders to boost sustainability and ownership of the 

migration profile?  
Ω What is the level of awareness about the existence of the Migration Profile (MP) among interviewed 

stakeholders? What is their own assessment on the level of involvement in the MP development 
process?  

Ω What has the government and partners done in the last 12 months after the project ended that may 
indicate a sense of ownership ad continuity?  

g) Validity of design 

 
5 The evaluator further synthesized and consolidated some of these questions to enable a proper evaluation 
framework(matrix) as annexed in this report.  
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Ω Was the project design the most appropriate to enable effective project delivery, monitoring and 
evaluation?  

Ω Were results and indicators properly articulated in line with IOM/IDF projects guidance?  
Ω Was the approach utilized to implement and manage the project the most appropriate for the nature 

of the project? What lessons can we learn from this process?  
Ω How did the project mainstream gender and human rights perspective in its design, implementation 

and monitoring? 
Ω Did the project produce any gender related output results (positive or negative)?  
Ω To what extent does the migration profile integrate gender and human rights perspectives?  
Ω What lessons have been learnt and what best practices if any can be cited from this project?  

 

3.0. Evaluation Framework and Methodology 
 

3.1. Data Sources and Collection 
 

On the overall, this evaluation adopted a qualitative research design and utilized the following methods for 

data collection.  

A. Desk research 
The evaluator reviewed several documents relevant to the project, to migration profiles and, on 
migration data in general. A full list of all documents and other literature reviewed as part of the data 
collection phase are provided in Annex 6.3 at the end of this report.  
 

B. Key informant interviews 
One-on-one interviews were conducted with key stakeholders sampled from the list of members of 
the Technical Working Group (TWG) on Migration Data, the Core Group and from the Migration 
Profile launch event attendees. IOM staff who coordinated the various project processes and, who 
have expertise or responsibility related to Migration Profiles were also interviewed. A total of 28 
individuals were interviewed. Annex 6.4 provides detail of all the persons and institutions that 
contributed to this evaluation.    
 

C. Online survey: In light of COVID 19 control measures, the evaluation could not hold group interviews 
or Focus Group Discussions. Instead, an online self-administered questionnaire was developed and 
shared with over 100 persons who attended the launch event and provided with copies of the 
Migration Profile. The aim was to assess the level of use and the different ways they used the profile. 
Table 1 below presents a summary of total number of individual contributions that constitute the 
pool of data used for analysis towards findings and conclusions that are elaborated in this report. 

 
Table 1: Summary of total number of evaluation participants. 

Method Total Achieved 

Key Informant Interviews  28 

Online Survey (Use of Migration Profile) individual responses  20  

Total number of individual contributions to the evaluation  48 

Source: Evaluator own analysis 

 

3.2. Data Analysis 
 

The difference between qualitative and quantitative data is that qualitative data is not concerned with 

quantification or assigning statistical values to data. It is instead exploratory and descriptive of a 

phenomenon with a view to develop insight. Analysis of data acquired through desk review and key informant 

interviews therefore followed a thematic analysis approach. Each evaluation criterion was considered a 
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thematic category. A framework for arranging collected data against its source was developed-a kind of a 

cross-tabulation table. The data themes having been arranged against the sources were then synthesized to 

identify commonly occurring words, texts, phrases or statements as a means to identify trends, patterns and 

emergent arguments.  

Comparing emergent arguments, trends and data patterns across sources helped to affirm or disaffirm each. 

As the amount of collected data was not very large the whole data analysis process was done manually. On 

the other hand, the limited quantitative data 

generated from the online surveys was analyzed 

using the Microsoft Forms automatic data 

analyzer. In arriving at an overall performance 

score for each criterion as presented in the 

report, the rating scale shown in table 2 was 

used. It should be noted that this rating is mostly 

based on the evaluator’s subjective judgement 

after interacting with and synthesizing available 

data and from observations made throughout the 

evaluation process. It is meant to give an indicative performance rating of the project, not necessarily on the 

performance of the people involved with the project. This is because there are many factors, beyond those 

that are human in nature that can play towards a high or low rating. Some criteria can be much simpler to 

achieve than others. For example, as long as a needs assessment was done and there was stakeholder 

agreement on the project areas of intervention, and the project design captured that, a project will most 

likely score well on relevance even without any other action being taken. Other criteria such as impact may 

however not always be guaranteed because envisaged theory of change can fail to work even though the 

people in the project did all what was supposed to be done, a phenomena referred to as Theory Failure in 

implementation science. In a nutshell, the rating is meant to give a quick snapshot of the approximate 

performance of the project against each criterion based on what it did or did not do.  

3.3. Sampling 
 

Random probability sampling methods were used: specifically, convenience and, purposive sampling. 

Convenience sampling was applied in relation to availability or not of targeted participants. In this case all 

the persons who participated in one way or another throughout the Migration Profile development process. 

Purposive sampling was used in relation to targeted participants being perceived to hold critical information 

or insight valuable for the evaluation. To operationalize the above methodologies a mix of factors was used 

to define an inclusion and exclusion criteria. These included: 

Ω level of participation (or not) in project activities;  
Ω possession of knowledge (or not) (including expert level knowledge on migration and/or migration profile 

development);  
Ω availability or unavailability on the evaluation dates for an interview;  
Ω availability/unavailability and willingness/non-willingness to respond to online questionnaire;  
Ω willingness (consent) or not to be interviewed for evaluation purposes;  
Ω fair mix of government and non-government stakeholders and,  
Ω reasonable gender representation.  
 

3.4. Limitations and Mitigation Strategies 
 

The main limitations of the evaluation in order of importance include: 

a) Low response rate to the online surveys. Though shared with a large number of individuals the response 

rate of 20% for the user survey was relatively low to enable an objective generalization. The statistics 

provided in this report emanating from the surveys are therefore to be considered indicative rather than 

Overall performance score for 

each evaluation criteria  

Criteria for defining the performance score rating 

Excellent (Always)  There is an evidence of strong contribution and/or 

contributions exceeding the level expected by the 

intervention. 

Very Good  There is an evidence of good contribution but with some 

areas for improvement remaining. 

Good (Mostly, some with some 

exceptions)  

There is an evidence of satisfactory contribution but 

requirement for continued improvement. 

Poor (Sometimes, with many 

exceptions) 

There is an evidence of some contribution but significant 

improvement is required. 

Very Poo r(Never or occasionally 

with clear weaknesses) 

There is low or no observable contribution. 

 

Table 2: Rating Scale and Criteria  
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representative. Reasons for the low response rate, could have been related to internet challenges 

amongst some of the respondents and the relatively long length of time from when they acquired the 

Profile document and this evaluation-could have reduced their interest. Many would have forgotten 

about the document or their contacts could have changed and thus may not have received the 

questionnaire link. To mitigate this, the evaluator limited the use of this data in generating the findings 

discussed in this report. Where such data is used, it is for illustrative/indicative purposes.  

b) Timing of the evaluation: Coming more than a one and half years after the Profile launch, some 

participants could not remember all activities and events vividly. The evaluation was also carried out 

during the COVID 19 crisis where public health measures such as social distancing, wearing of face masks 

and limiting the time of interaction created inconvenient data collection circumstances. On the former, 

the evaluator invited a former project staff member who played a neutral, non-influential role in the 

project to accompany him in interviews as an observer but also for purposes of providing historical 

information whenever necessary. Presence of this staff member was also an opportunity for the project 

to acquire direct feedback from stakeholders and in many ways also contributed to validating the 

information contained in this report in that they can attest to stakeholders’ views contained in this report 

by virtue of having been present when such views were aired.   

 

4.0. Findings 
 

4.1. Relevance 
                                      Evaluator Rating on project Performance against Criteria:  

 

The project scores very well on relevance because, the evaluation did establish a nearly unanimous 

agreement amongst interviewed stakeholders that migration data was a gap that needed to be filled. Asked 

whether they felt that a migration profile was a priority at the time, 100% of interviewed stakeholders 

indicated their agreement. The relevance of this intervention is also supported by a number of frameworks. 

The Migration Profile is viewed as one effort towards improving the national data and statistical system, a 

priority in the country’s Seventh Zambia National Development Plan (7NDP 2017-2021).   

It is also seen as a means to strengthen migration data systems that enable accurate reporting against the 

Sustainable Development Goals especially on SDG 10.7. =With the Migration Profile, key stakeholders viewed 

this initiative as instrumental in implementing key obligations under the Global Compact for Safe, Orderly 

and Regular Migration, specifically objective one which calls upon member states to “collect and utilize 

accurate and disaggregated data as a basis for evidence -based policies”.  

Under this objective, the tenth commitment  specifically urges member states to “develop and use country-

specific migration profiles, which include disaggregated data on all migration-relevant aspects in a national 

context, including those on labour market needs, demand for and availability of skills, the economic, 

environmental and social impacts of migration, remittance transfer costs, health, education, occupation, 

living and working conditions, wages, and the needs of migrants and receiving communities, in order to 

develop evidence-based migration policies”6.  

In addition to the above needs, the evaluation also confirmed that there was a gap in inter-stakeholder 

coordination. The majority of key informants indicated that different departments were “working in silos” 

with regard to migration data. The silos characterization frequently came up in interviews, indicating some 

level of unanimity that there was lack of a centralized mechanism for information sharing and migration data 

collation.  Another gap identified was on the relatively poor quality of data. Majority of data did not bear key 

disaggregation such as by sex and age.  

 
6 United Nations (2019). Resolution No. 73/195 on the Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration. 

Excellent 
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In some cases, data from different departments conflicted. For example, mismatch in the reasons or 

purposes for migration as collected in stock data by the Central Statistical Office and the reasons provided in 

flow data as collected by the Department of Immigration. Different departments had a differentiated 

understanding and definition of key migration and migration data concepts7 thus, affecting the comparability 

and collation of data.  

Other gaps/needs identified in the Pre-Profile Situational assessment included gaps related to human 

resources (knowledge, skills and numbers); weaknesses in reporting and analysis; lack of proper ICT 

infrastructure (hardware and software) for data capture; weak data quality assurance checks among others. 

There were also gaps identified on data for human trafficking. The migration Profile directly helped to 

respond to some of these as summarized below in table 3. Where it may not have directly filled a gap, the 

Profile helped to highlight the needs more succinctly and offer some recommendations for action.  

Table 3: An analysis of the project’s relevance to identified needs/gaps (Source: Evaluator own analysis) 

Existent Need/Gap Project Response under the Migration Profile (MP) Process Level of contribution to 
Relevance 

Lack of a coordination 
mechanism to facilitate 
data/information 
sharing and common 
understanding of issues 

-An inter-ministerial Technical Working Group established 
-Project supported/facilitated TWG meetings and activities 
-Active data sharing facilitated for purposes of MP 
development 

VERY HIGH. Project filled a 
long-standing need for 
coordination and 
information sharing 

Lack of a central 
repository/collation of 
migration data 

-The Profile for the first-time consolidated migration data 
-Profile process highlighted the role of ZamStats8 
-Triggered strengthening generation of comparable, quality, 
complete data across departments 

VERYHIGH. The Profile itself 
is a repository and 
reconfirmed ZamStats 
central role in migration 
data management 
 

Lack of skills and 
capacity in migration 
data 

-Project facilitated capacity building workshop where capacity 
building on concepts in migration and migration data was done 
-The TWG through the Core group was hands on and practically 
engaged in compiling the profile-an empowering process 

VERY HIGH. The highly 
participatory approach was 
intrinsically a capacity 
building venture 
 

Lack of proper ICT 
infrastructure  

-The project donated some ICT equipment to immigration 
department  

MEDIUM. Donated 
equipment was limited but 
contributes towards greater 
ICT capability 
 

Lack of explicit 
prioritization of 
migration data in 
policies and legislations  

-MP development profile exposed more clearly gaps and 
opportunities in policy and legislations 
-Due to the above, the MP influenced urgent development of a 
National Migration Policy; supported efforts to develop the 
new Statistics Act (2018) 

HIGH: The profile process 
may not have led to 
substantial policy/legislative 
reform yet but will score 
well if the Migration Policy 
is eventually adopted 
 

Gaps related to 
reporting, analysis and 
data mining 

-Profile did data mining and enabled identification of anomalies, 
trends and patterns in migration data in Zambia 

HIGH. Profile compilation a 
direct response to the need. 
Continued improved 
reporting systems may 
however not yet be 
improved e.g. ZIMS9 is only 
in 34 out of 98 stations10.  
 

