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Executive Summary

This evaluation examined the performance of the Regional Migration Program in Mesoamerica
(Mesoamerica program), implemented by the International Organization for Migration (IOM)
during FY 2015 and FY 2016. The Mesoamerica program is managed via Costa Rica and is
being implemented in Costa Rica as well as El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico,
Nicaragua, and Panama,; it has a combined FY 2015 and 2016 budget of $4,465,000.

The purpose of this evaluation is to identify program strengths and areas for improvement,
and to capture best practices, lessons learned, and actionable recommendations to inform the
regional migration management programming of the US Department of State Bureau for
Population, Refugees, and Migration (DoS/PRM) and IOM. This evaluation seeks to inform
the following evaluation questions:

1. To what extent are the Regional Migration Programs effective in building government
capacity to humanely manage migration and address the needs of vulnerable migrants?
a. To what extent is IOM responsive to feedback provided by beneficiaries including
government partners and migrants?

2. Towhat extent do the focus areas of the Regional Migration Programs indirectly or directly
contribute to strategic regional responses to irregular migration and vulnerable migrants?
a. Capacity building
Direct assistance to vulnerable migrants
Links to regional migration dialogues
IOM-UNHCR coordination
Emergency migration management

® oo o

This evaluation and accompanyingreporti s part of a wi der Regianhluat i on
Migration Programs, which includes a comprehensive desk review, an evaluation of the
Regional Migration Program in the Horn of Africa, and the development of several monitoring
tools to support PRMOs oversight and management

The methodology applied a combination of qualitative and quantitative methods, includes
review of project documents and literature and primary data collection in Costa Rica,
Guatemala, and Mexico. Primary data collection involved a range of methods, including
interviews with 131 different individuals. Finally, the evaluation team (ET) conducted an online
survey of IOM staff which was completed by 43 individuals.

A small number of evaluation constraints and limitations merit discussion. First, the ET did not
visit El Salvador, Honduras, Panama, or Nicaragua but did gather information from, most
notably, IOM staff members in these countries via remote interviews and an online survey.
Second, the evaluation was only able to consult a small number of migrants in the course of
this evaluation despite seeking them out. However, the focus of this program on government
and civil society I with only 2% of program resources going to direct assistance i means that
such a limitation is not particularly detrimental. Last, while the ET was able to draw upon IOM
monitoring data, such data under this program has not been collected consistently and was
only harmonized between the countries within the region in FY 2016.
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PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The Mesoamerica program addressed here is one of 10 regional migration management
programs within IOM supported by DoS/PRM. The program has been ongoing since 2010 and
is based on a core model developed by PRM with IOM. This model includes five pillars, the
final of which was added in FY 2016-17.

Capacity Building: Capacity-building is the most substantial component of the Mesoamerica
program and focuses on specific themes such as migrant children, psychosocial care,
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Intersex (LGBTI) migrants, and other issues at all
levels.

9 Direct Assistance to Vulnerable Migrants: This involves the provision of assistance to

migrants, including but not limited to information and referrals, temporary shelter, non-food
items (NFIs), health assistance, and the assisted voluntary return (AVR) of vulnerable
migrants.

1 Links to Regional Migration Dialogues: In the Mesoamerica program, IOM contributes
to regional migration dialogues by supporting the work of the Regional Conference on
Migration (RCM) and by arranging cross-border meetings.

1 IOM-UNHCR Coordination: This program promotes coordination among these agencies
and between IOM and other UN agencies. In practical terms, this involves referrals
between the two organizations as well as collaboration on shelter monitoring, capacity
building, cross-border meetings, and regional dialogues.

1 Emergency Migration Management: This pillar, added for FY 2016, increases
government capacity to anticipate migration crises and better respond to migration flows
through development of planning and response tools for humane responses to vulnerable
migrants in emergencies and crisis situations.

These pillars are intended to contribute to a broader capacity-building objective that will allow
governments in the region to individually and jointly tackle regional migration issues,
particularly among vulnerable migrants.

FINDINGS

Capacity Building

Capacity building is the centerpiece of this program and includes numerous valuable and
innovative elements, including e-learning and intensive courses (some of which result in
university certificates). Given the diversity of capacity building activities taking place under this
program, only a small number are specifically referenced in this executive summary.

The ET found that this program has contributed to changesing o v er n me n tattitadesd i ci al s
surrounding migration and a greater understanding of the diverse drivers of migration and the
vulnerability (including gender-based vulnerability) that many migrants face. However, actual
improvements in capabilities (technical skills) were slightly less evident. Governmental and

civil society stakeholders who had participatedinl OMés capacity building ac
to specify during interviews exactly what they could do i beyond engaging more
empathetically with migrantsi as a result of | OM trainings and v

monitoring data shows that, even if they did not gain new skills, many participants noted
gaining new information and knowledge through this program.
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The program has achieved some multiplier effects, by which we mean impacts that go beyond
the immediate results. In the case of this program, multiplier effects include the proliferation of
IOM-provided capacity building activities through onward training or the dissemination of
training materials such as presentations, manuals, and so on. For instance, the numerous
materials, including manuals, guidelines, and protocols developed under the Mesoamerica
program are regularly consulted by many migration stakeholders in the region who had never
participated in IOM workshops or trainings.

However, the ET found that the training-of-trainers (ToT) methodology is not presently having

the greatest possible results g i v e n, most notabl y nsatemat allowing ai nees
them to consistently replicate IOM trainings for their colleagues. Achieving a greater level of
sustainability will require far greater collaboration with civil service training academies, teacher

training institutions, human resource and training departments of ministries, police academies,

and others to ensure that migration-related information is incorporated into their routine

training and professional development processes. IOM management recognizes this need.

Direct Assistance to Vulnerable Migrants

Direct assistance remains very limited and is provided through a variety of mechanisms: the
assisted voluntary return (AVR) of migrants in difficult situations, ad hoc support (e.g., funding
for medical treatment) to individual cases of vulnerable migrants, financial support to shelters
(e.g., paying portions of staff salaries), Information Hubs (ventanillas) that provide information
services and referrals, and small-scale responses to emergency situations or sudden
migration flows.

With regards to specific forms of direct assistance, gaps were noted. For instance, support to
shelters often lasts only three to six months in most instances and includes a relatively small
number of shelters. In many cases, the Mesoamerica program funds staff at shelters that can
afford to cover them through other resources or who provide non-mission-critical services such
as recreation. AVR activities are likewise limited, benefiting just 66 migrants in FY 2015.
Responses to small-to-mid-scale migration emergencies are also rather sporadic but have
proven to be highly impactful. Most notably, IOM has helped migrants to understand the
benefits of accepting shelter, medical assistance, and other forms of support from the
authorities in the midst of disasters like Hurricane Otto in Costa Rica and amidst large flows
of Cuban, Haitian, and extra-continental migrants.

Some forms of direct assistance, particularly in the information and communications realm,
seemed to merit either substantial improvement or elimination. For instance, community
festivals require extensive effort but reach limited numbers of individuals and thus may not
pose a substantial r etime. likevase, Info@MidrsHubs sevup aldngne nt i n
migrant routes to provide information and referral services to migrants are reaching relatively
limited numbers of migrants i and do not necessarily have any means of targeting the most
vulnerable migrants at present. Only one of the eight (soon to be nine) existing hubs was
assisting more than one migrant per day on average, though IOM indicates that some hubs
had | arger numbers of Dbenefi ci ar irasingactvibtesbenef i t e

Regional Migration Dialogues

The Regional Conference on Migration (RCM) is guided by the member countries, but much
of the technical support and tangible activities and outputs have been produced under the IOM



Mesoamerica program. Without the Mesoamerica program, it is highly doubtful that the RCM

would be nearly as active or effective. The RCM sets priorities, and IOM follows through by

developing relevant workshops and materials. RCM patrticipants lauded the Mesoamerica

programbs contri bution to the RCMprogramidalniostengirelf ur t her
responsiblef or t he establ i s h mealNetwork ontMigrant Ghikid.s Regi on

Cross-border meetings, which also fall under this pillar, are a form of capacity building as well
as regional dialogue given that their discussions combine networking and the dissemination
of new information and tools regarding migration management and vulnerability. These are at
an initial stage in Mexico, where they have enabled officials to share contact details and better
under st and one an o ardas théysare faranorde maturerandenableofficials
to engage in closer coordination and collaboration.

IOM-UNHCR Coordination

Coordination between IOM and other UN agencies has been strong with regards to referrals,
information-sharing, capacity building, direct assistance (including shelter monitoring), and
regional or cross-border cooperation. De-confliction and referrals between IOM and UNHCR
appears to be strong throughout the region, with little dispute over screening or identification.
IOM has also very actively engaged UNHCR and other UN agencies in its work under the
Mesoamerica program. At the national and local levels, IOM has also actively included
UNHCR in all relevant program activities, particularly in trainings, workshops, and cross-
border meetings, either as a participant or as a speaker/trainer. In Mexico, IOM, UNHCR, the
ICRC, and other actors are jointly engaging in shelter monitoring. Beyond coordination, IOM
and UNHCR have actively support edthabaresoutlmedint her 6 s
the full report.

Emergency Migration Management

IOM has made some initial progress on the Migrants in Countries in Crisis (MICIC) Pillar, which
was added to the program at the encouragement of DoS/PRM in FY 2016. The one regional
MICIC workshop held thus far under the Mesoamerica program was valued by participants
with whom the ET spoke. This was particularly the case given that the MICIC workshop
occurred shortly following small-scale emergencies such as Hurricane Otto and the arrival of
large numbers of migrants from Cuba, Haiti, and elsewhere. MICIC is, however, just starting
to be implemented in the region and thus could not be evaluated to a great extent. In spite of
that, IOM noted that, thus far, some consular officials have acted on the MICIC training by
developing contingency procedures to implement in the event of a disaster or other
emergency. Much of the success of MICIC will be based on the forthcoming national
workshops, three of which are planned for each country during the remaining months of FY
2017.

RECOMMENDATIONS

While noting a wide range of strengths in this fundamentally impactful and well-managed
program, the ET also identified a range of potential areas for improvement. The full text of the
report lists broad-based recommendations, which are summarized below, in addition to nearly
20 specific suggestions for strengthening the program.



IOM should make strategic decisions about what to support in order to create space for
new or expanded activities related to emergency assistance, follow-on and refresher
trainings, expanded e-learning, the Migrant App, and more. In order to support these and
free up available human and financial resources, IOM should T building upon this
evaluation T engage in a strategic review of its current activities and their return on
investment. Some activities, particularly those which have a lower impact or which
governments can or should undertake, will likely need to be cut.

For each of the program components i particularly cross-border meetings, Information
Hubs, the Migrant App, and e-learning i chart a course that will ensure it is firmly
established and reaches a substantial number of migrants. This will require that IOM avoid
introducing new program components before past ones are reaching or nearing their full
potential.

During the end of Phase VII and Phase VI, IOM should develop a multi-year handover
strategy that would see government institutions, training bodies, universities, and others
gradually take over responsibility for the majority of IOM capacity building efforts in the
region. Under this strategy, IOM should focus more on quality assurance, research, and
innovation rather than on the direct implementation of capacity building activities.

IOM should develop and implement, beginning in Phase VIII or sooner, a strategy for
providing follow-on or refresher opportunities for past capacity building beneficiaries. For
instance, past training recipients may require short refresher trainings every six months or
so in order to help solidify information they received at the initial training; and those trained
in the past will need further instruction on more advanced topics. This strategy should,
wherever feasible, draw upon trained trainers, local CSOs, e-learning, and other
actors/platforms rather than solely upon IOM staff.

IOM should engage in a focused process of research on several issues related to this
program while leveraging internal M&E capacities and partners, such as universities and
research centers. These may range from regional dynamics (e.g., the effectiveness of child
protection systems across the region) to
the attitudes of government officials, protection challenges, and more.

