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i.   iNTRODUcTiON

This report presents findings and recom-
mendations on the evaluation of the Rafik 
Hariri UN-Habitat Memorial Award (hereaf-
ter the Hariri Award or the Award) launched 
in 2009 jointly by UN-Habitat and Rafik 
Hariri Foundation (hereafter the Founda-
tion), the sponsor of the Award. It also cov-
ers the evaluability assessment of the Mem-
orandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
the Foundation and UN-Habitat. 

The Award was inaugurated in 2010 at the 
Fifth Session of the World Urban Forum held 
in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. It honors the late 
Lebanese Prime Minister, Mr. Rafik Hariri, 
and comes with a USD 200,000 cash prize, 
a trophy and a certificate. It is awarded ev-
ery two years for exemplary achievements 
in human settlements and socio-economic 
advances for the urban poor. The Award 
was endorsed by the UN-Habitat Governing 
Council at its twenty-second session in April 
2009.

The Foundation requested both the evalua-
tion for the launch phase of the Award and 
the evaluability assessment of the Memoran-
dum of Understanding (MOU). It is a techni-
cal assessment of progress in implementing 
agreed commitments of both partners as 
contained in the agreement signed between  
UN-Habitat and the Foundation in March 
2009. This evaluation was conducted by an 
independent consultant, Ms. Rukia Hayata, 
during the period of March to July 2011.

The objective of the evaluation was to pro-
vide lessons learned from the launch phase 
of the Memorial Award and independent 
forward looking recommendations to both 
UN-Habitat and the Foundation so as to im-
prove planning and implementation of the 
Award. The purpose of the evaluation was 
to identify strengths and weaknesses in the 
MOU and in the first phase of the launch of 
the Award and to inform the management 
in the planning of future cycles. 

A review of existing literature on the Award 
Secretariat at the UN-Habitat headquarters 
and administration of questionnaire-based 
interviews with UN-Habitat and Foundation 
staff, members of the International Jury and 
members of the Steering Committee were 
conducted as part of the evaluation. Views 
of the general public were drawn from a 
sample of the list of participants at the Fifth 
Session of the World Urban Forum that wit-
nessed the inauguration of the Award. 

ii.   MAiN FiNDiNGs 

Rafik Hariri Award

•	 As an endowment fund, the Foundation 
has an in-built mechanism to secure pre-
dictable funding from the Award spon-
sor for a period of at least ten years. The 
Award has a robust solid organizational 
structure which was established through 
Article 3 of the MOU, which was com-
prehensively formulated. The MOU of-
fers elements of governance, trans-

eXeCUTIVe sUMMaRY
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parency and conflict resolution. There 
is also in-built flexibility and room for 
consultation, negotiation and if neces-
sary revision. Under Article 15, the MOU 
has provision for replacement whereby 
administrative responsibilities could be 
transferred to Foundation without fur-
ther review or amendment.

•	 The resource levels for managing the 
Award were adequately designed. How-
ever, access to these resources are sub-
ject to United Nations rules and regula-
tions that are at times not well-suited for 
adjustment to the specific needs and de-
mands of the various Award actors such 
as senior members of the International 
Jury and the Steering Committee in mat-
ters of employment, travel and hono-
raria1.

•	 Delays in holding regular meetings of 
the Steering Committee constrained the 
entire process. There was lack of a clear 
calendar of meetings to which to adhere 
for successful delivery of the activities.

•	 Administrative arrangements by the Tan-
zania Women Land Access Trust—the 
contracted administrative services pro-
vider—were commended by the mem-
bers of the International Jury. The Trust 
provided logistical services to support 
the Award Secretariat at UN-Habitat.

•	 Both the Foundation and UN-Habitat 
senior managers have reconfirmed their 
commitment and interest in the Award 
through interviews and the survey. At 

1  Once disbursed to the United Nations, 
funds must be governed by United Nations 
rules and regulations. 

senior management level, the Execu-
tive Director of UN-Habitat has demon-
strated interest in, and support for the 
Award.  At the Foundation, the Award is 
a top priority.

•	 The Foundation needs to secure finan-
cial stability for the award. The process 
to establish an endowment of USD 20 
million is yet to be initiated. 

implementation arrangements

•	 The launch of the award process was 
implemented under a tripartite arrange-
ment between UN-Habitat, the Founda-
tion and the Trust. Its inclusiveness will 
remain a challenge until information is 
effectively shared between and among 
the main stakeholders and partners.

•	 The MOU and the Award process reveal 
a lack of in-built monitoring and feed-
back mechanisms to provide informa-
tion on progress of its implementation 
as well as reveal necessary areas for im-
provement and adjustments during the 
implementation period.  There were no 
action plan, indicators of achievement 
and means of verifications with timelines 
and responsible teams and/or persons. 

•	 With regard to the venue of the Award, 
key players mostly at the Foundation 
had doubts over the suitability of the 
World Urban Forum, which moves lo-
cation every two years. An analysis of 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities 
and threats (SWOT) of various poten-
tial venues should be carried out to help 
identify the best venue. In the mean-
time, United Nations Secretariat in New 



vii
Evaluation of thE EstablishmEnt ProcEss of  

the Rafik haRiRi UN-habitat MeMoRial awaRd

York is suggested as the best option for 
future Awards but care must be taken to 
ensure that the Award receives due at-
tention and visibility. 

•	 Instant visibility was secured by having 
the inauguration ceremony strategically 
placed at the opening of the Fifth Ses-
sion of the World Urban Forum held 
in Rio de Janeiro in March 2010. How-
ever, limited publicity of the Award has 
emerged as a major concern that must 
be addressed.

•	 Relevant project management tools, in-
cluding reporting, monitoring and evalu-
ation plans, need to be considered and 
developed by UN-Habitat in the process 
to increase the Award’s publicity and vis-
ibility as well as provide feedback on its 
implementation.

iii.   cONcLUsiONs

The evaluation concluded that firm commit-
ment for the Award among the cooperat-
ing partners had been witnessed, creating 
a sound basis for continuity into the next 
cycle.

The analysis of both design and process of 
the Hariri Award during its first cycle lead to 
the conclusion that its design is adequate 
but delivery processes of that design are far 
from perfect and need to be rectified before 
embarking on the second cycle.

There is firm commitment for the Award 
among the cooperating partners and it is 
the basis for continuity into the next cycle. 
The current MOU has offered elements of 

governance, transparency, conflict resolu-
tion, inbuilt flexibility and room for revision 
and consultation. However, evaluability of 
the Award processes—including the exis-
tence of a clear vision, mission, objectives, 
activities to deliver the strategic objectives 
and indicators to measure achievements—
remains a challenge. 

iV.  LEssONs LEARNED

•	 Adequate time and opportunity for par-
ticipation before and after the Award 
are required to achieve optimal involve-
ment of stakeholders. 

•	 The success of the Award during the first 
cycle is to a large extent attributed to 
adequate selection process and support 
from senior managers at UN-Habitat and 
the Foundation. 

•	 Publicity should be broadened prior to 
the call for nominations through both 
the electronic and print media. The pro-
cess should start with a longer lead time 
built in so that adequate time is available 
during the selection process.

•	 Independent verification of the nomina-
tions ought to be reviewed by the techni-
cal review committee to ascertain accu-
racy of claims in nomination documents. 
A search function could also be explored 
for different categories of achievers.
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•	 Timely launch of the Award process is 
as critical as taking necessary measures 
to enhance publicity, streamline admin-
istrative processes and institutionalize 
supportive promotion activities for the 
Award, given its size and status.

V.   FORwARD LOOKiNG 
MANAGEMENT OpTiONs 
FOR THE AwARD

Four options are proposed with regard to 
future management of the Award:

Option 1: Business as usual. 

Maintain the current arrangement with  
UN-Habitat as the hub of the Award Sec-
retariat. This is a bilateral arrangement be-
tween Foundation and UN-Habitat with  
UN-Habitat in the lead. This option is con-
sidered inadequate if one wishes to ad-
dress the weaknesses faced in cycle 1 of the 
Award. 

Option 2: Outsourcing of 
administrative functions. 

Maintain the current arrangements with 
UN-Habitat as the hub of the Award but re-
duce the level of engagement by the Award 
Secretariat at UN-Habitat and outsource 
administrative duties. This option would 
require a tripartite arrangement between 
UN-Habitat, the Foundation and the service 
provider.2

2  The evaluation team presented the four op-
tions to UN-Habitat management for discus-
sion. UN-Habitat’s preference was against 
entering a tripartite agreement. A model 
with clearly delineated functions between 
UN-Habitat and the Rafik Hariri Foundation 
with the Foundation responsible for most of 
the administrative functions was preferred.

Option 3: Shifting responsibilities 
from UN-Habitat to the Foundation 
with the Foundation in charge of 
the Award Secretariat. 

This will amount to a bilateral arrangement 
with the Foundation in the lead and UN-
Habitat would play a supportive substantive 
role. A roadmap detailing activities and re-
sponsibilities of the award process and cycle 
should be developed and incorporated in 
the MOU.

Option 4: Moving the Award 
Secretariat to the Foundation and 
with the Foundation responsible 
for outsourcing administrative 
functions. 

The Award Secretariat shifts from UN-Hab-
itat to the Foundation and current MOU is 
complemented with a roadmap, as in op-
tion three, and administrative functions are 
outsourced. It would reduce the level of UN-
Habitat’s engagement in the Award and ad-
ministrative duties would be outsourced to 
a service provider. This arrangement would 
require a tripartite arrangement between 
the Foundation, UN-Habitat and the service 
provider.3

Vi.   REcOMMENDATiONs 

Recommendation 1:

Consider outsourcing administrative duties 
and publicity functions. This can be done 
as part of a tripartite arrangement between 
UN-Habitat, the Foundation and the service 
provider. Irrespective of the management 
structure and option adopted, it is highly 
recommended that all tasks or activities that 

3  See previous footnote.   
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can create a burden on either UN-Habitat’s 
or the Foundation’s line staff be outsourced 
to a third party. This may include informa-
tion and communication activities related to 
web-site design and implementation of me-
dia strategy.  However, outsourcing is not 
a panacea to solving current problems. The 
Award will still need to be carefully pack-
aged to avoid ad hoc decisions that are not 
working to the full benefit of UN-Habitat 
and the Rafik Hariri Foundation in promot-
ing the Award and its goals. The Steering 
Committee must also decide if the services 
of Tanzania Women Access Trust will con-
tinue or not.

Recommendation 2:

Consider developing a comprehensive ac-
tion plan or road map to complement the 
MOU between UN-Habitat and the Rafik 
Hariri Foundation. The road map should 
address concerns which would include out-
sourcing, media strategy, new protocol ar-
rangements, venue of the Award to give it a 
high profile, and so on. It should also detail 
activities, timeframes and responsibilities 
and address a range of dimensions includ-
ing activities, scheduled meetings, infor-
mation dissemination and communication 
modalities and monitoring and reporting 
frameworks. In addition, the offices respon-
sible for information, monitoring and evalu-
ation at UN-Habitat Headquarters should 
be included in the Award team to ensure 
that the Award supports the agency’s core 
mandate.

Recommendation 3: 

UN-Habitat, in consultation with the Foun-
dation, should fix the calendar to ensure 
timely and regular events, including Steer-
ing Committee meetings for the year and 
decide conditions for appointing alternate 
co-chairs of the Committee with full author-
ity. 

Recommendation 4:

Review the conceptual aspects of the Award 
so as to strengthen its focus, taking into ac-
count the following:

•	 Sharing the Award between two win-
ners provided there is adequate follow-
up with them thereafter.

•	 Alternating winners between different 
geographical and social groups and be-
yond political or well-known personali-
ties.

•	 Honoring the commitment of Mr. Hari-
ri by giving opportunities to those who 
have reached the top and who have the 
qualities, determination and strategy to 
learn from the example of the Nobel 
Peace Prize. 

Recommendation 5:

Enhance advocacy by launching an award 
publicity campaign through established 
channels including the media, involve UN-
Habitat staff and target media in Lebanon 
and media in the country hosting the Award 
ceremony. The Foundation should partici-
pate in all UN-Habitat activities to make the 
Award more visible. A wider audience could 
be reached by advertising nominations 
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through UN-Habitat established channels 
and other print media such as The Econo-
mist, which has wide international circula-
tion.

Recommendation 6:

Change the nomination, screening and 
selection processes. Potential candidates 
could apply and a technical expert review 
committee vet candidates with the Interna-
tional Jury, which would be shortlisted for 
the Steering Committee’s final decision. UN-
Habitat would do the preliminary screening 
of submitted documents, especially of ad-
ministrative aspects, and the International 
Jury could then decide if further screening 
would be necessary. To ensure full transpar-
ency in the screening process the Interna-
tional Jury should be kept informed of the 
preliminary screening done by the secretar-
iat. As far as possible, the practice of selec-
tion of the winner by the Jury through con-
sensus should be encouraged as it worked 
well during the first cycle. In addition, the 
technical expert review committee should 
present the roster of finalists to the Inter-
national Jury well before it is scheduled to 
meet to allow ample time to review the fi-
nalists in detail. It is important that prefer-
ably six to eight weeks should be given for 
submission of nominations.

Recommendation 7:

The Steering Committee should consider 
competing options when deciding on the 
suitability of the venue for the Award cer-
emony. These are at the venue of the World 
Urban Forum, which successfully hosted the 
inauguration ceremony; at the UN-Habitat 
Headquarters in Nairobi, which hosts the 
regular sessions of the Governing Council; 
and at United Nations General Assembly at 
the United Nations Headquarters in New 
York. A SWOT Analysis should be conduct-
ed to guide the decision on the best option.  
It is worthwhile exploring different possibili-
ties for a strategic event organizer partner 
before a final decision is taken.

Recommendation 8:

Build monitoring and evaluation frame-
works for the Award process into the pro-
posed action plan/roap map for the next 
cycle. Progress reports, based on the action 
plan, should be regularly submitted to the 
Steering Committee for review. There is a 
need to establish monitoring and feedback 
systems that track and report on the prog-
ress of implementation.  
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1.1.   iNTRODUcTiON

This report presents the findings of the 
evaluation of the launch of the Rafik Hariri 
UN-Habitat Memorial Award (hereafter the 
Award) and an evaluability assessment of 
the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the UN-Habitat and the Rafik Hari-
ri Foundation (hereafter the Foundation), 
the sponsor of the Award.  The Award was 
inaugurated in March 2010, at the Fifth Ses-
sion of the World Urban Forum in Rio de 
Janeiro, Brazil.

The Rafik Hariri UN-Habitat Memorial Award 
is a joint initiative of the two organisations. 
It seeks to reward individuals and organiza-
tions who have followed and built upon the 

exemplary achievements of the late Prime 
Minister of Lebanon, Mr. Rafik Hariri, in hu-
man settlements as well as socio-economic 
advances for the disadvantaged in urban 
areas.  Mr. Rafik Hariri died on 14 February 
2005, only five months after being honored 
as the winner of the Habitat Scroll of Hon-
our, Special Citation, at the Second Session 
of the World Urban Forum held in Barce-
lona, Spain. 

The evaluation of the launch phase and the 
evaluability assessment of the Rafik Hariri 
UN-Habitat Memorial Award were request-
ed by the Foundation. The evaluation was 
conducted during the period from June to 
July, 2011 by an independent consultant, 
Ms. Rukia Hayata.

Mrs. Nazek Rafik Hariri delivering  a speech at the Rafik Hariri UN-Habitat Memorial Award Ceremony in Rio 
de Janeiro, Brazil. 2010 © Rafik Hariri Foundation

1. InTRoDUCTIon anD baCKGRoUnD



4
Evaluation of thE EstablishmEnt ProcEss of  
the Rafik haRiRi UN-habitat MeMoRial awaRd

1.2.   ABOUT THE AwARD 
pARTNERs

UN-Habitat is the United Nations agency 
mandated by the General Assembly to 
monitor and coordinate the implementation 
of the Habitat Agenda. The purpose of the 
agenda is to promote the ideals of adequate 
shelter for all and sustainable human settle-
ments development in an urbanizing and 
globalizing world. The mission of UN-Hab-
itat is to promote socially and environmen-
tally sustainable towns and cities and their 
respective communities. UN-Habitat’s goal 
of sustainable urbanization is significant be-
cause cities are centers for wealth creation, 
social harmony and innovation.

To achieve sustainable urbanization and se-
cure an effective implementation of the Hab-
itat Agenda, UN-Habitat spearheads knowl-
edge generation, sharing of experiences, 
documentation of best practices and build-
ing of partnerships. The Habitat Agenda un-
derlines that partnerships are key to realizing  
UN-Habitat’s mandate. By emphasizing 
partnerships, UN-Habitat is contributing to 
the achievements of the eighth goal of the 
United Nations Millennium Development 
Goals (MDGs) that underscores the role of 
partnerships in sustainable development.

Specifically, UN-Habitat identifies docu-
ments and disseminates best practices in 
the implementation of the Habitat Agenda 
through its Best Practices Programme. As 
part of its mandate, the agency adminis-
ters different human settlements related 
awards, which include: The Habitat Scroll of 
Honour, Dubai International Award for Best 

Practices to Improve the Living Enviroment, 
The Shaikh Khalifa bin Salman-Al Khalifa 
Award and the Rafik Hariri UN-Habitat Me-
morial Award.