 
7 IOM Zambia (2017). Migration Related Data Assessment for the Development of a Migration Profile for Zambia.  
8 ZAMStats (formerly Central Statistics Office) is the central statistics agency for Zambia 
9Zambia Immigration Management System.  
10 Source: interview with head of IT at immigration department.  
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The profile can thus be viewed as a catalyst to higher quality and complete migration data in Zambia.  It 

responded to real and identified needs and continues to respond to such needs. It is based on this, that the 

evaluation finds an Excellent level of relevance.  Next, is a collection of direct statements from key informant 

interviews in relation to the relevance criteria. 

❖ “Information sharing was problematic…there was no integration or flow of information” TWG 

member  

❖ “Before, each sector was working on their own. There was no linkage” Key health parastatal official   

❖ “Data collection helped identify the gaps that we had. For example, we found out that some 

departments did not have data or others did not have disaggregated data” TWG member  

❖ “We realized that there was no proper statistics on migration. We needed something we can present 

to the public and to the government” TWG member  

 

4.2. Coherence 
                                     Evaluator Rating on project Performance against Criteria:  

 

Coherence is a new criterion adopted in 2019 and focuses on identifying how the intervention fitted amongst 

a spectrum of other similar interventions implemented in the same space and how it aligns with existing 

relevant frameworks (norms, standards, laws, policies). An intervention must be a best fit rather than an 

outlier. It also explores the specific gap(s) the intervention filled considering other similar interventions.  

The evaluation did not find any information about other agencies or stakeholders who were also 

implementing migration data initiatives in the country. In Zambia, IOM appears to be the leading light and 

perhaps the sole agency that has over the years spearheaded attention to migration data. This, obviously 

alongside government’s own initiatives such as,  

Ω the development and launch of the Zambia Immigration Management System (ZIMS);  

Ω ongoing efforts to digitize government services including at immigration and border control 

stations using ICTs; 

Ω  the development of a national migration policy (which also underscores the value of quality 

migration data);  

Ω the revision of the Statistics Act which from 2018 in its Third Schedule (section 23) now includes 

explicit listing of migration data as key type of data that may be collected, compiled, analysed, 

abstracted and published;  

Ω addition of immigration services into the Smart Zambia Government Services Bus- a one stop shop 

for key government services; 

Ω plans to strengthen national data and statistical systems in the 7th National Development Plan 

(2017-2021), among others.  
 

The evaluation finds a good level of complementarity between the Migration Profile process and these 

initiatives. Specifically, the Migration Profile utilizes already generated stock and flow data from different 

government departments, rather than generating new primary data. The collation of already existing data 

not only helped identify strengths, weaknesses and gaps in migration data management regime in the 

country, but also promotes data harmonization and coherence across sectors. In terms of alignment to 

various frameworks at national, regional/continental and global level, the Profile aligns strongly with the 

following instruments/processes: 

 

 

Excellent 

https://zims.zambiaimmigration.gov.zm/
https://zamportal.gov.zm/
https://zambialii.org/zm/legislation/act/2018/13/statistics-act-2018.pdf
https://zamportal.gov.zm/service-category/for-immigrants/
https://www.mndp.gov.zm/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/7NDP.pdf
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National level instruments 

Ω The draft Zambia National Migration Policy (awaiting cabinet approval) 

Ω Zambia Migration Governance Indicators (MGI) Profile (2019)  

Ω Zambia National Diaspora Policy (2019) 

Ω Zambia National Social Protection Policy (2014) 

Ω Zambia National Policy to combat Human Trafficking (2007) 

Ω The Constitution of Zambia 

Ω Zambia Statistics Act (2018) 

Ω Immigration and Deportation Act (Act No. 18 of 2010) 

Ω Anti-Human Trafficking Act (Act No. 11 of 2008) 

Ω Refugees Act (Act No. 1 of 2017) 

Ω Employment Code Act (Act No. 3 of 2019) 

Ω Border Management and Trade Facilitation Act (Act No. 12 of 2018) 

Ω National Registration Act (Chapter 126 of the Laws of Zambia): 

Ω Guidelines for Protection Assistance to Vulnerable Migrants in Zambia (2014) 

Ω National HIV/AIDS Strategic Framework 2017–2021 (NASF 2017–2021) 

Ω Guidelines for Best Interest Determination for Vulnerable Child Migrants in Zambia (2018) 

Ω National Action Plan on Addressing Mixed and Irregular Migration in Zambia (2017) 

Ω Zambia United Nations Sustainable Development Partnership Framework (2016-2021) 

Regional instruments/frameworks  

Ω The African Union (AU) Migration Policy Framework for Africa (2006) 

Ω The COMESA Protocol on the Free Movement of Persons, Labour, Services, Right of Establishment 

and Residence (2001) 

Ω AU African Migration Data Network (AMDN) initiative 

Ω Migration Dialogue for Southern Africa (MIDSA) Recommendations  

Ω AU Protocol on Free Movement of Persons, Rights of Residence and Right of Establishment (2018) 

Ω Southern Africa Development Community (SADC)Protocol on the Facilitation of Movement of 

Persons (2005) 

Ω SADC Protocol on Employment and Labour (2014) 
Ω SADC Labour Migration Action Plan (2020-2025) 

Ω SADC Common Regional Policy Framework on Refugees and Asylum Seekers (2019)  

Ω SADC Guidelines on Coordinated Border Management (2011)  

Ω SADC Regional Strategy to Combat Illegal Migration, Smuggling of Migrants and Trafficking in 

Persons (2016-2020) 

Global instruments/frameworks 

Ω The Sustainable Development Goals (SDG):10.7; 17:18 

Ω The UN New York Declaration for Refugees and Migrants (2016) 

Ω The Global Compact for Migration (2018) Objective 1  

Ω UN Recommendations on Statistics of International Migration (1998) 

Ω IOM Migration Governance Indicators (MGI) Framework  

Coherence also assesses the extent to which the project impacted, or, was impacted by the policy and 

legislative context.  It is worth noting that the development of the Zambia Migration Policy, which was 

reported to be at cabinet approval stage, was largely enabled by the Migration Profile process. The Migration 

Profile did not in itself trigger the need for a policy (as this had already been envisaged in the 7th National 

Development Plan). The Migration Profile process did however catalyze action towards the policy and availed 

structures and knowledge established during the migration profile for the process. For example, the same 

TWG created for the Profile, was also tasked with the ensuing Migration Policy development process. The 
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Migration Profile also contributed to a more accurate assessment under the Migration Governance 

Indicators (MGI) assessment that the country subjected itself to in 2019. In summary, the evaluation finds a 

high level of both internal and external coherence. Below are some direct statements from key informants 

to illustrate satisfactory coherence in the project. 

❖ “This was the first time we came together as producers and consumers of data” Home Affairs Ministry 

official 

❖ “Coming together helped us set a unified agenda” TWG member  

❖ “The Migration Profile benefits the remittances aspect as it is generally under captured in the country” 

TWG member 

❖ “Before, we were working in silos, not speaking with each other. People didn’t quite understand what 

each other’s department does….so the meetings brought about coordination” TWG/Core team official  

 

4.3. Effectiveness 
                                       Evaluator Rating on project Performance against Criteria: 
 

The project delivered most of what it was expected to deliver, on the overall excellently, but, with some 

nuances in achievement in different areas. Below is an analysis of project delivery against the results 

framework. 

Planned Results Evaluation Performance rating and Analysis on achievement  

Overall Objective: Migration 
and migration-related data is 
systematically incorporated in 
the development and 
implementation of national 
development plans and 
policies. 

MODERATE ACHIEVEMENT 
The evaluation confirms the Migration Profile has been used for: 
-Development of a national Migration Policy (now awaiting cabinet approval) 
-Used in ongoing development of the new generation National Development Plan 
-Informed the revision and finalization of the Statistics Act 
-Influenced the modification of ZIMS to enable generation of sex disaggregated reports 
-Informed the Zambia MGI assessment 
-Heightened attention to migration statistics by ZamStats e.g. inclusion of migration in census, 
consistent inclusion in labour force surveys 
-Informed the audit (situational assessment) before the ongoing process of developing a new 
strategic plan for the immigration department 
-Was used by planning and research unit of Immigration department during the SADC desk review 
exercise 
The level of implementation of specific initiatives in plans and policies is yet to gain critical 
momentum as the migration policy, the next 8th NDP is still under development, and the Statistics 
Act is still fairly new. A scheduled census was delayed due to COVID 19, and though migration 
questions are included it is yet to be implemented. There is therefore still room to make 
observations regarding utility in the coming years before we can objectively conclude about this 
overall objective and thus the evaluation accords a moderate achievement so far. 
 

Outcome 1: Government and 
other stakeholders have access 
to, make use of, and have 
procedures to update a full 
Migration Profile for planning 
and policymaking 

MODERATE ACHIEVEMENT 
Though the MP has been used in several high-level instruments as enumerated above, the 
evaluation did not find much evidence pointing to regular use at individual ministry level. There is 
room for individual stakeholders to increase its utility for ministry specific purposes. Besides, the 
MP had only been published on the IOM publications website and, at the time this evaluation was 
being conducted, ZamStats and immigration department had not yet uploaded it in their 
websites(it was however uploaded a few days later on the ZamStats  website following the 
evaluation interview and inquiry). There is room to increase awareness of the Profile and 
consequently its utility.  On future updating of the MP, both immigration department and 
ZamStats confirmed to be aware that they were the designated focal points who should trigger 
processes towards updating the profile after three years. Additionally, the project developed a tool 
to guide future MP updating. A few stakeholders could not remember this tool pointing to some 
possible limitations in its dissemination. As there is still far much greater potential yet to be 
realized, the evaluation accords a moderate achievement.  

Excellent 
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Planned Results Evaluation Performance rating and Analysis on achievement  

Output 1.1: Government 
coordination mechanism for 
migration data collection and 
analysis is fully operational 

FULL ACHIEVEMENT 
This is one aspect that was very well delivered. A TWG was established via appointment by the 
Secretary to the Cabinet (the highest civil service office) which not only made participation in the 
TWG prestigious, but also demonstrated strong political will attached to the process and enhanced 
commitment among the members. It also gave the team a strong mandate that would win 
cooperation from ministries. A total of 11 meetings were held just as planned, and this group 
steered the process to a successful MP launch event. Of note, is that this team was hands on in the 
collection, analysis and in writing the Profile. As a testament that the TWG worked well, most of 
the same members were tasked with the ensuing process of developing a Migration Policy and the 
MGI assessment. Both tasks performed successfully. Therefore, the functionality of the TWG, 
coupled with the results that ensued, motivates this evaluation’s high achievement rating. 

Activities under output 1.1 FULL ACHIEVEMENT 
The project fully implemented the two activities planned under this output thus a 100% 
achievement.  

Output 1.2: Full Migration 
Profile available 

FULL ACHIEVEMENT 
The Profile was developed, validated, officially launched and published. The evaluation once again 
highlights the work performed by the core group in actual drafting of the profile without reliance 
on an external consultant. Interviews also confirm the highly consultative nature of the process. 
Each interviewed stakeholder expressed a sense of ownership and takes pride in what they were 
able to achieve. Credit also goes to the IOM mission and project management for allowing a truly 
government owned and government driven process to ensue. Initial dissemination of the Profile 
was done mostly in hard copies. As discussed under sustainability, to increase utility there is need 
to adapt creative ways of further dissemination. There is a general consensus amongst 
stakeholders that limited awareness of the Profile’s existence will negatively affect its optimal 
utility.  