IOM should introduce an objective approach to establishing criteria for identifying
individuals who, and/or groups that, are vulnerable. The criteria should consider not only
an i ndimemhknshiplin@ group (e.g., children or members of the LGBTI community)
but also an indiv i d u @rtumstances (e.g., medical conditions, level of resources,
discrimination). IOM indicates that such an approach is being developed at IOM
headquarters, though it was not being used in the Mesoamerica program during the time
period covered by this evaluation.
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Map of Strategic Border Crossings Supported by the Mesoamerica Program
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1. Introduction and Background

Section Summary:

9 This evaluation used mixed methods to evaluate the Mesoamerica Regional Migration
Program implemented by IOM in seven countries in Central America and Mexico.
The evaluation included a documentati on

monitoring data, and qualitative data from interviews and focus group discussions with
stakeholders across several locations in Costa Rica, Guatemala, and Mexico.

The evaluation faced certain constraints and limitations, including gaps in IOM
monitoring data and challenges identify

1.1. Evaluation Purpose and Questions

This evaluation examined the performance of the Regional Migration Program in Mesoamerica
(Mesoamerica program) implemented by the International Organization for Migration (IOM)
during FY 2015 and FY 2016. The Mesoamerica program is managed via Costa Rica and is
being implemented in Costa Rica as well as El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico,
Nicaragua, and Panama; it has a combined FY 2015 and 2016 budget of $4,465,000.*

The purpose of this evaluation is to identify program strengths and areas for
improvement and to capture best practices, lessons learned, and actionable
recommendations to inform the regional migration management programming of the
US Department of State Bureau for Population, Refugees, and Migration (DoS/PRM) and
IOM.

The evaluation seeks to inform the following evaluation questions established by DoS/PRM in
the Statement of Work (SOW):

1. To what extent are the Regional Migration Programs effective in building government
capacity to humanely manage migration and address the needs of vulnerable migrants?
a. To what extent is IOM responsive to feedback provided by beneficiaries including
government partners and migrants?

2. Towhat extent do the focus areas of the Regional Migration Programs indirectly or directly
contribute to strategic regional responses to irregular migration and vulnerable migrants?
a. Capacity building
Direct assistance to vulnerable migrants
Links to regional migration dialogues
IOM-UNHCR coordination
Emergency migration management

®ooo

The ETOs r esgeevalgadon questiong areentended to inform DoS/PRM support

to IOM in Mesoamerica and to comparable migration management programs elsewhere in the

world. The findings are also intended to feed ir
migration capacity building activities, most notably, in Mesoamerica and beyond.

L This includes $2,015,000 for FY 2015 and $2,450,000 for FY 2016.
1



1.2. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation included a combination of qualitative and quantitative methods; this section
provides a brief summary of the methods employed, which are further elaborated in Annex A.

The process began with a structured literature and documentation review that enabled the ET

to better understand the program in question and to engage in a degree of benchmarking (i.e.,
identifying good practices from t heMaes@mweiGar ch t o
program). The subsequent, field-based portion of the evaluation included data

collection in several locations across Costa Rica, Guatemala, and Mexico. These

countries were selected for primary data collection given the large number of beneficiaries and

wide range of activities that occurred there.

Costa Ricaishometothepr ogr ambés management hub as well as |
a wide range of activities are being implemented there as well. Mexico and Guatemala were
found, based on the document review, to be home

activities (e.g., trainings, workshops, etc.) and receive large numbers of migrants. Selecting
these countries for primary data collection also allowed the Evaluation Team (ET) to examine
cross-border dialogues and other initiatives being undertaken by IOM under the banner of
regional cooperation. In all three countries the ET selected, data was collected in the capitals
as well as in borderareaswh er e much of the pmplgnmesedds acti viti

The field-level data collection involved a range of methods with 131 different individuals (see
the breakdown on the next page):

1 Key-informant interviews (KlIs) with IOM personnel, national and subnational
government representatives, representatives of other relevant agencies (e.g., UNICEF
and UNCHR), and donor focal points.

1 Beneficiary interviews were conducted with migrants, though not necessarily with
migrants who had benefited from direct assistance activities. In several instances migrants
and returnees were interviewed individually, though a small number of group interviews
were also conducted.

1 An online survey was used to capture information from IOM staff members across the
region; this was particularly used to gain responses to multiple-choice and open-ended
guestions from IOM staff in countries that the ET did not visit.

1 Secondary data analysis was also applied in the relatively limited instances where
monitoring or performance data regarding the program was available.

The sampling process was purposive with regards to key informants. The evaluation team
sought to interview a large number of individuals familiar with the program and related work
on migration management. Given the relatively transient nature of the beneficiary population,
an opportunistic sampling approach was adopted. All individual and group interviews and
surveys were preceded by an informed consent discussion that reviewed with
respondents the ways in which their information would be used and how their identities would
be protected in the course of the evaluation and in the evaluation report; respondents were
given the choice to not participate in the interviews and were told they could end the interview
at any time or decline to answer particular questions.



Table 1: Breakdown of interview respondents by type (n=131)

Type of respondent Percentage

Female 46.7%
Male 43.3%
National/regional staff 78.3%
International staff 5.8%
Regional (incl. migrants out of own country) 15.8%
IOM staff 18.3%
National government 20.5%
Subnational or local government 20.3%
Other UN or NGO 28.3%
Beneficiary/migrant/returnee 5.8%
Other/donor/academic 5.0%
Adult female -

Adult male -

Unaccompanied children 100%

As is evident in the table above, the ET consulted a wide variety of stakeholders, including

IOM staff and numerous government representatives. The UN/NGO category 1 which was
maintained in order to harmonize with previous project evaluations T primarily includes
representatives of mi gr ant s idelésbiany Gay, Biseruaie n 6 s
Transgender, and Intersex (LGBTI) organizations as well as a smaller sample of UN
(particularly UNHCR) personnel.

1.3. Evaluation Constraints and Limitations

A small number of evaluation constraints and limitations merit discussion. First, the ET
collected primary data in three of the program countries and did not visit El Salvador,
Honduras, Panama, or Nicaragua. A small number of stakeholders, particularly program staff,
from these countries were consulted over the phone, and a nhumber also responded to online
surveys undertaken as part of the evaluation. Some stakeholders from Panama were also
briefly consulted during a cross-border meeting in southern Costa Rica.

Second, the ET was only able to interview a small number of migrants in the course of this
evaluation given that few could be identified during the evaluation. However, given that this
program is focused overwhelmingly on government officials and civil society figures,th e ET 6 s
lack of data from migrants does not pose a significant constraint to the evaluation in terms of
findings relating to program performance. In a number of instances, civil society figures who

work closely with migrants were able to highlight trends, protection challenges, and other
issues.

Last, while the ET was able to draw upon IOM monitoring data i which is cited throughout the

report in the text and tables 7 it is important to note that IOM monitoring data under this

program has not always been collected and was only harmonized across the region within FY

2016. For instance, monitoring data was not collected at every capacity building activity, and

the criteria used in monitoring forms across the region differed widely among countries until
3
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relatively recently. Hence, in some areas, such as communications, awareness raising, and
some capacity building activities, it is not possible to draw upon existing data for the entire
period (FY 2015 and FY 2016) being considered within this evaluation.

1.4. Structure of the report

This report provides a succinct overview of the Mesoamerica program. The subsequent
sections are structured according to P R M desaluation questions. Section 3 tackles the
effectiveness of capacity building efforts while Section 4 turns to the regional strategy and the
underlying five pillars (capacity building, direct assistance, regional migration dialogue, IOM-
UNHCR cooperation, and emergency migration management). The final section provides a
series of conclusions and a number of both overarching and specific recommendations for
IOM and DoS/PRM.



2. Mesoamerica Program Overview

Section Summary:

1 The Mesoamerica program reflects a well-integrated set of components that
fundamentally revolve around capacity building, in line with the regional migration
management model developed and adopted by DoS/PRM and IOM.

The program has achieved a wide variety of outputs, particularly with regards to

capacity building and has introduced some novel elements related to e-learning, a
migration-focused mobile phone application, and information windows.

The program has faced challenges related to routine and politically-driven turnover in
local and national government staff, which undercuts capacity building gains.

2.1. Overview

The Mesoamerica program addressed here is one of 10 regional migration management
programs within IOM supported by DoS/PRM. The program has been ongoing since 2010 and
is based on a core model developed by PRM with IOM. This model includes five pillars, the
final of which was added in FY 2016-17.

1 Capacity Building: Capacity-building is the most substantial component of the
Mesoamerica program and focuses on specific themes such as migrant children,
psychosocial care, LGBTI migrants, and other issues at all levels of the governments in
the region as well as with civil society. The overall capacity building activities are set
regionally in San Jose but are then refined and elaborated within each country.

9 Direct Assistance to Vulnerable Migrants: This involves the provision of assistance to
migrants, including but not limited to information, temporary shelter, non-food items (NFIs),
health assistance, and the assisted voluntary return (AVR) of vulnerable migrants. In the
case of Mesoamerica, much of the direct assistance goes in the form of rather small-scale
support to shelters as well as to a limited number of AVR cases. IOM has also provided
ad hoc direct assistance in response to local migration-related emergencies such as
Hurricane Otto in Costa Rica and sudden flows of Cuban and Haitian migrants.

1 Links to Regional Migration Dialogues: In the Mesoamerica program, IOM contributes
to regional migration dialogues by supporting the work of the Regional Conference on
Migration (RCM) and by arranging cross-border meetings periodically so that officials from
national and local government agencies and civil society organizations can exchange
information. The Central American Integration System (SICA) has also factored into this
pillar but in a much less substantial way, as discussed in Section 4.3.

1 IOM-UNHCR Coordination: This program promotes coordination among these agencies
and between IOM and other UN agencies. In practical terms, this involves referrals
between the two organizations as well as collaboration on shelter monitoring, capacity
building, cross-border meetings, and regional dialogues.

1 Emergency Migration Management: This pillar, added for FY 2016, increases
government capacity to anticipate migration crises and better respond to migration flows
through development of planning and response tools for humane responses to vulnerable

5



migrants in emergencies and crisis situations. It has been particularly manifest in a
regional workshop on the Migrants in Countries in Crisis Initiative (MICIC), which is also
due to be replicated at the national level throughout the region.

These pillars are intended to contribute to a broader capacity-building objective that will allow
governments in the region to individually and jointly tackle regional migration issues,
particularly among vulnerable migrants.

2.2. Expenditure

To help the ET more fully understand the emphasis placed on different program components,
the regional coordination structure for the program in San Jose, Costa Rica was asked to
provide a summary breakdown of expenditures i actualized for FY 2015 and planned for FY
2016. These figures (see Table 2) are primarily intended for reference rather than in-depth
analysis. That said, it is useful to note that the Northern Triangle countries (Guatemala,
Honduras, and El Salvador) and Mexico have received the bulk of funding for program
activities.

Likewise, the figures show that capacity building and regional dialogue are the two program
components that have received the greatest funding (Table 2). Other financial data provided
by IOM shows that support for awareness raising doubled between FY 2015 and FY 2016. At
the same time, funding for monitoring and evaluation (M&E) declined by half between FY 2015
and FY 2016, going from more than 1% of program funding to roughly half of a percent during
the current fiscal year. The state of program M&E is discussed in Section 4 as well as in the
recommendations section.