The Habitat Scroll of Honour is the United 
Nations General Assembly-mandated award 
which  consists of a certificate and plaque, 
and is issued to ten outstanding best prac-
tices from around the World on World Habi-
tat Day. The Habitat Scroll of Honour takes 
on special significance when the winner of 
the Scroll is a Head of State or Government 
and is called a Special Citation. Since the 
award was launched in 1979, only four indi-
vidual special citations have been awarded, 
with Mr. Hariri as the third winner. Other 
distinguished recipients include the King of 
Thailand (2002), The King of Sweden (2003) 
and the Prime Minister of Bahrain (2007). 
Citations can also be given to national or 
local governments and, to date, Nanjing 
City, China (2008), Seoul City, Korea (2010) 
and the Ministry of Housing of Spain (2002) 
have been honored in this way.

The Dubai International Award for Best 
Practices to Improve the Living Environ-
ment is sponsored by the city of Dubai, and 
is a USD 360,000 cash award which is is-
sued every two years and shared among 
12 best practices in the UN-Habitat field 
from around the world. The award started 
in 1995 and has completed its eighth cycle. 
It is jointly managed by Dubai Municipality 
and UN-Habitat. The municipality manages 
most of the administrative, media and lo-
gistical tasks while UN-Habitat handles all 
the substantive aspects and some level of 
publicity.
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The Shaikh Khalifa bin Salman-Al Khal-
ifa Award is a USD 100,000 biennial cash 
award sponsored by the Government of 
Bahrain in honor of its Prime Minister, who 
won the Habitat Scroll of honor, Special Ci-
tation in 2007. The award was launched in 
2008 at the Fourth Session of the World 
Urban Forum held in Nanjing, China. It has 
completed two cycles.

The Rafik Hariri UN-Habitat Memorial Award 
is sponsored by the Rafik Hariri Foundation 
to honor the late Prime Minister. The Award 
comes with a USD 200,000 biennial cash 
prize. It was launched in March 2010 and 
has just completed its first cycle. The award 
is the focus of this evaluation. 

1.3 OVERViEw OF THE RAFiK 
HARiRi FOUNDATiON AND 
THE MEMORiAL AwARD

The Rafik Hariri Foundation was established 
in 1979 to provide health, social and cul-
tural services to disadvantaged people in 
Lebanon. After outstanding achievement 
in the construction industry and business, 
Mr. Rafik Hariri entered politics and became 
Prime Minister of Lebanon for two terms 
from 1992 to 1998 and again from 2000 to 
2004. He played a decisive role in the recon-
struction of a country torn apart by a pro-
tracted 16-year civil war from 1975 to 1991 
for which he was honored with the Habitat 
Scroll of Honor, Special Citation. This is the 
highest award of the United Nations system 
in human settlements development. 

Mr. Hariri devised innovative financing for 
housing and physical infrastructure after the 
war in Lebanon and he sought to balance 
socio-economic development and empower 
the poor, women and the youths through 
improved health and education. In this way, 
he set a best practice in the healing of peo-
ple torn apart by years of civil war, manipu-
lation, hatred, intrigues and hopelessness. 
Five months after this recognition, on 14 
February 2005, former Prime Minister Hariri 
and 20 other people were killed in a ter-
rorist bomb blast in Beirut, an act of crime 
that was condemned virtually worldwide, 
including by the then Secretary General of 
the United Nations, Mr. Kofi Annan. The 
United Nations Security Council has since 
established a tribunal to investigate and 
prosecute the perpetrators.

Against this backdrop, a partnership be-
tween UN-Habitat and the Foundation 
arose based on common objectives related 
to development and the implementation of 
the Habitat Agenda. The two institutions 
agreed to establish the Rafik Hariri UN-Hab-
itat Memorial Award jointly for the purpose 
of promoting creativity and excellence in 
leadership, statesmanship and good gov-
ernance, including construction and recon-
struction as well as human resources devel-
opment and benevolent activities.  

The first reason for establishing the part-
nership was the wish by the Foundation 
to honor the memory of Mr. Hariri and the 
mission to which he dedicated most of his 
life, culminating in his recognition by the 
United Nations in the field of promoting 
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peace and prosperity in conflict torn human 
settlements, the cause for which he was to 
be assassinated.

Secondly, UN-Habitat—as part of its man-
date—wished to continue to use the unique 
Lebanon post-conflict reconstruction expe-
rience, spearheaded by Mr. Hariri, as a best 
practice in its humanitarian and develop-
ment undertakings in other parts of the 
world faced with similar crises and chal-
lenges.

The Hariri Award can be shared between 
two winners. The current agreement pro-
vides for the Award to run for up to five 
cycles over the period between 2010 and 
2018. The first cycle was concluded in Rio 
de Janeiro, Brazil, in March 2010 when Mr. 
Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, the Turkish Prime 
Minister, became the inaugural winner for 
the instrumental role he played in forging 
the Habitat Agenda at the Second United 
Nations Conference on Human Settlements 
dubbed ‘the City Summit’ held in Istanbul, 
Turkey. The Award was given to the Turk-
ish Prime Minister in a high-profile opening 
ceremony of the Fifth Session of the World 
Urban Forum in Rio de Janeiro. 

1.4 pURpOsE AND OBJEcTiVEs 
OF THE EVALUATiON

The purpose of the evaluation is to provide 
lessons learned from the launch phase of 
the Memorial Award and recommendations 
to both UN-Habitat and the Foundation, in 
order to improve future planning and imple-
mentation of the Award.  The evaluation 
also assesses the evaluability of the MOU. 

The objective of the evaluation is to identify 
strengths and weaknesses in the agreement 
and in the first phase of the launch of the 
Award so as to inform corrective measures 
for future cycles and described in the Terms 
of Reference of the evaluation (Annex I: 
Terms of Reference).

Furthermore, the assessment will help es-
tablish consensus on the principles, best 
implementation plan and optimal distribu-
tion of responsibilities based on the com-
parative strengths of each party and com-
munication channels to which both parties 
will subscribe to in the implementation of 
the agreement.  

Specific objectives of the evaluation are to:

•	 Determine progress made and offer les-
sons learned since the launch phase of 
the Rafik Hariri UN-Habitat Memorial 
Award;

•	 Identify strengths and weaknesses in the 
agreement and in the first launch of the 
Award and provide corrective measures; 
and

•	 Provide independent forward looking 
recommendations on the Award to both 
UN-Habitat and the Foundation.

The evaluation was requested by the Foun-
dation. It was carried out between March 
and July 2011 by an Independent consul-
tant, Ms. Rukia Hayata.
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1.5 KEY FOcUs AREAs OF THE 
EVALUATiON 

The evaluation focused on testing the as-
sumptions made in the Award agreement 
and its administration in terms of organiza-
tion and management as follows: 

A high-quality design/organizational frame-
work for the Award was assumed to ex-
ist and to be well set to achieve intended 
objectives and expected accomplishments. 
The study examined whether the design 
provides clear objectives and indicators to 
measure such achievements and whether 
the organizational structure was ideal for 
delivering the intended results.

•	 The management of the Award in the 
course of the first cycle provided a plat-
form for making an initial appraisal of 
how UN-Habitat manages the processes 
for the optimal involvement of stake-
holders, enhanced visibility and publicity, 
suitability of the venue, selection of the 
winners and transparency of the Award 
and so on.

•	 The ownership, leadership and existence 
of adequate support and engagement 
for the Award from UN-Habitat’s  senior 
management, performance of the entire 
UN-Habitat support team, administrative 
arrangements by the agency’s Award 
team and administrative arrangements 
by the contracted administrative service 
provider, Tanzania Women Land Access 
Trust.  Similarly, the existence of trust, 
commitment and support for the Award 
at the Foundation was assessed.

•	 The adequacy of existing publicity ar-
rangements for the Award before and 
after the launch and follow up with the 
Award winner to determine his/her con-
tinued contribution was assumed and 
evaluated.

•	 The design of the MOU and the extent 
to which it provides well-defined objec-
tives, expected accomplishments and 
activities with performance benchmarks 
for monitoring and providing feedback 
on the implementation of the Award.

1.6 OUTLiNE OF THE REpORT

In line with the Terms of Reference, this re-
port has four chapters. Chapter 1 contains 
an introduction, chapter 2 presents the 
evaluation methodology and chapter 3 cov-
ers the main findings.  In chapter 4 evalua-
tive conclusions, lessons learned and recom-
mendations are presented. Forward-looking 
options to strengthen the Award and en-
hance its global profile are also provided.
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2.1 DATA cOLLEcTiON AND 
ANALYsis METHODs 

A mixed methods approach was adopted 
and data collection methods included: 

•	 Review of literature and relevant docu-
ments that were available on the Award 
process at the UN-Habitat Secretariat 
(Annex II: List of Documents Reviewed);

•	 Formal and informal interviews to seek 
the views and opinions of core actors 
and stakeholders in the Award process; 

•	 Face-to-face interviews with staff at the  
UN-Habitat Headquarters in Nairobi and, 
where this was not possible, telephone 

interviews were conducted (Annex III: 
List of Persons Interviewed and Ques-
tionnaire Respondents); and 

•	 Online survey was conducted through 
the administration of questionnaires to 
UN-Habitat staff, Rafik Harifi Foundation 
Award team, members of the Interna-
tional Jury and the Steering Committee, 
and World Urban Forum participants. 
The responses received and analyses of 
the questionnaires are presented in An-
nex (Annex IV: Survey Results and Dis-
cussion).  

The International Jury from left to right; Mr. Kalyan Ray (India), Mrs. Hoda Tabbarah (Lebanon), Mrs. 
Hind AlHariri AlKarout (Lebanon), Mrs. Anna Tibaijuka, SC Senior Personality Mr. Charles Rizk (Lebanon), 
Chairperson Mrs. Mervat Tallawy (Egypt), Mr. Rafic Bizri (Lebanon) and Mr. Erik Berg (Norway).  
© Rafik Hariri Foundation

2. eValUaTIon MeTHoDoloGY
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Evaluation findings and conclusions are 
based on the data and information collect-
ed from documentation, interviews and re-
sponses to the survey.  The quantitative pre-
sentation of the results from respondents to 
the survey will facilitate the interpretation of 
data and guide the drawing of recommen-
dations on making further improvement in 
the organization and management of the 
Award and the processes. 

2.2 REspONsE TO THE sURVEY

Out of a total of 50 questionnaires admin-
istered, 36 questionnaires or 72 per cent 
were returned, which is a good response 
rate. In the first part of the questionnaire, 
respondents were given an open-ended 
question to solicit their views on the differ-
ent aspects of the Award. In the second part 
of the questionnaire, responses to the same 
questions were pre-coded to allow for more 
structured, concise comparative responses 
in line with existing assumptions on the 
management of the Award and the Award 
process. 

2.3 LiMiTATiONs TO 
EVALUATiON 
METHODOLOGY

This evaluation was constrained by time. 
The consultant was given a one-month con-
tract for the evaluation. This was too short 
to cover an in-depth review of documents, 
conducting interviews and the survey and 
making necessary follow ups. There was 
also inconsistency in the qualitative nature 
of information collected through the survey. 

Overall, the evaluation took more time than 
estimated.  

It also became apparent, during the prepa-
ration of the inception report, that knowl-
edge of the Award process was scanty at 
UN-Habitat Headquarters. Interviews and 
detailed questionnaires had to be used to 
obtain the required information. This ex-
panded the scope and parameters of the 
evaluation wider than had been originally 
envisaged.

Some of the statements made in this report 
should be used with caution because of 
these limitations and due to the fact that 
the assessment is based mainly on percep-
tions with limited time to triangulate the 
information. 

2.4 MANAGEMENT, 
FAciLiTATiON AND 
cONDUcT OF THE 
AssEssMENT

The evaluation was managed by the Evalu-
ation Unit of UN-Habitat. It was facilitated 
by the Best Practices and Policies Section in 
the Monitoring and Research Division. The 
actual assessment was conducted by the in-
dependent consultant.
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3.1 DEsiGN AspEcTs OF THE 
AwARD

A. Quality of the design of MOU:  The 
set-up of the Award is based upon a MOU 
which provides articles and useful criteria for 
assessing its design.  It provides the purpose 
of the Award, the cycle and scope, an insti-
tutional structure to manage the processes 
and the resources to support the Award. 
However, it is evident that activities, time-
lines and indicators to measure progress in 
the implementation of the MOU need to be 
addressed.

B. Views on the design of the Award: 
Most respondents were very positive and 
enthusiastic about the Award and its de-
sign. About 88 per cent of the respondents 
believe that the Award is well conceptual-
ized and its mission is clear and focused—
namely honoring the life time achievements 
of the late Prime Minister by recognizing 
other achievers. 

Most of the UN-Habitat senior managers 
interviewed pointed out that the Award 
design is comprehensive in its level of de-
tails. However, their opinion was that fair 
judgement is not possible unless there is a 

Turkish Minister of Culture and Tourism, Mr. Ertuğrul Günay receives on behalf of Turkish Prime Minister, the 
inaugural Rafik Hariri UN-Habitat Memorial Award during WUF 5, Rio de Janeiro. 2010  
© Julius Mwelu/UN-Habitat

3.  MaIn fInDInGs
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comparative assessment with other Awards. 
Unfortunately, these have never been evalu-
ated.

c. Measuring Achievement of Award 
Objectives: The primary indicator used to 
measure achievement of the main objectives 
of the Award (namely, raising awareness of 
the achievements of the late Mr. Rafik Hari-
ri) was its high visibility at the World Urban 
Forum held in Rio de Janeiro in 2010 for the 
inauguration of the Award. The Forum was 
attended by more than 13,000 delegates 
from 170 countries including eminent per-
sonalities such as the President of Brazil, the 
President of Uganda and the Vice-President 
of the Philippines. 

Many country delegations were led at min-
isterial level, including the United States 
and China. This event also had high profile 
media attendance, and this helped raise the 
profile of the event. It is felt that the objec-
tive of the Award; to recognize and reward 
efforts and contributions to the develop-
ment of human settlements in alignment 
with the vision and work of the late Leba-
nese Prime Minister Rafik Hariri, is achieved.

Visibility is a key factor in any Award pro-
cess as it enhances the image and purpose. 
The decision to inaugurate the Award at 
the Fifth Session of the World Urban Forum 
turned out to be a success. Sixteen per cent 
of the respondents took a less positive view 
acknowledging that it can take many years 
before an Award gets a distinguished audi-
ence and attention. 

D. institutional structure of the Award: 
The design of the memorial Award provides 
an institutional structure composed of five 
bodies:

•	 The Senior Award Co-coordinator at 
the Foundation is a full-time senior as-
sistant acting as liaison and focal point 
for the Award process with UN-Habitat.

•	 The Award team at UN-Habitat led 
by the Award Coordinator. This team 
serves as the focal point and the execut-
ing body for Award activities. The Award 
Coordinator serves as co-secretary to the 
Steering Committee and as liaison with 
the Foundation’s Secretariat.

•	 The technical Expert Review Com-
mittee at UN-Habitat (Review Com-
mittee), comprising no more than three 
members whose tasks include:

 � Reviewing submissions for the Award 
and short-list candidates to be for-
warded to the Jury; and

 � Organizing a meeting for Review 
Committee members to consolidate 
their review of the submissions for 
the Award and so on.

•	 The Steering Committee has three 
members and two ex-officio mem-
bers. The members are the President of 
the Rafik Hariri Foundation (or an of-
ficially designated representative), the  
Executive Director of UN-Habitat (or an 
officially designated representative), 
and a senior personality with exper-
tise in the Award fields (nominated by 
the President of the Foundation and 
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endorsed by the Executive Director of  
UN-Habitat).4 The Steering Committee 
has a steering and decision making role.  
The Steering Committee also receives 
from the International Jury the name(s) 
of the proposed winner(s) for endorse-
ment. 

•	 The International Jury consists of sev-
en eminent personalities, and it is en-
trusted with the following tasks:

 � Review and assess the respective 
portfolios of a short list of candidates 
presented by the Review Committee; 
and

 � Propose to the Steering Committee 
the laureate(s) of the Award and/or 
recommend splitting the Award be-
tween two winners. 

Only one respondent answering the ques-
tion on institutional structure aspects found 
the organization of the Award through its 
five bodies not to be relevant and inge-
nious in design. It was indicated by respon-
dents that each of the five bodies had its 
own goals and procedures to follow and all 
seemed to complement each other. Further, 
the respondents were in agreement that the 
five bodies played their respective roles ef-
fectively and without duplication of effort. 
They helped making it possible to finalize 
the Award process in a short period of time 
so it was available for launch at the Fifth 
Session of the World Urban Forum. 

4  In addition, the Senior Award Coordinator 
(from the Foundation) and the Award Coor-
dinator (at UN-Habitat) serve as co-secretary 
to the Steering Committee as ex-officio 
members.

A UN-Habitat senior manager, who took a 
cautious view about the Award, admitted 
to being unaware of the bodies. Partly, this 
could be attributed to limited exposure to 
the Award process. This observation may 
not be uncommon since the Award process 
was fast tracked through the system to be 
completed by time of the launch of the Fifth 
Session of the World Urban Forum. 