Activities under output 1.2 FULL ACHIEVEMENT  
The project implemented all the five planned activities under this output and thus a 100% 
achievement. 

Output 1.3: Strengthened 
government systems on 
migration data 

MODERATE ACHIEVEMENT 
The project supported some capacity enhancement to ZamStats on labour migration and child 
labour modules within the Labour Force Survey (LFS), in conjunction with ILO and UNICEF. This led 
to a revised migration module in the LFS. Support was also provided in developing a Labour 
Migration report. To both ZamStats and Immigration, the project donated some ICT equipment (25 
tablets, eight desktops computers, seven printers, eight anti-virus software and eight Microsoft 
Office Licenses). There is no doubt that these were relevant and helpful. The evaluation is however 
of the view that these initiatives (understandably due to budget constraints) are not an adequate 
intervention that can make one conclude therefore that these two departments now have 
strengthened systems. Both departments indicated that that they still had significant gaps to fill. For 
example, only 34 out 98 immigration department stations so far have ZIMS capability (including the 
few that benefited from the project’s contribution). ZamStats key official expressed the need for 
more ICT equipment (they had a need for 100 tablets but received 25 from IOM). While recognizing 
that some form of systems strengthening was achieved, the evaluation is of the view that it was not 
in a sufficient scale to warrant a brazen claim that these two departments now have strong systems 
for migration data collection and processing. For this, the evaluation finds moderate achievement 
on this output. 
 

Activities under output 1.3  FULL ACHIEVEMENT 
All the five planned activities under this output were fully accomplished. However, as argued 
above the net effect was not in sufficient scale to achieve the output. This does not in any way 
represent project failure but could in some way be related to theory failure (a limited equipment 
donation could not have brought large scale results as the output suggests) 11 and, resource 
constraints.  

 

 

 
11 In implementation science, dosage/coverage (or extent of an intervention) is an important aspect of project success. 
An intervention with insufficient dosage and/coverage may not achieve desired result(s) even if it did what it was 
supposed to do. This is a theory of change, rather than an implementation shortcoming.  
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From the above analysis, it is notable that the project was relatively successful. It delivered nearly everything 

it had envisaged to deliver in the immediate and short-term i.e. activities and outputs and contributed to a 

great extent on the outcome and overall objective. The evaluation identified a number of factors that enabled 

or hindered performance. At the same time, several lessons and best practices can be highlighted for the 

benefit of other similar Migration Profile processes. These are summarized in the diagram below. 

 

 
• Office of the President (Cabinet Office) making the appointments to the TWG 

• Use of local expertise and government expertise:  drafting done by a core group of the TWG made it a truly 
government owned process, and much cheaper to IOM as the high cost for an international expert is saved 

• A formal launch event thus giving the profile high visibility in the interim 

• Involvement of non-traditional partners (e.g. Ministry of Tourism, Ministry of Finance and Zambia’s 
Central/Reserve Bank-the Bank of Zambia) thus bringing on board unique perspectives 

• Riding on the momentum of profile to quickly transition the process into policy development or reform 
 

Figure 1: Summary of enabling and hindering factors; lessons learnt and best practices (Sources: document review, interviews and 
Evaluators own analysis) 

 

 

 

 

Enabling Factors

•Political will  and support from the highest levels (Minister, Cabinet office etc) 

•High level of commitment by TWG members

•A wide cross-section of representation facilitating a near whole-of-goverment approach

•Availability of expertise in the ministries (demographers, statisticians, researchers etc)

•Fewer roablocks to data sharing as officials were acquiring it rather than if it was an external consultant

• Flexible donor & time frame-allowed the process to move at the government's pace

Challenges

•Delays in appointing TWG & in data submission from some departments

•As officials were actively involved in the actual work, rather than a consultant doing the compilation, the 
process took longer due to competing work priorities

•Quality issues in existing data-no disaggregation, incomparability, incompleteness etc

•After the launch, no active dissemination of MP, hence the reach and utility is still limited 

Lessons Learnt

•Allocate sufficient time to allow for delays

•Move at stakeholders pace, rather than a rushed, consultant controlled process

•Utilizing in-country expertise not only wins you great support  but also entrenches ownershi and a deep 
sense of commitment

•A migration profile is a capacity enhancing if there is practically work stakehokders are doing beyond 
supplying data and valiidating the document 

•Having the TWG appointed from the highest level(Presidents Office or Prime Ministers office) has a 
positive impact on the appointees and increases dedication 

•Some stakeholders, when prodded expressed concern about the apearance of the document-that it apears 
more of an IOM rather than Zambia government document.  In future it may be best to discuss about the 
layout especially to capture more Zambian flag colours and entrench a sense of ownership.

Best Practices
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4.4. Efficiency 
                                       Evaluator Rating on project Performance against Criteria: 
 

The evaluation assessed efficiency from different frames namely: project management/coordination 

efficiency; project delivery efficiency; budget management efficiency. In assessing project management 

efficiency, the evaluation considered, and, collected feedback from stakeholders on the project’s quality of 

planning, coordination, communication and, overall facilitation. Nearly all interviewed stakeholders provided 

very positive feedback about project management processes. They appreciated IOM’s constant follow up, 

reminders, timely and, clear communications. IOM Zambia acted as a secretariat for the TWG and thus all 

coordination, event organisation, documentation and related functions had to be consistently performed by 

the project team.  

The locally recruited consultant was embedded with the IOM project team and that immensely contributed 

to close coordination. The team was guided by a workplan (a general workplan as in the project proposal, 

but also a specific workplan that outlined the main activities and sub-activities that had to be undertaken). 

The project team, together with the consultant would regularly take time to plan and strategize for upcoming 

events and activities.  

Regarding project delivery, the evaluation considered the implementation timeliness and proportion of 

planned activities that were delivered by the end of the project. The evaluation established that the project 

experienced some delays on two key occasions: the establishment of the TWG and, during data collection 

phase. The project had no control over the TWG establishment and appointment as this was to be done from 

the highest political levels. Each department that was identified as a source of data was required to compile 

and submit data for inclusion in the Profile. It was reported that some departments delayed in submitting 

their data thus causing some additional delays-also an aspect that the project had limited control over.  The 

project was however able to recover lost time and was able to wind up the project within the original project 

duration. A review of the project activity workplan as also enumerated under effectiveness criteria earlier in 

this report shows that 100% of planned activities were implemented. This is a commendable feat, given 

especially that the process was totally in the hands of the core government team established to develop the 

Profile.  

Another factor that the evaluation considers to be positive in enhancing timely delivery, was on staff (human) 

resource allocation. Beyond the Consultant, more than one IOM Zambia staff had been assigned some roles 

to support the project even though they may not have been budgeted under the project. Four other mission 

staff contributed to this project’s activities. They included the Project Manager, a Project Assistant, Data 

Management Assistant and a Programme Support Assistant. They pooled and supported a wide array of 

meetings, events and other activities. The Chief of Mission was also actively engaged in the processes and 

this obviously helped in speedy decision making and problem solving. The evaluation views this as a 

synergistic pooling of resources and had a positive bearing on project delivery.  

The TWG also played a role in timely delivery. The great level of commitment and understanding by the TWG 

and its leadership on set IOM timelines is also noteworthy. The IOM Project team and TWG leadership had 

forged a very close working relationship that was observable during the evaluation interviews. The two co-

chairs exhibited an observable high sense of collegiality and sense of responsibility throughout the process, 

including during this evaluation. The two, though very engaged during the evaluation week, went out of their 

way to ensure they gave an interview even outside working hours. They understood IOM project timelines 

and helped the project team to achieve results on time. The IOM project team made sure that government 

was in control and in-charge of the process which is how Migration Profiles should be done: government 

owned and driven processes. The Zambia process demonstrates this character well. In summarizing, despite 

delays inherent in any participatory process, the project still achieved delivery efficiency.  

 

Excellent 
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According to this evaluation, three factors bolstered this:  

Ω close progress monitoring by the IOM team and the TWG that helped identify bottleneck areas;  

Ω synergistic work modalities by the IOM team rather than leaving the work to one staff or the 

consultant; and,   

Ω cordial and committed relationship between the TWG leadership and IOM team that exists to date.  

Lastly, in terms of budget management efficiency, the evaluation finds that the approach the government 

chose to use i.e. a core team of government Migration Profile developers rather than an international 

consultant, significantly enhanced cost effectiveness. Once this decision was taken, the project suddenly 

accrued some surplus budget that could be reprogrammed to other causes. A budget revision to channel 

these funds towards supporting the core team’s activities was thus requested from the IOM Development 

Fund and was granted.  

The project was also able to print more copies of the Profile meaning a wider reach (700 instead of 300 

initially planned for). The evaluation finds this additional printing relevant because the majority of 

interviewed stakeholders in the country indicated a general preference for hard copies of documents rather 

than soft copies; perhaps related to limitations in internet availability in most offices and locations.   

By the end of the project, approximately 97% 

of the project staff, office and operations 

budget combined had been utilized as 

depicted in Figure 2. This excludes the 

budget already set aside for the post project 

evaluation. 97% represents a satisfactory 

overall budget expenditure rate. A closer 

look at the specific expenditure in different 

budget lines (staff, office and output areas) 

shows some under and over expenditure on 

some lines but most are minor (less than 

10%) except a 17% under expenditure in 

output 1.3.  

 
 

 

Below is a collection of selected statements from interviews expressed by key informants in response to 

efficiency related questions.  

❖ “It took some time to get data from some ministries” TWG Co-Chair 

❖ “Technical support from IOM has been excellent…outstanding” TWG Chair 

❖ “It is easier for local expertise to get information from some places. They also have greater 

understanding of the local context and know where to get difficult info” UN agency official 

❖ “Use of a local consultant is beneficial for us because it is way to support us. We can also consult the 

person whenever needed in the future” TWG Member  

❖ “IOM is very consultative…IOM has the muscle, but it did not bulldoze” TWG member  

❖ “We were doing it for our country” TWG member  

❖ “We had a lot of influence in the development of the Profile” 

 

 

 

97%

3%

Budget Expenditure

% of budget  spent % of budget unspent

Figure 2: Budget expenditure rate by the end of the project (Source: Evaluator own analysis) 
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4.5. Impact  
                                       Evaluator Rating on project Performance against Criteria: 

 

Impact relates to long term development change or, a sustainable improvement in the conditions of rights 

holders. Projects contribute to impact in the long term. It is an indirect or secondary effect that comes long 

after interventions are implemented. For such a short intervention as this Migration Profile project, it is 

difficult to objectively measure impact in the real meaning of the concept. However, for purposes of this 

evaluation, impact will be used to denote those high-level improvements that point to the direction of long-

term change. These are improvements related to positive change in behaviour and attitudes; improved 

performance or improved practices. They are not impact in themselves but have the potential to contribute 

to impact level results.  

The migration profile has brought about the following changes: 

Ω Heightened the understanding and appreciation of the value of migration data: Never before has any 

intervention shed light on the need to pay attention to comprehensive migration data as this Profile did. 

It can be said that it has been a migration data moment in Zambia. For the first time, the widest range of 

stakeholders came together and worked together for this common cause. It is proper to say that in the 

years the Migration profile was developed; several other related achievements were made including: 

• A Migration Governance Indicators assessment was carried out, which utilized the Profile but 

also helped reinforce the need for quality migration data 

• A full migration module was incorporated in upcoming national Census to generate quality data 

that will be usable for the subsequent ten years 

• Migration questions have been incorporated in the quarterly Labour Force Survey. For the next 

five years some comprehensive data from a national representative sample will be available 

• It influenced the need to modify ZIMS (the Zambia Immigration Management System) to be able 

to generate sex disaggregated data. Before, though the system could collect such data, it couldn’t 

generate disaggregated data reports 

• Interviewed ZamStats officials express heightened awareness on the need for better migration 

data   

• The launch event attracted some media attention, thus giving momentary visibility to migration 

and migration data.   

