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eXeCUTIVe sUMMaRY

i introDuction

Implementation of UN-Habitat’s six-year Medium-
Term Strategic and Institutional Plan (MTSIP) 
started in 2008 and comprises six Focus Areas. 
The purpose of the present Evaluation is to provide 
an independent assessment of: 1) the progress 
on achieving the MTSIP Focus Area results over 
the 2008-2011 period; and 2) the efficiency and 
effectiveness with respect to the attainment of 
the key MTSIP objective. Specific objectives were 
provided in the Terms of Reference. This Evaluation 
is the second assessment of the MTSIP. The Peer 
Review conducted in 2009/10 was the first review, 
which focused more on institutional aspects and 
less on substantive, programmatic and result-based 
aspects. The intended users of the evaluation are 
the Committee of Permanent Representatives (CPR), 
UN-Habitat management and staff, donors, partners 
and the general public. 

The MTSIP 2008-2013 was developed with the in-
tention of: sharpening UN-Habitat’s programmatic 
focus; and enhancing coherence between the nor-
mative and operational elements of UN-Habitat’s 
programmes. The MTSIP has been conceived with six 
mutual reinforcing Focus Areas and a results frame-
work that consists of strategic results, expected 
accomplishments, sub-expected accomplishments, 
and indicators of achievements. The results frame-
work is the basis for organizational planning, pro-
gramming and budgeting, monitoring and evalua-
tion, and reporting. Policy and strategy papers were 
developed for Focus Area 1 to 5 and were published 
in 2010. The Enhanced Normative and Operational 
Framework (ENOF) was subsequently developed to 
promote the coherence between UN-Habitat’s nor-
mative and operational work and to better connect 
global policy with regional and country activities.

The Evaluation was carried out between November 
2011 and June 2012 by external evaluators, Mr. Don 
Okpala, Idoplin, Nigeria and Mr. Per Kirkemann, Nor-
dic Consulting Group, Denmark. It builds on existing 
MTSIP progress reports and other MTSIP related as-
sessments/evaluations that have been carried out 
and also benefits from a Self-Assessment Study of 
the MTSIP performance. Interviews were conducted 
at UN-Habitat Headquarters, the regional offices, 
and two country offices (Colombia and Sri Lanka). A 
country level survey was undertaken with the aim of 
having a broader participation in the Evaluation. The 
United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) evaluation 
criteria (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, 
and sustainability) were applied to assess the MTSIP 
Focus Areas. The ‘coherence’ dimension was also 
applied as an evaluation criterion.

ii main FinDings

The first phase of the MTSIP (2008-2009) included 
the implementation of 12 ‘quick-wins’. Most of 
these quick wins were achieved by the end of 2008, 
but some tasks continue to undergo improvements, 
for example, delegation of authority, internal align-
ment, communication and information, program-
ming and budgeting, performance monitoring, 
evaluation and reporting. 

The Peer Review of the MTSIP conducted in 2009 
raised a number of critical issues related to: the 
overall policy framework; the organizational set-up 
including the cooperation with regional and coun-
try offices; planning structure, performance moni-
toring; and donor funding. The Peer Review led to 
further analyses of the organizational set-up that is 
still ongoing.
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Highlights of mtsiP achievements  
by Focus area

Focus Area 1 Advocacy, monitoring and partner-
ship for sustainable urbanization: Progress for all 
its three expected accomplishments has been sat-
isfactory, although not all targets were met. As of 
December 2011 there was evidence that awareness 
of sustainable urbanization at the global and na-
tional levels had increased. Press coverage of global 
reports increased significantly with the State of the 
World Cities report, while the number of parliamen-
tary discussions of these reports has risen. There is 
evidence of improved global monitoring and aware-
ness among governments, local authorities and 
other Habitat Agenda partners of human settlement 
conditions and trends. 

Focus Area 2 Urban planning, management and 
governance: Progress on all its three expected ac-
complishments has been satisfactory. The targets for 
Focus Area 2 have been surpassed in terms of the 
quantitative indicators. However, these do not cap-
ture all the qualitative results achieved at the global, 
regional, and country level, for example, the num-
ber of institutions are counted, but the capacity built 
is not measured, and, there is limited information 
on how the cities involved are actually implementing 
urban planning, management and governance. The 
main emphasis has been on urban planning, urban 
safety, climate change, and risk reduction. Focus 
Area 2 has stimulated discussions and work on ca-
pacity development aspects that go beyond train-
ing, but more needs to be done to enhance long-
term institutional sustainability. 

Focus Area 3 Promotion of pro-poor land and hous-
ing: Progress on Focus Area 3 towards all its three 
expected accomplishments has been satisfactory, 
but the overall results of Focus Area 3 should take 
the contributions of field projects and operations 
into account. Adoption of the results-based man-
agement approach has been a weak link, as some 
of the indicators of achievements could have been 
better formulated to assess results vis-à-vis planned 
activities. The Global Land Tool Network (GLTN) was 
launched in June 2006 with the goal to contribute 
to poverty alleviation through land reform, improved 
land management, and security of tenure. Having 

made a promising start with advocacy, research and 
tool development, GLTN now needs to upscale the 
testing of tools at country level, increase its impact 
outside of Kenya, and find means to support this 
new phase of activities.

Focus Area 4 Environmentally sound basic urban 
infrastructure and services: Progress towards one 
of the expected accomplishments has been satis-
factory, while progress on the other two has been 
less than satisfactory. Surveys were not undertaken 
for two of the expected accomplishments’ targets 
due to resource constraints, which affected sources 
of information related to progress monitoring. An 
impact study was undertaken of UN-Habitat’s Wa-
ter and Sanitation Trust Fund from October 2009 to 
January 2010. The Water and Sanitation Trust Fund 
was established in 2003 with the objective of bring-
ing in new investment and ideas to expand the wa-
ter and sanitation coverage for poor urban dwellers. 
The evaluation of the trust fund found that the suc-
cessful shift from pilot to sustainable service devel-
opment requires additional project design features. 
The energy and transport components have grown 
significantly with support from the Global Environ-
ment Facility.