Given the lack of knowledge of the Award 
with some of the UN-Habitat respondents, 
more information on the Award needs to 
be shared with senior managers both at 
the agency and the Foundation to promote 
better understanding and ownership. The 
sustainability of the Award also depends 
on the existence of enthusiastic champions 
among both partners. About six per cent of  
UN-Habitat staff, some at senior level, were 
skeptical about the sustainability of the 
Award. Although this is a small percentage, 
it is still worthy of attention by the organi-
zation. Accordingly, this observation should 
be discussed at Steering Committee level to 
avoid any further negative repercussions be-
fore the second cycle starts. 

E. Functioning of the Award Bodies: 
While some respondents applauded the 
Award bodies for working smoothly in a 
’collegial and seamless manner’, other re-
spondents were not aware of whether and 
how they are supposed to cooperate on a 
regular basis. This is not surprising given the 
short lifespan of the Award and limited ex-
posure for some of the respondents to the 
administrative procedures that led to Award 
process. 
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Some respondents felt that the Steering 
Committee meeting, given its dependency 
on the availability of its high-level leader-
ship, could delay the rest of the process. It 
was proposed that a more definite calendar 
for meetings should be set up, and with 
members adhering to it as far as possible 
to avoid undue delays and unpredictability. 
However, this proposal may be questioned 
on grounds that flexibility should be main-
tained as it can be an asset at senior level. It 
may also enable the participation of promi-
nent people who cannot fit into a more 
rigid calendar. 

These observations call for balancing regu-
larity and predictability with flexibility to 
accommodate senior level participation. A 
compromise between a ‘loose’ planning 
structure and a more rigid work plan could 
be achieved through the use of more direct 
communications facilitated by modern fa-
cilities, by working on line, and using tele/
video conferencing facilities for Steering 
Committee members. 

F. strengths and weaknesses of the 
Award Design: The respondents were of 
the view that, in its design, the Award has 
far more strengths than weaknesses. They 
found that it has ’a design that works well 
with the partners complementing each oth-
er’s strength’. However, in terms of weak-
nesses, there were views that the design is 
heavy for the process. Some staff members 
involved in the Award processes complained 
they were left by the wayside by the rapid 
speed at which the Award process was in-
augurated at the Fifth Session of the World 
Urban Forum. 

One senior manager felt that there was in-
sufficient coherence between UN-Habitat’s 
mandate and the goals of the Foundation. 
This view would seem to reinforce a related 
observation by senior staff that did not fol-
low the process to launch the Award and 
tended to confuse the Foundation’s objec-
tive with the Rafik Hariri UN-Habitat Memo-
rial Award. The latter is linked directly to 
UN-Habitat’s work and mandate, and was 
approved by the Governing Council at its 
twenty-second session in resolution 22/6.  

There were concerns coming from senior 
officials about UN-Habitat’s unsuitability as 
a contractor. These concerns are worth not-
ing. The agency did outsource or contract 
out the administrative aspects of the pro-
cess in the agreement to an outside partner, 
Tanzania Women and Access Trust, which 
managed logistical matters such as travel 
and accommodation.  This approach seems 
to have worked out well and might need 
to be formalized in future so that a tripar-
tite arrangement is reached to manage the 
Award process efficiently and in a flexible 
manner that is in line with the financial rules 
of both core partners.

G. predictability in Funding the Award: 
Under article 10 paragraph 1, section (b) 
the MOU provides for the creation of an en-
dowment fund of at least USD 20 million to 
be invested and the returns accruing there-
after to service the Award throughout the 
first five cycles concluding in 2018. 

The importance of core predictable fund-
ing for the Award is emphasized. The MOU 
further stipulates that ’while the Endow-
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ment Fund shall at all times remain at the 
entire and sole ownership of the Rafik Hariri 
Foundation who can dispose of it at sole 
discretion, it is clearly understood that such 
Fund shall be maintained until the conclu-
sion of the fifth Cycle and/or termination of 
this MOU in accordance with its terms. The 
Rafik Hariri Foundation also undertakes to 
provide an annual performance report of 
the Fund “the Fund Report” to the Steering 
Committee for its review and guidance as 
may be necessary’. 

From the survey, half of UN-Habitat respon-
dents were not aware of the existence of 
the Endowment Fund, while half of the Jury 
members thought that the Fund is managed 
by UN-Habitat. According to the MOU, UN-
Habitat manages only the annual budget 
approved by the Steering Committee to ser-
vice an Award cycle. 

At the Foundation’s Secretariat, all respon-
dents were aware of the provision of the 
endowment Fund but they could not con-
firm if it had actually been established. It is 
of paramount importance that the Fund is 
established as soon as possible by the Foun-
dation and a Fund Report prepared to be 
tabled at the next Steering Committee to 
kick start the second cycle, as a matter of 
priority and in accordance with the provi-
sions of the MOU.

H. Attitude to the Award: Twenty-five 
per cent (or 82 per cent if excluding WUF 
participants) of the respondents believe the 
management of the Award compares favor-
ably if not better with other special Awards 
in UN-Habitat. For example, respondents 
pointed out that it was the first time an 

Award was being evaluated immediately 
after it had been launched. Apparently, the 
other Awards have not been evaluated al-
though they have been running for years. 

A minority of the respondents (2 or 6 per 
cent) have doubts about the Award. This 
positive finding is in line with the generally 
favorable and optimistic stance taken by the 
respondents in all categories of the Award. 
It is important to note the very favorable po-
sition of the Award team, the Jury members 
and the Steering Committee who were all 
positive about it. Some 16 per cent of UN-
Habitat respondents felt they had not been 
adequately involved (see Annex IV for sur-
vey results). 

Former UN-Habitat Executive Director and 
now a Steering Committee member nomi-
nated by the President of the Foundation 
(and endorsed by the Executive Director of 
UN-Habitat), Dr. Anna Tibaijuka, in respond-
ing to the question on ‘attitude’, explained 
her decision to place the Award under the 
responsibility of the Monitoring and Re-
search Division where all partnerships and 
best practices are based. She believes the 
current arrangements provide opportunity 
for all senior managers in the agency to 
participate.  She added that she did not see 
why a change of a hosting Division was nec-
essary because, by design, it is just a coordi-
nating centre where all Best Practice Awards 
are based. She pointed out that only few 
staff at UN-Habitat take interest in affairs 
beyond their immediate responsibilities and 
argued that she doubts staff have informa-
tion on other awards in the agency or their 
activities although they have been going on 
for years. 
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i. Enhancing Visibility: Regarding sugges-
tions as to how the management aspect 
of the resource component could enhance 
the visibility of the memorial Award, 40 per 
cent suggested that more information was 
needed and there was a need to invest in 
the media of which 28 per cent of UN-Hab-
itat respondents suggested the allocation of 
resources for special promotional seminars 
and workshops. 

The Foundation team, members of the In-
ternational Jury and members of the Steer-
ing Committee suggested that resources are 
better utilized if the visibility is enhanced 
and that this be accomplished by holding 
the Award ceremony away from the World 
Urban Forum.  On following up on why the 

Forum would not be the appropriate venue 
for the Award ceremony, the respondents 
argued that  while the Forum had  served its 
purpose by launching the Award, it is such 
a large conference and its diversity is poised 
to drown the message. 

This view was shared by the Foundation’s 
respondents and the evaluation has put for-
ward recommendations on possible options 
for alternative Award venues for consider-
ation by the Steering Committee. The Com-
mittee’s authority to decide on the Award 
venue derives from Article 2 paragraph 5 
of the MOU stipulating that ‘To commemo-
rate the events of the Second World Urban 
Forum in Barcelona, 2004 where the late 
Prime Minister Mr. Rafik Hariri was hon-

FIGURE 3.1: Management model based on a tripartite cooperation agreement
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ored, the Award Ceremony shall be held 
during a prestigious event at a conference 
venue parallel to and in conjunction with 
the World Urban Forum convened by UN-
Habitat, unless decided otherwise by the 
Steering Committee’.  

3.2   iMpLEMENTATiON 
ARRANGEMENTs 

A. collaboration of the Award Bodies, 
participation and inclusion: While the 
core team of the Award seems to be in con-
stant contact, some members of the Award 
bodies at UN-Habitat complained that they 
had not been fully involved. The explana-
tion given was the decision to fast track the 
Award process in time for the Fifth Session 
of the World Urban Forum in Rio de Janeiro, 
Brazil. 

About half of the respondents from UN-
Habitat staff, the Rafik Hariri Award Team, 
member of the International Jury and the 
Steering Committee (excluding responses 
from Word Urban Forum participants) were 
aware of the provisions for regular meetings 
in the MOU. Another half was aware that 
such provisions must exist in the MOU but 
were not specific about the content. Three 
respondents at UN-Habitat were neither 
aware nor had information about the MOU.  

Urgent action needs to be taken to avoid 
this problem in subsequent cycles as such 
sentiments could undermine confidence in 
the process and erode trust and image of 
the Award among the partners. Participa-
tion and inclusion of core staff is also a ba-
sis for successful organization of the Award 
processes.

B. Relevance of Meetings: This question 
was answered positively by most respon-
dents (excluding responses from World 
Urban Forum participants). The evaluation 
learned that ‘In the inaugural cycle the Jury 
met twice, in Paris and Nairobi, to conclude 
its work. They were very well organized and 
efficiently backstopped by the Award sec-
retariats at UN-Habitat and the Rafik Hariri 
Foundation. The meetings were very pro-
ductive and were conducted in a very col-
legial and consensual manner. The meetings 
were a demonstration of good collaboration 
between UN-Habitat and the Foundation’. 

c. information sharing: Except for one  
UN-Habitat staff who admitted not to have 
the information, most respondents agreed 
that the five bodies shared information in 
an effective and efficient manner. It was 
pointed out that the senior Award coordina-
tor at the Rafik Hariri Foundation (Mr. Fadi 
Fawaz) and the Award Coordinator at UN-
Habitat (Dr. Anantha Krishnan) have struck 
a good rapport and working relationship, 
and shared information regularly. 

Dr. Anna Tibaijuka, the former UN-Habitat 
Executive Director, was also commended for 
being accessible and taking keen interest in 
the Award and facilitating the inaugural 
process. It was observed that, if the second 
cycle was started well in advance this year, 
there will be better opportunity for timely 
sharing of information and adequate delib-
erations among the respective bodies. 
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D. Ability and willingness to allocate 
time for Award processes: The respon-
dents on both sides of the partnership be-
tween UN-Habitat and the Foundation were 
positive and willing to allocate more time to 
service the Award. The reasons given by the 
Foundation Award team were the great im-
portance they attach to the Award and the 
person it honors. UN-Habitat staff tended 
to consider their commitment as standard 
duty in their work. The Foundation team 
confirmed that they met with Dr. Joan Clos, 
Executive Director, UN-Habitat when they 
visited UN-Habitat Headquarters in Nairobi 
in March 2011, and is an indication of con-
tinuing support at such senior level. These 
statements seem to suggest that the inter-
ests of all parties were considered.

E. UN-Habitat senior Management sup-
port for the Award process: A prominent 
role for the Award at UN-Habitat has been 
institutionalized and guaranteed by the 
Governing Council of UN-Habitat which is 
a subsidiary organ on the United Nations 
General Assembly. The Governing Council 
endorsed the Award in its resolution 22/ 6: 

‘Takes note with appreciation of the 
enhancement of the Habitat scroll of 
honor Awards by the establishment of 
complementary cash Awards, including 
the Dubai International Awards for Best 
Practices to Improve the Living Environ-
ment; the Sheikh Khalifa bin Salman al 
Khalifa UN-Habitat Award and the Rafik 
Hariri Memorial Award as a means of rec-
ognizing, rewarding, and promoting best 
practices in human settlements, commu-

nity development, and leadership, and of 
further disseminating such best practices 
at the World Urban Forum’. 

Against this backdrop, it is the duty of 
UN-Habitat senior managers to support 
the Award. The allocation of a slot for UN-
Habitat senior management at the opening 
ceremony of the Fifth session of the World 
Urban Forum was a clear testimony of the 
importance given to the Award. 

F. Enhancing Transparency: Mechanisms 
to enhance transparency are engrained in 
the MOU and most of the respondents (44 
per cent) felt this was adequate (excluding 
responses from World Urban Forum partici-
pants). Procedures for the selection of can-
didates and expenditure details are clearly 
spelled out in the MOU. The Award bodies 
and their relationships are also clearly de-
fined. Nevertheless, some respondents have 
demanded improvements, including the in-
corporation of UN-Habitat’s oversight bod-
ies and participation of the Evaluation Unit. 

H. performance of the contracted ser-
vice provider: The Tanzania Women Land 
Access Trust is one of the partners of UN-
Habitat in the women housing finance de-
velopment field. The Trust is based in Dar 
es Salaam, Tanzania, and is supported by 
UN-Habitat to develop into a financial in-
termediary linking grassroots women and 
communities to financial institutions and 
multilateral and donor organizations includ-
ing the United Nations in general and UN-
Habitat in particular. 
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The Tanzania Women Land Access Trust was 
selected as a service provider for the Hariri 
Award because of its good performance in 
previous assignments. Specifically, it suc-
cessfully serviced UN-Habitat supported 
programmes in the East African region, in-
cluding, the Japanese Habitat Association 
Cooperation programs and the Youth Op-
portunities Fund.

A total of 41 per cent of the respondents 
confirmed that the Trust had done a good 
job at servicing the Award process during 
the first cycle, fulfilling a role that would 
have been difficult to achieve under the 
administratively complex and somewhat 
restrictive procedures of the United Nations 
system. Jury members were especially sat-
isfied with the manner in which the Trust 
managed their travel that apparently en-
tailed considerable alterations of travel 
plans and re-imbursement of cancelled 
travel tickets. 

On their part, the Trust pointed out that 
servicing the Award was rewarding but tax-
ing on their administration and wished for a 
more defined role if they were to continue 
into the next cycles. The Trust felt that the 
time span covered in the service agreement 
with UN-Habitat was short compared with 
previous agreements such as the tripartite 
agreement with the Japanese Habitat As-
sociation.

At the moment the Trust has a bilateral 
agreement with UN-Habitat that does not 
bring it officially into direct contact with 
the Foundation, which makes it difficult for 
them to respond to the needs of the Award 
sponsors more adequately.

Although the Trust had taken the initiative 
to recruit a full-time officer from Brazil to 
service the Award Ceremony in Rio de Janei-
ro in 2010, both partners expressed concern 
over this decision and wished for a more 
elaborate role. During the second cycle, the 
role of the Trust may need to be discussed 
and agreed upon between the two parties 
and not by one party (i.e., UN-Habitat) as is 
presently the case. 

In view of the limited time available to ser-
vice the second cycle of the Award, this 
evaluation offers suggestions for improv-
ing its design (Figure 3.1). In the proposed 
model, UN-Habitat will remain the hub of 
the Award Secretariat but the secretariat 
will reduce its size to justify outsourcing of 
administrative duties to a service provider 
through a tripartite arrangement between 
UN-Habitat, the Foundation and the service 
provider.   

A management structure that allows for 
outsourcing administrative functions will 
minimize financial issues and contracting 
challenges of meeting the Foundation’s ex-
pectations and associated United Nations 
rules and procedures, but needs to be re-
viewed and endorsed by the Steering Com-
mittee, especially in terms of budget impli-
cations.

i. Visibility and publicity Achieved: Many 
respondents pointed out the cash prize as 
sufficient evidence and criteria to make it 
visible. Some respondents pointed out that 
the high-profile Award ceremony, the con-
ference and lecture were mechanisms that 
raised visibility. However, the Foundation’s 
Award Team and some of the International 
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Jury members noted that the issue of vis-
ibility is not specifically mentioned in the 
current MOU, and that publicity has been 
inadequate. This suggests that corrective 
measures in this regard could be made. 

It was also pointed out that the UN-Habitat 
spokesperson and media team should be 
involved earlier in the Award process. This 
would allow for effective and timely interac-
tion with the international media to obtain 
wider press publicity. A more precise media 
strategy needs to be put in place under the 
second cycle of the Award. 

With regard to the selection process, it was 
observed that the MOU has clear and spe-
cific guidelines for the process to deliver 
transparency, provided the second cycle 
commences early and allows sufficient time 
for the pre-selection and selection processes 
to take place. According to the MOU the 
Review Committee screens the candidates 
and keeps up to ten in each Award category 
for submission to the Jury for final recom-
mendations of the winner to the Steering 
Committee. 

More emphasis should be placed on specify-
ing the methods of advertising the competi-
tion process and submission of nominations 
through appropriate publicity and informa-
tion sharing. This requires a dedicated web-
site and not just a webpage on the portal 
of UN-Habitat and the Foundation. Should 
a tripartite arrangement be formalized un-
der the second cycle then the websites of 
the Foundation, UN-Habitat and the service 
provider should also develop websites for 
the Award.

J. strengths and weaknesses during im-
plementation: Respondents found cooper-
ation and complementary functions among 
the five bodies was the main strength. The 
late start of the first cycle in relation to the 
Fifth session of the World Urban Forum was 
perceived as a weakness. The reasons for 
delays were pointed out by UN-Habitat re-
spondents, attributing them to the involve-
ment of senior managers at UN-Habitat and 
the Foundation. They suggested the impor-
tance of delegation of decision-making au-
thority or the adoption of more time-saving 
communication arrangements.  

Key informants also proposed a practice 
that could be tried and tested for the next 
cycle. In 2009, the President of the Founda-
tion, in order to kick start the process had 
delegated her authority to another senior 
official to come to the meeting held in Lon-
don where major agreements on the bud-
get and the administrative arrangements 
that set in motion the first cycle were made. 
This is a best practice that needs to be rep-
licated. Any member of the Steering Com-
mittee unable to attend the meeting could 
appoint a representative and give a written 
delegation of authority.  