Ω Enhanced inter-ministerial coordination and cooperation and networking in a whole-of-government 

fashion: The inter-ministerial TWG provided a platform for networking, relationship building, and these 

have a positive bearing on improving coordination. Many TWG members interviewed, expressed the fact 

information sharing was now easier than before. It was indicated that before, acquiring information from 

some departments was an arduous task. They were now able to forge working links and networks. 

Related to that, a significant number of TWG members indicated that the TWG helped members to 

understand the roles, mandates and functions of each other’s departments. It also helped members to 

know where to get what type of data. Before, some stakeholders indicated that they had no information 

that some departments represented in the TWG also had useful data. There was unanimity among 

participants that before, departments were working in silos and this process helped to reduce these silos.   

Ω Influenced policy and legislative frameworks: The foremost achievement of this process was the role it 

played in influencing the development of a National Migration Policy. To a large extent, the Profile 

development process amplified the need for a migration policy, availed expertise, utilized the same 

coordinating structure, and, benefitted from the already built up momentum. Additionally, the inclusion 

of migration as a vital statistic in the new Statistics Act (2018) is, to some extent inspired by the gaps in 

migration data identified through the Migration Profile process.  

These are just some examples of what this evaluation considers promising changes that can bring forth 

lasting impact in the years to come. Implementation of the Migration Policy (once adopted by cabinet) will 

Very Good 
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have far reaching impact on the migration management regime in the country and, on migrants themselves. 

Below is a collection of statements representing aspects that key informants considered to be significant 

changes.  

“Everyone who participated in that process never went back the same” Home Affairs ministry official 

“[Without the Profile] it would have been difficult to justify why we need resources for migration related 
activities” Core team member  

“The profile actually opened our eyes…it is also much easier to get assistance or data from other 
departments or ministries because we have contacts” TWG member 

“Connections are intact. If I need something from immigration, I just need a phone call. Before I would have 
to go through xxx (name withheld) …now I just need a phone call” UN agency official 

“The Statistics Act of 2018 is now explicit that we need to collect migration statistics” Core team member 

“The Migration Profile gravitated directly into a Migration Policy. That is quite an achievement” IOM official 

“The Profile made it clear how deficient we were in terms of migration data” ZamStats official 

“We helped players operate as one unit. Before we were in silos” TWG Chair 

“We are now more robust on what is needed in terms of migration. That is clear in the upcoming 
census…there is heightened emphasis on migration” ZamStats official 

 

4.6. Sustainability  
                                       Evaluator Rating on project Performance against Criteria:  
 

Just like impact, it is still early to objectively assess sustainability. What has happened in the last one year 

since the Profile was launched, can however give an indication (though not absolutely accurate) of how 

things will likely continue in the coming years. The evaluation identified a number of markers of 

sustainability. These are, 

Ω Continued availability of the Migration Profile (copies present, respondents know where to get the 

Profile) 

Ω Evidence of growing use/utility of Migration Profile 

Ω Continued operation/existence of a coordinating structure 

Ω Discussion and agreement reached on frequency of updating of the profile 

Ω Focal ministry of department is identified to lead future updating 

Ω Availability of and awareness of a tool to guide future updating  

Ω Resource allocation towards progressive improvement of migration data  

For each of these, the evaluation while conducting key informant interviews specifically asked government 

officials on the status of each of the above. Sixteen officials provided feedback and the results are as 

shown in figure 3 on the next page. Additionally, it is to be recalled that the evaluation ran an online survey 

targeting recipients of the Migration Profile, to how they had used the Profile. As highlighted earlier under 

the limitations section of this survey, the response rate was relatively low but nevertheless providing an 

impression of how the profile has been used. The results of that survey (n=20) are also provided on the 

next page. 

Very Good 
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Figure 3: Agreement on selected sustainability indicators (Source: Key informant Interviews) (n=16) 

A quick analysis of the above shows that: 

Ω There was good level of dissemination of the MP document. 100% of interviewed officials had a copy 

of the final version of the Profile. Majority of these were hard copies. Nearly all also reported to have 

soft copies or knew where to get one in case needed. IOM was frequently mentioned as that source. 

It is interesting to note that, many did not identify Immigration or ZamStats, which calls for follow up 

to ensure document is posted on their websites. 

Ω Majority of respondents (81.2%) report that they were aware of resources having been allocated for 

improving migration data. A similar percentage is also positive that there is going to be continued 

resources allocation. Of note, for most of those who agreed, resource allocation was mostly non-

financial: in terms human resources or as in the case of immigration, they have improved ZIMS and 

continue to equip more offices with ICT equipment. 

Ω 62.5% are aware of the tool developed to guide future updating of the Profile. This percentage is 

modest given that most of these were TWG members themselves. This calls for need to ensure this 

tool is shared again especially towards the next update period. 

Ω Majority (81.2%) agree that agreement was reached to update the profile regularly. What the 

evaluation found was however some confusion among a small section of key informants on whether 

they agreed to update the Profile every three or five years. The evaluation established that the 

correct position is three years meaning that the Profile will need to be updated towards the end of 

next year (2022), ideally when the national census data is available. A nearly similar proportion of 

respondents are aware that a focal department was identified to spearhead this future process. 

There is however a perceived sense or expectation that IOM Zambia will still remind stakeholders to 

embark on this process.  

Ω Perhaps the most interesting finding is in regard to the TWG (the coordinating structure). While 

majority of respondents believe that the TWG was not temporary and thus in theory still in existence, 

there is acknowledgement that it has been inactive in the last one year and 7 months so far. It was 

reported that a majority of members of the Profile TWG were co-opted into a new TWG for the 

Migration Policy development process and, through that, they continued to interact. Some meetings 

much less frequent (say twice or so a year) may help to maintain some momentum and to keep 

migration data on the agenda-especially in addressing those systemic gaps the Profile identified, so 

that the subsequent Profile can have higher quality data. This may be necessary because the 

migration policy was finalized and there was no active forum for this TWG to continue interacting.  
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Ω 10/16(62.5%) report to know at least one instance where the Migration Profile was used. The online 

user survey also provides the following indicative statistics(n=20), 

▪ 50% of all respondents were government officials, followed at a distance (20%) by diplomatic 

missions (embassies and high commissions) 

▪ There was an equal response rate in terms of gender: 50/50 male/female  

▪ A significant portion (95%) of respondents know where to get a copy of the Profile. However, 

only a modest 55% report to have used the Profile for any purpose since it was launched. 

The rest had never used it for any purpose. This percentage is just as modest as the 62.5% 

acquired through the key informant interviews pointing to modest utilization of the Zambia 

Migration Profile so far.  

▪ Of those who report to have used the Profile, a majority only found the content therein 

“Somewhat useful” (64%) rather than “Very useful” (36%). None reports to have found the 

Profile “un useful”.  

▪ Those who used, cite mostly using the Profile to acquire data or statistics for development 

of various documents-most of it being the migration Policy. One indicated using to 

understand migration concepts and the legislative frameworks in other ministries.   

▪ Lack of awareness on the availability(existence) of the Profile was most regularly mentioned 

as one factor that can hinder optimal utility of the MP. This points to the need highlighted 

earlier for greater dissemination.  

▪ 60% of respondents would “Very Likely” recommend the profile to their friend or colleague, 

while 30% and 10% would “Likely” and “Somewhat Likely” do so.  

 

The evaluation considers the Profile utility level and the continued stakeholder engagement and 

coordination around data pivotal to the sustainability question. Sustainability will be boosted if there is 

evidence of utility of the profile in decision making, policy development, for research and academic studies 

among others. For now, though a few successes have been scored in using the Profile, the foremost being 

development of a national migration policy, there is still room to increase utility amongst a wider range of 

stakeholders. The other pivotal factor is in keeping the TWG operational. The Profile development process 

identified a number of gaps and weak points in the different departments that either compromise the quality 

or completeness of data. There are actions proposed to fill those gaps so that much better data quality can 

be in the next generation Profile. Follow ups to fill these gaps is a key agenda that the TWG can in the interim 

focus on. There is a risk, that without a systematic joint monitoring of progress and, supporting departments 

to fix gaps, persisting gaps will still affect future migration data or profile. If the TWG activity fizzles out 

completely (especially now with the finalization of the Migration Policy), then sustainability will be greatly 

compromised, and a subsequent profile compilation may not even become a reality.  

Going by the most current state of play especially regarding the little TWG activity in the post migration 

policy period , the relatively limited awareness of the Profile and, its modest use so far as indicated by key 

informants and the user survey, the evaluation proffers a “Very Good” rather than “excellent” score on this 

criterion. It should be noted that a ‘Very Good’ score is still a positive  performance but with some remaining 

room for improvement. A very good score is motivated by the fact that immediately after the Profile, the 

TWG still continued to meet only with a different but related agenda on the table-the Migration Policy. The 

policy covered some aspects of migration data and so it can be argued the data question was not entirely 

lost. Interviewed TWG and more especially the co-chairs appeared alive to the fact that the TWG still had 

some work to do and that it was not to be dissolved as directed by the minister of Home Affairs in his speech 

during the Profile launch. However, with the policy also finalized, there is a risk for the TWG to disperse and 

the data agenda forgotten. There is more that IOM Zambia can do towards these two aspects. It is in the best 

interest of the organization to use current initiatives to enhance some form of continuity. A positive aspect 

observed throughout the evaluation process is the commitment, availability and willingness of TWG to 
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continue this work. The TWG has two very committed co-chairs who were clear in interviews that they would 

not wish to see all the hard work done lead to minimal results.  

IOM Zambia has an opportunity to tap on this goodwill and provide some motivation for some TWG activity. 

One other practical step is to ensure that the profile is visible on the key departments’ websites especially 

ZamStats and Immigration. Many people looking for Zambia migration data will unlikely visit the IOM 

website. They will likely go to Immigration and/or ZamStats and thus these are very strategic outlets. This 

needs a mere follow up. As an example, the evaluator upon enquiry on this with ZamStats, it was found that 

uploading had just been forgotten and all it took was a simple reminder and follow up. In a few days, the 

Profile was uploaded and is now live on the Zambian Immigration website and ZamStats website. Perhaps, 

similar follow up with all the other ministries that have a publications or Resources webpage; universities 

and other research institutions can make this document much more visible and available to a wider audience, 

potentially leading to its greater utility.   

Below is a collection of select key informants’ statements during discussion on sustainability.  

“Not knowing the content of the Profile could hinder its utilization. At government department level I am 

not sure there’s enough sensitization” ZamStats official  

“The document was not officially submitted to our ministry leaders. You need to put a package of copies and 

address them to the minister or Permanent Secretary, that way it gets into the official ministry channel. 

Right now, the copies we have are those I received as a participant...i shared with a few colleagues and I still 

have my copy” TWG member  

“We shouldn’t lose the momentum. We should ensure that we have periodic reviews…as a chair I can tell 

you that I don’t want what we have developed to gather dust” TWG Chair  

“What could hinder greater use of the profile is if there is no coordination among departments, as that will 

hinder sharing of info” TWG member  

“If a particular [data] need is not covered by the migration profile, it may hinder its utilization” TWG 

member  

“Sustainability could be affected if there’s no emphasis from senior leaders on [migration data] need” Core 

Team member  

Sustainability may be hindered if we are not engaging regularly over it [the migration profile]” TWG 

member  

“To increase utility, academic institutions need to be more involved” IOM official  

 

4.7. Appropriateness of Design and Crosscutting issues  
 

                                       Evaluator Rating on project Performance against Criteria:  

 

Under this special criterion, the evaluation assessed the quality and clarity of the project’s theory of change, 

the vertical and horizontal logic, as well as the mainstreaming of gender and human rights in the project 

design, implementation and management as well as in monitoring and evaluation. Starting with the latter 

(gender and human rights), the evaluation finds a sense of intentionality to highlight gender aspects 

especially. Starting from the project design document, there is a specific mention of gender (the proposal) in 

terms of “collection of sex- and age-disaggregated data and the gender analysis of migration data”.  