Focus Area 5 Strengthened human settlements 
finance systems: Progress on its two expected ac-
complishments has been mixed. The initial concept 
of slum upgrading was to explore various ways of 
increasing financial resources for slum upgrading. 
During the implementation phase, the grant pro-
gramme of the Slum Upgrading Facility (SUF), and 
to some extent the loan programme of the Exper-
imental Reimbursable Seeding Operation (ERSO), 
focused on slum upgrading projects. However, it 
transpired during implementation that UN-Habitat 
was not well placed to continue with ERSO as a di-
rect lender, given the lack of continuous funding 
for lending activities from external donors; and SUF 
proved unsuccessful in supporting municipalities in 
mobilizing financing for infrastructure development. 
It was decided to cease the further operation of 
Slum Upgrading Facility as of December 2011 and 
for ERSO to explore options for a partnership with a 
financial institution.
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Focus Area 6 Excellence in management: Progress 
on its four expected accomplishments has been 
mixed. Progress has been slower than expected 
for most tasks. Staff skills are well aligned with the  
MTSIP requirements, information and knowledge 
sharing has improved, and the time taken to con-
duct business processes has been reduced. Growth 
in delivery and the overall programme volume put 
additional pressure on staff. However, UN-Habitat 
has assessed that overall progress has been sat-
isfactory by taking all critical factors into account. 
A review of the organization was completed, fol-
lowing-up on the Peer Review’s recommendations. 
Implementation of key reform decisions is on track, 
which is intended to enhance coherence and effi-
ciency in obtaining results. There seems to be an 
imbalance in the deployment of staff to regional 
offices. There is an overall improvement in the pro-
grammatic alignment with the MTSIP Focus Areas 
and in adopting results-based management. The 
UN-Habitat income for the biennium increased sig-
nificantly: the earmarked funds rose, whereas the 
non-earmarked funds decreased.

crosscutting issues

The MTSIP includes three main crosscutting issues 
that are mainstreamed into the six Focus Areas: di-
saster management, gender mainstreaming, and 
urban youth. 

UN-Habitat has been an important player in the 
area of disaster management, within the United Na-
tions system, particularly in its operational activities.  
UN-Habitat is increasingly recognized as having 
specific competence in urban issues and humani-
tarian actors are seeking this expertise to improve 
the quality of their programmes. Strengthened  
UN-Habitat support for humanitarian challenges is 
being provided to a number of countries, includ-
ing Afghanistan, Haiti, Iraq, Pakistan, Occupied 
Palestinian Territory, Somalia, Sri Lanka and Sudan.  
UN-Habitat needs to continue augmenting its tech-
nical human resources skills and competence for op-
erating in complex urban and settlement contexts 
in order to ensure that its normative comparative 
advantage in this area is fully operational.

Efforts to improve the coherence of the Agency’s 
work on gender mainstreaming necessitated the 
preparation and endorsement of the Gender Equal-
ity Action Plan (GEAP) in 2009 – as gender issues 
were not well articulated in the MTSIP. The GEAP 
is wide-ranging and ambitious. UN-Habitat’s short 
policy brief on gender and disasters explicitly sets 
out the need to pay particular attention to ensure 
women’s rights to land and property in the after-
math of crises. Work at country level should ac-
tively seek to ensure that women’s rights to land are 
upheld in post-conflict situations and in countries 
where women’s rights are systematically abused. 
UN-Habitat’s Partnership Strategy has no provisions 
for guidance on partnership formation in the areas 
of gender mainstreaming and women’s empower-
ment. 

The Urban Youth Fund was set up in 2008 to sup-
port youth-led initiatives and to complement the 
Youth Empowerment Programme. Despite intensive 
work from the UN-Habitat secretariat, mobilizing 
additional resources to the Urban Youth Programme 
has been very challenging. The operation of the Ur-
ban Youth Programme is almost totally dependent 
on funding from the Government of Norway. Gen-
erating greater understanding and political will to 
attract a bigger donor base for the Urban Youth 
Programme has been extremely difficult. The limited 
administrative and financial resources therefore in-
hibit in-depth monitoring of some of the projects 
sponsored by the programme.

organizational transition

An internal review of the organizational set-up led 
to a restructuring of UN-Habitat’s organization, ef-
fective from January 2012. The main characteristics 
of the new organizational structure are: i) a flatter 
matrix organization; ii) a project-based organiza-
tion; iii) a flexible organization working through flex 
teams; iv) an organization with clear delegation of 
authority down to the project level; and v) for exist-
ing field projects and normative policy work to be 
managed through a project-based accountability 
approach. The new structure consists of four offices 
– Office of the Executive Director, Management Of-
fice, External Relations Office and Project Office – 
and seven thematic branches. Perceptions among 
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the staff on the organizational transition to the new 
set-up were very diverse. Some saw the organiza-
tional changes as imperative for UN-Habitat to be 
able to better deliver its goals, while others saw the 
changes as constraining their work.

observations on the preparation of the 
strategic Plan 2014-2019

The Strategic Plan’s Focus Areas, which correspond 
to the seven proposed branches, are also the sub-
-programmes in the 2014-2015 biennial strategic 
framework, work programme and budget. The Stra-
tegic Plan contains a results framework from which 
the subsequent work programmes will be derived 
– thus ensuring that the reporting on the six-year 
Strategic Plan and the biennial work programmes 
are unified into a single process. The Strategic Plan 
will be implemented in close cooperation and coor-
dination with other United Nations bodies/agencies 
– with a view to avoiding overlapping and duplicat-
ing programmes and activities. A number of cross-
cutting issues, relevant to all seven Focus Areas in 
the Plan will be prioritized, including outreach and 
communication, gender, youth, partnerships, capac-
ity development, and climate change.