Table 2: Selected program spending statistics

Country FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17 % of Budget
Regional 873,096 922,757 1,795,854 40%
Costa Rica 60,402 97,076 157,477 4%
El Salvador 231,388 248,035 479,422 11%
Guatemala 227,429 276,604 504,032 11%
Honduras 222,507 263,871 486,377 11%
Mexico 276,435 344,572 621,007 14%
Nicaragua - 140,625 140,625 3%
Panama 123,746 156,461 280,207 6%
Total 2,015,000 2,450,000 4,465,000 100%
O A 0 6 016 ota % of Budge

IOM Personnel 878,256 994,608 1,872,864 42%
IOM Facilities 81,962 163,496 245,458 5%
Capacity Building 399,538 412,779 812,317 18%
Awareness Raising 123,026 252,520 375,546 8%
Direct Assistance and AVR 32,100 42,800 74,900 2%
Shelter Support 95,765 93,090 188,855 4%
Regional Dialogue 380,278 381,803 762,081 17%
Emergency Migration Management - 96,300 96,300 2%
Monitoring and Evaluation? 24,075 12,605 36,680 1%
Total 2,015,000 2,450,000 4,465,001 100%

Source: Provided by IOM Costa Rica at the request of the Evaluation Team
2.3. Selected beneficiary figures

The Mesoamerica program has yielded a significant level of outputs (Tables 3 and 4). These
figures show that IOM has provided dozens of trainings on topics ranging from migrant
protection to psychosocial assistance, child migration, and other topics (e.g., LGBTI migrant
protection) that are not necessarily reflected here. However, IOM has not necessarily met its
guantitative targets in every instance in FY 2015, as reflected in the tables below.

Table 3: Selected training/capacity building figures, FY 2015

Country Trainings on Participants Participants Participants | Trainings for
migrant protection migrant protection in in civil society
and assistance and assistance psychosocial assistance and shelter
trainings assistance to UACs staff
Costa Rica 10 264 23 - -
El Salvador 16 514 21 108 4
Guatemala 16 482 44 103 4
Honduras 14 316 31 85
Mexico 16 727 39 102 3
Panama 7 158 25 - -
Total 79 2,461 183 398 11
IOM Target 72 None specified 270 400 18

Source: Based on IOM, Mesoamerica program Final Report, Phase VI.

2 M&E costs here include the costs associated with the Annual Mesoamerica Management Meeting.
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Table 4: Training recipients/beneficiaries, by country and quarter, FY 2015

Country Q1 | Q2 Q3 Q4 Total %
Costa Rica 21 27 127 112 287 9%
El Salvador 20 296 146 291 753 23%
Guatemala 87 0 385 258 730 22%
Honduras 0 76 166 190 432 13%
Mexico 177 38 198 457 870 27%
Panama 20 0 24 139 183 6%
Total® 325 437 1,046 1,447 3,255 100%
% 10% 13% 32% 44% - -

IOM noted, however, that the targets are only one measure of performance and emphasized
that quantitative goals were not fully met given a focus on reaching certain vulnerable
migrants with higher quality services.

2.4. Challenges and Limitations

This program faces a set of challenges, all of which are well known to IOM. These include
high rates of turnover among government officials,_—in particular, who participate in this
programbs capaci tSomdsudhtuchiver g attabutabie voinarmaépersonnel
changes within governmental entities while others are a result of elections and political
changes, which often come with major human resource implications in countries such as
Mexico which lack large career civil services. Insecurity also becomes a factor in planned staff
rotation, particularly for personnel in immigration and local enforcement agencies in places
like El Salvador.

Furthermore, political issues within countries and between countries in the region (e.g.,
involving Nicaragua) also at times pose obstacles for regional cooperation efforts in certain
instances. Additionally, tensions between civil society and governmental institutions in the
majority of the countries in the region also poses a slight dilemma for certain activities and
have at times required separate cross-border meetings and capacity building targeting these
two groups. Lastly, insecurity and violence also poses a challenge for working in certain
locations. Individuals involved with assisting and protecting migrants in the region noted that
they had been subiject to threats by migrant smugglers and traffickers in certain locations.

3 These figures do not necessarily reflect figures relate to e-learning participants from across the region and beyond.
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3. To what extent are the Regional Migration
Programs effective in building government

capacity to humanely manage migration and
address the needs of vulnerable migrants?4

Section Summary:

I Overall the program has been active in capacity building both regionally and at the
national and local levels among women and men. It has organized a wide range of
trainings, workshops, and courses ranging from a day to three months.

The program has particul arl y s hwapdemdigragianv
and vulnerable migrants. It has also built networks among officials and between

government and civil society (at times across borders) in a way that allows multiple
institutions to |l earn from one aniest her
There are opportunities, however, for the capacity building activities to reach greater
numbers of officials and civil society figures and to gradually become more
sustainable. Furthermore, the one-off nature of many capacity building activities does
not leave participants with opportunities for continued training and learning.

As noted in Section 2, the Mesoamerica program focuses primarily on capacity building. This
is in line with the PRM-IOM model. This section reviews the effectiveness of these activities
in building sustained individual and institutional capacities to more effectively manage irregular
migration and assist vulnerable migrants.

3.1. Attitudes and Behaviors

The ET found that this program has contributed to changesing o v er n me n tattitaded i ci al s

concerning migration and has helped officials and civil society actors to better understand the
diverse drivers of migration (e.g., violence, criminality, land seizures, environmental
degradation, poverty, etc.). For instance, officials interviewed by the ET in Costa Rica,
Guatemala, and Mexico commonly noted that, as a result of IOM trainings, they had gone from
viewing migrants as criminals or economic opportunists to vulnerable individuals who are
reluctantly choosing to migrate because of forcible removal from their homes, threats or
attacks by criminal groups, environmental destruction, political repression, extreme poverty,
and systematic discrimination.

These changes in attitudes have led to some tangible improvements in officials approaches.
For instance, at Guatemala City airport, IOM trainings helped police understand why it might
not be appropriate or safe to keep migrant children and inebriated passengers in the same
detention center at the airport. As a result of IOM training, officials now have a better
understanding of how best to protect migrant children in transit.

“This report addresses FY 2015 and FY 2016. However, it @&s
development of anti-trafficking laws across the region during the FY 2011 i FY 2014 time period.
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Civilian staff from ministries and departments (e.g., those related to child protection or health
and education) also affrmedt hat there has been ipercavimgange of p
responding to migrants. This was particularly evident with regards to child migrants, who have
received a significant level of attention across the region, as well as to LGBTI migrants to a
lesser extent in Costa Rica and Guatemala. Such changes were also notable in the
comportment of certain members of border forces according to interviewees. As one official in
Costa Rica noted: AYou can | ook at ndtelgvhichofp of po
them have and have not been trained. They engage

3.2. Capabilities

While the Mesoamerica program|l ed t o t he i mprovements in gover
(noted above), it did less to build their technical skills to screen and support vulnerable
migrants. Many of the trainings and courses focused on understanding migration and
vulnerability and on international legal norms and frameworks. However, interviewees who
had benefited fr om |aQiMiesstruggled o spetify exdrtly whadthen g
could do i beyond engaging more empathetically with migrants i as a result of IOM trainings
and workshops. The main exception was the regional MICIC workshop, which participants felt
had given them new tools and skills (e.g., related to contingency planning). Interviewees
across the region requested future trainings that would give them new hands-on capabilities
related to topics such as screening migrants for vulnerabilities and dealing with victims of
trafficking and survivors of sexual and gender-based violence (SGBV).

| OM6s own monitoring data shows that, even i f th
noted gaining new information and knowledge through this program. For instance, participants
in a regional workshop on LGBTI migrants showed improvements in all categories (Table 5).

Table 5: Pre- and post-tests of LGBTI training participants®

Low Medium High Low Medium High
Human rights 6.7% 53.3% 40.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0%
Rights of LGBTI people 20.0% 73.3% 6.7% 0.0% 75.0% 25.0%
Concepts related to 13.3% 80.0% 13.3% 0.0% 62.5% 37.5%
understand sexual
diversity
Special conditions and 33.3% 60.0% 13.3% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0%
vulnerability of migrant
LGBTI people
Affirmative actions 40.0% 53.3% 6.7% 0.0% 56.3% 43.8%
towards the protection of /
assistance to LGBTI
people
Average 22.7% 64.0% 16.0% 0.0% 58.8% 41.3%

Forty-three 10M staff members surveyed as part of the evaluation strongly felt that trainings
and workshops had led to improved capabilities and knowledge i albeit to different extents for
different target populations. The IOM staff survey respondents felt that capacity building for
youth groups and local and national government institutions were the strongest while capacity

5 As a result of the regional workshops on LGBTI migration held in Tapachula from May 17-20, 2016.
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building for civil society, LGBTI organizations, students, and migrant shelters was relatively
less effective (Table 6).

Table 6: IOM staff me mb e haatterization of the capacity building activities, by
stakeholder type (from most to least effective)®

Category of ‘ Ineffective ‘ Slightly Somewhat  Effective \/=10Y

stakeholder effective effective effective

Youth groups 0.0% 2.3% 18.6% 32.6% 41.9% 4.7%
and leaders

National/central 0.0% 4.8% 14.3% 38.1% 40.5% 2.4%
government

personnel

Local 0.0% 4.7% 18.6% 37.2% 37.2% 2.3%
government

personnel

LGBTI 0.0% 4.7% 27.9% 23.3% 34.9% 9.3%
organizations

Students 0.0% 11.6% 16.3% 30.2% 32.6% 9.3%
Civil society 2.4% 4.8% 19.1% 38.1% 26.2% 9.5%
organizations

Migrant shelters 0.0% 11.6% 11.6% 41.9% 14.0% 20.9%

The Klls conducted as part of this evaluation generally supported these survey results from
IOM staff. Interviewees from government and civil society in Costa Rica, Guatemala, and
Mexico noted that capacity building was particularly strong for people who were approaching
migration issues with less background or expertise in these issues, such as youth and
government officials. However, those experienced in working with migrants, such as CSOs
and migrant shelter staff and LGBTI organizations, may have benefited to a lesser extent given
their high, pre-existing knowledge base. Respondents with a high level of past experience with
migration were among the least likely to note that they had enjoyed or benefited from IOM

capacity building activities. This group found trainingsandworksh o ps t o be usef ul

as many termed them, but felt that they would have preferred focused training on a particular
skill set that they lacked (e.g., migration-related skills like psychosocial training methods or
practical skills related to fundraising). Others felt that the more basic initial trainings should be
supplemented by more advanced follow-on trainings as well. This is a recurrent observation
and on which is further discussed in Sections 4 and 5.

3.3. Inter-institutional Collaboration

The ET found that the Mesoamerica program was built capacity by strengthening networks
among migration-related stakeholders within and between countries. For instance, in Mexico,
Guatemala, and Costa Rica, the ET found that workshops and trainings organized by IOM had
helped to clarify roles and responsibilities and had strengthened referral networks i thereby
having an impact on overall system-wide capacity to more effectively manage irregular
migration and vulnerable migrants. For instance, in Mexico, IOM workshops and meetings had
helped state and local-level stakeholders i i ncl udi ng the chil dre
authorities, t he pr os e ¢ whderstahd theo frelafive eoles amd
responsibilities under a somewhat new legal framework related to the protection of children
and child migrants. As a result, they not only knew who they were supposed to refer particular
cases to i but the trainings also helped them to meet people at these institutions so that they

5 In general, how do you characterize the effectiveness of the program with regard to the training of the various stakeholders
listed below?
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could handover migrant children more smoothly. Similar examples were also documented in
Costa Rica and Guatemala.

Also in Mexico, IOM had created or facilitated the creation of specialized networks handling
medical care and psychosocial support for migrants in and around Tapachula. These networks
built relationships among officials, enabled divergent governmental and non-governmental
actors to share good practices and lessons learned, and leveraged simple technologies
(WhatsApp groups, most notably) to facilitate rapid responses to urgent cases.