The proposal is also clear that the intention of collecting gendered migration data is to “enable the design of 

gender-sensitive migration policies and planning”. It also identifies SDG5 on gender equality as one that a 

Excellent 

https://www.zambiaimmigration.gov.zm/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Zambia-Migration-Profile-2019.pdf
https://www.zamstats.gov.zm/phocadownload/Demography/Migration%20Profile%20Zambia%202019.pdf
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gendered migration profile will be contributing to “given that the project will ensure that the gender 

dimensions of migration are reflected across the project”. It also envisaged a gender balanced TWG, which 

would also have representation from the Ministry responsible for Gender Affairs in the country. Finally, the 

final product was expected to be gender mainstreamed. For these, the evaluation finds a reasonable sense 

of sensitivity and intentionality to gender at the design stage. Several challenges were however encountered 

in implementation. First, available primary data was not always disaggregated and thus it limited how much 

sex and age disaggregation was possible. Secondly, the project had no control over who could be appointed 

to the TWG. Appointments were made on the basis of role or expertise rather than to achieve a gender 

balance. Nevertheless, records show a nearly 50:50 male, female ratio (20 males, 19 female) in TWG 

membership and, 9 females to 4 males in the core team.   

As much as possible, data in the migration profile is disaggregated by sex, age but also by 

nationality/migratory status. Another way gender was mainstreamed was to have the Ministry of Gender 

participate in the TWG. They ensured that a gender perspective was always considered in discussions and in 

the Profile. In reporting, IOM progress reports show consistent data disaggregation. At project evaluation 

stage, the evaluator considered a nearly equal gender representation in sampled key informants though this 

was affected to some extent by individual availability and how the TWG itself looked like.  

In some of the workshops that happened out of Lusaka, the capital city, the project was able to spend funds 

to accommodate a TWG member who had an infant. They were able to cater for a nanny to accompany the 

official. This was a practical response to a practical gender need. In summary, the evaluation finds that 

gender was thought of throughout. In most cases however, this was limited to the disaggregation of data.  

On human rights-based approach, IOM proposals and reports provide very little to no information on how 
this was emphasized. There is however a reasonable inclusion of the rights language in the Migration 
profile itself indicating that it was a topical issue. For example, under the recommendation on 
mainstreaming migration into development policies, the Profile states that: 
 

“Government should pursue dialogues and agreements with other countries that promote well-
managed labour mobility and skills exchange while taking a rights-based approach”. 

 
Under section A.16 on migrant children, the profile records the following, 
 

“Migrant children, as a distinct group with rights and needs that are not 
always covered by the categories of “child” or “migrant” alone, are all but 
invisible in data and policy approaches in Zambia at the current time” 

 
Section A.18 on internal displacements says, 

“Government of Zambia developed the Guidelines for the Compensation and Resettlement of 
Internally Displaced Persons that are intended to provide a mechanism for 
responding to the needs of IDPs. The guidelines identify rights and guarantees 
that are relevant to the protection of persons affected by internal displacement, 
including provisions for their protection and assistance during times of 
displacement, as well as during return, resettlement and/or reintegration” 

 
Similar references are included under, 

• Sections B.4.1(Social integration);  

• Section B.5(Migration and Gender),  

• B.6 is specifically addressing Human rights and migrant protection  

• Many references under Section C while discussing national, regional and global policy and 
legislative frameworks  
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The Migration Profile is laden with language and references to key human rights instruments at national, 
regional and global level that Zambia ascribes to. This indicates that human rights were given due 
consideration by the drafters.  
 
Now to the former aspect: clarity and quality of theory of change. The project design lacked an explicit theory 
of change. There is however implicit theory that can be deduced from the project’s results matrix and from 
the project background and justification chapter in the proposal. The framing and selection of results 
statements (overall objective, outcome and outputs) is clear. Interviews with staff who regularly used the 
results matrix indicated a great level of clarity and ease of interpretation of both vertical and horizontal 
logic. All staff indicated that it was easy to understand and interpret indicators. The matrix was also not 
unnecessarily heavy with multiple outcomes, indicators and activities, this being a fairly straight forward 
intervention.   
 
The design consolidated all outputs into one outcome which speaks of an improvement in institutional 
performance in terms of “government and stakeholders making use of migration profile data for planning 
and policy making”. This alludes to government and stakeholders having developed the practice of evidence-
based planning and decision making. Perhaps an improvement that could be made in future similar designs, 
is to also make use of qualitative indicators. This project’s design used mostly quantitative indicators. While 
quantitative indicators are easier and sometimes less costly to track, they are unable to provide insight and 
exploratory details that qualitative indicators produce.  
 
For example, under the outcome indicator, beyond counting the number of departments that report to be 
using the migration profile data, a qualitative indicator that profiles the conditions observed in such 
departments, that provide information or what drives or hinders utilization could have been value adding. 
An example of such an indicator could be “perceptions on quality of the migration profile among surveyed 
officials in departments that have utilized and those not utilized”.  In analysing data emanating from such an 
enquiry, we can elucidate what qualities officials or departments possess that seem to enable the culture of 
utilization and vice versa.  
 
The choice to use qualitative indicators for a project such as this should however be made wisely. A balance 
between qualitative and quantitative is the ideal situation. Cost, time and expertise availability are three key 
factors to consider. If a qualitative indicator requires a frequent survey or some fairly complex measurement 
every time reporting is needed, it may become an unrealistic venture. The evaluation recommends such 
qualitative indicators be pegged at higher results level such as outcomes and the overall objective, so that 
their measurement is done only once or twice  during the project life, such as in baseline and at the expost 
or, during mid term review and in expost evaluation. It is easier to consolidate several surveys in an evaluation 
exercise than having them conducted in the regular monitoring exercises.  
 
In terms of the implementation approach, there is a general consensus among all key informants that, having 
the work mostly performed by government officials, with support from IOM to be the right way to do it as a 
capacity strengthening measure, but also to ingrain ownership. Interview with IOM Regional Policy and 
Liaison Officer also confirmed the Zambia approach to have been the “right approach” that operationalizes 
Migration Profiles claim, that they are “government owned” and “government driven” processes. Unlike in 
other jurisdictions where an IOM hired consultant does all the data collection and compilation, Zambia’s 
profile was developed by a core team made of experts from ZamStats and Department of Immigration, IOM 
Zambia and a local IOM consultant. It was a joint effort, a participatory process and a genuinely government 
owned and driven process.  
 
A high sense of pride and ownership was apparent throughout as the evaluator conducted interviews. The 
advantages that such a process brings include: 

a) Officials get empowered as doing it practically is a capacity building venture. This capacity remains 
in government and can be used again to update the profile. 

b) As it is government officials requesting data from different ministries, it is easier to acquire such data. 
Ministries are comfortable sharing data with fellow ministries than to a non-government 
representative.  
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c) Local experts have better knowledge of the context and may be able to navigate the government 
system more efficiently than an external consultant or organization. 

d) Officials may have capacity to summon other non-traditional migration ministries to contribute to 
the process than an external entity would. 

e) As in some quarters, migration is a sensitive political and/or security issue, allowing a truly 
government led process can help eliminate possible unnecessary conflicts that may affect utility of 
the document if it sees the light of day. 

f) There is much greater ownership and that can increase chances of data being used for planning and 
policy development. In Zambia, the profile immediately used to develop a migration policy.  

g) It is relatively more cost efficient especially where external consultants’ fees is quite high. 
h) It is like a self-audit. It allows institutions to self-evaluate their own data capacities and practices. 
 

 
There are also a number of disadvantages to be aware of: 
 

a) As officials have full time jobs, there will likely be other tasks competing for their time. The process 
can therefore take longer than if an individual consultant was collecting data and doing the 
compilation. In project design, adequate time must be allocated for the development phase. 

b) Local expertise may possess some biases or prejudices emanating from the way migration is 
perceived in the country. A negative migration sentiment in the country can easily find a place in the 
profile document if those developing it were already highly prejudiced. A control measure is to have 
IOM and other organizations like civil society organizations involved so that all perspectives are 
captured.  

c) Local expertise may lack knowledge and exposure on standards and best practices elsewhere. A very 
well experienced international consultant can bring that international outlook. To manage this, IOM 
and its specialized units such as the Global Migration Data Analysis Centre (GMDAC) should as much 
as possible play that role by providing ongoing technical support and guidance.  

 

5.0. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

5.1. Conclusions 
 

The year 2018 and 2019 was a data moment for Zambia. The migration profile triggered a number of other 

processes such as the inclusion of more questions on migration in the upcoming national population and 

housing census; inclusion of a migration questions in the labour force survey; the explicit mention of 

migration statistics as one of vital statistics that can be collected in the new Statistics Act and the Migration 

Governance Indicators assessment. IOM promotes migration profiles as foundational processes for evidence-

based policy development, planning and decision making. A Profile is not a successful process if it doesn’t 

influence any of the above. For Zambia, this success came relatively fast: the profile led to a Migration Policy 

which is now awaiting cabinet approval.  

This project has all the hallmarks of a successful project. From the simple and clear design, to timely delivery 

and a successful launch of a profile that influenced a few but important processes. Additionally, it was 

successful because it operationalized a truly government owned and led process, that has had the effect of 

entrenching a high sense of ownership of the final product. It is safe to say that so far, the Profile has not 

gone to the shelves yet. There is however a risk, that as the years go by, the relevance and utility will dwindle. 

There is a significant cross section of the Zambian society that is still unaware of the existence of the 

migration profile and this notion is supported by a significant number of evaluation participants. There exists 

a great opportunity to mobilize the academic and research community. Civil Society Organizations also 

present another key front.    

A similar risk can also be said of the coordinating structure that brought it forth. During the Profile launch a 

pronouncement was made by the Minister of Home Affairs that the TWG should not be dismantled but 
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continue. TWG members appeared alive to this and so the good will still exists to tap on. The terms of 

reference may however need to be revised and new meeting frequency agreed upon so that the team can 

start addressing gaps identified earlier and, slowly start building momentum for the next generation of the 

Profile.  

 

5.2. Recommendations 
 

A. Dissemination: The Profile has had some effect already, but its potential is far greater and there is room 

to expand its utility especially outside government such as in research, academia and advocacy circles. 

Dissemination is not an event; it is a continuous activity and IOM Zambia could consider the following 

simplistic but far-reaching actions to increase the Profile’s circulation. 

a) Follow up to ensure the Profile is posted on key websites and ramp up its online presence: 

Immigration Department website; ZamStats; Ministry of labour, university websites or libraries 

and any other publications repositories in Zambia.  

b) Official dissemination/distribution to ministry headquarters: Key informants indicated that even 

within ministries there were many officials who were not yet aware of the document. They advise 

the best way to distribute is to pack and address the package to the Minister or Permanent 

Secretary. This way it is deemed to have been officially availed and will likely get to be distributed 

within the ministries departments and levels. This can be done via the TWG co-chairs.  

c) Consider presentations at universities and related institutions: The academic community can be 

key consumers of the Migration Profile as it is packaged in a manner that resonates with 

academia and research. Some academia representatives were also involved in its development. 

IOM can play a role in disseminating copies (soft or hard) to other universities around the country 

and perhaps work with them to organize talks, presentations, webinars and the like where 

possible.  University libraries can be key centres for dissemination as this profile has potential to 

influence interest in migration studies.  

d) Reconsider the branding: This recommendation is for the next generation of the profile. Several 

key informants though happy with the content of the profile, felt that the layout and design could 

have captured more Zambian recognized colours just as most other Zambian government 

documents. Some pointed out that they did not get a preview of the document after IOM led 

design and layout process. At first glance the document appears to be an IOM publication. In 

future to have it resonate more with the public and identify it as a government related 

publication, it is advisable that the profile does not entirely use IOM colours, but also incorporate 

Zambian flag scheme of colours. An example IOM can learn from is the DHS reports which though 

also sponsored by external organizations, incorporates elements of the Zambian official colours. 