iii conclusions

the 2008-2011 mtsiP period

The opinion of many stakeholders is that the MT-
SIP has been relevant for cooperating countries and 
has improved UN-Habitat’s performance. The MTSIP 
has better rationalized and further sharpened the 
programmatic focus of UN-Habitat, brought about 
the better alignment of programmes, and played a 
catalytic role in encouraging and enabling more pro-
ductive partnerships, which in turn have helped in 
leveraging increased funding for the Agency’s pro-
grammes. 

relevance

National and local stakeholders appreciate  
UN-Habitat’s support on sustainable urbanization. 
This is demonstrated by the fact that UN-Habitat has 
contributed to the formulation of national urban 
policies, strategies, and development plans at both 

national and local levels. However, it was found that 
the concept of ‘sustainable urbanization’ needs to 
be more clearly defined and guiding principles need 
to be developed. There has been a significant in-
crease in UN-Habitat’s support to disaster-stricken 
and post conflict countries, which today constitutes 
a very large part of UN-Habitat’s project portfolio. 
The relevance and catalytic effects of UN-Habitat’s 
support increases when it is directed towards the 
needs as identified by national and local stakehold-
ers, and when the support is an integral part of the 
United Nations Development Assistance Framework 
(UNDAF) or Delivering as One process and is well 
coordinated with other development partners. 

Effectiveness

The immediate objectives of the MTSIP are repre-
sented in the targets set for 2013. A large part of 
these targets have been partially achieved and are 
likely to be fully met. As had been noted by the 2010 
Peer Review Report, there still seems to be over-con-
centration and too much reliance on numerical in-
dicators as measures of achievement, even for ac-
tivities for which other types of indicators could be 
more appropriate. The outcome effects are not ap-
parent from the reported indicators. The long-term 
development objectives are only loosely formulated 
and thus more difficult to predict their realization. 
The component of normative elements in country 
level projects appears well balanced with those of 
the operational elements. It appears that there is in-
adequate feedback from the country level to Head-
quarters for the aggregation of achievements, accu-
mulation of knowledge and organizational learning. 

Efficiency

Despite financial and human resources constraints, 
significant progress had been made in the imple-
mentation of most of the MTSIP Focus Areas. Of 
special note is the progress made in the implemen-
tation of Focus Areas 1, 2, 4 and 6. High staff turn-
over affected MTSIP Programme implementation, 
especially in Focus Areas 3 and 5. Limited resource 
allocations from the United Nations Regular Bud-
get and a small base of donor support, with largely 
earmarked funding, limits the scope of what the 
Agency can do at Headquarters’ level. The fact 
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that donors are hesitant with provision of non-ear-
marked funding indicates that they wish to maintain 
some measure of control, which limits UN-Habitat’s 
ability to prioritize its global agenda.

The point has been often made that one of the 
reasons that implementation of the various Focus 
Areas of the MTSIP could not be optimal was that 
there was not adequate time to prepare for its im-
plementation after it was formulated and adopted. 
The ENOF element of the MTSIP to support govern-
ments and their development partners to achieve 
more sustainable urbanization, has to some extent, 
improved coordination in UN-Habitat’s programme 
implementation and management, but did not 
quite provide the clarity that it originally intended. 
The useful results framework was not accompanied 
with the allocation of adequate resources to enable 
generation of the required baseline data, which is 
a widespread and major weak link in MTSIP assess-
ment of accomplishments.

UN-Habitat’s full participation in the UNDAF process 
is hampered by the Agency’s low visibility among the 
other United Nations Agencies. However, in those 
countries where UN-Habitat succeeded in a mean-
ingful participation in the UNDAF process, more 
funding for UN-Habitat was accessed and synergies 
enhanced, which also resulted in increased visibility 
and voice. The role of the Habitat Programme Man-
agers and the preparation of Habitat Country Pro-
gramme Documents have enhanced UN-Habitat’s 
role in the UNDAF process in some countries, but the 
resources are inadequate to back up and advance 
the Habitat Country Programme Documents. Even 
with limited resources the Habitat Programme Man-
agers have succeeded in creating relevant projects 
and attracting earmarked donor funding for their 
implementation. Regional and country offices have 
made the point that they are regularly not consulted 
or involved during the process of initiation, formula-
tion and development of new global programmes. 
As has been seen in the revenue trends, donors ap-
pear keener on providing earmarked funding than 
non-earmarked. 

impact

MTSIP has already at this stage impacted on the 
countries’ policies, strategies, and capacity devel-

opment. In some countries the urban development 
challenges have been incorporated into national de-
velopment plans, which normally results in human 
and financial resources being allocated accordingly. 
Recipient countries perceive UN-Habitat’s support 
for slum prevention and upgrading as contributing 
positively to improving the slum dwellers’ situa-
tion in the longer-term through pro-poor housing 
policies, housing financing, and security of tenure, 
while short-term improvements will require sub-
stantial capital injections. The MTSIP Action Plan’s 
third phase – the scaling up phase – suggests that 
the volume of UN-Habitat’s support should have 
increased significantly, which has not materialized. 
Normative outcomes are likely to materialize further 
during 2012-2013. Currently, limited information 
is available on the likely, intended and unintended, 
medium-term outcomes and impacts related to ur-
ban social, economic, and physical achievements. 

sustainability

The sustainability of UN-Habitat interventions re-
lates to the extent to which these are requested by 
national and local governments and supported by 
donors and other partners. Political support is also 
critical for the sustainability of UN-Habitat interven-
tions. The daunting challenge of resource adequacy 
remains for implementing new initiatives and sus-
taining them. Development of systemic municipal 
sources, such as municipal taxes, property taxes and 
government subventions, would be more sustain-
able than current over-dependence on unpredict-
able donor funding for urban services financing. 
Impact evaluations at country level will be required 
to determine the degree of sustainability.