Box 1: The 3Ms of the Mesoamerica Networking

The Mesoamerican stakeholders committed to protect vulnerable migrants have set up different
models of networks. These are briefly described below.

Tapachula, Mexico: Governmental entities and CSOs are connected through WhatsApp and are
able to share information in a timely manner and collaboratively identify the resources (human,
material, financial) to address vulnerable migrants. This provides a tangible mechanism to turn inter-
agency bodies into forums for practical, material collaboration and the dissemination of good
practices.

Guatemala: I n the capital and i n San Mar cbcmposee af
governmental, departmental, and non-governmental entities 1 aimed at exchanging information and
experiencesandatd esi gni ng protocols and guidelines.
in the San Marcos Department includes many government institutions, NGOs, and churches and
addresses the needs of vulnerable migrants in a coordinated way.

Costa Rica-Panama: Costa Rican and Panamanian governmental and non-governmental
stakeholders cooperate via the COPPAMI i Comisién Permanente para la Proteccion y Asistencia
a Migrantes en Condicion de Vulnerabilidad. COPPAMI meets regularly and, in addition to
exchanging information, also plans common initiatives to manage migration and raise awareness
about available services and the risks of irregular migration.

These models all share certain elements but are also unique. Each reflects various strengths and
weaknesses. For instance, the approach in Tapachula is responsive and suited to individual cases
but may not have a lasting impact on systems and learning; conversely, the Guatemala networks
promote learning but lack a rapid response element.

Cross-border meetings have had a similar effect by allowing officials and CSOs between

countries to build relationships and share good practices and lessons learned. These networks

can then be | everaged to allow a smoother O6hand
authorities or shelters in one country to their logical counterparts on the other side of the

border.

All of these networks allow government and civil society to leverage (if not combine) one

anot her 6s 6 eocoyldel retaids et.o Tihmpsr ovement s in authoriti
migration and support vulnerable populations. IOM supports these networks by establishing

them’, organizing meetings, or working with these institutions to develop tangible tools such

as protocols.

It is worth to specify that the PINA in Guatemala has been established with the national Decree no.27 in 2003, and is aimed at
protecting the whole children and adolescents, and not only the migrant ones.
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3.4. Sustainability and Multiplier Effects

The Mesoamerica program has achieved some multiplier effects by which we mean impacts
that go beyond the immediate results; in the case of this program, multiplier effects include
the proliferation of IOM-provided capacity building activities through onward training or the
dissemination of training materials such as presentations, manuals, and so on. Most notably,
the numerous materials, including manuals, guidelines, and protocols developed under the
Mesoamerica program are regularly consulted by migration stakeholders in the region. They
have also been disseminated widely and thus have an impact on individuals and institutions
that did not participate in IOM capacity building activities. These materials, which include
elements related to gender and social exclusion, contribute to capacity building now and will
continue to make an impact in the future. IOM finds that these materials continue to be in high
demand. Yet some officials found it frustratingly difficult to access electronic copies of many
materials via the IOM and program websites, which are not fully intuitive for users.

IOM has also pursued sustainability and multiplier effects by adopting a training-of-trainers
(ToT)approach. Such an approach i s necessary give
a relatively modest number of officials directly with training activities. However, the ET found
that the ToT methodology is not presently achieving the greatest possible results for a range
of reasons. First, many ToT participants find that they are unable to replicate the training for
their colleagues due to time constraints. Many of the senior and highly capable individuals
who IOM selects for ToT activities tend to be exceptionally busy and in high demand within
their organizations, thus they have relatively little time to dedicate to facilitating workshops or
courses. Second, a number of ToT participantsand | OM st aff member s
institutions do not allow them to replicate the trainings i whether due to concerns over time or
due to intra-office power struggles (i.e., the perception that a staff member is inadvertently
challenging his or her supervisor by providing a training). Third, approximately a quarter of
training participants interviewed by the ET noted that they did not feel adequately prepared to
replicate trainings after only a few days of IOM-facilitated workshops.

Ultimately it seems that while the Mesoamerica program is yielding some multiplier effects, it
is not genuinely achieving sustainability. That is, if IOM were to suddenly cease its capacity
building activities, others would not be well poised at present to take on or continue the
trainings and workshops that IOM is providing or supporting. Achieving a greater level of
sustainability, as discussed in Section 5, will require far greater engagement with civil service
training academies, teacher training institutions, human resource and training departments of
ministries, police academies, and others. IOM management recognizes this need and is
planning on further engaging academies later in FY 2016 and in FY 2017. These efforts can
build upon some current successes in working with public sector training bodies. For instance,
in Guatemala, the training provided by IOM has been incorporated into the routine professional
development of police forces, particularly those working with children and adolescents.

3.5. Question la: IOM responsiveness to feedback

This particular sub-question asks: To what extent is IOM responsive to feedback provided by
beneficiaries including government partners and migrants? Given that the program engages
with a relatively limited number of migrants, the level of responsiveness to government
partners i as well as civil society organizations 1 is particularly relevant.

IOM has, in the course of the Mesoamerica program, proven responsive to feedback
from government and civil society partners. The ET is less able to comment on migrant
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feedback given the programb6s | i mGaventenddfficisdsc t

had routinely requested support with capacity building, and IOM adjusted activities i or
targeted trainings and workshops i1 in line with these requests. When the municipal
government in Palenque, located in the state of Tabasco in Mexico, decided to set up an office
focused on migrants and refugees, IOM provided necessary training as well as desks,
computers, and other materials. Likewise, as Hurricane Otto approached a migrant settlement
in Costa Rica in 2016, IOM responded to government requests to help in convincing migrants
to go in police and government vehicles to relocate to a school which functioned as a storm
shelter. Training participants from government and civil society noted that IOM had adjusted
the duration or timing of courses in response to their requests.

Civil society organizations (CSOs) also noted that IOM was responsive to their feedback and
requests forsupportt Acr oss the region, | OM6s support
by requests from shelter directors and staff. That said, in some specific areas there may be
room for improvement in terms of responsiveness. Both government officials and civil society
figures described instances where they had suggested changes in the pedagogy of trainings
and workshops in order to make them more engaging. In a number of such instances, key
informants in San Jose, Costa Rica and in Mexico expressed a degree of frustration that
courses remained somewhat overly theoretical (e.g., focused on international law and
frameworks). These issues are relatively minor and do not undermine the core finding that
IOM has been responsive to feedback.
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4. To what extent do the focus areas of the
Regional Migration Programs indirectly or
directly contribute to strategic regional
responses to irregular migration and
vulnerable migrants?

Section Summary:

I The Mesoamerica program has contributed to strategic regional responses via the
RCM, cross-border meetings, and the establishment of written materials that have
been taken up widely across the region.

The various program pillars work together and generally revolve around the central

goal of capacity building. That said, each pillar includes a wide range of activities that
are achieving different levels of success.

Certain activities, like e-learning and the formation of networks between migration-
related actors, could benefit from improved marketing and expansion while others,
such as Information Hubs, have yet to demonstrate results.

The Mesoamerica program has enabled more harmonized regional responses through its
support to the Regional Conference on Migration (RCM), through its work to establish or
support cross-border forums, and through its development of guidelines and manuals that
have been taken up by stakeholders across the region.

At the RCM level, as discussed in Section 4.3, the Mesoamerica program has helped to set

the agenda and deliver technical tools that officials across the region can draw upon where
appropriate. | OM6s wor k has hel peigratioroacréissithel d a c o
region. This contribution does not necessarily lead to intensive regional collaboration efforts

on supporting migrants or sharing comprehensive migration data, though it is an important

piece of the groundwork for future strategic regional approaches.

The same could be said of guidelines and manuals developed under this program which have

been directly, in whole or in part, adopted by governments in the region and incorporated into

their national policies and guidelines. This leads to a degree of indirect or incidental

har moni zation given that nations® approaches to
between countries than they would have been without the Mesoamerica program.

The remainder of this section now turns to the five program pillars and considers the
contribution of each to improved regional migration management. The final sub-section here
reviews a number of management practices which have served the program well and which
could potentially be strengthened moving forward.

15



4.1. Capacity Building

While Section 3 of this report considered the effectiveness of the program with regards to
capacity building, this section discusses a small number of specific elements related to
trainings, workshops, and other direct forms of capacity building.

New approaches are evident, including the use of e-learning courses and the development, in
Mexico and Panama, of certificate programs in partnership with universities. On the first point,
e-learning is reportedly being used by a wide variety of officials, including at the ministerial
and municipal levels. With regards to certificate programs offered by universities in partnership
with IOM, officials in Mexico felt that these three-month courses are well designed and have
become a must-have for any official seeking to take on a leadership role within migration-
related institutions in Chiapas. The ET cannot say whether the same applies to the certificate
program being offered under the Mesoamerica program in Panama.

Despite these successes, the ET has identified areas for improvement. First, structured
capacity needs assessments are not being conducted across the region, though IOM has
discussed capacity priorities with local officials. While such discussions are necessary, they
do not supplant the need for IOM to conduct in-depth needs assessments. This would involve
dedicating time and resources to comprehensive interviews with staff across institutions and
with migrants themselves 1 in order to determine which gaps exist.

Second, IOM is not doing enough to understand the impact of its capacity building activities.
I n FY 20 1ntonitorihgGahibesaluation plan for this program has been strengthened
through the harmonization of core indicators across the various countries in the region. This
is a useful step, but IOM does not currently have plans to introduce more robust methods to
determine which elements of its trainings (e.g., duration or pedagogical approaches) are
contributing to the best outcomes in terms of learning and improved participant performance.
That said, IOM is planning to engage in monitoring to assess how training beneficiaries are or
are not able to apply training/workshop information in the course of their day-to-day
professional duties.

Third, IOM6 s  anerabkr§ are overstretched while at the same time IOM is not offering
enough trainings to keep up with demand. In Mexico and Costa Rica dealing with this situation
would require greater partnerships with local organizations and trainers i or local officials and
CSOs i who can deliver the capacity building activities while IOM focuses more on monitoring,
policy engagement, direct assistance, and more. This is already the approach being taken in
much of Guatemala, where IOM has utilized local experts in providing training. In Mexico, in
contrast, | OM6s direct provision of mo st
building of local partners who will remain long after the Mesoamerica program eventually
comes to a close.

Fourthly, capacity building participants in Costa Rica, Guatemala, and Mexico repeatedly
noted i as eluded to earlier i the need for refresher and follow-on trainings to supplement the
capacity building activities provided by IOM. That is, an official who participates in one or even
two I0OM regional or national workshops often has a hunger for further learning and training
opportunities but finds that few are available. IOM does not necessarily have a tiered or
graduated approach to capacity building in which participants can begin with an initial training
and then move on to more specialized and advanced courses. The one-and-done (or two-and-
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done) strategy at present does not reflect international good practices for capacity building
which calls for a more sustained process.®

Last, there is room for improvement in sharing materials between and within countries and for
making training materials more easily accessible to officials, civil society, academics, and even
IOM staff. Many government and civil society interviewees noted that they did not know where
to find IOM materials online, and IOM indicates it does plan to improve its website to ensure
that guidelines, presentations, and other materials are more accessible. IOM staff could also
benefit from easier access to resources given that training materials developed in one country,
for instance, are not readily available to IOM staff elsewhere in the region who may be
providing a similar training.

Box 2: Vulnerability and the Mesoamerica Program

| OM has, in no small part due to DoS/PRMb6s r o
determining how best to approach vulnerability in line with RCM guidelines and IOM global practices.
This has allowed IOM to support migrants with urgent medical assistance or with specialized services
such as accommodation for victims of SGBV. That said, not all vulnerable groups have received similar

levels under this attention during FY 2015 and FY 2016. IOM has particularly focused on migrant
children and LGBTI migrants while paying less heed to indigenous migrants®, female migrants, survivors
of SGBV, and vulnerable male migrants. The lack of attention to indigenous migrants and SGBV
survivors as well as the elderly were noted by a wide range of interviewees in Costa Rica, Guatemala,
and Mexico. Stakeholders routinely felt that these groups needed greater emphasis in terms of direct
assistance as well as within capacity building activities.