3.3 THE AwARD pER SE

A. Adequacy of publicizing the Award 
Nomination process: According to the 
MOU, there are three Awards categories: 

•	 Leadership, statesmanship 
and good governance;
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•	 Construction and reconstruction of set-
tlements and communities; and 

•	 Human resources development and be-
nevolent activities in fighting urban pov-
erty and the implementation of the Hab-
itat agenda.  

The Award consists of a cash prize deter-
mined by the Foundation, which should 
be at least USD 200,000 and which can 
be shared by two winners, a trophy, and a 
certificate.  Many respondents (44 per cent) 
were happy with the publicity that was 
achieved during the first cycle, while oth-
ers wished for more. As observed by most 
of the Foundation’s respondents, the first 
cycle was unique and did not follow the 
standard two-year time frame laid out in 
the MOU.  Some members of the Steering 
Committee informed the evaluator that the 
Steering Committee had decided to launch 
the Award at the Fifth session of the World 
Urban Forum, taking note that the formula-
tion process had been under discussion for 
too long.

Each cycle spans over a period of two years, 
which would allow enough time to follow 
the provisions of the MOU strictly and ac-
complish what is required. The first cycle 
had only about six months of actual prepa-
ration to accept nominations and pick the 
winner for the ceremony held in Rio de 
Janeiro, Brazil. Thus, it was not possible to 
advertise widely for nominations and pub-
licity was limited to announcing the win-
ner at UN-Habitat Headquarters in Nairobi 
at a press conference followed by a press 
release. This also worked against wide pub-

licity of the information about the nomina-
tion. To get the best of nominations in the 
future, online publicity should complement 
print media.

B. screening and Verifications of Nomi-
nations and Transparency: A total of 50 
per cent of respondents ( if excluding WUF 
partipants) were satisfied with the Award 
screening and verification. Most respon-
dents were aware of the time constraints in 
the nomination process except for three re-
spondents, who felt they did not have that 
information. Verification of documentation 
submitted on behalf of the candidates was 
largely relied upon. It was felt that internal 
resources of UN-Habitat including its field 
offices should be used for verifications in 
the second cycle—verifying submitted in-
formation, for instance.

The same respondents felt that the Inter-
national Jury carried out the selection very 
objectively even though it was mainly based 
on self-documentation supplied by submit-
ters. Frequent meetings between the Inter-
national Jury and the Steering Committee 
also helped to ensure transparency of the 
process. 

The process was entirely consensual with-
out any internal dissent within the Interna-
tional Jury, which decided to meet twice to 
reach a final decision. However, a significant 
number of the respondents felt transparen-
cy of the process was constrained by avail-
able time. In future, timely launches of the 
process will be crucial.
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Most respondents from the Foundation 
were concerned about the publicity and 
visibility process. One respondent, for in-
stance, noted with concern that “there was 
no build up to the Award, but it just hap-
pened and it was great but there is need to 
build up to it before and follow up after the 
event to raise the visibility”.

This statement could be taken to mean that 
mechanisms for more Award-related events 
at international gatherings need to be intro-
duced to create momentum. This would re-
quire provisions for organizing such events 
in international fora in the second cycle 
budget. 

Side events are standard means to promote, 
inform, and publicize the Award with its vi-
sion and mission on the agendas and calen-
dars of such international events. However, 
the members of the Steering Committee 
were of the view that publicity was good 
under the limited circumstances leading to 
the launch of the Award at the Fifth Session 
of the World Urban Forum. 

The former Executive Director of UN-Habi-
tat, Dr. Anna Tibaijuka, agreed that the pro-
cess to launch the Award was lengthy since 
the idea had first been discussed between 
her and Mrs. Hariri, way back in 2006 after 
the Third Session of the World Urban Forum 
was held in Vancouver, Canada. The senior 
Award coordinator at the Foundation was 
assigned to follow the Forum meetings be-
fore a decision could be made to sponsor 
the Award and link it to the World Urban 
Forum. 

The Foundation was in attendance at the 
Forum held in Vancouver in June 2006 
where a minute of silence was held in honor 
of Mr. Hariri. The Foundation was also rep-
resented at the Fourth Session of the World 
Urban Forum in Nanjing, China, and at the 
Fifth Session of the World Urban Forum in 
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, where the Award was 
finally launched. The former UN-Habitat Ex-
ecutive Director further pointed out that it 
took three meetings between her and Mrs. 
Hariri for the decision to launch the Award 
to be concluded.  

c. coordination by the Award Team and 
Tanzania women Land Access Trust: 
Practically all respondents at the Secretari-
ats of UN-Habitat and the Foundation and 
the members of the International Jury were 
of the view that UN-Habitat had performed 
well in terms of logistical arrangements. 
This was especially true given the con-
strained timeframe and there was praise for 
the hiring of the Tanzania Women Land Ac-
cess Trust as a service provider, who seemed 
flexible in responding to the client’s logisti-
cal needs. 

The World Urban Forum venue offered an 
opportunity to showcase and publicize the 
event, although there were varying views 
whether an inauguration momentum can 
be repeated for subsequent cycles. Some 
respondents suggested that a distinction 
should be made between the two cycles, 
and future Award ceremonies should have 
a venue that is independent but linked to 
UN-Habitat. 
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3.4 OTHER FiNDiNGs  

Key findings from the survey to be high-
lighted include:

•	 Adequate support and engagement by  
UN-Habitat Senior Management with 67 
per cent of respondents positive in their 
responses.

•	 Adequacy of the publicity event with 89 
per cent of responses positive.

•	 Adequacy in matters of attendance and 
visibility with 92 per cent of responses 
positive.

•	 Adequacy of type and quality of venue 
with 88 per cent of responses positive.

•	 Adequacy of the UN-Habitat Award 
team involvement and response with 64 
per cent of responses positive.

•	 Adequacy of Tanzania Women Land Ac-
cess Trust’s involvement with 46 per cent 
of responses positive.

Detailed findings from the survey are pro-
vided in Annex IV.

A. post-Award contributions and follow 
up activities: This issue generated different 
views. The Office of the Executive Director 
of UN-Habitat  pointed out that following 
the visit of the Foundation’s senior Award 
coordinator to  UN-Habitat Headquarters, 
there had been discussions at senior man-
ager level to assess the agency’s future in-
volvement. Both partners pointed out that, 
although the MOU does not require any 
contributions from the Award winner fol-
lowing the prize, it may be necessary to re-
visit this issue for future recommendations.  

It was reported that unsuccessful attempts 
had been made by the two parties to orga-
nize an event in Istanbul, Turkey, for Prime 
Minister Erdoğan to attend since he had not 
been able to come to Brazil in person to col-
lect his Award but was represented at the 
Award ceremony by two ministers. 

However, the former Executive Director of  
UN-Habitat met with Mr. Erdoğan in May, 
2011 on the occasion of the Fourth United 
Nations Conference on the Least Developed 
Countries, which was hosted by Turkey. Al-
though she was attending the meeting a 
representative of the Government of Tan-
zania she used the opportunity to discuss 
the Award with Mr. Erdoğan as a member 
of the Steering Committee. Mr. Erdoğan 
promised to do more to publicize the Award 
at a convenient date and confirmed he had 
discussed the matter with members of the 
Foundation.

Prime Minister of Turkey, Mr. Recep Tayyip Erdoğan.  
© Rafik Hariri Foundation
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The issue of follow-up activities provoked a 
lot of reactions from the respondents. Re-
spondents from both the Foundation and 
UN-Habitat observed that the current MOU 
does not require the Award winner to orga-
nize any promotional activities following the 
win. A number of respondents expressed 
their concerns on this state of affairs and 
recommended a roadmap or action plan to 
complement the MOU.  

Some conceptual issues need to be point-
ed out. An award is not synonymous to a 
grant or scholarship. While the former rec-
ognizes achievement already made, the 
latter is given to promote potential achiev-
ers. An award is therefore given post facto 
while a grant or scholarship is given ex ante.   
 
If this is accepted, any award is meant to 
recognize performance and achievements 
made, and it is therefore assumed that the 
winner, after a life of service, would auto-
matically continue to use the cash prize to 
raise the profile of his/her well-intentioned 
activities even further, including participat-
ing, upon invitation, in UN activities. For this 
reason the Award is given without condi-
tions.  However, to enhance the utility of 
the Award, applicants in subsequent cycles 
could be required not only to state the im-
pact made by her/his past work but how the 
Award would enhance the impact of such 
activities in future.

B. Activities of the winner demonstrat-
ed in the field of human settlements or 
sustainable urbanization after winning 
the prize: Prime Minister Mr. Erdoğan won 
the Award for his leadership role in organiz-
ing the Habitat II Conference in June 1996 
when he was Mayor of Istanbul. It is gratify-
ing that, after winning the Award in 2010, 
he has continued his work in the region and 
at international level. 

In May 2011, a year after winning the 
Award, he hosted a major United Nations 
Conference on the Least Developed Coun-
tries. The new United Nations programme 
of action charted out in Istanbul in May un-
der his stewardship has a chapter on shelter 
and human settlements development.  This 
is a great achievement for the winner and 
the Award. The Award team would need to 
expand horizons in identifying the relevance 
of such global events to recognized best 
practices that it promotes. 

Concerns would seem to lie in an inability 
to link such achievements to the winner. 
A dedicated website could help to follow 
up high-profile activities with the Award 
winner. For instance, a headline of ‘Hariri 
Award Winner hosts a major United Na-
tions conference to assist poor nations’ 
would have gone far to raise the profile of 
the Award per se. This should be part of the 
monitoring and media strategy, tracking the 
activities of winners and linking them to the 
Memorial Award and thereby enhancing its 
visibility and relevance while simultaneously 
promoting best practices. 
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c. strengths and weaknesses of the ac-
tual Award: With regard to the questions 
on strengths, respondents were categorical 
that the Award is the best way to honor the 
memory of Mr. Rafik Hariri since it is be-
stowed on individuals and institutions that 
dedicate themselves to the same goals and 
ideals that they promoted. It is also naturally 
prestigious since it is a joint venture of the 
Foundation and UN-Habitat.   

The international image of the Foundation 
in terms of the contribution of the late Mr. 
Rafik Hariri and his ultimate sacrifice for the 
course of his country is an added strength. 

Financial consideration associated with the 
Award also gives it a positive image. The 
presentation of the Award at the World 
Urban Forum enhanced the visibility of the 
Award internationally. 

With regard to weaknesses, those who re-
sponded were of the opinion that it was 
too early to judge (16 per cent) but the ma-
jority of respondents (55 per cent) found 
strengths with the Award. Some pointed 
out the recurring concern on publicity and 
poor or limited follow up activities. 
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4.1 cONcLUsiONs

The analysis of the design and process of 
the Award during its first cycle leads to the 
conclusion that its design is adequate but 
the delivery processes of that design are far 
from perfect and need to be rectified before 
embarking on the second cycle.

The Award has more strengths than weak-
nesses within the overall partnership be-
tween UN-Habitat and the Foundation.  Its 
strengths are its inspirational character, gen-
erous cash component, anchoring within 
the United Nations system and global vis-
ibility. It draws from UN-Habitat’s interna-
tional profile, scope, status and experience 

and the distinguished and high-profile staff 
involved in the process. These are people 
with credibility and experience in United Na-
tions system from whom to draw skills for 
the Award. The emerging weakness is the 
need for the Steering Committee to protect 
the Award from drowning in the ‘VIP or ce-
lebrity syndrome’, in that the winners could 
initially be low profile but great achievers to 
focus on the ideals of the late Mr. Hariri and 
not on the winner per se. The Committee 
needs to discuss this matter and give in-
structions to the Award team and the Jury 
on the selection process. 

4. ConClUsIons, lessons leaRneD  

anD ReCoMMenDaTIons

Steering Committee meeting in Paris, France. From left to right: Senior Personality Mr. Ghassan Salamé, 
Co-Chairperson Mrs. Nazek Rafik Hariri, International Jury member Mrs. Hoda Tabbarah, Co-secretary and 
ex-officio member Mr. Fadi Fawaz, Chairperson Mrs. Anna Tibaijuka,Co-secretary and ex-officio member 
Mr. S. Ananthakrishnan and Senior Assistant, Rafik Hariri Foundation Mr. Antoine Haddad.  © Rafik Hariri 
Foundation
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The MOU was formulated well and has been 
effective in guiding the first cycle. However, 
there is a need for a road map to comple-
ment the MOU and help address emerging 
issues, such as concerns of outsourcing, me-
dia strategy, new protocol arrangements, 
venue of the Award to give it a high pro-
file and so on.  The roadmap would build 
on first cycle experience, lessons learned, 
recommendations and forward-looking op-
tions. 

Firm commitment for the Award among the 
cooperating partners is the basis for conti-
nuity into the next cycle. The current MOU 
has offered elements of governance, trans-
parency, conflict resolution, inbuilt flexibil-
ity and room for revision and consultation. 
However, evaluability of the Award process-
es—including assessment of the existence 
of a clear vision, mission, objectives, activi-
ties to deliver the strategic objectives and in-
dicators to measure achievements—remain 
a challenge. 

4.2 LEssONs LEARNED 

•	 Time and opportunity for participation 
before and after the Award is required 
to achieve optimal involvement of stake-
holders. 

•	 Success of the Award during the first 
cycle is, to a large extent, attributed to 
adequate selection process and support 
from senior managers at UN-Habitat and 
the Foundation. 

•	 Publicity could be broadened prior to the 
call for nominations through both the 
electronic and the print media. The pro-

cess could start with greater lead time 
so that adequate time is available during 
the selection process. 

•	 Independent verification of the nomina-
tions by the technical committee could 
ensure a certain accuracy of claims in 
nomination documents. A search func-
tion could also be explored for different 
categories of achievers.

•	 A timely launch of the process is as 
critical as taking necessary measures to 
enhance publicity, streamline admin-
istrative processes and institutionalize 
supportive promotion activities for the 
Award, given its size and status.

4.3  FORwARD LOOKiNG 
OpTiONs FOR THE AwARD

A. Analytical framework for the 
Award Management Options

Four management options are presented by 
this evaluation addressing challenges expe-
rienced during the first cycle of the Award: 

Option 1: Business as Usual—
Maintain the current arrangements 
with UN-Habitat as the hub of the 
Award Secretariat. 

The current arrangement is based on a MOU 
whereby UN-Habitat hosts the Award Secre-
tariat and the Foundation appoints the lead 
Award coordinator as the oversight officer. 
It is this arrangement that has been evalu-
ated in this study. While it has served the 
partners well in the first cycle, it has proved 
to have weaknesses that must be rectified. 
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Option 2: Administrative Functions 
Outsourcing Model—Maintain  
the current arrangements with  
UN-Habitat as the hub of the 
Award secretariat but reduce 
the engagement of the Award 
secretariat to justify outsourcing 
of administrative duties to a 
service provider as a tripartite 
arrangement between UN-Habitat, 
the Foundation and the service 
provider. 

In this option the MOU is maintained, and 
the main Award Secretariat continues to be 
at UN-Habitat and the Foundation’s Senior 
Award Coordinator continues to exercise 
oversight functions. 

However, to address the administrative con-
cerns raised, the current arrangements be-
tween UN-Habitat and the service provider 
should be formalized. The Steering Com-
mittee should bring the Tanzania Women 
Land Access Trust or any other service pro-
vider on board through a competitive pro-
cess involving the Foundation and not done 
unilaterally by UN-Habitat.

Option 3: Foundation Centered 
Model—Shift the Award Secretariat 
from UN-Habitat to the Foundation 
and include a roadmap to the 
MOU detailing activities and 
responsibilities to facilitate the 
award process.

It has been shown that implementing the 
current MOU given the high level of inten-
sity, dynamism, elaborate organizational 

structure and ambition more outreach activ-
ities are needed to make this Award visible. 

UN-Habitat does not have the time or man-
date to function as a full-time contractor 
of sponsored Awards. This issue emerged 
as some of its senior managers were con-
cerned that the agency had allowed itself to 
serve as a contractor. 

In that case what needs to be done is to 
invoke article 15(8) that provides for the 
conversion notice to be given by the Foun-
dation to UN-Habitat and the new mecha-
nism would automatically come into force. 
The Award Secretariat would be based at 
the Foundation and UN-Habitat would play 
a supportive substantive role.

Option 4: Foundation Centered 
Model with Outsourcing—Shift the 
Award Secretariat from UN-Habitat 
to the Foundation and include a 
roadmap in the MOU with activities 
and responsibilities and outsource 
administrative functions. 

The Foundation-led Award Secretariat 
would reduce the level of its engagement to 
size to justify outsourcing of administrative 
duties from a service provider (i.e., tripartite 
arrangement between the Foundation, UN-
Habitat, and the service provider).

This option is based on the assumption that 
the Foundation is a relatively large organiza-
tion with other activities and its own internal 
rules and regulation and therefore need to 
avoid the risk of being overburdened by the 
administration of the Award. Also, as expe-
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rienced in UN-Habitat, staff at the Founda-
tion might be busy with other standard core 
activities, and might end up giving less at-
tention to the activities of the Award.  