 

B. Continued structured engagement, dialogue and action on migration data: There is need to keep the 

momentum. The profile identified quite a few systemic gaps in migration data generation, analysis, 

reporting and sharing that need a structure to continue following up and seeking solutions to, so that the 

next Profile can have greater data reliability and validity. The following are some actions recommended 

for IOM Zambia mission. 

e) Reach out to TWG through the Co-chairs and motivate post profile continuity: IOM can motivate 

the chairs to re-call the TWG for a meeting to specifically look at the post profile activities and to 

review the results achieved so far-in relation to recommendations outlined in the document 

itself. This meeting can also review the progress made on the recommendations contained in the 

Profile. A key action point from that discussion could be formation of a small team to revise the 

TWG’s TOR in view of the new responsibilities. The new TOR should outline new interim 

mandate, frequency of meeting (which should be less frequent like once per quarter or 

biannually. The frequency can then be increased towards the next Profile update). This half or 

one day meeting does not need to be costly as it can be hosted at one of the ministries board 

https://dhsprogram.com/publications/publication-fr361-dhs-final-reports.cfm?cssearch=301979_1
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rooms or at IOM offices. IOM still has a mobilizing role to play, and stakeholders look to IOM for 

guidance.  Continued operation of the TWG is pivotal for sustainability and continued success.  

f) Resource mobilization for improving migration statistics: From the evaluation, it is clear that 

availability of modern ICT for easier, faster and more accurate data capture, analysis and storage 

is still a key gap. For example, for ZamStats to effectively digitize its Labour Force Surveys they 

needed 100 tablets but IOM at the time was only able to provide 25 under this project. Only 34 

out 98 immigration department stations have ZIMS capability, because the rest lack basic ICT 

equipment, internet coverage or electricity. Besides, more officials especially those on the 

frontlines need training on quality migration data capture. These are interventions that require 

support and it is a challenge for IOM Zambia to continue efforts at mobilizing resources to 

leverage government initiatives.  

6.0 Annexes 

 

6.1. Evaluation terms of reference 

 
TERMS OF REFERENCE (ToR) 

FOR AN  
INTERNAL EX-POST EVALUATION 

OF THE MIGRATION PROFILE PROJECT 
 

Project Identification: Project Code:  ZM10P0004/PR.0216 

Executing Organization: International Organization for Migration (IOM) 

Project Management Site 
and Relevant Regional Office 

Management Site:  Zambia-CO-Lusaka-ZM10 
Regional Office:  RO Pretoria  

Project Period and Overall 
Duration: 

 
24 months (01-12-2017 - 30-11-2019) 

Geographical Coverage: Zambia 

Project Beneficiaries: The Government of the Republic of Zambia, including Ministry of National 
Development Planning (including Central Statistics Office), Ministry of Home 
Affairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Labour and Social Security, national 
research institutions, among others. 

Project Partner(s): The Government of the Republic of Zambia, including Ministry of National Planning 
(including Zambia Statistics Agency), Ministry of Home Affairs, Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, Ministry of Labour and Social Security, national research institutions, 
among others. 

Total Funding: USD 110,000 

 
1. BACKGROUND OF THE PROJECT/PROGRAMME 
 
Improving migration management at a national level has been identified as a priority for the Government of 
Zambia. This is in consideration of the migration dynamics in the country, region and indeed globally, which 
have become increasingly complex coupled with inadequate migration data and analysis on which to base 
policy formulation and planning.  The Government of the Republic of Zambia (GRZ) requested the assistance 
of the International Organization for Migration (IOM) to strengthen its capacity to collect, analyse and utilize 
migration data, and ultimately to prepare a Migration Profile.    
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IOM Zambia provided support to GRZ to have access to and utilize an increased level of reliable data on 
migration with funding from the IOM’s Development Fund (IDF). In phase I of the Migration Profile Project, 
a migration data assessment was conducted in 2017 which highlighted data ability, data gaps and 
recommendations. The assessment fed into the development of a full migration profile. Ultimately in the 
follow-up Phase II of the project, a full migration profile was developed and launched in 2019. In Phase II, the 
project also supported the Zambia Statistics Agency (ZamStats) the Ministry of Home Affairs (in particular, 
the Department of Immigration) with strengthened systems to collect, analyze and utilize migration related 
data. 
 
The overall objective of Phase II of the project was to promote evidence-based policy making in Zambia and 
support the mainstreaming of migration data into migration and related policymaking and planning 
processes through the development of a National Migration Profile. Phase II also supported government key 
line ministries for improved availability of migration data, which can be periodically updated. Building on 
Phase I of the project, which provided government and partners with a greater understanding of the current 
migration data situation in the country, as well as recommendations and skills building for the collection, 
analysis, and dissemination of migration data. 
 
In order to become a truly effective policymaking and planning tool, as well as to ensure sustainability, the 
Migration Profile is a government owned document. An inter-ministerial Technical Working Group was 
formed in the first phase of the project. The TWG continued to contribute through Phase II. The TWG is jointly 
chaired by the Ministry of Home Affairs (Immigration Department) and the Zambia Statistics Agency 
(ZamStats), but also includes Ministry of Labour and Social Security, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of 
National Planning, Ministry of health and Ministry of Gender (among others). 
 
The Technical Working Group received further training under this project to strengthen their capacity to 
collect and utilize migration data, as well as to ensure that the Migration Profile is kept up to date. The 
training was conducted with the support of the IOM Global Migration Data Analysis Centre (GMDAC); this 
training was utilized to establish procedures for data in the Migration Profile to be updated over time.  
 
The project is relevant to a broad range of Sustainable Development Goals given that it considers issues that 
cut across the spectrum or areas that relate to migration and development. Linkages include, but are not 
limited to: SDG5 on gender equality, given that the project will ensure that the gender dimensions of 
migration are reflected across the project, including in the Migration Profile and training, to enable them to 
be considered appropriately in planning and policy making; SDG 8 on sustainable economic growth and 
decent work, due to linkages with labour migration; SDG 10 on reducing inequalities, particularly target 7 on 
facilitation of orderly, safe , regular and responsible migration and mobility of people, including through 
implementation of planned and well-managed migration policies. This is the most direct linkage to the SDGs; 
SDG 16 relating to peaceful and inclusive societies is also relevant due to issues of migrants’ rights, tolerance 
and protection. Finally, SDG 17, target 18 on capacity building to increase the availability of high-quality, 
timely and reliable data disaggregated, among other things, by migratory status, has a very direct linkage to 
all aspects of this project.   
 
2. OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION 
 
The overall objective of this evaluation is to better understand the effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of 
the project, along with its impact on beneficiaries, coherence and sustainability prospects. The evaluation 
aim to provide recommendations for implementation of future similar projects and identify other 
complementary/additional priority areas for IOM interventions.  
 
3.  EVALUATION CRITERIA 
The evaluation will use the OECD-DAC criteria of relevance, coherence, impact, effectiveness, efficiency, and 
sustainability as well as cross-cutting issues of gender and human rights. Also, in terms of gender, all findings 
will be disaggregated by sex (as relevant and to the extent possible) and analysed and reported on 
accordingly.  
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Following the OECD-DAC12 evaluation criteria the evaluation will assess specific select questions as indicated 
below;   
 
b) Relevance 

✓ Was the project responsive to the needs and priorities of the Government of the Republic of Zambia 
at the time of the project design and during implementation? 

✓ Were the primary stakeholders involved in the conception and design of the project?  
✓ To what extent was evidence and data used to justify the need and content of a migration profile for 

Zambia?  
g) Coherence 

✓ What, if any, is the added value of the project?  
✓ Were there any synergies and interlinkages between the project activities and other interventions 

carried out by the local institutions/government agencies/INGOs/NGOs and other actors 
implementing similar activities in the area? 
 

c)  Effectiveness 
✓ Are the quality and quantity of the produced results and outputs in accordance with the results 

matrix? What does indicator data tell us on the performance of the project?  
✓ Did the outputs/products contribute towards Outcome level results as envisaged in the project 

documents?  
 
d)  Efficiency 

✓ Were the project expenditures spent as planned?  
✓ To what extent were the needs and priorities of marginalized individuals/groups considered in the 

allocation and use of resources? 
✓ Were activities implemented in a timely manner as represented in the projects work plan? What 

factors enabled or hindered timely implementation?  
✓ Were challenges in project implementation identified and addressed swiftly and appropriately? 
✓ Were all appropriate stakeholders involved in the development of the migration profile? How was 

coordination done (internally) and externally and how did this contribute or hinder successful 
implementation of the project?  
 

e)  Impact 
✓ Do indicators show significant progress towards achieving the outcome level and contributing to the 

overall Objective? 
✓ What lasting changes has the project brought so far?  

 
f)  Sustainability 

✓ Did the project management put in place mechanisms to sustain the results from the project? 
✓ What measures have been taken by stakeholders to boost sustainability and ownership of the 

migration profile?  
✓ What is the level of awareness about the existence of the Migration Profile (MP) among interviewed 

stakeholders? What is their own assessment on the level of involvement in the MP development 
process?  

✓ What has the government and partners done in the last 12 months after the project ended that may 
indicate a sense of ownership ad continuity?  

 
g) Validity of design 

✓ Was the project design the most appropriate to enable effective project delivery, monitoring and 
evaluation?  

✓ Were results and indicators properly articulated in line with IOM/IDF projects guidance?  

 
12 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development-Development Assistance Committee 
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✓ Was the approach utilized to implement and manage the project the most appropriate for the 
nature of the project? What lessons can we learn from this process?  

✓ How did the project mainstream gender and human rights perspective in its design, implementation 
and monitoring? 

✓ Did the project produce any gender related output results (positive or negative)?  
✓ To what extent does the migration profile integrate gender and human rights perspectives?  
✓ What lessons have been learnt and what best practices if any can be cited from this project?  

 
4. METHODOLOGY  
 

This evaluation will draw on the following methods in gathering relevant data: 
 

D. Desk research 
Relevant documentation will be reviewed, including the project document (Migration Profile Project 
Proposal), implementation reports (monthly/quarterly), technical working group minutes, financial 
reports, Migration Related Data Assessment for the Development of a Migration Profile for Zambia, 
2017; Migration Profile for Zambia, 2019 and other relevant literature.  
 

E. Key informant interviews 
One-on-one interviews will be conducted with key stakeholders sampled from the list of members 
of the Technical Working Group (TWG) on Migration Data in Zambia as well as other stakeholders 
involved or consulted during or after the project. IOM staff who contributed to the implementation 
and management of the project will also be interviewed. The following criteria will be applied in 
identifying key informants: level of participation in project activities; possession of knowledge 
(including expert level knowledge on migration and/or migration profile development; availability on 
the evaluation dates; willingness (consent) to be interviewed for evaluation purposes; mix of 
government and non-government stakeholders and, gender representation.  
 

F. Online survey: In light of COVID 19 control measures, the evaluation will not undertake any group 
interviews or Focus Group Discussions.  Instead, an online self-administered questionnaire will be 
used to assess the level of use of the migration profile and another one amongst those trained by 
the project to assess the effect that training has had so far.  

 
5. REPORTING 
 
Following all desk and field research the draft report will be submitted to IDF, the Zambia country mission, 
regional office for Southern Africa and any other relevant stakeholders (if possible) for inputs and comments. 
The final report having considered received feedback and inputs will be submitted to IDF, the country mission 
and the regional office.  
 