coherence

In theory, there is good coherence between the six 
Focus Areas, but in practice the potential coherence 
has been jeopardized by the inflexible cooperation 
between the divisions that continue to persist at 
Headquarters. In some of the Habitat country pro-
grammes there has been good coherence between 
the various Focus Areas for which interventions 
were implemented. In such cases it has been due 
to the foresight of the UN-Habitat country teams. 
Due to the imbalance in staff allocation between 
the Headquarters and regional/country offices, the 
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coherence is limited. However, there seems to be 
good coherence between regional and country of-
fices. The coherence between the biennial work 
programmes and the MTSIP existed in terms of sub-
stance. However, the implementation of the bien-
nial work programmes (2008-2009 and 2010-2011) 
and MTSIP resulted in two sets of parallel monitor-
ing and reporting processes, which were very re-
source demanding.

the 2012-2013 mtsiP period

The implementation of MTSIP as outlined in the bi-
ennial work programme and budget (2012-2013) 
will continue – as approved by the General Assem-
bly – but with a radically changed organizational 
set-up. While the need for organizational changes 
is appreciated, the changes were initiated before 
the organogram of the new organizational set-up 
had been finalized, which tended to cause some un-
certainty among staff. In consequence, each Focus 
Area team of the current MTSIP is struggling to fix 
itself into the new organizational structure. A scru-
tiny of the new organizational structure discloses 
some aspects that would need further clarification, 
for example, environmental management, disaster 
management, policy aspects of crosscutting issues, 
and professional quality assurance. 

The organizational restructuring has focused more 
on the Headquarters and less on the regional and 
country offices. It seems that the restructuring has 
not taken adequate note of the changing reality that 
programmes and projects are increasingly concep-
tualized and funded – through earmarked funding 
– at the country level. The issue of allocating more 
resources to regional and country offices and having 
a leaner organization at Headquarters has not been 
presented or addressed. Habitat Programme Man-
agers have proved to be a valuable asset in coun-
tries with a large project volume, or which have the 
potential for large-scale UN-Habitat support. There 
is a great need to review the report preparation 
procedures with the aim of producing reports of 
good quality, minimizing resource requirement, and 
capturing of lessons learned. The lessons learned 
at regional and country levels represent a valuable 
source of information that can feed into flagship 
reports and contribute to UN-Habitat’s normative 
dimension. 

the strategic Plan 2014-2019

The conceptualization of the Strategic Plan 2014-
2019 has resulted in a more distinct framework for 
the Focus Areas. Even though the structure and scope 
of the Strategic Plan differ from the MTSIP, the new 
Focus Areas drew substantially from the MTSIP Fo-
cus Areas. The Strategic Plan could be characterized 
as a second-generation plan, which has rectified or 
will rectify the problems encountered with the MT-
SIP. The challenge remains, however, to embark on a 
detailed preparation that should include Focus Area 
policy and strategy papers, a more elaborate ENOF, 
indicators, baseline studies, etc. The Strategic Plan 
corresponds well to what the UN-Habitat country 
teams consider as priorities.

The Strategic Plan has been formulated in a neu-
tral fashion, meaning that it could be applied to any 
country. While this is a positive feature, the Strategic 
Plan needs to be complemented with strategies on 
how to cope with different categories of countries, 
for example, fragile states, disaster stricken coun-
tries, post-conflict countries, least developed coun-
tries, low-income and middle-income countries. 
There is currently a large representation of post-con-
flict and disaster reduction projects in the current 
portfolio, which suggests that such projects in fu-
ture could be an essential part of UN-Habitat’s sup-
port. While normative interventions are warranted 
in all categories of countries, the operational inter-
ventions could be differentiated according to needs, 
implying that the allocation of UN-Habitat funds 
would in all probability favour the fragile, post-crisis 
and poorer countries. However, about 70 per cent 
of the world’s poor live in middle-income countries, 
and thus there will also be a need to address urban-
ization in these countries. Most development agen-
cies have for several years promoted the program-
matic approach and have adopted the sector-wide 
approach and the principles of the Paris Declaration 
on Aid Effectiveness, which ideally should also be 
the case for UN-Habitat.
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iV lEssons lEarnED

The evaluation team has deduced a number of les-
sons learned, which are linked to the conclusions. 
The most important of these are related to an in-
creased attention to the country level support and 
how the Headquarters facilitates the UN-Habitat 
regional and country offices both in terms of, finan-
cial and human resources, and technical support. 
It appears that a large part of UN-Habitat’s project 
portfolio is generated at country and regional level, 
which is also where funding is mobilized. Further-
more, it seems that UN-Habitat support becomes 
more effective when it is based on the policies and 
needs of the countries consistent with the sustain-
able cities concept, which needs to be better de-
fined, and adherence to UNDAF/ Delivering as One. 
It has proven difficult to forecast the size of the re-
source envelope, which would call for a flexible im-
plementation process and setting of realistic targets, 
and yet be prepared to accept unexpected demands 
for support, for example, in emergency situations.

V rEcommEnDations

The proposed recommendations are related to the 
remaining period of MTSIP (2012-2013) and the 
Strategic Plan (2014-2019). The recommendations 
for the 2012-2013 biennium are aimed at improving 
the performance of MTSIP, but these will be equally 
valid for the 2014-2019 Strategic Plan period. The 
recommendations for the 2014-2019 Strategic Plan 
should ideally be implemented prior to the launch of 
the Plan in 2014.

recommendations For the 2012-2013 
Period

MTSIP strategic planning 

1. UN-Habitat should continue to strengthen the 
strategic and results-based planning approach 
for its programmes to ensure continued sharp-
ened focus and coherence. 