4.4 REcOMMENDATiONs

Recommendations for improving 
the design and management of the 
Award

1. Consider outsourcing administrative du-
ties and publicity functions. This can be 
done as part of a tripartite arrangement 
between UN-Habitat, the Foundation 
and the service provider. Irrespective of 
the management structure and option 
adopted, it is highly recommended that 
all tasks or activities that can create a 
burden on either UN-Habitat’s or the 
Foundation’s line staff be outsourced 
to a third party. This may include infor-
mation and communication activities 
related to web-site design and imple-
mentation of media strategy.  However, 
outsourcing is not a panacea to solving 
current problems. The Award will still 
need to be carefully packaged to avoid 
ad hoc decisions that are not working 
to the full benefit of UN-Habitat and the 
Rafik Hariri Foundation in promoting the 
Award and its goals. The Steering Com-
mittee must also decide if the services of 
Tanzania Women Access Trust will con-
tinue or not.

2. Consider developing a comprehensive 
action plan or road map to complement 
the MOU between UN-Habitat and the 
Rafik Hariri Foundation. A clear and 
detailed roadmap should be developed 
once the Steering Committee takes a 
decision on which management option 
to move with. The roadmap will comple-
ment the MOU and, once approved, 
will become the key management tool 
ensuring effective implementation of 
the Award processes and delivery. The 
roadmap should address concerns which 
would include outsourcing, media strat-
egy, new protocol arrangements, venue 
of the Award to give it a high profile, 
and so on.  It should also detail activi-
ties and tasks, roles and responsibilities 
and timelines for delivering the mile-
stones during the cycle of the Award. 
In addition, the offices responsible for 
information, monitoring and evaluation 
at UN-Habitat Headquarters should be 
included in the Award team to ensure 
that the Award supports the agency’s 
core mandate.

3. UN-Habitat, in consultation with the 
Foundation, should fix the calendar to 
ensure timely and regular events, includ-
ing Steering Committee meetings for 
the year and decide conditions for ap-
pointing alternate co-chairs of the Com-
mittee with full authority.
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Recommendation for improving the 
Award’s focus and coverage 

4. Review the conceptual aspects of the 
Award so as to strengthen its focus, tak-
ing into account the following:

 � Sharing the Award between two 
winners provided there is adequate 
follow-up with them thereafter.

 � Alternating winners between differ-
ent geographical and social groups 
and beyond political or well-known 
personalities.

 � Honoring the commitment of Mr. 
Hariri by giving opportunities to 
those who have reached the top and 
who have the qualities, determina-
tion and strategy to learn from the 
example of the Nobel Peace Prize.  

Recommendation for enhancing the 
Award’s visibility and publicity 

5. Enhance advocacy by launching an 
award publicity campaign through es-
tablished channels including the me-
dia, involve UN-Habitat staff and target 
media in Lebanon and media in the 
country hosting the Award ceremony. 
The Foundation should participate in all 
UN-Habitat activities to make the Award 
more visible. A wider audience could 
be reached by advertising nominations 
through UN-Habitat established chan-
nels and other print media such as The 
Economist, which has wide international 
circulation.

Recommendation for the nomination, 
screening and selection processes 

6. Change the nomination, screening and 
selection processes. Potential candidates 
could apply and a technical expert review 
committee vet candidates with the Inter-
national Jury, which would be shortlisted 
for the Steering Committee’s final deci-
sion. UN-Habitat would do the prelimi-
nary screening of submitted documents, 
especially of administrative aspects, and 
the International Jury could then decide 
if further screening would be neces-
sary. To ensure full transparency in the 
screening process the International Jury 
should be kept informed of the prelimi-
nary screening done by the secretariat. 
As far as possible, the practice of selec-
tion of the winner by the Jury through 
consensus should be encouraged as it 
worked well during the first cycle. In ad-
dition, the technical expert review com-
mittee should present the roster of final-
ists to the International Jury well before 
it is scheduled to meet to allow ample 
time to review the finalists in detail. It 
is important that preferably six to eight 
weeks should be given for submission of 
nominations.

Recommendation for appropriate 
venue for the Award ceremony 

7. The Steering Committee should consider 
competing options when deciding on 
the suitability of the venue for the Award 
ceremony. These are at the venue of the 
World Urban Forum, which successfully 
hosted the inauguration ceremony; at 
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the UN-Habitat Headquarters in Nairobi, 
which hosts the regular sessions of the 
Governing Council; and at United Na-
tions General Assembly at the United 
Nations Headquarters in New York. A 
SWOT Analysis should be conducted to 
guide the decision on the best option. In 
the short term, the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly in New York is suggested 
as the appropriate venue for a number 
of reasons. It is highly prestigious and 
attended by a high-profile and interna-
tional audience. Furthermore, it would 
generate stability for the Award since 
the same venue will be used year after 
year. The Award ceremony should not be 
part of the General Assembly High Level 
Segment but an independent event or-
ganized in New York, benefiting from 
the experience of the Clinton Global Ini-
tiative. UN-Habitat staff in New York of-
fice could coordinate the Award events. 
It is worthwhile exploring different pos-
sibilities for a strategic event organizer 
partner before a final decision is taken.

 

 A venue with historic connection could 
also be considered such as Istanbul, 
which was the venue for the Habitat II 
Conference. If the Award ceremony is 
to continue to being held alongside the 
Forum, then the lecture to be given by 
the awardee should be maintained as 
an item but a panel would be added to 
discuss issues of current importance and 
relevance.

Recommendation for monitoring 
performance of the Award

 Build monitoring and evaluation 
frameworks for the Award 
process into the proposed action 
plan or road map for the next 
cycle. Progress reports, based 
on the action plan, should be 
regularly submitted to the Steering 
Committee for review. There is 
a need to establish monitoring 
and feedback systems that track 
and report on the progress of 
implementation.  
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1. iNTRODUcTiON

The evaluability assessment of the Rafik Hariri  
UN-Habitat Memorial Award was requested 
by the Rafik Hariri Foundation. It is a tech-
nical assessment of progress in implement-
ing agreed commitments of both partners 
as contained in the agreement signed be-
tween UN-Habitat and the Foundation in 
March 2009.

The Award was established to recognize 
and to reward efforts contributing to the 
development of human settlements as 
well as the social and economic advances 
aligned with the work of Mr. Rafik Hariri, 
the former Prime Minister of Lebanon, who 
died on 14 February 2005.

The inauguration of the memorial Award 
was launched during the Fifth Session of 
the World Urban Forum in Rio de Janeiro in 
March 2010. The purpose of the Award is to 
identify and recognize outstanding accom-
plishments related to leadership, statesman-
ship and good governance at the national, 
municipal and local levels; construction and 
reconstruction of settlements and commu-
nities and human resources development 
and benevolent activities in fighting pov-
erty and the implementation of the Habitat 
Agenda.

The evaluability assessment will review the 
quality of the design of the Award and ba-
sic parameters that will make it possible to 

implement it appropriately and measure 
achievements/results at a later stage. 

2. BAcKGROUND 

The mission of UN-Habitat, the United Na-
tions Human Settlements Programme, is 
to promote socially and environmentally 
sustainable towns and cities. The goal of 
sustainable urbanization is a crucial one for 
most nations because cities are crucial to 
wealth creation, social harmony and inno-
vations. 

As the United Nations focal point on cities,  
UN-Habitat has an important coordinating 
role in achieving the goal of sustainable ur-
banization. This includes taking the lead in 
facilitating knowledge generation and shar-
ing, documenting best practices and forg-
ing partnerships.

The Habitat Agenda emphasizes partner-
ships as a key avenue for fulfilling UN-Habi-
tat’s mandate. Partnership for Development 
is also the eighth of the United Nations 
Millennium Development Goals. The goal 
recognizes that bringing in the strengths, 
capacities, approaches, skills and methods 
of different actors can create powerful syn-
ergies and overcome many of the barriers 
to sustainable development (GA 58 session: 
A/58/227 Enhanced Cooperation between 
the UN and All Relevant partners, 18, Au-
gust, 2003). 

Annex i: TeRMs of RefeRenCe 
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UN-Habitat, through the Best Practices Pro-
gramme, promotes, identifies, documents 
and disseminates best practices. It also ad-
ministers several Awards such as the Habitat 
Scroll of Honour, Dubai Best Practice Award, 
Sheikh Khalifa Award and the Rafik Hariri 
Memorial Award that recognize significant 
achievement towards sustainable urbaniza-
tion.

The Rafik Hariri Foundation was established 
in 1979 to provide health, social and cultur-
al services to the disadvantaged in Lebanon. 
The late Mr. Hariri was the Prime Minister of 
Lebanon from 1992 to 1998 and again from 
2000 to 2004. During his period in office 
he supervised the reconstruction of a Leba-
non torn by a 16-year war. He realized the 
necessity for socio-economic development 
and constantly took into consideration the 
needs of women, youth and impoverished 
people, improving health care and educa-
tion, thus settling a best practice. 

In September 2004, the late Rafik Hariri 
was honored as the winner of Habitat Scroll 
of Honour Award, Special Citation, at the 
Second Session of the World Urban Forum 
in Barcelona. Less than six months after re-
ceiving the Habitat Scroll of Honour, he died 
along with 21 other people in a bomb blast 
in Beirut.

UN-Habitat, in collaboration with the Rafik 
Hariri Foundation, established the Rafik 
Hariri UN-Habitat Memorial Award, through 
an agreement, to honor outstanding ac-
complishments of the late Prime Minister. 
The Award includes a certificate, a trophy 
and a cash Award of at least USD 200,000 

to be given every two years to individuals or 
organizations of outstanding performance 
to development of human settlements. 
Mr. Recep Tayyib Erdoğan, Prime Minister 
of Turkey, was the first Award winner for 
his achievements in the area of leadership, 
statesmanship and good governance. 

The proposed evaluability assessment will 
help establish consensus on the principles 
to which both parties will subscribe across 
the implementation of the agreement.

3. pURpOsE AND OBJEcTiVE 
OF THE EVALUABiLiTY 
AssEssMENT

The purpose of the assessment is to pro-
vide lessons learned from the launch phase 
of the Memorial Award and independent 
forward looking recommendations to both 
parties, UN-Habitat and the Foundation, to 
improve the planning and implementation 
of the Award. The objective is to identify 
strengths and weaknesses in the agreement 
(Memorandum of Understanding) and in 
the first phase of the launch of the Award 
and to inform corrective measures.

4. KEY issUEs AND FOcUs OF 
THE AssEssMENT

1. Quality of the design of the Memo-
rial Award for achieving its intended 
expected accomplishments such as the 
existence of clear objectives, indicators 
to measure achievements and so on.
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2. Initial appraisal of how UN-Habitat man-
ages the processes for the optimal in-
volvement of relevant stakeholders; en-
hanced visibility; publicity; adequacy of 
the venue; selection process of the win-
ner; transparency of the Award and so 
on.

3. Existence of adequate support and en-
gagement from UN-Habitat senior man-
agement performance of the entire 
UN-Habitat Award team; administrative 
arrangements by UN-Habitat Award 
team and administrative arrangements 
by the service provider.

4. Ownership and leadership in publicity of 
the event before and after the launch; 
follow-up to the Award winner and his 
continued contribution to human settle-
ments.

5. Reporting requirements and ability to 
meet the deadlines.

5. METHODOLOGY 

The methodology will include a mix of 
methods:

•	 Document review to include, but not re-
stricted to:

•	 Memorandum of Understanding between  
UN-Habitat and the Foundation and 
progress reports on the Memorial Award 
and other relevant documents.

•	 Interviews with relevant stakeholders

•	 Selected UN-Habitat senior managers in-
cluding the Executive Director, relevant 
UN-Habitat staff members including the 
UN-Habitat award team; service provid-
er—the Tanzania Women Land Access 
Trust and relevant staff of the Founda-
tion, including the Award Coordinator.

•	 Online survey to selected stakeholders 
with structured questions (to be devel-
oped by the consultant)

6. MANAGEMENT, 
FAciLiTATiON AND 
cONDUcT OF THE 
AssEssMENT

The evaluation will be managed by the Eval-
uation Unit, UN-Habitat. It will be facilitated 
by the Best Practices and Policies Section in 
the Monitoring and Research Division. 

The actual assessment will be conducted 
by two evaluation consultants to ensure ef-
fective and efficient implementation of the 
evaluation. The two evaluation consultants 
must have experience in appraisal studies 
and evaluations. Those that have participat-
ed in World Urban Forums and the launch 
of the Memorial Award will have an added 
advantage. 
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7. EXpEcTED DELiVERABLEs 
OF THE AssEssMENT

•	 Work plan outlining the work plan for 
the conduct of the evaluation.

•	 Draft report which will include findings, 
lessons learned and forward looking rec-
ommendations.

•	 Final report. 

8. TiME FRAME AND 
scHEDULE OF pAYMENTs 
FOR THE EVALUATiON

The evaluation will take a period of 30 days. 
It should be completed no later than 8 May 
2010.

•	 First payment: after presentation of first 
draft.

•	 Final payment following the receipt and 
acceptance of final report.

stage Milestones schedule payments

I Appointment of the evaluation consultants and initial 
briefings.

Document review

Preliminary interviews and work plan and survey

10 days 50% of final 
payment

II Interviews, draft of preliminary findings and recommendations 10 days

III Circulation of a draft report for comments and finalization of 
the report

Submission of final evaluation report

10 days 50% of final 
payment

9. iNDicATiVE iMpLEMENTATiON pLAN

10. iNDicATiVE cOsTs

In accordance with established remunera-
tions of consultants, effective 1 January 
2005, a senior consultant at P/4-P/5 level 
earns a daily rate between USD 290-550. 
D1-D2 level earns a daily rate between USD 
450-650. A budget of USD 20,000 is re-
quired for this assessment. 
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1. Memorandum of Understanding for the Award 

2. Brochure on the  Rafik Hariri Award

3. Medium-Term Strategic and Institutional Plan (MTSIP) 2009-2013 

4. Governing Council Resolution 22/6

5. Progress Report on the launch of the Award

6. Minutes of Meetings and Mission Reports 

7. Media and Press clips on the Award

Annex II: lIsT of DoCUMenTs ReVIeweD
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UN-Habitat:  

1. Ms. Dorothy Mutizwa-Mangiza, 
Chief, Programme Planning & Coor-
dination Unit, Programme Support 
Division 

2. Dr. s. Ananthakrishnan, Senior 
Adviser, Partners and Youth Branch 
(and Award coordinator), Monitoring 
& Research Division

3. Mr. paul Taylor, Chief, Office of the 
Executive Director 

4. Mr. Bert Diphoon, Acting Director 
and Chief, Water Sanitation & Infra-
structure Branch, Human Settlements 
Financing Division

5. Ms. wandia seaforth, Chief, Best 
Practices & Policies Section, City Moni-
toring Branch, Monitoring & Research 
Division

6. Dr. Axumite Gebre Egziabher, Direc-
tor, Global Division [conversation]

7. Dr. Mohammed Halfani, Head, 
Urban Development Branch, Global 
Division [conversation]

8. Ms. Lina Rylander, Public Information 
Officer, Partners and Youth Branch 
(and Award associate)

9. Ms. Jane Nyakairu, Chief, Informa-
tion Services Section [telephone inter-
view and conversation] 

10. Ms. Jeanette Elsworth, Public Infor-
mation Officer, Press and Media Unit, 
Information Services Section [by e-mail 
and brief conservation]

11. Mr. sharad shankardass, former 
UN-Habitat Spokesperson, Information 
Services Section [brief conversation]

12. Mr. chris Mensah, Secretary to the 
Governing Council and Chief of Exter-
nal Relations and Inter-Agency Affairs 
[conversation by telephone]

13. Ms. Jacqueline Macha, Programme 
Management Officer, WUF Secretariat

14. prof. Oyebanji Oyelaran-Oyeyinka, 
Director, Monitoring & Research Divi-
sion [was not available for interview]

15. Mr. Alioune Badiane, Acting Direc-
tor, Regional & Technical Co-operation 
Division and Chief, Regional Office for 
Africa and the Arab States [was not 
available]

Annex iii: lIsT of PeRsons InTeRVIeweD anD  

QUesTIonnaIRe ResPonDenTs
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steering committee:

1. Dr. Joan clos, Executive Director, UN-
Habitat  [was not available]

2. Mrs. Nazek Rafik Hariri [no direct 
response]

3. Dr. Anna Tibaijuka, former Executive 
Director, UN-Habitat [by interview and 
submitted written response]

The international Jury:

1. Mrs. Hind AlHariri AlKarout (Leba-
non) 

2. Mr.  Rafik Bizri (Lebanon)

3. Mr. Kalyan Ray (India)

4. Mr. Erik Berg (Norway) [provided on 
line commentary]

Rafik Hariri Foundation Team:

1. Mr. Fadi Fawaz, Senior Award Coordi-
nator

2. Mr. Antoine Haddad, Senior Assistant 
[on line correspondence]

TAwLAT:

1. prof. Lettice Rutashobya

2. Ms. Doris Marealle

3. Mrs. Grace Kisiraga

4. Ms. Margareth Mwampondele

5. Ms. Joyce Rutabanzibwa

6. Mr. Aodax Nshala

Other:

World Urban Forum Participants (20 partici-
pants) [names available upon request]
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METHODOLOGicAL NOTE 

Respondents were given a structured open-
ended questionnaire to give their views. Out 
of 50 questionnaires given out, 36 or 72 per 
cent responded, which is a good rate. In the 
first part of the questionnaire, respondents 
were given an open-ended questionnaire to 
solicit their views on the different aspects of 
the Award. In the second part responses to 
the same questions were pre-coded to al-
low for more structured, concise compara-
tive responses in line with existing hypoth-
esis on the Award and the Award process. 
This section summarizes the outcome of the 
interviews by category of respondent.  