4.2. Direct Assistance to Vulnerable Migrants

Direct assistance remains very limited and is provided through a variety of mechanisms: the
assisted voluntary return (AVR) of migrants, ad hoc support to individual cases of vulnerable
migrants, support to shelters, Information Hubs (ventanillas) that provide information services
and referrals, and small-scale responses to emergency situations or sudden migration flows.
IOM staff members feel that these activities are all generally effective but particularly 7 in the
survey conducted for this evaluation i praised the Information Hubs and the AVR activities
(Table 7). Communications campaigns and community-level efforts to raise awareness about
the risks of irregular migration, which are closely related, received slightly lesser scores.
Support to migrant shelters was rated the lowest, along with UAC Response Units (which have
not yet been implemented fully in the region). These different components are addressed
further in this section.

8 UNDP. nd. Capacity Development: A UNDP Primer. United Nations Development Programme.
9 Note that the majority of migrants (approximately 60%) leaving from Guatemala are believed to be indigenous and are
particularly poor within Guatemalan society.
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Table 7: IOM staff survey responses concerning the effectiveness of various program
components related to direct assistance (from most to least effective)

Activities Ineffective Slightly Somewhat  Effective \/=10Y
effective effective effective
Information 0.0% 2.4% 14.6% 26.8% 46.3% 9.8%
windows to
provide

information to
the migrants

Direct 0.0% 4.8% 11.9% 26.2% 47.6% 9.5%
assistance and
voluntary return

Communications 0.0% 4.7% 16.3% 39.5% 32.6% 7.0%
campaigns

Community-level 0.0% 11.9% 9.5% 38.1% 35.7% 4.8%
prevention

activities

UAC Response 0.0% 5.3% 13.2% 26.3% 21.1% 34.2%
Units

Support to 0.0% 4.8% 19.1% 28.6% 23.8% 23.8%

migrant shelters

4.2.1. Assisted Voluntary Return (AVR)

It is important to acknowledge that AVR activities under this program are quite limited. In FY

2015, for instance, IOM had assisted only 15 migrants in returning. IOM has chosen only to

offer AVR activities where authorities are unable to return their citizens home in a timely

manner for logistical or financial reasons. In Costa Rica, the ET learned of instances where

IOM had successfully returned Costa Rican citizens who were facing severe SGBV overseas

and where IOM used its global reach to arrange their return. Such instances appear to be

particularly appropriate use of AVR within a program that is otherwise focused on capacity
building. That is, the AVR activities suppl ement
replacing them or taking responsibility for things that the states in the region could otherwise

do on their own.

4.2.2. Support to Migrant Shelters

In addition to building the capacity of some shelters and their staffs, IOM has provided
resources to staffing at a limited number of shelters. This can be valuable but has generally
been for a limited period of time and has not necessarily emphasized vital support to the most
vulnerable (e.g., paying for recreational activities or vocational training in Mexico). IOM
personnel noted that they were often able to support shelters for limited periods of time given
that they had few resources or because the amount of funding actually available under this
program for shelters was difficult to assess until roughly half-way through each financial year.
Regardless of the cause, this short-term support often proved rather disruptive and
unpredictable for shelters. I n Mexico, shelters
available for certain staff or activities they were still able to provide i using existing staff i
recreation or psychosocial activities. That is, IOM was making contributions to the shelters but
not necessarily offering vital forms of assistance. It is important, however, to note that IOM
support to shelters in Guatemala i where migrant shelters are far less common i was often
more significant. That is, shelters in Guatemala often had access to fewer resources, and it
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was apparent that |1 OMb6s direct assistance to she
vital to the operations of those shelters.

| OM staff members surveyed felt that | OM6és suppo
assistance provided under this program. Slightly more than half of the respondents
characterized it as fAver yotherfhélfeitherinoted hat OMwdase f f ect i
not supporting shelters or that iti vbadsfigresl i ght |
still appear positive but less so when compared with the more universally positive ratings that

IOM staff members gave to other program components (e.g., direct assistance and AVR). It is

clear that this is an area for added attention by IOM and where flexible-but-consistent regional

guidelines and policies could be useful to ensure that support to shelters only funds crucial

forms of support. Likewise, there appears to be benefits in continuing or expanding certain

activities that IOM has already begun T including by providing training to shelter staff on

fundraising.

4.2.3. Ad Hoc Responses to Migration Crises

IOM has provided strong responses to mid-scale migration crises. For instance, as Hurricane
Otto approached a group of migrants in Costa Rica, IOM deployed staff and vehicles to work
with government officials to warn the migrants of the impending storm and to help convince
them to take shelter at a location outfitted by the authorities. Likewise, as the region grappled
with the sudden arrival of substantial numbers of migrants from Cuba and Haiti and from
outside of the continent, IOM helped to provide some direct assistance in terms of non-food
items but was, again, most useful in helping migrants understand the services available to
them from the governments in the r egdgreatest As tt
contribution to these moderate emergencies came in serving as a bridge between
governmental service providers and migrants who were hesitant to engage with public
institutions. According to I0M, information hubs have played a role in enabling these
responses in Costa Rica and Mexico, though this issue was not particularly highlighted by the
information hub interviewed by the ET in those contexts.

4.2.4. Awareness Raising and Information

Awareness raising and various information services under this program are forms of direct
assistance that also generally contains elements related to capacity building. In Mexico, it is
focused on reducing tensions between migrants and local populations, while in Guatemala the
emphasis is on mitigating high-risk migration, especially among unaccompanied minors, by
working with multi-stakeholder networks and government institutions. The emphasis is not
necessarily on preventing migration in Guatemala but instead on ensuring that youth, in
particular, understand alternatives to migration so that they can consider a full range of
options. These efforts are promising and take a non-intimidating approach that does not
stigmatize migrants and that attempt to raise awareness about the risks of migration while not
overtly discouraging population movements. IOM is not necessarily able to point to the specific
impact of these activities, which generally focus on entire communities using events,
advertisements, posters, and more.

Despite the lack of hard data, the ET found that awareness-building efforts are generally well
designed and targeted. In Mexico IOM is involving university students into the design of public
communications materials (i.e., radio advertisements), which could help them to be even more
contextually appropriate. That said, other activities may not necessarily be particularly
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effective or efficient 1 often requiring extensive effort and relatively modest or unproven
results. Chief among these are one-day or half-day community festivals 1 as well as public
artwork i intended to change attitudes towards migration. Such events take several months
of on-and-off planning but only generally attract a few hundred members of the public for
varying periods of time.

The second major activity under this category consists of Information Hubs, which are
periodically referred to as information windows or ventanillas across the region. These hubs,
which are generally (though not always) based in government offices, provide information and
referral services to migrants. At present, however, it is clear that they are not being used very
consistently (Table 8). On average, each assisted only 17 migrants (or migrant families) per
month thus far during FY 2016; this figure goes down to 11 when one removes the highly
active Information Hub in Paso Canoas, Costa Rica from consideration. Nor is there data
regarding whether those using the Information Hubs are particularly vulnerable.

Table 8: Beneficiaries of information hubs, Oct 2016-March 2017

Migrants Assisted G ] IS Cf
Information Hub/Window October 2016-March 2017 migrants assisted per "
month (rounded to whole)

La Union, El Salvador 28 5
Baru, Panama 30 5
San Pedro Sula, Honduras 34 6
San Marcos, Guatemala 84 14
Palenque, Mexico 89 15
Motozintla, Mexico 102 17
Suchiate, Mexico 112 19
Paso Canoas, Costa Rica 337 56
Total 816 17

Source: IOM monitoring figures from the Information Hubs/Windows provided to the ET.

The Information Hubs currently appear to be under-utilized as a result of several factors,
including: their placement in government offices, their locations, and inadequate
communications campaigns surrounding their locations and function. Many migrants are afraid
to approach government offices for fear of being detained or deported. Location is also a
difficult issue. In Suchiate, Mexico, one would expect the Information Hub 7 the longest-
established one in the country 1 to be used quite heavily given that it is located only two or
three blocks from a border crossing. Yet migrants in that area are often in a hurry to reach
Tapachula, a larger city with far more services for migrants, and are hesitant to stop in an area
which is too close to the border (where border forces tend to be particularly active). Still in
other instances, placing hubs too far from the border may also result in limited use. For
instance, if the Suchiate hub was moved to Tapachula, it would still struggle to assist many
mi grants given that most turn in that area to t

Clearly location is a major challenge for these hubs i but so is the fixed-location model. The
ET remains unconvinced that investing in fixed infrastructure is appropriate given the shifting
nature of migrant flows. Furthermore, it is unclear whether they will prove sustainable.

10 10M notes that in some cases the Information Hub may register only one migrant as having been assisted even where
information is being provided to a group of migrants.
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Municipal governments could cease funding for the Information Hub staff i or replace the
existing staff with new political appointees i at any time due to budget cuts or as a result of
elections, which often result in the turnover of nearly all municipal officials in Mexico. That
said, IOM has reportedly signed memoranda of understanding with governments to try to
decrease these risks; and in Mexico the hubs have been integrated into local-level policies in
order to try and ensure their continuation despite changes in the political context. Overall, this
is a program component that IOM and Information Hub staff greatly value, though it remains
doubtful whether IOM should continue with it beyond FY 2017 unless it can determine how to
assist a far greater number of vulnerable migrants.

4.2.5. Other Forms of Direct Assistance

As noted earlier, IOM has effectively built or contributed to a wide range of networks among
migration-related actors. Such networks are both a form of capacity building and direct
assistance. These are particularly valuable with regards to direct assistance in Mexico, where
specialized local networks on health and psychosocial assistance collaborate to deliver
services to vulnerable migrants. For instance, these networks have crowdsourced responses
to migrants with serious psychosocial and medical issues in short order by using WhatsApp
groups. In Costa Rica and Mexico, however, many networks focus on discussions and
information sharing but have not necessarily been built around direct assistance.

IOM is developing innovative approaches to information collection and dissemination in the
form of the AMigrant Appo0 that is due to be |
promising, some field-based stakeholders expressed skepticism that migrants will have the
technology or literacy to use it on a large scale. Some expressed a sense that an app would
be far more useful and successful if developed for those government and civil society actors
who engage with migrants. Given that the app has yet to be deployed into the field i with its
release scheduled for mid-2017 7 the ET cannot make any clear judgements about its
appropriateness or effectiveness. That said, it is clear that a truly concerted effort will be
needed to ensure that it is used on a wide basis and attains its full potential. It was not always
clear that IOM was ready to provide the sort of all-hands-on-deck effort that will be required to
make the app a major success.

4.3. Links to regional migration dialogues

The Regional Conference on Migration (RCM) is guided by the member countries, but
much of the technical support and tangible activities and outputs have been driven by
the IOM Mesoamerica program. Without the Mesoamerica program, it is highly doubtful
that the RCM would be nearly as active or effective. Likewise, cross-border meetings have
proven useful in building networks between governmental and civil society actors, though
further work is needed to ensure that they yield tangible outputs.