2. More dedicated efforts should be made to 
fully involve the regional and country offices in 
the design, formulation and initiation of pro-
grammes. The UNDAF/ Delivering as One pro-
cess should be strengthened and supported in 
countries with a good potential for UN-Habitat 

interventions. Correspondingly, Habitat Coun-
try Programme Documents should be prepared 
or updated to reflect the individual countries’ 
need for sustainable urbanization and associ-
ated capacity development.

3. In light of the difficulties that Focus Area 5 
have encountered, the scope of the Focus Area 
should be reviewed in order to take note of 
the lessons learned, and possibly redirect the 
remaining resources for Focus Area 5 to the 
preparation of the Strategic Plan’s Focus Area 
for Urban Economy.

4. Not all indicators of achievements have proved 
to be practicable, mainly because of inadequate 
preparation; and lack of resources for baseline 
surveys and monitoring at country level. Those 
indicators that are no longer practicable should 
be abandoned, or replaced with new indicators 
if these are still relevant to the MTSIP and the 
Strategic Plan. 

Organization

5. Management should review the new structure 
closely to assure its sustainability and substan-
tive scope. The following organizational aspects 
should be considered: i) the policy function 
should be evident in the organizational set-up; 
ii) establishment of an Environmental Man-
agement Unit; iii) establishment of a Disaster 
Management Unit; iv) establishment of a policy 
focal point for crosscutting issues – the concept 
of a nucleus model for common mainstream-
ing of inequalities and rights-based approaches 
should be considered; and v) the professional 
quality assurance function should be assigned 
in appropriate office, more likely outside the 
Management Office.

6. The Organizational Review should be expanded 
to address the apparent imbalance of human 
resource allocation to regions and countries, 
which ideally should result in: i) a leaner organi-
zation at Headquarters, which is more respon-
sive to regional and country level interventions; 
ii) regional offices that are delegated increased 
autonomy to formulate regional programmes; 
iii) a Habitat Programme Manager concept that 
should be expanded with more resources allo-
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cated to the country offices to enable Habitat 
Programme Managers to engage more pro-ac-
tively in UNDAF/Delivering as One processes 
and in mobilizing financial resources; and iv) a 
country-level management and support system 
to partner with urban forums that need to be 
strengthened. 

7. A new UN-Habitat internal communication 
strategy should be prepared, and continued 
effort should be invested in breaking down 
the communication and coordination barriers 
among branches and units, ensuring that coor-
dination among these are institutionalized. 

Resource mobilization 

8. Rather than seeing earmarked funding as a 
constraint, UN-Habitat should continue encour-
aging the development partners’ willingness to 
fund specific programmes and projects. During 
the conceptualization of pilot programmes/
projects, the design should have inbuilt options 
for scaling up; the intent of which should be 
agreed with the development partners in ad-
vance. Mobilization of non-earmarked funding 
should still be given a high priority. 

9. Several middle-income countries and cities 
have financial resources of their own to support 
programmes and require mainly technical skills 
and expertise. UN-Habitat could invest in sourc-
ing, mobilizing and providing an inventory to 
a reservoir of technical expertise, which could 
be offered to assist cities and middle-income 
countries that require such skills. Provision of 
such technical expertise is likely to facilitate 
a more inclusive participatory position in the 
UNDAF process. This may call for equipping 
regional offices with specialized technical staff 
that are able to respond to the needs of the 
countries in their respective regions.

Monitoring and progress reporting

10. Country six-monthly progress reports should be 
prepared in summary format for those coun-
tries in which UN-Habitat is engaged and using 
the Result Framework’s indicators of achieve-
ments in order to accumulate results at regional 
and global levels. The second six-monthly 
progress report of the year should accumulate 

progress for the entire year and become an 
annual report. More detailed information on 
programmes and projects could be accessed 
from the countries’ webpage and UN-Habitat’s 
homepage. 

11. Information at country level should be gathered 
on results achieved and experiences that signifi-
cantly influence the evolution of the normative 
framework to feed into UN-Habitat’s policy and 
strategic development and the flagship reports. 
A simplified system of country evaluations with 
limited resource requirements – complementing 
Focus Area or thematic evaluations – should be 
institutionalized in order to have a more solid 
base for determining outcomes and impacts. 

12. The progress reports should primarily reflect on 
global and regional achievements and present 
feature stories based on country results that 
highlight urban trends and responses to ur-
ban development issues. An annex should be 
attached to the progress report, listing all the 
countries by region, and record the achieve-
ments by country and main indicator.

recommendations for the strategic Plan 
2014-2019

Preparation of the Strategic Plan

13. An overarching paper on the sustainable cities 
concept should be prepared, which would form 
the basis for the preparation of the Focus Area 
policy and strategy papers, thus ensure a high 
degree of coherence. Such papers should draw 
on the outcomes of the Rio +20 conference in 
June 2012, which could also be used for the 
initial preparation of the Habitat III conference 
in 2016.

14. The process of developing the Strategic Plan 
for 2014-2019 period should draw on the 
lessons learned from the MTSIP. The prepara-
tion should include: i) preparation of policy & 
strategy papers for the seven Focus Areas – the 
preparation of Focus Area 6 Risk Reduction and 
Rehabilitation would benefit from a thematic 
evaluation that could help formulate the Focus 
Area; ii) further development of the ENOF con-
cept with a particular attention to the interplay 
between the Focus Areas and how synergies 
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can best be achieved; and iii) conduct of base-
line studies, which are relevant for the Focus 
Areas and development/refinement of indica-
tors for the expected accomplishments.