The quantitative presentation of the re-
sults will facilitate drawing evidence-based 
conclusions to guide recommendations on 
making further improvement in the organi-
zation and management of the Award and 
the Award process, as is stipulated in the 
Terms of Reference. For this reason, every 
table has a customized discussion on the 
results. Regarding sample size, the total 
number of respondents at any one time is 
respondents answering that particular ques-
tion as opposed to the total number of re-
spondents available (36). 

There was room for multiple selections of 
answers so a single respondent often gave 
different clarification of an issue. In such 
cases, the number of responses would be 
higher than the total number of respon-
dents and used as total number (N) to cal-

culate percentages. Also, given the limited 
knowledge base on the Award by a number 
of respondents, non-responses are taken 
into account. The sample included UN-
Habitat staff, Rafik Hariri Foundation staff, 
members of the International Jury and the 
steering committee, and participants at the 
Fifth Session of the World Urban Forum. 
The latter group, more often than not, did 
not respond to questions related to the de-
sign, management and implementation ar-
rangements as could be expected.

A. Design Related Questions 

Discussion: The outcome is overwhelming 
agreement that the objectives are clear (88 
per cent). This result leads to a conclusion 
the Award is well-conceptualized and its 
mission clear and focused, namely honoring 
the life time achievements of the late Prime 
Minister by recognizing other achievers.  
Most respondents are positive and enthusi-
astic about the Award.

Responses given to the Question

very clear 21 (58%)

Clear 8 (22%)

not clear 1 (3%)

no response to the question, no information 6 (17%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 1(a): Does the memorial Award 
provide clear objectives? 

Annex iv: sURVeY ResUlTs anD DIsCUssIon
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Discussion: The respondents answering 
this question pointed out the high visibility 
of the Award at the World Urban Forum 
and the participation of eminent personali-
ties including the entourage of the Award 
winner, the Prime Minister of Turkey, and 
the participation of the CNN reporter [Mr. 
Brent Sadler] that raised the profile of the 
event. This suggests that the main objec-
tive of the Award to celebrate and raise the 
achievements of late Prime Minister Rafik 
Hariri was achieved. 

It is a great success to have at the start as 
visibility is a key factor as it enhances the 
image of the Award and its purpose. The 
decision to inaugurate the Award at Fifth 
Session of the World Urban Forum was a 
smart move that has paid high dividends. 

The design of the memorial Award com-
posed of five bodies:

•	 The Steering Committee 

•	 The technical Expert Review 
Committee at UN-Habitat

•	 The International Jury, comprised 
of eminent personalities

•	 The Senior Award Co-coordinator 
at the Foundation

•	 The Award team at UN-Habitat

Discussion: Only one respondent answer-
ing the question found the organization of 
the Award through its five bodies not to be 
very relevant or relevant. It was indicated 
that each of the bodies had its own goals 
and procedures to follow and all seemed to 
complement each very well. It was argued 
the bodies played their respective roles 
quite effectively and without duplication of 
effort in finalizing the Award process in the 
rather limited time available. 

One UN-Habitat staff member admitted be-
ing unaware of the bodies indicating gen-
eral limited interest and exposure in the 
Award. Given the seniority of the respon-
dent, this issue could prove problematic and 
will be addressed later. As expected, many 
participants at the Fifth Session of the World 

Responses given to the Question

very relevant 15 (42%)

Relevant 3 (8%)

not relevant 1 (3%)

no response to the question, no information 17 (47%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 2(a): How relevant were these 
five bodies when the memorial Award 
was established?

Does the memorial Award provide clear 

objectives?

Responses given to the Question

Positive response from country delegates at 
Word Urban Forum

18 (44%)

Positive response by the Award winner 6 (15%)

High profile applicants for the Award at short 
notice 

9 (22%)

Participation by prominent Cnn anchor 3 (7%)

no response to the question, no information 5 (12%)

Total responses (n) 41 (100%)

QUESTION 1(b): what exactly are the 
indicators that are used to measure 
achievement of objectives? 
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Urban Forum did not respond to the ques-
tion as they did not understand the internal 
structure of the organization of the Award. 

Discussion: While some respondents ap-
plauded the Award bodies for working 
smoothly in a ‘collegial and seamless man-
ner’, a significant number of respondents 
were not aware of how the Award bodies 
are supposed to cooperate on a regular ba-
sis. This is not surprising given the short life 
of the Award and limited exposure for some 
of the respondents to the administrative 
processes. 

It was felt that a key meeting, notably the 
Steering Committee meeting (given its de-
pendency on the availability of its high-level 
leadership), could delay the rest of the pro-
cess. There was a general call for setting up 
a more definite calendar for all meetings in 
time and adhering to it as far as possible to 
avoid undue delays and unpredictability. 

Flexibility can be an asset at senior level to 
enable the participation of prominent peo-
ple who cannot fit into a rigid straight jacket 
structure. These observations call for balanc-
ing regularity and predictability with flexibil-

ity. The two are normally achieved through 
more direct communications facilitated by 
modern communication skills such as work-
ing on line and tele and video conferencing 
for Steering Committee members.

Discussion: The response shows more 
strengths than weaknesses, with the ma-
jority of the respondents pointing out very 
categorically what these are—namely, a 
design that works well and complementary 
partnership. 

Responses given to the Question

very relevant 15 (42%)

Relevant 3 (8%)

not relevant 1 (3%)

no response to the question, no information 17 (47%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 2(b): How relevant are these 
bodies now?

Responses given to the Question

strength

A design that works smoothly once the 
Steering Committee is convened

6 (14%)

individual specialization among the five 
bodies

4 (9%)

Complementarities of functions between 
Un-Habitat/ Rafik Hariri Foundation

3 (7%)

Specialization and transparency is inbuilt 4 (9%)

weaknesses

Lack of provisions for regular 
communication and exchange of 
information between components of the 
partner institutions.

4 (9%)

Redundancy of some bodies especially by 
inactive staff in a situation of urgency to 
inaugurate the Award at the Fifth Session 
of the World Urban Forum

2 (5%)

emphasis of Un-Habitat as contractor 
a task for which the agency is not well 
suited.

1 (2%)

no response to the question, no 
information

20 (45%)

Total responses (n) 44 (100 %)

QUESTION 2(c): please list two strengths 
and two weaknesses in the design?
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However, on the weakness side, views are 
also forthcoming that the design is heavy 
for the process and some staff members 
were left by the wayside in the speed at 
which the Award process was inaugurated 
at the Fifth Session of the World Urban Fo-
rum. Some respondents said they lost track 
of the process. 

One respondent felt that there was insuffi-
cient strong relationship between UN-Hab-
itat’s mandate and the goals of the Hariri 
Foundation. This view would seem to rein-
force an earlier observation that senior staff 
who did not follow the goal of the Award 
have tended to confuse the Rafik Hariri 
Foundation’s objective and the Rafik Hariri 
Memorial Award that is linked directly to 
UN-Habitat’s work and mandate, and is ap-
proved by its Governing Council.  

Concerns about UN-Habitat’s unsuitability 
as a contractor are also worth noting com-
ing from senior officials. The agency, aware 
of its inadequacy in this regard, did out-
source the administrative aspects of the pro-
cess to an outside body that managed travel 
and meeting organization on its behalf. As 
it will soon become apparent, this approach 
seems to have worked out well and might 
need to be formalized in future so that a tri-
partite arrangement is reached whereby the 
Award is administered by a binding agree-
ment between the Foundation, UN-Habitat 
and the management partner. 

Discussion: Twenty-five percent of respon-
dents (or 82 per cent if excluding WUF par-
ticipants) believe the management of the 
Award compares favorably with other spe-
cial Awards. Only a minority have a negative 
view. This positive finding is in line with the 
generally favorable and optimistic stance 
taken by the respondents in all categories 
of the Award. Noteworthy is the very fa-
vorable position of the Foundation’s Award 
team, the Jury members and the Steering 
Committee, who are all positive. The nega-
tive minority is restricted to UN-Habitat 
staff, who felt they had not been involved 
adequately. Other staff took a more neutral 
position and did not respond to the ques-
tion.

Responses given to the Question

RHF Senior Award Coordinator 7 (19%)

Un-Habitat Administration 4 (11%)

no response to the question, no 
information

25 (70%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 3(a):  who is responsible for 
resource management aspects of the 
endowment fund?

Responses given to the Question

Favorably 9 (25%)

Poorly 2 (6%)

no response to the question, no 
information

25 (69%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 3(b): How does this compare 
with other funds dedicated to special 
awards?
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Discussion: Management of Award re-
sources resulted in a varied responses from 
the respondents. A total of 22 per cent sug-
gested that more information needs to be 
given and investment in media was some-
how linked with the resource management 
issue, suggesting better identification of 
priorities, while 18 per cent of respondents 
suggested resources be allocated for special 
seminars and workshops about the Award. 

From the Foundation’s team, Jury members 
and the Steering Committee, a suggestion 
was made that resources are better utilized 
if the visibility is enhanced, and that this be 
accomplished by holding the Award cer-
emony away from the World Urban Forum. 
This view held that World Urban Forum 
drowned the Award message and its promi-
nence given its considerable resources. We 
shall return to this issue of the Award venue 
later.

Discussion: Only 28 per cent of the respon-
dents expected to know about the Award 
process indicated they were aware of the 
existence of a guaranteed Award mecha-
nism while 14 per cent mentioned the USD 
20 million Award endowment fund and 14 
per cent knew of its existence but not the 
exact amount. 

About half of the UN-Habitat staff were 
aware of the fund, suggesting, once again, 
there was limited knowledge of the details 
of the Award. This situation needs to be 
rectified as it can lead to misunderstandings 
and misconception about one of UN-Habi-
tat’s leading Awards.

Responses given to the Question

More investment in media exposure for 
the Award

11 (22%)

Workshops and seminars on the Award 
around the world, taking advantage of 
global conferences

9 (18%)

Better visibility for the Award ceremony, 
not at World Urban Forum which is too 
large and drowned the message

4 (8%)

no idea 8 (16%)

no response to the question, no 
information

18 (36%)

Total responses (n) 50 (100%)

QUESTION 3(c): Do you have any sugges-
tions as to how the management aspect 
of the resource component could en-
hance the visibility of the Award?

Responses given to the Question

USD 20 million is granted by RHF for the 
process in five Award cycles

5 (14%)

Award endowment fund is provided for 
in the MOU but not yet activated

5 (14%)

not aware 6 (17%)

no response to the question, no 
information

20 (55%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 3(d): is there a specific 
dedicated fund amount kept aside to 
guarantee the Award cycles, Award 
ceremony and the actual Award? How 
many Award circles are envisaged?
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B.  implementation Arrangements 
Related Questions 

Discussion: While the core team of the 
Award seems to be in constant contact, 
some members of the Award bodies at  
UN-Habitat complained that they had not 
been involved. The explanation given was 
the decision to fast track the Award pro-
cess in time for the World Urban Forum. In 
the next cycle this issue will need to be ad-
dressed to improve participation and inclu-
sion.

Discussion: More than a third of the re-
spondents in the core categories (i.e., other 
than participants at the Fifth Session of the 
World Urban Forum) are aware of the pro-
visions for regular meetings in the MOU. 
Close to half of the respondents were aware 
that such provisions must exist in the MOU 
but were not specific. Three respondents at 
UN-Habitat were either not aware or had 
no information, emphasizing the need for 
improved information on the Award at the 
agency to improve its image within.

Responses given to the Question

The Senior Award Coordinator at Rafik 
Hariri Foundation and the Award Team at 
Un-Habitat work in partnership almost on 
daily basis

7 (19%)

As often as is needed in line with the MOU 6 (17%)

not sufficiently, i am a member but have not 
been involved

1 (3%)

no response to the question, no information 22 (61%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 1(a): How often do the five 
bodies of the UN-Habitat-Foundation 
partnership collaborate and in which 
ways? 

Responses given to the Question

As needed, according to the MOU 6 (17%)

For the inaugural Award cycle, the 
members of the Award Jury met twice: 
once in Paris and once in nairobi

3 (8%)

Steering Committee meets twice per 
cycle, Jury once, in line with MOU, Award 
team meets more often, as needed

4 (11%)

not aware 2 (6%)

no response to the question, no 
information

21 (58%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 1(b): How often do the 
members of each body meet? 
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Discussion: This question was answered 
positively by most respondents. Said one, 
‘In the inaugural cycle the Jury met twice, in 
Paris and Nairobi to be able to conclude its 
work. The meetings were very well organized 
and efficiently backstopped by the Award 
secretariat at UN-Habitat and the Rafik Hari-
ri Foundation. The meetings were very pro-
ductive and were conducted in a very col-
legial and consensual manner. It was a very 
good example of collaboration between 
UN-Habitat and Rafik Hariri Foundation’.  
It goes to show the positive image that 
was created in the course of the establish-
ment process at senior level which led to a 
smooth finalization of the inaugural cycle. 
Those who were unaware tended to have 
been busy with other duties related to the 
Fifth Session of the World Urban Forum.

Discussion: Except for some staff members 
in the Review Committee who admitted 
they did not have the information, the gen-
eral view is the five bodies shared informa-
tion in an effective and efficient manner. It 
was pointed out that the Senior Award Co-
ordinator at the Foundation  and the Award 
Coordinator at UN-Habitat in particular 
have struck a good rapport and working 
relationship and were sharing information 
regularly. The former Executive Director was 
also commended for being accessible and 
taking keen interest in the process and fa-
cilitating the inaugural process. It was ob-
served that if the second cycle starts well in 
advance this year then there will be better 
opportunity for timely sharing of informa-
tion and adequate deliberations among the 
respective bodies. 

Responses given to the Question

Yes, always, in line with the MOU, very 
transparent process is in place

7 (20%)

Yes, on a need to know basis 4 (11%)

not much sharing, needs to be improved 3 (8%)

not aware 1 (3%)

no response to the question, no 
information

22 (58%)

Total respondents (n)  36 (100%)

QUESTION 1(d): Do the respective five 
bodies share information in which way? 
if the response is ’NO’ why not? 

Responses given to the Question

Highly relevant and critical 8 (22%)

Jury meetings most 
relevant, met twice

5 (14%)

not aware 2 (6%)

no response to the 
question, no information

21 (58%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 1(c): How relevant were these 
meetings if at all they took place?
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Discussion: The respondents on both sides 
of the partnership were positive and willing 
to allocate more time as required of them to 
service the Award. The reasons given by the 
Foundation’s Award team was the great im-
portance they attach to the Award and the 
person it honors. UN-Habitat staff tended 
to consider their commitment as standard 
duty in their work. This seems to balance 
well the interest of all parties. The former 
Executive Director, who is now a member of 
the Steering Committee, linked her interest 
in the Award to fate, having given the late 
Mr. Hariri  a UN-Habitat Award at the World 
Urban Forum held in Barcelona in 2004 a 
few months before he was assassinated.

Discussion: The allocation of a slot at the 
opening ceremony of the Fifth Session of 
the World Urban Forum is clear testimony 
of the importance given by UN-Habitat se-
nior management to the Award. This seems 
to be recognized by the majority of the re-
spondents. Also, in Article 8 of the MOU the 
importance of this matter is stipulated.

Responses given to the Question

Yes, the Award is of highest importance 
to me

6 (17%)

Yes, by duty i give priority throughout 
the circle

6 (17%)

not aware 3 (8%)

no response to the question, no 
information

21 (58%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 1(e): if you are one of the 
members of these five bodies do you 
think you generally allocate enough 
or can you allocate adequate time for 
the Memorial Award activities? please 
provide reasons. 

Responses given to the Question

Senior level support and participation is 
engrained in Article 8 of the MOU. The 
executive Director of Un-Habitat is a co-
chair and played a critical role in getting 
the Award established in record time at the 
Fifth session of the World Urban Forum.

9 (23%)

The twenty-second Governing Council 
welcomed the Award and endorsed it 
through a resolution for the entire United 
nations family (see HSP/GC/22/6 of 3 April, 
2009).

5 (13%)

The Award was given a slot at the Fifth 
Session of the World Urban Forum opening 
ceremony, a clear indication of highest 
levels of political support for the Award 
by the host country represented by its 
President.

13 (33%)

Un-Habitat supported youths at the Fifth 
Session of the World Urban Forum to the 
Award ceremony

5 (13%)

no significant mechanism that am aware 
of

1 (3%)

no response to the question, no 
information

6 (15%)

Total responses (n) 39 (100%)

QUESTION 2: Besides, the Award-related 
review committee and the Award team at 
UN-Habitat, in which way does the  
UN-Habitat Senior Management support 
the implementation of the Memorial 
Award?
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Some respondents felt though the question 
should have been directed to the Steering 
Committee membership given its govern-
ing role of the partnership. Responses from 
members of the committee pointed out that 
they did give a prominent role to the Award 
at the Fifth Session of the World Urban Fo-
rum and citing the Governing Council of 
UN-Habitat which is a subsidiary organ of 
the United Nations General Assembly en-
dorsing the Award its resolution No. 6 as 
follows,

‘Takes note with appreciation of the 
enhancement of the Habitat scroll of 
honor Awards by the establishment of 
complementary cash Awards, including 
the Dubai International Awards for 
Best Practices to Improve the Living 
Environment; the Sheikh Khalifa bin 
Salman al Khalifa UN-Habitat Award 
and the Rafik Hariri Memorial Award 
as a means of recognizing, rewarding, 
and promoting best practices in human 
settlements, community development, 
and leadership, and of further dissemi-
nating such best practices at the World 
Urban Forum’ , and specifically is best 
qualified to answer this question (see 
HSP/GC/22/6 of 3 April, 2009).