6. EVALUATION TEAM AND COORDINATION  
 
This internal evaluation will be carried out by the Regional M&E Officer based for Southern Africa in his 
capacity as an internal independent evaluator. The evaluator coordinates with the Chief of Mission, Zambia 
country office, the respective project manager and staff at the country office. The in-country IOM team will 
provide logistical support including but not limited to arranging in country transport for the evaluator, 
facilitating appointments for interviews or discussions with key respondents and in providing inputs to the 
whole evaluation process. The RO Pretoria Regional Policy and Liaison Officer being the regional focal point 
for migration profiles will be involved in the evaluation and will provide technical inputs to evaluation overall 
methodology, tools and to the evaluation report. Similar inputs will be provided also by the IOM in-country 
team under the leadership of the Chief of Mission. The IOM Development Fund will also contribute to the 
evaluation process by providing input to the TOR and reviewing the draft evaluation report as well as 
certifying the final products.  
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7. RESOURCES AND TIMING 
 
The project will meet the costs of the evaluation including any field work. The proposed time for the 
evaluation is April-May 2021 with a final report expected in early June 2021.  
 
8. DELIVERABLES 
 

The evaluation main deliverables will be: 
1. A draft evaluation matrix (questions and sub questions, indicators and data sources), 
2. A draft evaluation report using the standard IOM Evaluation Report Format.  
3. A final report in the same format above incorporating feedback and comments received. 
4. Together with the final evaluation report a two-page Evaluation Brief using the IOM/IDF Evaluation 

Brief format  
5. Finally, the Evaluator should prepare a draft management response matrix by inserting the 

recommendations as well as an indicative timeframe or deadline for implementation, using the IOM 
template for management response. The Evaluation Manager will then be responsible for finalizing 
the matrix after the conclusion of the evaluation. 

 

All deliverables are to be written in English and meet good language standards. The final report should 
meet the standards laid out in the UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports.  

6.2. Evaluation matrix 
 

 

Criteria Main evaluation Question(s) Subquestions Indicators Data Source Method
To what extent was the project responsive to the needs and priorities of the 

Government of the Republic of Zambia at the time of the project design and 

during implementation?

How was the need/gap identified and who was involved?

Do stakeholders feel that this was a priority need and why? 

Did the need continue to be a priority throughout the implementation phase? 

List of key gaps/needs

Evidence of government request or buy in

Project stakeholders; 

Project staff; project 

documents

Interviews; project 

documents' review

What is the level of participation by  primary stakeholders  in the conception 

and design of the project? 

Who was consulted during inception and design stage? What role did specific stakeholders play? Enumeration of stakeholders engaged 

and roles each played  

Project stakeholders; 

Project staff; project 

documents

Interviews; project 

documents review

To what extent was evidence and data used to justify the need and content 

of a migration profile for Zambia? 

What documents or research is cited in the project's justification? Is cited evidence anecdotal or 

empirical? 

Specific references to evidence sources Project document Document review 

Design validity: To what extent was the project design and implementation 

approach appropriate?

What are the best practices in migration data initiatives? What models have been proven to work best in 

IOM contexts? 

Strengths and weaknesses of design and 

implementaion approach

Experts in government, 

IOM and other;

Published documents 

Key Informant 

Interviews; 

Literature review  

Design validity: To what extent were cross cutting themes integrated in 

design and implementation, and what outcomes if any have been realised? 

What specific gender and human rights considerations are enviaged in the project proposal and 

accompanying documents? How was gender and human rights equality practicaly applied in 

implementation, M&E and reporting? What results if any in gender and human rights can be attributed to 

the project? 

Both explicit and implicit gender and 

human rights references in project 

documents; list of actions taken to 

uphold gender and human rights; list of 

any gender/human rights results(+/-), 

intended or not 

Project stakeholders; 

Project staff; project 

documents

Interviews; project 

documents' review

What, if any, is the added value of the project? In the broad migration management continuum, what specific gap does the project fill? How was the 

project a best fit? 

An analysis of migration data a a key part 

of improved migration management

Experts in government, 

IOM and other;

Published documents 

Interviews and literature 

review 

Were there any synergies and interlinkages between the project activities 

and other interventions carried out by the local institutions/government 

agencies/INGOs/NGOs and other actors implementing similar activities in 

the area?

To what policies, strategies and frameworks does the project allign to at national, regional and global?; 

Who else is also involved in migration data and how did the project coordinate to avoid duplication? 

List of relevant policies, strategies, 

frameworks; list of other actors in 

migration data; evidence of coordination

Project stakeholders; 

IOM staff; project 

documents 

Key informant 

interviews; 

document review  

Are the quality and quantity of the produced results and outputs in 

accordance with the results matrix? What does indicator data tell us on the 

performance of the project? 

 How do stakeholders feel regarding the quality of final product and the process used? What is the 

perfomance level on each output area?

Stakeholder feedback; list of expected 

delliverables versus what was achieved

Project stakeholders; 

IOM staff; project 

documents 

Key informant 

interviews; online 

survey; document review 

Did the outputs/products contribute towards Outcome level results as 

envisaged in the project documents? 

What higher level changes have been observed or can be observed during the evaluation process? How do 

we know it is because of the project? 

Reported or direct observations pointing 

to improved practices, chaaged attitudes 

and behaviors or, institutional 

perfomance

Project stakeholders; 

document/literature 

review

Direct observations 

during interviews; 

document review; key 

informant interviews

What is the project's perfomance relative to the time and resources 

available? 

Were the project expenditures spent as planned? Were activities implemented in a timely manner as 

represented in the projects work plan? What factors enabled or hindered timely implementation? 

Acceptable final burn rate and timely 

project delivery; appropriate justification 

for any delays;  list of enabling and 

hindering factors

IOM staff; project 

documents

Key informat interviews; 

document review 

To what extent were the needs and priorities of marginalized 

individuals/groups considered in the allocation and use of resources?

Were any marginalized individuals/groups identified?; Did resource allocation take into consideration any 

affirmative actions? 

List of identified marginalized/vulernable 

individuals or groups; evidence of 

intentionality to equitable resource 

allocation

IOM staff; project 

stakeholders; project 

documents

Key informat interviews; 

document review 

What does the evaluation show about the strengths and weaknesses of the 

project's internal project management and coordination processess?  

 How was coordination done (internally) and externally and how did this contribute or hinder successful 

implementation of the project? What do stakeholders feel about the quality of IOM's coordination? Did 

the project management pay attention to all aspects of project management(strategic & operational 

planning, monitoring & control, reflection & learning, reporting & accounatbility; people & resources 

management; communication & information sharing; documentation and knowledge mangement  etc); 

were challenges in project implementation identified and addressed swiftly and appropriately? How is 

IOM Zambia leveraging current achievements in its other initiatives? 

An analysis of compliance with IOM 

processes, policies and procedures, best 

practices and industry standards; 

feedback from stakeholders on IOM 

coordination and communication and 

professionalism

IOM staff; project 

stakeholders; project 

and IOM documents

Key informat interviews; 

document review 

Do indicators show significant progress towards achieving the outcome 

level and contributing to the overall Objective?

What lasting changes has the project brought so far? How do we know it is because of the project? Perceptions of impact on individuals, 

communities and institutions 

IOM staff; project 

stakeholders; project 

and IOM documents

Key informat interviews; 

document review 

What are the major factors influencing  the achievement of longterm 

results?  

What would hinder or facilitate optimal contribution to  higher level results? Perception of risks and enbaling factors 

that would ebale or hinder realization of  

results in the longrun

IOM staff; project 

stakeholders; project 

and IOM documents

Key informat interviews; 

document review 

What would have happened in the absence of this migration profile/data 

initiative? 

What would be the current status of affairs if this project weas not implemented? Perception on attribution of impacts to 

the project

IOM staff; project 

stakeholders; project 

and IOM documents

Key informat interviews

To what extent was a sustainability focus integral to the design and 

implementation of this project?  

Did the project management put in place mechanisms to sustain the results from the project? Are those 

mechanisms working? 

Evidence that the profile is being used; 

institutional arranegments created during 

the project are still active; stakeholder 

initiatives e.g. resource allocation; 

IOM staff; project 

stakeholders; project 

and IOM documents

Key informat interviews; 

document review 

Looking at the time between project closure and this evaluation, does the 

post project actions by stakehoders indicate some acceptable level of 

ownership and continuity? 

What is the level of awareness on the migration profile amongst stakeholders? What proportion of 

stakeholders report to have used the profile? Is there evidence of plans to update the profile on time? 

Availability of MP copies; utility of the 

profile amongst sampled stakeholders; 

evidence of plans to continue 

dissemination and update profile

IOM staff; project 

stakeholders; project 

and IOM documents

Key informat interviews; 

document review 

Zambia Migration Profile porject expost evaluation. Evaluation Matrix 

Sustainability 

Relevance 

Impact

Coherence

Effectiveness

Efficiency 
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6.3. List of documents reviewed 
 

1. IOM Zambia Project Proposal on the Migration Profile. Submitted to IOM Development Fund (IDF) 

2. IOM Zambia Progress Reports on the Migration Profile project submitted to IDF 

3. IOM Zambia Final Project Narrative and Financial Reports submitted to IDF 

4. Zambia Migration Profile document 

5. Zambia Migration Profile Policy Brief 

6. Tool for Updating Zambia Migration Profile 

7. Zambia Migration Profile Launch event report  

8. Migration Profile Training Workshop Report 

9. Report of the Migration Zambia Profile Consultative and Validation Meeting 

10. Reports of the Migration Profile Writing and Final Review Workshops  

11. Zambia Statistics Act (2018) 

12. Zambia Draft National Migration Policy  

13. Zambia 7th National Development Plan 

14. Zambia 2018 Demographic and Health Survey (DHS)  

15. Zambia 2010 Population and Housing Census  

 

6.4. List of persons interviewed or consulted 
 

 MINISTRY/DEPARTMENT/ 
ORGANISATION 

NAME AND TITLE OF KEY INFORMANT GENDER  
(11F,17

M) 

1.  National Registration, Passport 
and Citizenship department 

Mr. Chrispine Kaluba, ICT Officer  M 

2.  National HIV/AIDs/STI/TB 
Council (NAC) 

Mrs Ellen Mubanga, Public-Private Sector Coordinator F 

3.  Office of the Commissioner for 
Refugees (COR) 

Ms Chomwa Chomwa, Senior Legal Advisor  F 

4.  Ministry of Community 
Development and Social 
Services  

Mrs Nomsisi Wonani, Social Welfare Officer (Desk Officer for 
Human Trafficking) 

F 

5.  Bank of Zambia  Dr. Francis Muma, Senior Economist, e-Balance of Payments  M 

6.  ZamStats  Ms Harriet Zimbizi, Senior Demographer (Focal Point for 
Migration Statistics) 

F 

7.  ZamStats  Mr Francis Mwinsa, Demographer (Previously at Labour 
ministry) 

M 

8.  ZamStats  Mr Joshua Siuluta, Demographer M 

9.  ZamStats  Mr Gerson Banda, Principal Statistician M 

10.  Zambia Correctional Service 
(ZCS) 

Mr. Paul Chabala, Superintendent. In Charge Mpika 
Correctional Centre 

M 

11.  Department of Immigration  Dr. Japhet Lishomwa, Deputy Director General (HR and 
Admin)-TWG Co-Chair 

M 

12.  Department of Immigration  Ms Mubanda Chileshe, Head, Research and Planning  F 

13.  Department of Immigration  Mr. Zulu, IT Head M 

14.  Department of Immigration Mr Iven Simakoloyi, Kambombo Border Control M 

15.  Department of Immigration Mr Willy Sichinga, Chembe Border Control  M 

16.  Zambia Police  Ms. Brenda Chembe, Senior Investigation officer. Anti-
Trafficking Unit 

F 

17.  Department of Immigration Mr. Wellington Lubinda, Research and Planning Officer  M 

18.  Ministry of Gender  Mr. Ernest Lungu, Assistant Director Gender Rights 
Protection Department  

M 

19.  Ministry of Finance  Ms. Tebokho Suuya, Economist  F 
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20.  Ministry of Finance Mr Lwelele Chipili, Economist M 