15. The Strategic Plan 2014-2019 should be com-
plemented with strategies for the various 
categories of countries (fragile states, disas-
ter stricken countries, post-conflict countries, 
least developed countries, low-income and 
middle-income countries) in order to indicate 
UN-Habitat’s approaches and priorities for en-
gagement. Furthermore, the Plan should be 
complemented with strategies on how to ad-
dress urbanization at national and sub-national 
levels and different sizes of cities. The balance 
and relative emphasis between the normative 
and operational work by category of country 
and size of city should be indicated – assum-
ing that the emphasis in the more affluent 
countries should mainly be on the normative 
aspects.

16. A decentralized approach for country level en-
gagement for countries in which UN-Habitat 
would have a substantial engagement should 
be developed, which specifies the role of  
Habitat Programme Managers and the National 

Urban Forums and how to engage in the na-
tional policy dialogue with UNDAF, Delivering 
as One, and cooperation with donors and other 
development partners.

Project design and rationalization of the 
project portfolio

17. The project-based approach should be man-
aged in such a way that projects are formu-
lated and implemented so that they constitute 
integral components of an overall and holistic 
programme – to enable a programmatic ap-
proach is pursued. Projects should be formu-
lated and implemented in accordance with the 
results-based management concept with spe-
cial attention to their catalytic effects and their 
up-scaling potential and with due attention to 
the crosscutting issues. 

18. Following the preparation of the Focus Area 
policy and strategy papers, a thorough review 
of UN-Habitat programmes, tools and the proj-
ect portfolio, should be undertaken and subse-
quent adjustments of these made to ensure a 
high degree of coherence with the seven new 
Focus Areas of the Strategic Plan.
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Implementation of UN-Habitat’s six-year  
Medium-Term Strategic and Institutional Plan (MT-
SIP) commenced in 2008 and comprises six Focus 
Areas that constitute the MTSIP implementation 
framework. The purpose of the present indepen-
dent evaluation1 was to assess: 1) progress on 
achievement of the MTSIP Focus Areas results over 
the 2008-2011 period; and 2) efficiency and effec-
tiveness with respect to the attainment of the key 
MTSIP objective of ‘sustainable urbanization created 
by cities and regions that provide all citizens with 
adequate shelter, services, security and employment 
opportunities regardless of age, sex, and social 
strata’, and overall accomplishments. 

The evaluation was the second assessment of the 
MTSIP. The first review of the MTSIP was the Peer 
Review of the Implementation of UN-Habitat’s 
Medium-Term Strategic and Institutional Plan con-
ducted in October-December 2009. The peer review 
focused more on institutional and strategic aspects 
and less on substantive, programmatic, and re-
sult-based aspects. 

UN-Habitat recognized the need to have an eval-
uation of the current MTSIP, focusing more on the 
substantive Focus Areas (1 to 5), the results of which 
are envisaged to: improve the implementation of the 
MTSIP for the remaining period; and feed into the 
preparation of the Strategic Plan 2014-2019. The 
evaluation was intended to form the basis for decid-
ing what Focus Areas should be carried over into the 
next strategic plan and how new priorities should 
be integrated, but the Focus Areas for the Strategic 
Plan 2014-2019 were already decided upon in late 
2011. As stipulated in the Terms of Reference of Au-
gust 2011 (see Annex I), the specific objectives of 
the current MTSIP evaluation are:

1 The UN-Habitat Monitoring and Evaluation Unit decided 
to change the modality for the Study from a review to an 
evaluation in December 2011. The Terms of Reference were not 
changed to this effect.

i. Assess, on the basis of secondary data and 
information, the extent to which the Focus 
Area results and expected accomplishments, 
as contained in the MTSIP results framework, 
have been achieved at the global, regional and 
country levels. 

ii. Identify areas needing more attention and 
improvement to successfully implement the 
MTSIP.

iii. Identify critical factors, challenges and con-
straints to successful implementation and 
achievement of MTSIP results. 

iv. Examine the continued relevance of the Focus 
Areas specified in the MTSIP Results Frame-
work.

v. Suggest important programmatic elements to 
be incorporated/prioritized in the new Strate-
gic Plan for 2014-2019.

The evaluation has assessed the progress of the 
implementation of the MTSIP in light of expected 
accomplishments in the MTSIP Results Framework 
for all Focus Areas. More attention was given to the 
substance of the Focus Areas 1-5, covering global, 
regional and country level achievements. However, 
delivery of results is highly dependent on a well per-
forming organization and procedures, and thus the 
assessment of Focus Area 6 was also important. It 
was noted that parts of the outcome of the evalu-
ation may be somewhat overtaken by the ongoing 
organizational changes in UN-Habitat, which were 
not foreseen in the Terms of Reference. Neverthe-
less, the outcome of the evaluation may lend validi-
ty to those changes. 

The evaluation report is intended for UN-Habitat’s 
governing bodies, management and staff, donors, 
partners, and the general public. The evaluation 
has assessed the achievements of the MTSIP over 
the period 2008-2011 and recommended potential 

1. InTRoDUCTIon
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improvements during the remaining period of the 
MTSIP (2012-2013), and raised issues for consider-
ation of the Strategic Plan 2014-2019. The evalua-
tion was prepared building on existing MTSIP prog-
ress reports and other MTSIP related assessments/
evaluations that have been carried out, for example 
the organizational review, the project portfolio re-
view, as well as thematic evaluations. The 2011/12 
Self-Assessment Study Progress made in the imple-
mentation of the MTSIP 2008-2013 Focus Areas 
was an essential contribution to the evaluation.