4.3.1. Engagement with regional organizations

The Mesoamerica program essentially operates as the implementation arm of the RCM,
a non-binding, interr-g o ver nment al forum t hat serves as Nort
process (RCP). The RCM sets priorities through its Technical Committee and its Vice-
Ministerial Meeting i both of which involve IOM staff from the Mesoamerica program i and
IOM then follows through by developing relevant workshops, guidelines, and materials. RCM
participants widely lauded the Mesoamerica programé s contri buti on to the
further noted that the program is almost entirely responsible for the recent establishment of
21
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t he RCMbés Regional Net wor k on Migr antoffaaries dr en.

of ad hoc consultative meetings organized

That said, it remains unclear whether guidelines and protocols developed and adopted by the
RCM with close support from the Mesoamerica program have been put into effect at the
national level within member countries. Many stakeholders noted that the absence of a non-
punitive accountability or monitoring mechanism i which is now being considered within the
RCM Technical Secretariat T blunted the impact of the RCM. It is not necessarily the
responsibility of the Mesoamerica program to put in place an accountability or monitoring
mechanism, though the program could play a stronger role i leveraging its past contributions
to the RCM 1 in order to ensure progress on this front.

IOM collaboration with another regional entity, the Central American Integration System
(SICA), has been more problematic. Several meetings have been held between IOM and
SICA, though tangible areas for cooperation have not yet been identified. That said, IOM,
UNHCR, and other UN agencies have jointly worked with SICA in hopes that this Central
American regional organization will agree to a statement on child migrants. The fate of this
statement is unclear, but there are hopes it could be adopted as early as May/June 2017.
Further more, | OM6s support to the Organiz
(OCAM), which is part of SICA, has reportedly contributed to forthcoming improvements in
data collection, management, and sharing related to migration.

The more political-diplomatic nature of SICA has made it more resistant to engaging with
highly sensitive issues like migration. Given this and other factors, the Mesoamerica programd s
limited engagement with SICA seems to make sense; the return on investment of engaging
with SICA may not be worth the time, effort, and political capital such engagement would
require.

4.3.2. Cross-border meetings

Cross-border meetings are a form of capacity building as well as regional dialogue in certain
respects. These are at an initial stage in Mexico, where they have enabled officials to share
cont act details and better under s theyard faranore
mature. For instance, COPPAMI between Costa Rica and Panama is a solid model of cross-
border cooperation established under Mesoamerica program support, and recently
institutionalized as a part of the bilateral agreement between the two countries. This gives it a
formal relationship to the two governments but has not necessarily undermined the pragmatic
and apolitical/technical nature of the dialogue. The ET was able to observe a part of a
COPPAMI meeting and found the discussions to be relevant, well-informed, and constructive,
though such an observation is admittedly based on a relatively limited period of observation.

Beyond COPPAMI, other cross-border structures are more tenuous, and their tangible
outcomes and benefits to vulnerable migrants (or migrant-serving institutions) remain unclear.
For instance, two sets of cross-border meetings between Guatemala and Mexico have been
held, and the participants have primarily used these meetings to share basic information about
the work they do. These forums require further guidance in order to avoid being networking
and information-sharing forums that do not have material benefits for vulnerable migrants.
Likewise, participants often expressed a desire to ensure that their local-level or state-level
engagement in cross-border meetings between Guatemala and Mexico are authorized by
national authorities in both countries and that any issues they raise at the meetings be shared,
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with | OM6és s up pepresentatives df hatiosak institations and with regional
entities/forums.

4.4, IOM-UNHCR coordination

Coordination between IOM and other UN agencies has been strong with regards to
referrals, information-sharing, capacity building, direct assistance (including shelter
monitoring), and regional or cross-border cooperation. De-confliction and referrals
between IOM and UNHCR appears to be strong throughout the region, with little dispute over
screening or identification. IOM has also very actively engaged UNHCR and other UN
agencies in its work under the Mesoamerica program. UNHCR has been closely involved in
regional workshops and other regional activities, including the RCM, the RCM Network on
Migrant Children, and the formation of regional guidelines, manuals, and protocols. IOM,
UNHCR, ILO, UNICEF, and others have jointly engaged in advocacy work to encourage SICA
to adopt a statement on migrant children.

At the national level, IOM has also actively included UNHCR in all relevant program activities,
particularly in trainings, workshops, and cross-border meetings. In Mexico, IOM, UNHCR, the
ICRC, and other actors are jointly engaging in shelter monitoring.

Beyond coordination, |1 OM and UNHCR haiatangble t i vel y
ways. In a border area of Costa Rica, IOM allowed one of its staff members to support
UNHCRG6s work and represent UNHICRhas dilawedlael®OMd s i qu e,
staff member to be based out of UNHCROs offices
assistance for asyl um s e elk uatemala, tiIOMUaNHHINRIGR reque
conducted joint trainings and have a good alliance in the Mesa Departamental de Proteccién

in the department of San Marcos.

This level of coordination and cooperation has not yet led to the development of joint proposals
despite discussions of doing so between actors like IOM, ILO, UNICEF, and others.
Furthermore, thereis pot ent i al for UNHCROs recent growth
region to cause complications for the presently-strong relationship between IOM and the UN
Refugee Agency. For instance, U N H C Rrad increase in Mexico led local stakeholders,
including municipal authorities and shelter staff, to look less favorably on IOM and to see IOM
as somewhat less significant of a partner. Based on several interviews with UNHCR
personnel, it is not at all clear that UNHCR recognizes this situation. UNHCR at times
expressed an attitude that IOM should involve them in migration-related so they can
encourage more asylum applications but that UNHCR should not be expected to support

| OM6s work in areas such as c¢ommungivendheiiclears, cap.
directive to focus on asylum-seeker populations instead of other migrant groups. However,
UNHCRG6s attempt to clearly draw a | ine between

proves problematic in situations where the refugee/migrant divide is blurred and where
migrants face in accessing international protection. Such a one-sided relationship or form of
collaboration may lead to future problems in this area.

4.5. Emergency migration management

IOM has made some initial progress on the Migrants in Countries in Crisis (MICIC) pillar, which

was added to the program at the encouragement of DoS/PRM in FY 2016. The one regional

MICIC workshop held thus far under the Mesoamerica program was reportedly valued by

participants, particularly given that it occurred shortly following small-scale emergencies such
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as Hurricane Otto and the arrival of large numbers of migrants from Cuba, Haiti, and
elsewhere. MICIC is, however, at an early stage in the region and thus could not be evaluated
to a great extent. However, IOM notes that, thus far, some consular officials have acted on
the MICIC training by developing contingency procedures to implement in the event of a
disaster or other emergency.

While relatively few interviewees were directly familiar with the MICIC activities conducted
under this program thus far, the ET found that public institutions are not necessarily equipped,
with regards to plans and materials, to deal with a large-scale migration crisis or even more
moderate emergencies such as the sudden arrival of significant numbers of migrants from
Cuba and Haiti.

Much of the success of MICIC will be based on the forthcoming national workshops, three of
which are planned for each country during the remaining five months of FY 2016. Outside of
San Jose, however, only one IOM staff member interviewed was not clear on the plan for
national MICIC workshops. As the plan for these workshops becomes clearer, governmental
interviewees had one oft-repeated message for IOM: MICIC workshops as well as any other
engagement with emergency migration management or preparedness will be most useful if
they help institutions to engage in tangible contingency planning i applicable to a range of
scenarios 1 and overcome intra-governmental coordination challenges and develop new
emergency response partnerships with the private sector and others. Workshops to simply
discuss issues surrounding preparedness, many felt, would not necessarily have a significant
impact or leave migration stakeholders genuinely capable of better managing migration
emergencies.

4.6. Management practices and lessons learned

This program reflects a range of strong management arrangements that merit replication or at
least consideration elsewhere in the world where IOM is implementing similar activities. There
are also some small areas related to management that may merit consideration by IOM. Most
notably, the programdés management has be
communications between the regional coordination structure and the various IOM country
missions. Country missions feel free to adapt the program activities to local realities within the
scope of the Mesoamerica program proposal. Second, the full funding of most program staff
was particularly important to ensure their continued focus on this project. Third, the program,
aided by the logo and widely-recognized title, has a strong identity that is useful both within
IOM and among external stakeholders.

In terms of an area for improvement, program stakeholders, particularly within government
and civil society, almost all expressed a sense of confusion at exactly how to access IOM
material and how to learn about future capacity building or networking opportunities. This owes
largely to the highly active nature of the program and its significant and diverse range of
activities and outputs. However, the result is a sense of bewilderment among many
stakeholders and a degree of confusion at how to find what they need in terms of materials i
not only handouts, manuals and guidelines but also worksheets, presentations, and training
materials 1 or capacity building opportunities.

Furthermore, in certain cases, country missions have added moderate levels of non-program
responsibilities to staff members who are fully funded by this program. Or in one instance it
was evident that a staff member partly under this program was spending a quite limited amount
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of his time on the Mesoamerica program. While this could be described as an unavoidable
reality, the ET does not believe so. If the Mesoamerica program i and DoS/PRM 1 is fully
funding a staff me mhblshoddssoldlyibetasked with emplememntinithisi d u
program. If IOM wishes to have individuals do broader representational work for the
organization and arrange events and forums only vaguely related to the program, they should
finance additional staff members in that area through outside resources (despite the difficulty
| OM faces i n doi ngoomganizatos). Aalding supptelnentalt norzpeogram
responsibilities have detracted from the quality of certain activities (e.g., leaving less time for
the preparation of trainings and workshops) and have over-stretched staff members and hurt
morale in some instances. This situation, while not necessarily widespread, should be
reviewed by IOM.

Last, the pr ogr amdés wor k i s | i mi ttenkpofation. &hislverydasico f acec
constraint | imits | OMés ability to engage i n mot
trainings, and more.
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5. Conclusions and Recommendations

Section Summary:

I The Mesoamerica Program is overall very strong and has contributed to capacity
building among government officials and civil society. It deserves to be continued.

T It will be crucial for IOM to avoid offering ever-increasing outputs to DoS/PRM and
instead focus more intently on a smaller number of highly strategic outcomes,

including incorporating migration into police and civil service academies and the
AMi grant Appo.

1 While the program is quite strong, the ET provides a small set of overarching
recommendations as well as pillar-by-pillar suggestions.

The evaluation found a strong program which has built capacities among government
institutions at multiple levels as well as among civil society organizations (CSOs). The
focus on capacity building is in |Iine with
IOM, and the program has reached a significant number of officials and helped them to better
understand migration and vulnerability.

Materials have been clear and engaging, albeit somewhat lengthy, and the pedagogical
approach is largely appropriate and is increasingly including hands-on activities and
simulations. The strength of these individual activities must, however, increasingly be
integrated within a more intentional strategy; and IOM will need to consider how it can in fact
reduce the diversity of training activities and instead take a more in-depth approach that
targets a smaller number of strategically-identified actors. The current strategy, which is
unarticulated, seems to be somewhat scattershot and thus heavily taxes IOM staff throughout
the region without necessarily having a lasting or concentrated impact. There is also room to
ensure that trainings emphasize practical skills and focus less attention on international laws
and norms; and training materials and manuals can also be turned into operational checklists,
guides, and ficheat sheetsd more usef ul -totday
basis. Likewise, lengthy online courses, while innovative and exceptionally valuable, should
be supplemented by shorter online, innovative, and self-guided learning opportunities on
particular skills. These would be particularly useful as refresher or follow-on trainings for those
who have previously been trained by IOM; this group strongly desires additional capacity
building so that they can further develop their capabilities.

Direct assistance remains very limited under this program, though it has generally been used
to fill gaps in medical and psychosocial services. In addition, IOM has mobilized its staff to
respond to small-scale emergencies or unanticipated large migrant flows. In such cases,

the p

persor

| OM6s greatest contribution has been to serve :

institutions and migrants who are mistrustful of the assistance or protection those institutions
are offering. These responses have been lauded by relevant authorities and represent the sort
of gap-filling direct assistance that this program should support i enabling rather than
replacing governmental responses. That said, further assistance could be allocated for direct
assistance given the needs in the region, and some assistance i particularly that which
focuses on recreation or vocational training for migrants rather than support for the most
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vulnerable i should be re-considered by IOM. Furthermore, as noted in Section 4.2, there is
a real need for IOM to set aside adequate time for IOM to deliver on its newer program
components, including e-learning, the Migrant App, and Information Hubs.