21.  Cabinet Office, 
Decentralisation Secretariat 

Mr. Iven Sikanyiti, Deputy Director (formerly Director of 
Social Statistics (ZamStats) & TWG Co-Chair) 

M 

22.  Radio Christian Voice  Ms. Michelo Hachizibe, Content Specialist  F 

23.  UNDP  Ms. Ceri Davis, Program Officer  F 

24.  UNHCR Zambia Mr. Collins Sakala, Protection Field Monitor  M 

25.  IOM Zambia Ms Nomagugu Ncube, Chief of Mission  F 

26.  IOM Zambia Mr Hussen Chanda, Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and 
Reporting Assistant (Migration Profile Consultant) 

M 

27.  IOM Zambia   Ms Ngandwe Chibuye, Data Management Assistant   F 

28.  IOM Regional office Mr Wonesai Sithole, RPLO M 

 Online Survey  Migration Profile user Survey responses (10 M, 10F) 

 

6.5. Data collection instruments 
 

ZAMBIA MIGRATION PROFILE(MP) PROJECT EVALUATION (PR.0216) 
KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW GUIDE (TWG, MINISTRY FOCAL PERSONS, STAKEHOLDER REPS) 

Opening: Start by introducing yourself to the respondent and thank him/her for sparing time to speak to IOM. Explain the purpose of the evaluation, the 

rights that the participant has, the confidentiality and anonymity in handling data and encourage participant to be brief yet concise.   The questions 

contained here are simply a guide to guide the discussion. Depending on the respondent you may not necessarily ask all the questions and/or you may need 

to ask more follow up questions not contained in this guide. The discussion will take approximately 30-45 mins. 

 GUIDING QUESTION(S) NOTE TO INTERVIEWER 

1.  Could you briefly describe what you do? (In relation to migration 
management or migration data or migration policy-in the country?) 

These questions are a kind of ice breaker 
questions to start a conversation and 
familiarize with each other (may or may 
not be asked, depending on the context)  

2.  When did you first start working with IOM on the migration data 
project?   

 Relevance 

3.  What in your opinion was the problem/gap that this initiative sought 
to fill? From your perspective, was it a major issue warranting IOM’s 
and GRZ’s intervention? Briefly explain your answer.   

Probe to find out about respondents’ 
perception of need/value for intervening 
in migration data  

4.  From what you know, how was the focus on migration data identified? 
To what extent were you involved in conceptualizing the project? Even 
if you were not, were other stakeholders involved in this?  

Probe to specify stakeholders and to see 
if the GRZ felt this was a priority need 
that needed to be addressed and they 
provided input into how the project 
would look like.  

5.  Considering the data gap we have so far discussed about, to what 
extent has the IOM/IDF funded project helped address the problem? 
What aspects has the project not touched yet?  

This is meant to assess whether 
respondent feels that the project could 
have been designed differently. These 
are ideas for future similar projects.  

6.  What aspects of the project do you feel were implemented properly (if 
any) and which ones do you think IOM project did not fully 
address(quantity) or did not address well(quality) (if any)?  

Probe to understand the project 
components/activities that respondent 
celebrates most and those they feel 
could have been done better. This is 
useful feedback however flattery or 
harsh it may be 

7.  As an active participant in the MP processes, briefly explain to me how 
crosscutting themes especially gender and human rights were 
considered?  

Probing needed to unearth specifics 

 Coherence 

8.  To what extent were the key stakeholders involved in implementing 
the project? Do you feel as a key stakeholder you were optimally 
involved?  How could this have been improved?  

Do they feel all relevant stakeholders 
were involved fully, are there some key 
stakeholders whom they feel were 
omitted? 
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9.  To what extent does this intervention fit within the government 
priorities in migration management?  

Probe for specifics 

10.  To what specific Zambian policies, legislations or strategies does this 
intervention contribute to if any?  

Probe for specifics 

11.  In the context of this project, what is your assessment of the level and 
quality of coordination between IOM teams and the relevant 
government agencies?  

Probe to identify key strengths and what 
are the key weaknesses you can cite? 

12.  Which other organizations are also involved in migration data 
interventions in the country? To what extent was this work also 
coordinated with them? 
 
 

Look for specific names 

 Effectiveness 

13.  The main outcome of this project was to enable Government and 
other stakeholders’ access to and utilization of migration data for 
planning and policy making. To what extent do you feel that this has 
been achieved? 

Briefly explain answer. Probe for specific 
examples 

14.  Briefly comment on the quality of IOM’s technical assistance 
throughout this project. (coordination of the project, data collection 
and report compilation, trainings etc) 

Quality implies that support was 
adequate, effective in solving specific 
problem(s), delivered on time; 
professionally delivered, meets set 
standards. Can also defined as product 
or service being “fit for purpose”. Quality 
is perceptual, conditional, and 
somewhat subjective attribute, so we 
only need to feel the perception of this 
particular key informant 

 Efficiency 

15.   A totally government led/local expertise was chosen to lead the 
process as opposed to an external consultant collecting and compiling 
the data for the MP. From that experience what would you say are the 
merits and demerits of this approach?  

Probe for specifics e.g. did it increase 
consensus and validation, how about 
decision making, was it easier? Did it 
lead to faster or slower achievement of 
targets etc 

16.  What is your feedback on the quality of IOM’s coordination? What did 
IOM do well and what gaps should IOM be aware of in its coordination 
role? 

Both positive and feedback should be 
sought 

 Sustainability 

17.  Now we are going to look at the post MP launch period: to what 
extent do you agree or disagree with the following (use the separate 
worksheet provided) 

How much the doc is used will be used as 
a proxy to judge on sustainability so far  

18.  What has hindered or may hinder ministries or organizations from 
using the migration profile data? 

19.  In your perspective, how could the utility of the MP be maximised?  

 Impact 

20.  What according to you are the major results or improvements made 
so far that you can attribute to this project?  

Specifics with some examples where 
possible  

21.  In your opinion, what would have happened if this project had not 
been implemented? Anything significant the country would have 
missed?  

This question gauges the perceived value 
add/impact 

 

Closing statement: We have come to the end of this interview. I however welcome any other information that may be of useful for 

my evaluation. I also invite you to ask me any questions you may have on the IOM project, the evaluation or on any of the questions 

we have discussed. 
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ZAMBIA MIGRATION PROFILE POST PROJECT EVALUATION (PR.0216) 
KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW GUIDE (RELEVANT IOM CO + RO STAFF) 

Opening: Start by introducing yourself to the respondent and thank him/her for sparing time to speak to IOM. Explain the purpose of the evaluation.  The 

questions contained here are simply a guide to guide the discussion. Depending on the respondent you may not necessarily ask all the questions and/or you may 

need to ask more follow up questions not contained in this guide. The discussion will take approximately 30-45 mins. 

 GUIDING QUESTION(S) NOTE TO INTERVIEWER 

1.  From when did you start working in (or with) this project?  Find out exact role played e.g. 
planning, M&E, advisory, 
implementation etc.   

 Relevance  
2.  What in your opinion was the problem/gap that this initiative sought to fill? How was 

the need identified? Who was consulted? Briefly explain your answer.   

Probing to judge whether a 
participatory process was used, 
government owned  

3.  As an active participant in the project, briefly explain to me how crosscutting themes 
especially gender and human rights were considered in design, activity planning, 
implementation, and monitoring? 

Specific examples needed 

4.  As an implementor of the project, what is your assessment on the selection and 
framing of the vertical logic (objective, outcome, outputs, activities, inputs) results and 
indicators and on activities?  

Respondents share their 
experience not necessarily 
expertise 

5.  What is your assessment on the indicators? How easy or difficult were they to track, 
interpret etc?  

Probing needed to unearth 
specifics 

 Coherence 
6.  Apart from government agencies which other unique/strategic stakeholders were 

brought on board that you consider having been value adding to the MP process?   

Probe for a list of specific 
names  

7.  Which other organizations are also involved in migration data interventions in the 
country? To what extent was this work also coordinated with them, for example to 
avoid duplication of effort? 

Look for specific names 

8.  To which specific Zambian or regional or global policies, legislations or frameworks does 
this intervention directly contribute to if any? 

Make a list of national, 
regional and global 

 Effectiveness  
9.  The main outcome of this project was to enable Government and other stakeholders’ 

access to and utilization of migration data for planning and policy making. To what 
extent do you feel that this has been achieved? 

Briefly explain answer. Probe 
for specific examples, ask for 
evidence 

10.  On the overall what aspects do you regard to be the project’s biggest successes and 
which ones are the greatest failures? In your opinion, what may have led to this failure? 

Lookout for key celebrations 
and failures 

11.  You used a strong government led process to develop the MP. What are some of the 
advantages and disadvantages you encountered? 

List  

12.  What lessons did you learn that other projects/missions can benefit from? List  

 Efficiency  
13.  To what extent were project activities clear and feasible to implement within the 

allocated timeline and with the available funds? 

Assesses the design 

14.  For project staff: which other projects were you also coordinating alongside this? If 
other projects-in what ways did that affect this project’s delivery if at all?   

Assess whether workload was 
an issue? Affected delivery?  

 Sustainability   

15.  Now we are going to look at the post MP launch period: to what extent do you agree or 
disagree with the following statements (Use the separate worksheet provided) 

How much the doc is used will 
be used as a proxy to judge on 
sustainability so far  16.  What has hindered or may hinder ministries or organizations from using the migration 

profile data? 
17.  In your perspective, how could the utility of the MP be maximised?  
 Impact   

18.  What according to you are the major results achieved or improvements made so far 
that you can attribute to this project?  

Specifics with some examples 
where possible  

19.  What more (if any), remains to be done in relation to migration data generation and 
use in the country? 

As above 
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Zambia Migration Profile Online user survey 

The International Organisation for Migration would like to hear from you regarding the use of 

the Zambia Migration Profile document that you received!  The migration profile was launched 

on Tuesday 22 October 2019 at Taj Pamodzi Hotel Lusaka, Zambia. This short survey will give 

us an indication of how useful the document has been as well get your valuable feedback on 

how its utility can be increased. Take the survey and click the “submit” button. We will 

appreciate to hear from you by 21 April 2021. IOM thanks you in advance for your feedback! 

For any clarification contact rmutie@iom.int 

 

1. Name of department or organization where you work (optional)  
2. Your gender:   Male      Female       Prefer not to say 
3. Nature of my department or organization 

• Government ministry/department 

• Inter-governmental organization 

• International NGO 

• National/local NGO 

• United Nations agency 

• Community Based Organization/Interest group  

• Private Sector company 

• Media house  

• Academia 

• Donor  

• Embassy/High Commission  

• Faith institution (e.g. church, mosque etc)  

• Other (specify) 
4. Do you know where you can access a copy of the migration profile?  Yes     No  
5. Have you used the Migration Profile Report for any purpose since you received a copy?  

• Yes  (go to 6, 7 then 9-10)              

• No (skip to 8 then 9-10)  
6. (If yes) To what extent have you found the Migration Profile Report useful? 

• Very useful      

• Useful to some extent     

• Not useful at all   
7.  If you indicated to have used the Migration Profile, list below all the specific ways you have used it.  

8. (If no), the main reason I haven’t used it is because (tick all that apply)  
The quality of data is not reliable 

• The data presented is not up to date 

• The data I needed was missing 

• I haven’t had an opportunity or need to use it yet 

• I do not have a copy of the migration profile 

• The document is too technical for me 

• I do not like its presentation (layout, design, style etc)  

• Other (specify) 
9. What could hinder ministries/organizations from optimally using the Migration Profile?  
10.  Whether you have used the Profile or not, how likely are you to recommend it to a friend or colleague? 
                           Most likely                      Likely                          Not likely  
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