The evaluation was conducted by external evalu-
ators, Mr Don Okpala, Idopin, Nigeria and Mr Per 
Kirkemann, Nordic Consulting Group, Denmark.  
UN-Habitat’s Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (now 
the Evaluation Unit) was responsible for planning 
and managing the evaluation. UN-Habitat Head-
quarters and regional and country offices partic-
ipated in the evaluation through interviews and a 
country level questionnaire survey. The evaluation 
commenced on 21 November 2011 – ending in June 
2012. The programme for the evaluation is attached 
as Annex II and the List of Persons Interviewed and 
Questionnaire Respondents as Annex III.

the Evaluation report is divided into 
three parts:

Part 1: Background – contains: Chapter 1 Intro-
duction; Chapter 2 which elaborates on the evo-
lution and background for the formulation of the 
MTSIP and presents the strategic and institutional 
objectives, and Chapter 3 which outlines the  
Evaluation approach and methodology, including 
the evaluation questions. 

Part 2: Main Findings – contains the chapters that 
record the findings from the document review and 
interviews. These findings have been objectively 
recorded and do not represent the opinion of the 
evaluators. Chapter 4 deals with UN-Habitat’s man-
agement framework including the MTSIP Results 
Framework and the ENOF. Chapter 5 deals with the 
achievements during the first phase (2008-2009) 
of MTSIP implementation including a summary of 
the 2009-2010 Peer Review. Chapter 6 provides a 
detailed account of the accomplishments of each 
of the six Focus Areas during the second phase 
(2010-2011) of the MTSIP. Chapter 7 deals with the 
crosscutting issues: disaster management, gender 
mainstreaming, and urban youth. Chapter 8 is con-
cerned with the organizational restructuring that 
was implemented from January 2012 and which will 
impact on UN-Habitat’s delivery of services during 
the current phase (2012-2013) of the MTSIP. Finally, 
Chapter 9 provides an account of the ongoing for-
mulation of the Strategic Plan 2014-2019 and the 
work programme for 2014-2015. 

Part 3: Conclusions, Lessons Learned, and Rec-
ommendations – contains the evaluators’ con-
clusions, lessons learned, and recommendations in 
Chapters 10, 11, and 12 respectively.
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The first United Nations Conference on Human Set-
tlements was held in Vancouver, Canada, in 1976 
resulting in the establishment of the United Nations 
Centre for Human Settlements (UNCHS) by General 
Assembly Resolution 32/162 of December 1977. 
Faced with rapid urbanization, acceleration of slum 
formation and growing evidence of urban poverty, 
the second United Nations Conference on Human 
Settlements (Habitat II) was held in Istanbul, Tur-
key in 1996. The main outcome of the conference 
was the adoption of the Habitat Agenda, i.e. the 
mandate of UN-Habitat. The Habitat Agenda com-
prises two main goals: adequate shelter for all and 
sustainable human settlements development in an 
urbanizing world. The Cities without Slums Initiative 
of UN-Habitat and the World Bank endorsed the 
mandate in 19992. The UN-Habitat mandate was, 
furthermore, reaffirmed by the Millennium Declara-
tion (adopted at the 2000 Millennium Summit) that 
included the eight Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs), of which the MDG7 ‘Ensure Environmental 
Sustainability’ is of particular relevance3. 

The Istanbul+5, a special session of the General 
Assembly on the implementation of the Habitat 
Agenda, held in 2001, recommended strengthen-
ing the UNCHS. This led to three main decisions: 
i) elevation of the UNCHS to a fully-fledged ‘Pro-
gramme’ status – the United Nations Human Settle-
ments Programme (UN-Habitat); ii) transformation 
of the Commission on Human Settlements into a 
Governing Council, and iii) establishment of the 
Committee of Permanent Representatives (CPR), 
as a formal inter-sessional subsidiary body of the 
Governing Council through resolution 56/206 of 21 
December 2001. Other important decisions in the 
resolution include strengthening the normative role 
of UN-Habitat; designating UN-Habitat as the focal 

2 The Cities Without Slums Initiative was launched through the 
Cities Alliance in 1999 with support from UN-Habitat and the 
World Bank. Cities Alliance is a global partnership with cities to 
promote prosperous cities without slums. 

3 Target 7.C: Halve by 2015, the proportion of people 
without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic  
sanitation; and Target 7.D: Have achieved by 2020 a significant 
improvement in the lives of at least 100 million slum dwellers.

point within the United Nations System for human 
settlements; and establishment of the World Urban 
Forum to foster dialogue and debate on human set-
tlements.

The Johannesburg Plan of Implementation of the 
World Summit on Sustainable Development in 2002 
further emphasized the importance of shelter as a 
key focus, alongside water and sanitation, health, 
agriculture and biodiversity. The 2005 World Sum-
mit Outcome carried the issue further and prior-
itized slum prevention alongside slum upgrading 
and encouraged support for the Habitat and Human 
Settlements Foundation and its Slum Upgrading 
Facility. 4 Additional mandates come from relevant 
legislative bodies regarding Agenda 21 (Chapters 
7, 21, and 28) and resolutions of the UN-Habitat 
Governing Council and the United Nations General 
Assembly.

An in-depth evaluation in 2005 of UN-Habitat by the 
Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) called 
for a reform of UN-Habitat, with the specific goal 
of sharpening its programmatic focus and broad-
ening its funding base in order to have a greater 
impact. This led to the formulation of the six-year 
Medium-Term Strategic and Institutional Plan  
(MTSIP) 2008-2013. 

The Governing Council of UN-Habitat endorsed and 
approved (resolution 21/2) the MTSIP 2008-2013 at 
its 21st session in April 2007. The overarching goal 
of the Plan is “to ensure an effective contribution 
to sustainable urbanization” and its vision is to help 
“create by 2013 the necessary conditions for con-
certed international and national efforts to stabilize 
the growth of slums and to set the stage for sub-
sequent reduction in and reversal of the number of 
slum dwellers”. 

4  At the turn of the 21st century it was recognized that the rate 
of urban growth was almost equal to the rate of slum formation 
in many developing countries. Slums represented the most 
visible manifestation of urban poverty,the failure of sectoral 
policies, and the failure of institutions in providing for the basic 
needs. Today one billion people live in slums and deprived 
neighbourhoods.