Questions on visibility, publicity and pre-se-
lection and selection process were found to 
be related and were combined by most re-
spondents so are presented together in this 
report. Most respondents pointed out the 
cash aspect to be sufficient criteria to make 
the Award visible. Also, the high-profile 
Award ceremony, conference and lecture 
were pointed out by some respondents. 

Responses given to the Question

A huge cash Award enhances visibility of 
the Award, facilitating publicity

17 (47%)

High profile Award ceremony and Award 
conference guarantees visibility through 
appropriate media coverage

5 (14%)

visibility and publicity issues not provided 
for in the current MOU. no clear publicity 
plan is available. no dedicated website and 
newsletter for such a high profile Award to 
promote the Award Community. 

3(8%)

no response to the question 11 (31%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 3 (a),(c),(d): in which way 
are the present institutional and 
administrative processes adequate for: 
(a) Enhancing the visibility of the Award? (c) 
Publicity (d) Promoting the pre-selection and 
selection processes of the winner? 
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However, there was notable concern by the 
Rafik Hariri Award Team that the issue of 
visibility is not specifically mentioned in the 
current MOU and publicity is inadequate. 
This suggests that amendments in this re-
gard could be made. It was also pointed out 
that the UN-Habitat Spokesperson and me-
dia team should be involved early in the pro-
cess. This would allow effective and timely 
interaction with the international media to 
obtain wide press publicity. The conclusion 
is that a more precise media strategy needs 
to be put in place under cycle 2. 

With regard to the selection process, it was 
correctly observed that the MOU has very 
clear and specific guidelines for the process 
to deliver transparency provided that ‘The 
second cycle commences early on and al-
lows sufficient time for the pre-selection 
and selection processes to take place’.

According to the MOU the Review Commit-
tee screens the candidates, keeps up to ten 
in each Award category and then submits 
the screened candidates to the Jury for their 
final recommendations of the winner to the 
Steering Committee. More emphasis should 
be placed on specifying the methods of ad-
vertising the competition process and sub-
mission of nominations through appropri-
ate publicity and information sharing. The 
recommendation that the Award requires a 
dedicated website and not just a webpage 
on the sites of UN-Habitat and the Founda-
tion is noteworthy. This would, over time, 
create a set of Award followers on the in-
ternet and enhance the scope and reach of 
the Award community.

Discussion: Mechanisms to enhance trans-
parency are engrained in the MOU and the 
majority of the respondents (44 per cent) 
if excluding WUF participants felt this was 
adequate. Procedures for the selection of 
candidates and expenditure procedures are 
clearly spelled out in the MOU. 

The Award bodies are related and their rela-
tionships clearly defined. Nevertheless, some 
respondents demanded for more improve-
ments to be made including the incorpora-
tion of UN-Habitat’s oversight bodies, into the  
organs of the Award.

 Responses given to the Question

Adequately provided for in the current 
MOU with  regard to candidate selection 
and expenditure procedures and reporting  
to the Award coordinator by Un-Habitat

7 (19%)

This needs to be improved such as 
including the Monitoring team of 
Un-Habitat in the Steering Committee 
meetings even if only as observers

4 (11%)

no response to the question 25 (70%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 3(b): in which way are the 
present institutional and administrative 
processes adequate for Enhancing 
Transparency?
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Discussion: The majority of the respon-
dents agreed the Trust had done a good job 
at servicing the Award process during the 
first cycle, fulfilling a role that would have 
been difficult to achieve in the United Na-
tions system. Jury members were especially 
appreciative of the responsive manner in 

which the Trust processed their travel as 
that apparently entailed considerable altera-
tions of travel plans and re-imbursement of 
cancelled travel tickets. However, the expec-
tations on the partner were high and views 
were that the Trust should have played an 
even bigger role in organizing events at the 
Fifth session of the World Urban Forum bet-
ter, as it had recruited a full-time officer to 
service the Award Ceremony in Rio de Ja-
neiro. 

On their part, the Trust pointed out that 
servicing the Award was rewarding but tax-
ing on their administration and wished for a 
more defined role if they were to continue 
into the next cycles. The Trust referred to a 
service agreement it has with UN-Habitat 
and the Japanese Habitat Association that is 
a tripartite one and is much more defined. 
The Trust said that at the moment they have 
only a bilateral agreement with UN-Habitat 
that does not bring them officially into di-
rect contact with the Foundation, making it 
difficult for them to respond to the Award 
sponsors’ needs more adequately. This issue 
will be looked into further below. 

It should also be pointed out that one re-
spondent felt the question had prejudged 
the answer. This is an interesting and im-
portant observation since the question had 
indeed intended to provoke such a critique 
and thereby get the respondent either to 
agree or disagree with the proposition the 
partner had performed. This technique 
seems to have worked well because, unlike 
in many other questions, practically all the 
respondents felt challenged took a position 
and, in so doing, qualified their answers. 

QUESTION 4: The implementation 
arrangements have a provision for the 
service provider. Tanzania women and access 
Trust, as the service provider appear to have 
effectively conducted the award – related 
activities before the fifth session of the world 
Urban forum and during the forum in Rio 
de Janeiro. How would you like the Trust to 
improve its services?

Responses given to the Question

i agree the Trust provided a responsive 
supportive services to the Award process 
during cycle 1,  especially in traveling to 
Rio

9 (25%)

The Trust did a good job, however, they 
might have needed to finalize some issues 
concerning the ceremony dinner ahead 
of time, and probably should have helped 
in preparing a draft list of invitees and 
organized local publicity. 

3 (8%)

The Trust should have had coordination 
meetings ahead of time with the 
Foundation

1 (3%)

The Trust’s role helped Un-Habitat to 
deliver the launch at the pressing time of 
organizing the Fifth Session of the World 
Urban Forum

3 (8%)

The Trust’s role was good but not needed 2 (6%)

insufficient experience to pass judgment 
but, question has provided a prejudgment 
on performance – which is undesirable in 
such a questionnaire

1 (3%)

no response to the question 17(47%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)
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Notice, for example, that no respondent 
agreed or disagreed outright with the prop-
osition without citing the reasons. In some 
schools of thought in evaluation, this tech-
nique is believed to enhance debates and 
discussion where desired as essential.

c. Award process Related Questions 

The Award shall be given every two years. 
That is there is a two-year cycle before the 
Award prize is given.

There are three Awards categories:

•	 Leadership, statesmanship 
and good governance.

•	 Construction and reconstruction of 
settlements and communities.

•	 Human resources development and 
benevolent activities in fighting urban 
poverty and the implementation 
of the Habitat agenda.

Responses given to the Question

strength: 

1.  When necessary decisions can be made 
fast

8 (18%)

2.  There is sufficient coordination between  
Un-Habitat and the Rafik Hariri 
Foundation

3 (7%)

weaknesses:

1.  Steering Committee meetings if not 
convened correctly can halt the whole 
process

4 (9%)

2.  need more funding for visibility and 
publicity

4 (9%)

3.  need a dedicated strategy to enhance 
visibility and publicity

2 (4%)

4.  Risk for delays of the process given 
the high executives involved from both 
partners

1 (2%)

no response to the question, no 
information

23 (51%)

Total responses (n) 45 (100%)

QUESTION 5: please, list two 
strengths and two weaknesses of the 
implementation arrangements  

Responses given to the Question

very well in comparison to limited visibility 
and publicity of Habitat scroll of honor 
Awards in general.

11 (28%)

Yes, since the deadline for submissions 
was extended there was adequate time for 
nominations.

3 (8%)

no, the limited time available for the 
nomination process was a major weakness 
during Cycle 1. There was only six months 
instead of the envisioned 2-year cycle 
dictated by circumstances and the decision 
to launch the Award at the Fifth Session of 
the World Urban Forum in Rio de Janeiro. 

3 (8%)

Publicity was at a very minimum of 
announcing the winner

7 (18%)

insufficient engagement to make a 
judgment

1 (2%)

no response, no information 14 (36%)

Total responses (n) 39 (100%)

QUESTION 1 (a): in your view, do you 
think there was enough time for 
informing the general public about 
sending names of nominations? (b) was 
information about nominations widely 
advertised? How was it publicized?
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The Award consists of:

•	 Cash prize determined by the 
Foundation but not to be less 
than USD 200,000 which can 
be shared by two winners 

•	 A trophy

•	 A certificate

As observed by some of the respondents, 
the first cycle was unique and did not follow 
the standard two-year course laid out in the 
MOU. The Steering Committee decided to 
launch the Award at the Fifth session of the 
World Urban Forum, taking note that the 
formulation process had been under discus-
sion for far too long between the parties. 

Each cycle requires two years to be able to 
follow the provisions of the MOU strictly 
and accomplish what is required. Cycle 1 
had only about six months of actual prepa-
ration to accept nominations and pick the 
winner before the Award ceremony in Bra-
zil. Thus it was hard to advertise widely for 
nominations and publicity was at a mini-
mum of only announcing the winner in Nai-
robi with a press conference followed by a 
press release. 

This also militated against wide publicity of 
the information about the nomination. On-
line publicity should be complemented by 
print media to get the best of nominations 
in future.

Discussion: The respondents are aware of 
the time constraints except for three who 
felt they did not have information. Verifica-
tion of documentation submitted on behalf 
of the candidates was largely relied upon. 
The internal resources of UN-Habitat, in-
cluding its field offices, should be used for 
verifications more widely in cycle 2.

Responses given to the Question

MOU article 6 and 8 give the agreed 
plan but because of time constraints, Un-
Habitat relied on their data base to screen 
ten nominations discussed by the Jury.

8 (21%)

no verification missions were made 
because of time constraints but the Jury 
met twice to ensure due diligence was 
made. 

6 (16%)

no response to the question, no 
information

24 (63%)

Total responses (n) 38 (100%)

QUESTION 2(a): How was the screening of 
nominations conducted? were there any 
verification visits or what criterion was used? 

Responses given to the Question

very transparent and harmonious as is 
vindicated by the endorsement of the 
winner by the Steering Committee

8 (22%)

not very transparent because of time 
limitations and publicity

5 (14%)

insufficient engagement to make a 
judgment

1 (3%)

no response to the question, no 
information

22 (61%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 2(b): in your view, do you 
think the screening process and final 
selection of the winner was adequately, 
transparently carried out? why/ why 
not? 
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Discussion: Twenty-two per cent (or 50 per 
cent if excluding WUF participants) of those 
answering the question thought the selec-
tion was carried out very objectively by the 
Jury, though mainly based on documenta-
tion supplied. Frequent meetings between 
the Jury and the Steering Committee also 
helped to ensure transparency of the pro-
cess. The process was entirely consensual 
without any internal dissent within the Jury 
that decided to meet twice to reach its final 
decision. 

However, a significant number of the re-
spondents also felt time limitations limited 
the transparency process. A timely launch of 
the process is therefore quite key.

Discussion: Some respondents were con-
cerned about the publicity and visibility 
process, which is understandable given the 
objective of the Award is to raise the profile 
of the person being honored. A respondent 
noted with concern “that there was no 
build up to the Award but it just happened 
and it was great but there is need to build 
up to it before and follow up after the event 
to raise the visibility”. 

This recommendation would mean that 
mechanisms for more Award-related events 
at international gatherings need to be in-
troduced to create such momentum. This 
would require that the Foundation would 
set aside a budget for its presence at such 
meetings where side events could be held 
on the Award and thus bring its vision and 
mission on the agendas and calendars of 
such international events. 

The Steering Committee members, howev-
er, took a view that the publicity was good 
under the limited circumstances in which 
the Award was launched at the Fifth session 
of the World Urban Forum. It was pointed 
out that the process to launch the Award 
was actually lengthy since the idea was first 
discussed between the Executive Director 
of UN-Habitat and Mrs. Hariri way back in 
2006 after the Second session of the World 
Urban Forum held in Vancouver. 

The senior Award coordinator at the Foun-
dation was assigned by Mrs. Hariri to fol-
low the meetings of the World Urban Fo-
rums before a decision could be made to 
sponsor the Award and link it to the Forum. 
More time was needed to internalize the 

Responses given to the Question

very good publicity for a start to be 
improved upon in cycle 2

19 (44%)

not really, there was very limited 
publicity despite a great start, so need for 
improvement

10 (23%)

The list of invitees was made at the last 
minute

4 (9%)

easily enough publicity as the budget was 
very large

2 (5%)

no response to the question, no 
information

8 (19%)

Total responses (n) 43 (100%)

QUESTION 3(a):  if you attended the Fifth 
session of the world Urban Forum or 
followed up the course of events during 
the Forum: Do you think there was 
adequate publicity about the launch and 
the Award? please explain?
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matter. An MOU was finally agreed four 
years later in 2009. Many respondents who 
came on board later are not very familiar 
with history and this was revealed to the 
writer by the former Executive Director of  
UN-Habitat who has now been appointed 
by Mrs. Hariri to the Steering Committee. 

Discussion: The Foundation respondents 
and the Jury members take a view that 
the UN-Habitat had succeeded quite well 
in logistical arrangements in a constrained 
time frame, especially by hiring a consultant 
who seemed flexible in responding to their 
needs.

Discussion: The majority of respondents 
felt that the event was well attended by 
country delegates and the media. The 
venue of the World Urban Forum offered a 
unique opportunity to show case and pub-
licize the event although views could be 
taken whether an inauguration momentum 
can be repeated for subsequent circles. 

Some respondents suggested that a dis-
tinction should be made between the two, 
and that future Award ceremonies should 
have an independent but UN-Habitat linked 
venue. 

Responses given to the Question

The coordination seemed to work very well 
during the Jury process

7 (19%)

Quite well at the dinner by the Trust 
engaging a resident Brazilian as the 
coordinator of the event in Rio de Janeiro

4 (12%)

Communication between the two 
Secretariats seemed well coordinated for 
travels

7 (19%)

no response to the question, no 
information

18 (50%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 3(b): were the administrative 
arrangements of the UN-Habitat Award 
team and administrative arrangements 
by the Trust well-coordinated before and 
during the launch?

Responses given to the Question

very well attended because the 
World Urban Forum attracts high level 
personalities. The Presidents of Brazil 
and Uganda witnessed the launch by the 
executive Director and Mrs. Hariri President 
of the Foundation

11 (28%)

The launch ceremony was witnessed by 
more than 13,000 people from more than 
170 countries attending the Fifth Session 
of the World Urban Forum and millions 
watching on television

5 (13%)

The Award Dinner recorded about 200 high 
profile guests and viPs from more than 80 
countries.

4 (10%)

World Urban Forum automatically 
guaranteed huge and high level attendance 
of the launch event

2 (5%)

no response to the question, no 
information

17 (44%)

Total responses (n) 39 (100%)

QUESTION 3(c): was the event well 
attended or poorly attended?
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Responses given to the Question

not sure 1 (3%)

Good 8 (22%)

very good 16 (45%)

excellent 8 (22%)

no response to the question, 3 (8%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 4(b): How would you describe 
the adequacy of the following during the 
launch? 
(please tick the correct response): (b) publicity 
event

Responses given to the Question

not sure 0 (0%)

Good 10 (28%)

very good 17 (47%)

QUESTION 4(c): How would you describe 
the adequacy of the following during the 
launch? 
(please tick the correct response) :  
(c) Attendance and Visibility

Responses given to the Question

not sure 11 (30%)

Good 9 (25%)

very good 9 (25%)

excellent 6 (17%)

no response to the question, no 
information

1 (3%)

Total respondents (n)  36 (100%)

QUESTION 4(a): How would you describe 
the adequacy of the following during the 
launch?
(please tick the correct response): (a) Adequate 
support & engagement from UN-Habitat senior 
Management

Responses given to the Question

not sure 2 (6%)

Good 8 (22%)

very good 11 (30%)

excellent 13 (36%)

no response to the question, 2 (6%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 4(c): How would you describe 
the adequacy of the following during the 
launch? 
(please tick the correct response): (c) Type and 
Quality of Venue

Responses given to the Question

not sure 2 (6%)

Good 10 (28%)

very good 12 (33%)

excellent 1 (3%)

no response to the question, 11 (30%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 4(d): How would you describe 
the adequacy of the following during the 
launch? 
(please tick the correct response):  
(d) UN-Habitat Award team involvement 
and response

excellent 6 (17%)

no response to the question, 3 (8%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)
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Discussion: This question provoked a lot 
of views from the respondents. It was cor-
rectly observed both by Foundation and UN-
Habitat respondents that the current MOU 
does not require the Award winner to or-
ganize any promotional activities following 
the win. Some proceed to recommend that 
the MOU should stipulate that this should 
happen. 

In discussing this recommendation the fol-
lowing needs to be pointed out: any award 
is meant to recognize performance and 
achievements made, so it is assumed that 
the winner, after a life of service, would 
automatically continue to use the money 
received to raise the profile of his activities 
even further, including participating upon 
invitation in United Nations activities. This 
is standard practice in cash-based awards 
which cannot be given with conditions. 