Other program pillars, as noted in Section 4, are also strong. Cross-border meetings, while
generally at an early stage, are yielding benefits and should be carefully cultivated. Outside of
well-established cross-border forums i such as COPPAMI between Costa Rica and Panama
T there is a risk the conversations will become circular or surface-level unless IOM provides a
roadmap for more tangible collaboration and information-sharing. IOM-UNHCR coordination
is strong, and it is apparent that | OM has repe:
despite the fact that the refugee agency has not reciprocated to the same extent. Lastly, MICIC
activities are at an early stage but appear promising and capable of being integrated within
| OMbs capacity building and direct assistance ac

Gaps in the program, particularly in relation to communications activities and monitoring and
evaluation, have been improved markedly since the very start of FY 2016. There are, however,
some areas where improvements may be feasible within the scope of this program or in the
future if adequate resources are available from donors. This section begins with a series of
overarching recommendations before turning to specific suggestions pertinent to the five
pillars.

5.1. Overarching, strategic recommendations

1 Make strategic decisions about what to support in order to create space for new or
expanded activities related to emergency assistance, follow-on and refresher
trainings, expanded e-learning, and the Migrant App. In order to support these and
free up available human and financial resources, IOM should T building upon this
evaluation T engage in a strategic review of its current activities and their impact relative
to their costs in terms of financial and human resources. Some activities, particularly those
which have a lower impact or which governments can or should undertake, will likely need
to be cut. These may include activities such as Information Hubs, Community Festivals,
and non-vital support to shelters (e.g., in areas such as recreation or vocational training).
That is, IOM will have to clearly think about which activitesareini ce t o whighve 0 anc
they A mu st Imdiscessions at the country and regional level, IOM has expressed a
degree of skepticism about cutting program components and wishes to give certain
activities (such as Information Hubs) more time to develop and gain a greater audience.
That is not necessarily inappropriate, but IOM should set a firm deadline i such as the
middle of Phase VIII i for deciding whether to maintain or cut certain elements. Having a
deadline to make such decisions will help to ensure that program components with fewer
benefits do not continue due primarily to momentum.

1 The program should be linked to a clear strategy, backed up by evidence of the
challenges facing vulnerable migrants and government institutions, with defined
activities, inputs, outputs, and outcomes and measured with clearly defined
indicators related to outcomes and impacts rather than solely outputs. An improved
results-based management system will ensure that program components reach continuity,
achieve maturity, and make a tangible difference on the wellbeing of vulnerable migrants.

9 During the remainder of Phase VII and in any future phases, ensure that past
activities are firmly established before adding any additional components. In any
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complex project such as this with multiple novel components, there is a risk that many
elements may be added but not cultivated adequately (i.e., a new initiative may be
launched, but attention shifts to new priorities before existing initiatives are established,
effective as possible, and, where feasible, sustainable). To this end, IOM will need to
develop strategies to dramatically expand the use of e-learning (particularly the non-
tutorship model) across the region and to ensure that Information Hubs attain far greater
utilization that they presently do. Likewise, this will particularly apply to the Migrant App,
which IOM is introducing in May/June 2017 but which will need to overcome a lot of barriers
in order to be adopted by migrants on a significant scale.

During the end of Phase VII and Phase VIII, IOM should develop a multi-year strategy
handover that would see government institutions, training bodies, universities, and
others gradually take over responsibility for the majority of IOM capacity building
efforts in the region. Under this strategy IOM would likely focus more on quality assurance,
research, and innovation rather than on the direct provision of capacity building activities.

Capacity building is a continuous process that must be refreshed and updated in response
to changing migration dynamics. This is particularly relevant given that the types and levels
of migrants fluctuate on a regular basis and given that national and subnational laws and
regulations change on a relatively frequent basis. The ET thus suggests that IOM develop
and implement, beginning in Phase VIII or sooner, a strategy for providing follow-
on or refresher opportunities for past capacity building beneficiaries. This strategy
should, wherever feasible, draw upon trained trainers, local CSOs, e-learning, and other
actors/platforms than upon I0OM staff.

Leveraging internal M&E capacities and partners, such as universities and research

centers, engage in a focused process of research on several issues related to this

program. These may range from regional dynamics (e.g., the effectiveness of child
protection systems across the region) to micro
the attitudes of government officials, protection challenges, and more. Likewise, |IOM

should integrate this research into their activities so that they can systematically identify,

for instance, the comparative impact of various training materials and approaches (e.g., is

a one-week course having a greater impact than a two-day course). In addition to

promoting learning, this sort of research would enable IOM to have the greatest impact

with the lowest possible level of inputs.

IOM should introduce an objective approach to vulnerability that considers not only

oneds membership in a gr ohep of(tree LQBTLconeniunityd r en or
but al so i ndi vi du a [TEs6appmach, ovhichsIOM headesarters is

currently developing, would help IOM to adopt a more flexible approach to vulnerability

that does not rule out any one individual or group for assistance based on identity factors.

As the ET repeatedly heard, there have been instances where IOM has not been able to

support a vulnerable migrant i or where special exceptions have needed to be requested

T because the vulnerable individual did not fall into a group that is widely perceived as

vulnerable (e.g., adolescent males being separated from their mothers and younger

civilians given that many shelters do not work with this group).
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5.2. Pillar-by-pillar recommendations

The following recommendationsar e roughly divided according to
However, some may certainly apply to one or several pillars given linkages between various
activities (e.qg., regional dialogue and capacity building).

5.2.1. Capacity building

1. Develop an intensive training of trainers (ToT) approach that involves intensive (e.g.,
multi-week or months-long) technical and pedagogical training for a smaller corps of
trainers selected from government k6 ©cituions soci e
should commit in advance to giving specific training roles or responsibilities to those who
undergo the multi-week ToT courses.

2. Improve theimpact of IOM training materials by giving the raw materials (e.g., manuals,
handbooks, presentations, etc.) to government entities, civil society, universities, and
others so that they may adapt them and use them widely within their institutions. Copyright
and quality control concerns expressed by IOM should largely be set aside.

3. Develop means of collecting survey data from migrants in order to enable IOM to
assess the extent to which institutions supported by IOM under this program are
performing effectively and in a manner congrue
assistance activities. This would also enable IOM to assess capacity gaps and future
training needs.

4. Where not already being done, IOM should focus on handing over training
responsibility to local experts from government, civil society and academia. IOM
staff should focus their direct training efforts on key capacity building activities (e.g.,
intensive TOT courses).

5. 1OM should t ake steps t o ensur e t hat traine
participants to replicate workshop/training content. For instance, all supervisors of
training participants should be asked, before any training or workshop, to sign a letter
confirming that they will give a minimum amount of time to allow the sharing or replication
of the training. Furthermore, verification systems should be put in place to ensure that
training participants do follow through on replicating the training.

6. There is a need to focus training further on police and civil service training
academies and ensuring that material and information and methods developed by the
Mesoamerica program areincorpor at ed into these institutions®o
building activities.

7. Provide, likely through partners, trained trainers, or e-learning, refresher trainings
and updates to past training participants to keep lessons fresh in their minds. These
trainings should also be rapidly deployed to reinforce key messages in advance of ongoing
or anticipated emergencies. Such refresher trainings should particularly be focused on the
numerous networks and fimesaso that hdnaten been e
or independently formed, to deal with migration.

5.2.2. Direct assistance to vulnerable migrants
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8. Increase the amount of direct assistance being provided under this program, and
use direct assistance provided by IOM and partners to build the capacity of relevant
stakeholders (and to reinforce | OMérinstanaeedi bi | i
IOM should closely involve local officials and CSOs in any of its direct assistance activities
as a form of mentorship or on-the-job training. This is particularly relevant to LGBTI and
child migrants. IOM can continue to support safe spaces for these vulnerable migrants and
involve authorities in the process.

9. Support and promote the establishment of networks among governmental and civil
society-operated shelters to ensure efficient use of resources such as recreation
materials/facilities, nurses, and psychologists. In some contexts, it is apparent that
numerous institutions are establishing separate and costly services (e.g., psychosocial
counseling) where they could potentially be sharing a single psychologist across several
shelters or government agenci es. | OM shoul d h
economyo to migrant services in key locations.

10. Dedicate extensive amounts of time at the regional and country levels in the
fiMigrant Appo to ensure that it is effectively marketed and adopted and to overcome any
practical barriers (e.g., lack of wi-fi access or unanticipated costs) that are encountered
during roll-out.

11. Significantly scale up marketing and awareness raising i involving shelters as well as
information materials, signs and hotlines posted in cabs, road-side shops, and elsewhere
T of the Information Hubs to significant scale up their utilization. Educational Institutions
as well as informal youth groups can be partners in these activities and are well poised to
craft and disseminate messages through social media and traditional media (e.g., public
service announcements over the radio). If these efforts do not yield a major increase in
utilization of the information hubs in FY 2017, IOM and DoS/PRM should seriously
consider removing this program component.

5.2.3. Regional migration dialogues

12. Develop, or encourage other actors to develop, arigorous and independent means
of assessing the progress of individual RCM member countries on implementing
protocols and guidelines related to migrant protection and other issues.

13. Establish an information-sharing mechanism between the cross-border meetings
and the RCM and between RCM and SICA so that they can be aware of and build upon
one anotherdés wor k.

14. Develop, with members, a clear workplan for the cross-border meetings that are
more recently established (e.g., between Mexico and Guatemala) to ensure that they move
beyond basic information exchanges and cooperate on improving services for vulnerable
migrants.

5.2.4. IOM-UNHCR coordination

15. I0M, UNHCR, and other UN agencies i and entire UN Country Teams i should engage
in joint policy work related to migrants, refugees, data collection/sharing,
international law, and protection, among other topics. In addition, they should develop
joint proposals that deal with migration, particularly with the resolution of drivers of
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migration, access to asylum process and humanitarian protection, and the reintegration of
returnees.

16.1 OM shoul d engage UNHCR in an open discussion
region is affecting | OMés relations with gove
These discussions should yield a strategy to mitigate this growing risk.

5.2.5. Emergency migration management

17. Scale up not only MICIC workshops and training, being sure to involve security
services and civil defense entities. Link these workshops and trainings with single-
agency and multi-stakeholder contingency planning processes that account for a variety
of future migration scenarios. These planning processes should rely on existing networks
and bodies rather than new institutions. Once developed, IOM should support tangible
simulations and activities to test the appropriateness of emergency/contingency plans and
the readiness of stakeholders to respond to future crises.

18. Explore opportunities to link this pillar (including MICIC and contingency planning)
with cross-border forums given that most migration crises tend to be trans-national in
nature.

While the points above are certainly the most important, the ET wanted to share a small

number of supplemental recommendations that are not related to any singly pillar. The first is

that IOM should find away to finance further vehicles under this project so that staff have

more mobility in order to respond to vulnerable migrants, engage in project monitoring, and so

on. At present the | ack of vehi ceéseiscludmgigssns t hat
monitoring, is rather limited. The second recommendations is that IOM should review the

provision of non-program responsibilities to staff who are fully funded under this

program and consider the workload that is being expected of some over-stretched offices in

the region. Personnel who are overwhelmed with work describe not having time to improve

capacity building activities or tailor them to local conditions.

Lastly, the pr ogr ambés we b s idesgned $ochat ratethats canee easily
shared and accessed and so that capacity building opportunities (and relevant selection
criteria for participants) are easy to see.!' Likewise, a DropBox or other system to share
training materials and other program documents among IOM staff and key partners across the
region should be put into place.

11 |0M staff in Costa Rica indicated that a revised website was already on their agenda.
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Annex A: Evaluation methodology (from the
Inception/Desk Review Report)

The evaluation questions will be addressed through an evaluation design that applies both
gualitative and quantitative data collection methods including: document/desk review, key
informant interviews (KIllIs), focus group discussions (FGDs), and mini-surveys. The use of
multiple methods to answer elements of the same questions will increase the internal validity
of the findings and conclusions.

Sampling approach

The ET will apply a purposive sampling technique to determine which sites and partners to
visit and the groups and individuals with whom to conduct Klls, FGDs, and mini-surveys.
Locations for site visits will be chosen based on the number of stakeholders available in

each location, the timing of program activities which the team could observe, and, most
importantly, the potential ability to access migrants/direct beneficiaries in various field
locations. The initial data collection will inform the sampling strategy by providing the ET
with greater insight into the scope of Regional Migration Program services, programs,
partners, stakeholders, and beneficiaries, and thus the criteria upon which to draw a sample.

The data collection tools will be standard, but flexible enough to reflect the unique operating
environment and itsb6 respective approach to supj
capacity of government officials. All KIl and FGD protocols will be semi-structured to provide

the ET with flexibility to explore certain topics in greater depth as necessary and appropriate.

That said, they will apply adequate structure to enable comparisons across countries and,

where appropriate, between regions.

Klls: The ET will conduct Klls to investigate the experiences, behaviors, and perspectives of
implementers, beneficiaries, and partners of the Regional Migration Programs as well as to
provide insight into how the programs operate beyond what is described in the documents.
Interviews with PRM staff will help the ET understand implementation from a management
perspective, which will be critical for the development of useful tools and guidance. Klls with
IOM, government officials, members of the Regional Committee on Mixed Migration, NGOs,
andmulti | at er al organizations wil|l help the team i
practices and outputs and outcomes in terms of capacity building and enhanced regional
migration management. Interviewees with high-level individuals (e.g., from ministries or
UNHCR or the RCMM) will be selected through consultation with IOM. However, in the case
of direct beneficiaries such as training recipients, the evaluation team will seek to select these
independently from available lists of beneficiaries.

FGDs: The team will conduct FGDs with different groups of refugees and migrants as well as
with training participants and others, as appropriate. FGDs will inform the team about how
individual s6 needs and preferences have been n
services/assistance, and the extent to which IOM has been responsive to their feedback. FGD
participants will be grouped according to sex, age cohorts, ethnicity, and vulnerability status i
as appropriate 1 to capture differences in experiences and perspectives. If feasible, the ET
will conduct FGDs with designated vulnerable individuals or groups such as survivors of
trafficking, kidnapping, or sexual violence, unaccompanied children, members of the LGBT
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community, and the physically disabled.'? Of course, such beneficiaries may not always be
readily available for FGDs. FGD participants will be selected by the ET in consultation with
IOM field staff.

Site Visits: The ET will conduct site observations of a selection of sites in both regions. In the
Horn of Africa, site visits may include Migration Response Centers and Immigration and
Border Patrol Offices. In Mesoamerica, site visits may include community and youth centers,
shelters, schools, and/or Customs Authority offices. The team will utilize checklists of best
practices when appropriate to support with the evaluation of effectiveness and
appropriateness of services provided.*?

Mini-surveys: The ET will conduct quantitative mini-surveys with a selection of key
informants, particularly those that the ET may not be able to consult in person. Specifically,
we will sample government officials who have participated in capacity building activities,
stakeholders in the regional migration dialogues or consultative processes (RCPs), Migration
Response Center staff members, and members of the Working Group on Migrant Children.
Invitations to complete the mini-surveys will be sent to all relevant individuals rather than
selecting a sub-set of, for instance, training participants. Mini-surveys will allow the ET to
collect evidence from a wider population of informants than would otherwise be possible given
time and resource limitations. Focused on a narrowly defined issue or sub-set of questions,
the mini-surveys will consist of approximately 10-15 closed-ended questions that can be
answered in less than 10 minutes. Surveys will be administered either via mobile phones or
email, depending on the final selection of participants. Responses will be recorded using an
application such as Survey Monkey, Magpi, or Open Data Kit (ODK) to ensure that data are
immediately aggregated and available for review by the team. The responses to any such
surveys will be reviewed only by the ET and not by IOM or PRM staff.

The methods noted above will be applied in six countries across two regional evaluations,
including three countries in the Horn of Africa and a further three in Mesoamerica. The ET will
jointly conduct the first country evaluations in each region, including Kenya and Costa Rica i
which serve as the management hubs for the regional programs i and then split up for the
second and third evaluations. The subsequent field evaluations will include one core team
member working with a local researcher in each country.

Country visit selection

Upon reviewing program documents, the ET took up the question of country visit selection
to determine where to conduct field work. Below the proposed country visit locations and
selection criteria are summarized; the ET is open to alternative suggestions.

Horn of Africa i Kenya, Ethiopia, and Djibouti. Kenya, where the ET intends to spend
one week, was selected given that it serves as the management hub for the regional
program and given that several regional institutions are headquartered there. The ET will
then proceed to Ethiopia and Djibouti for two to three weeks each; these two countries which
were selected given the level of programmatic activity in each (according to the FY 2016
proposal/appeal). Ethiopia is home to two MRCs supported through the program and has

12 Where the ET will engage with members of particularly vulnerable groups, the ET will seek approvalt hr ough Soci al | mpac
I nternal Review Board (I RB), which ensures that data collection, 1
that all such encounters are based on informed consent.

3 The ET has not included checklists for the site visits in the annexes to this report given that the specific checklists to be

utilized will depend heavily on the types of facilities and/or trainings which the evaluators will observe.
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the largest awareness-raising component of any country in the regional program and the
second highest level of humanitarian assistance (after Yemen) provided through the
regional program. Djibouti also has a high level of programmatic activities and from 2013-
15 had the third-highest number of program beneficiaries after Yemen and Somaliland, both
of which would be more difficult to access for political and security reasons.

Mesoamericai CostaRica, Guatemala, and Mexico. Costa Rica has been selected given
that it is both the management hub for the program and has a sizable level of activities; the
ET will spend two weeks before splitting and traveling to Guatemala and Mexico. Guatemala
is home to a full range of regional program activities and faces a diverse array of migration
issues. Mexico was selected with input from DoS/PRM given that it is also home to a normal
range of program activities and serves as a major transit point for migrants from the
Americas.

Note: The ET will conduct an out-briefing at the conclusion of field work in each region i in
Kenya and Costa Rica i though not necessarily at the country level.

Analysis

The ET leader will oversee and manage systematic analysis of qualitative and quantitative

data. Mini-survey data will be exported and analyzed. Team members will transcribe Kll and

FGD notes in real-time, cleaning and sharing electronic summaries on a rolling basis. The ET

will use content, trend, and pattern analysis to identify response categories and to elucidate

emergent themes and contextual factors. The ET will also employ data triangulation: an

analysis strategy in which qualitative and quantitative data are first analyzed independently.

Findings from each data set are then used to inform and explain findings across data types.
Triangul ation of data ensures that more than one
of t he Regi on alibutiBrrto the acmeveinent af axpected results and most

importantly, why.

The ET will capture preliminary findings and conclusions in an evaluation findings matrix that
categorizes analysis and recommendations by evaluation question. The matrix will (a) ensure
that the team prepares a systematic and thorough response to each evaluation question, (b)
verify that preliminary analysis accounts for gender and social dimensions, (c) identify any
gaps where additional clarification or analysis may be necessary, and (d) serve as the basis
for developing the draft evaluation reports at the regional and global levels.

Approach to Gender and Vulnerability

The evaluation methodology will be closely attuned to gender and will seek to capture
perspectives from women and men, girls and boys, and from particularly vulnerable groups,
including members of the LGBT communities. To enable this process, the ET includes one
man and one woman, and local members of the team will be selected in a manner that reflects
gender concerns and which will also reflect any identity issues (e.g., attempting to include
members of indigenous populations where appropriate).

Vulnerability is a key part of the program and, hence, will be a key part of the evaluation as
the team not only looks at whether migration management capacity has improved but also at
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whether government institutions, civil society, IOM, and others across the regions in question
are better able to recognize and respond to the unique needs of vulnerable migrants.

In terms of the actual conduct of the evaluation and the analysis process, the ET will
systematically compare responses from male and female respondents (e.g., government
officials, civil society organizations, and migrants). In addition, the team will address the extent
to which different forms of vulnerability i several of which have gendered dimensions i have
been addressed to differing extents in the programs (e.g., labor migrants versus victims of
trafficking or SGBV). This will be done by reviewing interview and FGD records, which will
include questions related to vulnerability, as well as by considering training materials and other
physical records available from IOM.
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Annex B: Supplemental Data on Capacity
Building Outcomes/Satisfaction

Results of the Workshop on Psychosocial Assistance, Panama®4

Issue Pre-Test (n= 24) Post-Test (n=22)

Low Medium High Low Medium High
gg;g’;’}'gggg;fassistame 62.5% 37.5% 0.0% 9.1% | 31.8% 59.1%
CKa?eoar‘]’é 'bjn‘fogt?iskso f 66.7% 333% | 00% | 136% | 31.8% | 54.5%
ﬁ;‘;mg%%‘?c‘;fl Eirst Ald 54.2% 41.7% 4.2% 45% | 40.9% 54.5%
gg;g':gg;;ifgﬁzosﬁ's 45.8% 50.0% 4.2% 45% | 36.4% 59.1%
Average 57.3% 40.6% 2.1% 8.0% | 35.2% 56.8%

Satisfaction Survey for LGBTI Training Participants, Costa Rica'®(n=15)

Issue/Question Disagree Agree Fully Agree
Objectives were clear before training 7% 13% 80%
Enough information was provided 7% 20% 53%
Objectives were clearly presented 0% 0% 100%
Interests & expectations were met 0% 7% 93%
Methodology allowed for discussion 0% 7% 93%
Materials were appropriate 0% 13% 93%
Time was well managed 0% 7% 87%
Overall satisfaction 0% 7% 93%

Results of the Youth Training, Costa Rica'®

Average Score Average Score
(Pre-Test) (n=21) (Post-Test) (n=15)
General concepts 71.4% 66.7%
Youth migration push/pull factors 89.2% 87.9%
Young migrants” rights 82.1% 93.3%
Migrant categories 84.1% 91.1%
Interview process 74.6% 68.9%
Risks & vulnerabilities 79.4% 91.1%

14 In the border province of Darien, at the request of the Ministry of Health, IOM held a training of trainers on psychosocial
assistance and self-care skills on November 8 and 9, 2016.

15 As a result of the regional workshops on LGBTI migration held in Tapachula from May 17-20, 2016.

16 Migration and youth training workshop, with an emphasis on young migrants” specific protection and assistance needs, for 25
young people (12-28 years; 12M/13W) from religious and CSOs delivered from June 11-12, 2016. Main topics included identifying
migrants with international protection needs and TIP, and specific risks and vulnerabilities of young migrants.
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Satisfaction Survey of Youth Training Participants, Costa Rica (percentages)!’ (n=15)

Issue ‘ Poor Regular Good Excellent
Objectives were clear before attending 0 7 27 67
Enough information was provided 7 20 27 33
Objectives were clearly presented 0 20 13 67
Interests & expectations were listened to 0 7 27 67
Methodology allowed for discussion 0 0 33 67
Participation was encouraged 0 0 27 73
Available materials were appropriate 0 0 27 67
Balance of theory/practical knowledge 0 7 20 73
Case studies, examples were used 7 0 27 67
Appropriate planning and use of time 7 0 27 67
Facilitator’s level of knowledge and 0 7 20 73

teaching skills

17 Same as above.
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