Responses given to the Question

not sure 3 (8%)

Good 7 (19%)

very good 7 (19%)

excellent 3 (8%)

no response to the question, 16 (46%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 4(d): How would you describe 
the adequacy of the following during the 
launch? 
(please tick the correct response): (e) TAwLAT 
involvement and response

Responses given to the Question

Yes, discussion at executive Director level 
to assess  
Un-Habitat’s future involvement has been 
held

1 (3%)

no, the MOU does not require the Award 
winner for any contributions following 
the price but it should be recommended. 
However both parties tried extensively to 
organize an event in Turkey in order for 
Prime Minister erdogan himself to receive 
the Award as he could not come to Brazil 
but his schedule given the upcoming 
elections precluded it 

6 (17%)

not that am aware of 5 (14%)

QUESTION 5. (a) please, list two 
strengths and two weaknesses of the 
implementation arrangements  

QUESTION 5. Has any of the five organs 
of the institutional structure of the 
memorial Award or any relevant member 
of the above organs, made any follow up 
to assess the post-Award contributions of 
the first Award winner? please explain.

Yes, the Former executive Director of Un-
Habitat, who has since been appointed to 
the Steering Committee by the President 
of the Foundation, met with the Prime 
Minister of Turkey in May 2011 on the 
occasion of the 4th Un Conference on 
the Least Developed Countries hosted 
by Turkey and its Prime Minister. They 
discussed his role as winner in promoting 
the Award. He promised that he would 
wish to do more to publicize it at a more 
convenient date, and informed he had 
already discussed the matter with the 
Foundation. 

1 (3%)

no response to the question, no 
information

23 (63%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)
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However, to ensure the efficacy and util-
ity of the Award, the application submis-
sions under section 5 on impact could in-
clude a requirement for the applicant not 
only to state the impact made by his work 
so far, but how the Award would enhance 
that impact or best practice if won. Cur-
rently, impact is on past achievements and 
is stipulated thus  ‘Impact: Estimated num-
ber of beneficiaries, types of beneficiaries, 
(e.g. women, children, the poor, victims of 
natural or human made disasters) impact on 
beneficiaries’ living conditions (e.g. social, 
economic, environmental, health, educa-
tion, employment, security of tenure, crime 
reduction, continuity involvement in the 
decisions/governance,) provide quantitative 
and qualitative indicators of impact.’ 

Discussion: The former Executive Director of  
UN-Habitat, who is also a Steering Com-
mittee member, was the only respondent 
who was able to shed light on this ques-

tion by linking the current activities of the 
Award winner to international service. It 
is noteworthy that the winner, recognized 
for his role in shaping the Habitat II Confer-
ence of June 1996 held in Istanbul, should, 
upon winning the Award also be credited 
for hosting a major decennial global confer-
ence for the Least Developed Countries. 

The Award team would itself need to ex-
pand its own horizon in identifying the rel-
evance of such global events to the recog-
nized best practices that it promotes. This 
is a great achievement for the winner and 
the Award. 

Concerns would however seem to lie in 
failure or inability to link such achievement 
with the winner. A dedicated website would 
help to follow up and link the post-Award 
high-profile activities with the Award, such 
as a headline to the effect of ‘Hariri Award 
Winner organizes a major United Nations 
conference to assist poor nations’. This 
should be part of the monitoring and media 
strategy to track the activities of the winners 
and link them to the Memorial Award and 
thereby enhancing its visibility and relevance 
and simultaneously promote best practices. 

Responses given to the Question

As Prime Minister he has continued to 
display leadership in his region, hosting 
in May, 2011, a year after winning the 
Award, a major Un Conference on the 
Least Developed Countries (LDCs). The 
new programme of action for LDCs has a 
chapter on shelter and human settlements 
development.

1 (3%)

no response to the question, not aware/ no 
information

35 (97%)

Total respondents (n) 36 (100%)

QUESTION 5(b): what significant activity 
has the winner demonstrated in the field 
of human settlements or sustainable 
urbanization after winning the prize? 

Responses given to the Question

strength: 

1.  A brilliant idea to honor a distinguished 
leader who was assassinated for his 
leadership and courage

14 (29%)

2. international nature of the Award 6 (12%)

QUESTION 6: please list strengths and 
weaknesses of the actual Award, if any
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Discussion: With regard to strength, re-
spondents to the questions pointed out the 
Award as a fitting way to honor the memo-
ry of Mr. Hariri since it is bestowed on indi-
viduals and institutions that dedicate them-
selves to the same goals that he worked to 
promote. It is also very prestigious in nature 
since it is a joint venture of the Rafik Hariri 
Foundation and UN-Habitat.  

Respondents emphasized the international 
nature of the Award due to its association 
with the United Nations with the Award 
administration. The international image of 
the Foundation in view of the contribution 
of the late Rafik Hariri and his ultimate sac-
rifice for his country is an added strength. 
Financial consideration associated with the 
Award also makes a positive contribution 
while the presentation of the Award at the 
World Urban Forum enhances its visibility 
internationally. With regard to weaknesses, 
those who responded, were of the opinion 
it was too early to judge (16 per cent; while 
12 per cent could not see any weaknesses 
with the Award per se. Some pointed out 
the recurring concern on publicity and poor 
or limited follow up activities. 

D. Questions on Lessons Learned 
and Recommendations

3. Financial/cash Award raises the profile 
of the Award and best practices

7 (14%)

weaknesses:

Too premature to judge 8 (16%)

none 6 (12%)

Limited publicity and follow up activities 1 (2%)

no response to the question, no 
information

7 (15%)

Total responses (n) 49 (100%)

Responses given to the Question

strength: 

As observed above, inspirational, advocacy, 
awareness raising

8 (18%)

The Foundation benefited from  
Un-Habitat staff and their long experience 
in similar Awards

2 (5%)

even if not used fully in the cycle 1,  
Un-Habitat established visibility will 
extremely benefit the Award

1 (2%)

A great strength of the partnership is the 
high caliber of the members of the five 
components of the institution.

1 (2%)

Another important strength is the experience 
of  
Un-Habitat in administering Awards of an 
international scope and stature.

1 (2%)

it draws from Un-Habitat’s international 
profile, scope, stature  and experience 
and the distinguished and high profile 
people involved in the process with a lot of 
credibility

1 (2%)

weaknesses:

As observed above, 3 (7%)

none 0 (0%)

Seems to target prominent people and viPs 2 (5%)

Costly exercise 1 (2%)

no response to the question, no information 24 (55%)

Total responses (n) 44 (100%)

QUESTION 1: please list two strengths 
and two weaknesses if any of the overall 
partnership or joint initiative of the Rafik 
Hariri Memorial Award?
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Responses given to the Question

Award winners have to be selected 
depending on how they perform and how 
they will to help to promote the Award after 
receiving it

5 (11%)

Award cycle should not end after the Award 
conference - the next cycle should build 
upon the previous one

3 (6%)

it would be helpful and useful to have 
regular communication by phone conference 
between Jury members

3 (6%)

it would also be helpful to confirm the 
composition of the Jury for the next Award 
cycle as soon as possible

3 (6%)

Sufficient time should be given to the 
nomination process

2 (4%)

More aggressive publicity should be 
organized while calling for nominations and 
this should include both the electronic and 
print media internationally

3 (6%)

The process should start with greater lead 
time so that adequate time is available 
during the selection process

6 (13%)

independent verification of the nominations 
submitted should be effected by the 
technical review committee with a view to 
ensure accuracy of claims in nomination 
papers

2 (4%)

Do not become too involved in the 
administrative aspect of the Award Un 
systems are not sufficiently geared up to 
handle it

4 (9%)

no response to the question, no information 16 (35%)

Total responses (n) 47 (100%)

QUESTION 2: in your view, what would 
you consider as lessons learned since the 
launch phase of the memorial Award?

QUESTION 3(a): Kindly suggest or make 
a minimum of three recommendations 
that would be helpful to the design and 
management of the Award in terms 
of: institutional design, indicators, 
communication and coordination as well 
as distribution of duties and tasks.

Responses given to the Question

More direct meetings between the 
Foundation and Un-Habitat 

7 (13%)

Set two fixed Steering Committee meetings 
every year and one fixed meeting per cycle 
for the Jury to facilitate the coordination 
process

4 (8%)

More communication between the 
components of the institutions would 
enable at an early stage to discuss and 
recommend how to improve the Award 
process

11 (21%)

The information and communication branch 
of Un-Habitat may be involved early on in 
order to make use of established channels 
of communication and publicity

3 (6%)

The monitoring branch of Un-Habitat 
should also be involved early on

4 (8%)

The sharing of responsibilities between Un-
Habitat Secretariat and the Foundation’s 
Secretariat could be reviewed to ensure fair 
sharing of responsibilities on either side. 
Clear delineation of responsibilities will also 
ensure a smooth process

5 (10%)

ensure that Award supports core mandate 
of agency before proceeding further

2 (4%)

no response to the question, no 
information

16 (30%)

Total responses (n) 52 (100%)
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Responses given to the Question

Yes, depending on the circumstances, it 
might be appropriate to have two winners 
provided that we follow up with them after 
they receive the Award.

11 (24%)

Award winners should be altered between 
different community groups; it’s not true that 
a political or well-known winner is always 
best.

12 (26%)

Since the essence of the Award is the 
celebration of the work of Mr. Hariri, a 
self-made man who believed in giving 
opportunities to those who do not have 
access to them, so the Award should give 
opportunities not only to those who have 
reached the top but, more important, 
to those who have the qualities and 
determination and strategy to do so.

8 (17%)

Cycle one provided for sharing of the Award 
in the event that more than one deserving 
candidate surfaced during the selection. 
Similar provisions may be maintained for 
cycle 2. However, a single winner always 
enhances the Award’s profile.

5 (11%)

no suggestions 0 (0%)

no response to the question, no information 10 (22%)

Total responses (n) 46 (100%)

QUESTION 3(b): Kindly suggest or make 
a minimum of three recommendations 
that would be helpful to the design and 
management of the Award in terms of: 
actual Award—whether or not it can still 
be shared by up to two winners or any 
other suggestions. 

QUESTION 3(c): Kindly suggest or make 
a minimum of three recommendations 
that would be helpful to the design and 
management of the Award in terms of 
enhancing visibility and publicity.

Responses given to the Question

A well-planned publicity campaign could be 
launched by Un-Habitat through established 
channels including the media

12 (32%)

QUESTION 3(d): Kindly suggest or make 
a minimum of three recommendations 
that would be helpful to the design and 
management of the Award in terms of 
nomination and screening process and 
selection of a winner.

Responses given to the Question

i think there should be a change in the 
process in terms of how the nomination 
takes place. i believe that there should 
not be applications but rather a search 
committee should research who are the 
people or groups that fit the criteria to win 
the Award and then the jury decides from 
among the selection. That way the Award 
will become more selective and valuable in 
the same way as the nobel prize. 

5 (8%)

nomination should be invited using both 
Un-Habitat established channels but also 
through print media such as The economist, 
which has wide international circulation. it 
is important that sufficient time, preferably 
six to eight weeks, should be given for 
submission of the nominations. 

Preliminary screening could be done by the 
Un-Habitat Secretariat in respect of the 
nominations that do not meet the minimum 
criteria. However, as far as possible, the Jury 
should be given the opportunity to exercise 
its independent opinion with regard to 
further screening. To ensure full transparency 
in the screening process, the Jury should be 
kept informed of all preliminary screening 
done by the Secretariat. As far as possible 
the practice of selection of the winner 
by the Jury through consensus should be 
encouraged, as was done during cycle 1.

14 (23%)

Media plan: Un-Habitat media staff more 
involved, target media in Lebanon and the 
country where the conference will be held, 
the Foundation should participate in all 
Un-Habitat activities to make the Award 
more visible

11 (29%)

We would review the current methods of 
publicizing the competition and the Award to 
determine how to improve this vital function

5 (13%)

no suggestions 0 (0%)

no response to the question, no information 10 (26%)

Total responses (n) 38 (100%)
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We should review the current methods of 
publicizing the competition and Award cer-
emony to determine how to improve this 
vital function.

Responses given to the Question

i strongly suggest the United nations General 
Assembly in new York during September for 
the following reasons: it is highly prestigious, 
it is attended by a high profile international 
audience, it generates stability for the Award 
as its venue is known to be in the same city 
every cycle and, as it is the melting pot of all 
nations, it highly reflects what Prime Minister 
Rafik Hariri stood for. i believe that, by having 
it in new York, the winners will be more likely 
to attend the Award ceremony with less 
difficulty than in a venue that could change 
due to political unrest or other reasons such 
as what happened with the World Urban 
Forum in Bahrain. 

3 (6%)

QUESTION 3(e): Kindly suggest or make 
a minimum of three recommendations 
that would be helpful to the design and 
management of the Award in terms of: 
selection of appropriate location and venue 
whilst taking into consideration visibility 
elements of best practice and the history of 
the Award.

Also, at a later stage perhaps there should 
be a home for the Award in Rafik Hariri’s 
homeland, Lebanon. This is not necessarily 
the venue for the Award but a place where 
all the past and future winners’ achievements 
as well as how the winners’ achievements 
relate to the late PM are gathered and can 
be visited. 

Continue to hold the Award ceremony and 
lecture in conjunction with the World Urban 
Forum, but add a panel to discuss issues of 
current importance and relevance.

15 (28%)

The Un-Habitat staff are very busy during the 
World Urban Forum and usually the same 
type of government delegations attend the 
forum, thus it might be more practical and 
beneficial to have a separate venue for the 
Award Conference; for example the United 
nations General Assembly in new York during 
September, and maybe at a later stage the 
Award Conference has to move to Beirut, the 
home of Mr. Rafik Hariri.

9 (17%)

The World Urban Forum has proved to be a 
good venue for the Award because of high 
visibility and world media attention. However, 
considering the history of the Award, a 
venue with historic connection could also be 
considered, such as istanbul, which was the 
venue for  the Habitat ii Conference

7 (13%)

no suggestions 1 (2%)

no response to the question, no information 18 (34%)

Total responses (n) 53 (100%)

Better announcement of open nominations 10 (17%)

enough time to get enough number of 
nominations

10 (17%)

verification visits on most nominations that 
are suggested go the Jury should be given 
priority

8 (13%)

The technical expert review committee 
should present the roster of finalists to the 
Jury well before it is scheduled to meet so 
as to allow ample time for the members to 
review the finalists in detail

6 (10%)

no suggestions 1 (2%)

no response to the question, no 
information

6 (10%)

Total responses (n)  60 (100%)

Discussion: Many respondents offered sug-
gestions and in general are unified in call-
ing for better planning and announcement 
of the nomination process. Specifically, the 
Technical Expert Review Committee should 
present the roster of finalists to the Jury well 
before it is scheduled to meet so as to allow 
ample time for the members to review the 
finalists in detail. 
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While the recommendations are well taken 
and are actually already stipulated in the 
MOU, the first cycle could not observe this 
process strictly because of time limitations. 
Future cycles therefore need to start in good 
time to avoid any recurrence of urgent mea-
sures that are later criticized.

Continue to hold the Award ceremony and 
lecture in conjunction with the World Urban 
Forum but add a panel to discuss issues of 
current importance and relevance.

Responses given to the Question

it would be useful to tailor questionnaire 
to the specific duties and responsibilities 
of the persons filling out the 
questionnaire

4 (9%)

evaluation consultant might receive 
better answers with live interviews

8 (18%)

evaluation consultant should be given 
enough time

4 (9%)

evaluation should be done after each 
cycle, 

4 (9%)

For future evaluations, the Un-Habitat 
Monitoring and evaluation Unit should 
be involved in the process early on. The 
participation of the monitoring unit in the 
Steering Committee could be one way of 
ensuring this

5 (11%)

no suggestions 11 (24%)

no response to the question, no 
information

9 (20%)

Total respons (n) 45 (100%)

QUESTION 3(f): Kindly suggest or make 
a minimum of three recommendations 
that would be helpful to the design and 
management of the Award in terms of 
future evaluation.

Discussion: Respondents felt that the ques-
tionnaire is too repetitive and too long. It 
would have been better to tailor it to the 
respondent, focusing on their specific duties 
and responsibilities in the Award process to 
improve focus and impact. Most questions 
were too general and the respondent did 
not always have the information to give a 
clear and concise answer on the issues they 
were being asked to comment upon. 

The writer acknowledges these concerns 
that emanated from the overall lack of basic 
background information to guide the evalu-
ation exercise at the UN-Habitat Secretariat 
itself. Apparently, most of the work had 
been done by the Award coordinator under 
the guidance of the former Executive Direc-
tor in order to meet the launch deadline at 
the Fifth Session of the World Urban Forum. 

In future cycles, more participatory ap-
proaches to bring all stakeholders on board 
are considered important to improve the 
ownership of the Award process by all those 
expected to play a role. As is recommend-
ed by the respondent, even the evaluation 
exercise itself was commissioned on a very 
limited timeframe of one month, giving lim-
ited room to test the questionnaire before it 
was used to correct information.

Monitoring and evaluation of the Award 
process should be inbuilt into the next cycle. 
For example an assessment questionnaire 
should be instituted at the Award event it-
self rather than later, when memories have 
faded and when extra efforts must be made 
to trace the respondents as was done in this 
case. 
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