2.  eVolUTIon anD sCoPe of Un-HabITaT’s 
MTsIP 2008-2013
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The MTSIP 2008-2013 was therefore developed 
with the intention of: sharpening UN-Habitat’s focus 
in accordance with the United Nations system-wide 
reform initiatives; and enhancing coherence and 
results-based management. To realize its corporate 
vision and achieve its strategic and institutional ob-
jectives (see Box 2.1), the MTSIP has been conceived 
with six mutual reinforcing Focus Areas: 

1. Effective advocacy, monitoring, and partner-
ship;

2. Urban planning, management, and gover-
nance;

3. Access to land and housing for all;

4. Environmentally sound basic urban infrastruc-
ture and services;

5. Strengthening human settlements finance 
systems; and

6. Excellence in management.

Focus Area 1 concerns the global normative and ad-
vocacy role of UN-Habitat; Focus Areas 2 to 5 reflect 
the substantive areas; and Focus Area 6 concerns  
UN-Habitat’s internal management, which cuts across 
Focus Areas 1 to 5. Focus Area Policy and Strategy Pa-
pers have been developed for Focus Areas 1 to 5 pro-
viding a detailed explanation on substance, strategy, 
actions, approach, and expected accomplishments.  
 
Furthermore, a MTSIP Results Framework has been 
developed, which provides indicators for strategic 
results and expected accomplishments. Focus Area 
6 was intended to create an enabling environment 
for the effective implementation of the five substan-
tive Focus Areas – focusing on results-based man-
agement, knowledge management, monitoring and 
evaluation, and reporting.

Delegates following the proceedings at the 21st session of the Governing Council held in 2007 that approved the 
MTSIP 2008-2013. © un-Habitat
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Following the endorsement of the MTSIP, an Action 
Plan was prepared with four objectives (the MTSIP 
Action Plan):

1. Preparation and implementation of an en-
hanced normative and operational framework 
to enable UN-Habitat to play a leadership role 
in promoting sustainable urbanization in at 
least 30 countries by 2013;

2. Implementation, by 2011, of a results-based 
management and knowledge management 
system that ensures transparency and account-
ability;

3. Development and implementation of a 
resource mobilization and communication 
strategy;

4. Realignment, by 2011, of human resources, 
managerial and administrative systems to 
enable the implementation of the MTSIP to 
be scaled up effectively and to contribute to 
excellence in management.  

The Action Plan’s timeframe was determined by 
two considerations: i) the necessity for all major 
policies, concepts and strategies to be put in place 
by the end of the first quarter of 2008 to enable  
UN-Habitat engage in extensive consultations with 
governments and partners during the second quar-
ter of 2008 and launch the Plan at the Fourth Ses-
sion of the World Urban Forum in China in October 
2008; and ii) a three-phased approach including a 
one-year kick start phase in 2008, a two-year roll-
out phase in 2009-2010, and a three-year scaling 

Vision

Sustainable urbanization through the Habitat Agenda: 
adequate shelter for all and sustainable human settlements 
development.

mission statement

To help create, by 2013, the necessary conditions for concerted 
international and national efforts to realize more sustainable 
urbanization, including efforts to arrest the growth of slums 
and to set the stage for subsequent reduction in and reversal 
of the number of slum-dwellers worldwide. 

strategic objectives

•	 In line with its catalytic role and drawing on its convening 
power to mobilize networks of Habitat Agenda partners 
to implement a shared vision of sustainable urbanization;

•	 To develop and advocate norms for sustainable and 
harmonious urban development, housing upgrading and 
prevention of slums as well as poverty reduction;

•	 To improve global knowledge and understanding of 
urban development issues and development strategies; 
engage in monitoring and dissemination of best practices 
about progress in the implementation of the Habitat 
Agenda and the relevant Millennium Development Goals;

•	 To build the capacity of governments, local authorities 
and other Habitat Agenda partners through technical 
cooperation and training;

•	 To develop innovative pro-poor mechanisms for financing 
of housing and urban services and infrastructure and 

promote their up-scaling by appropriate development 
actors and investors. 

institutional objectives

•	 To develop and align its institutional and resource 
structure to ensure a balanced normative and operational 
programme of action for human settlements develop-
ment; 

•	 To continuously develop the capacity of UN-Habitat to 
bring together all spheres of government, civil society, 
and the private sector by strengthening partnerships for 
the promotion of sustainable urban development;

•	 To become the premier reference institution for global 
research, monitoring and dissemination of information 
and best practices on sustainable urbanization;

•	 To be the first stop for pro-poor urban development 
policy, ideas and strategies;

•	 To be recognized as a ‘centre of excellence’ in build-
ing the capacity of governments, local authorities and 
Habitat Agenda partners through technical cooperation 
and training and learning;

To become a catalyst in creating innovative financing mech-
anisms for affordable housing, basic urban infrastructure and 
services, to be scaled up by institutions with greater resources 
at the national and global levels, e.g. international finance 
institutions.

Source: Governing Council, UN-Habitat Addendum 
MTSIP 2008-2013, 6 March 2007

BOx 2.1: MTsIP strategic approach
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Work Programmes 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Biennial work programme 2008-2010

Biennial work programme 2010-2011

Biennial work programme 2012-2013

MTsIP action Plan Phases

Kick-start

Rollout

Up-scaling

TABLE 2.1: action plan phases and work programmes

up phase for 2011-2013. The Action Plan also pre-
sented a set of “quick-wins” and a corresponding 
set of indicators.

The MTSIP was to be implemented in three two-year 
phases corresponding to the regular biennial work 
programmes. Although it was anticipated that the 
MTSIP phases and the biennial work programmes 
should be fully aligned, the MTSIP Results Frame-
work and expected accomplishments were formu-
lated later and differently than those of the regular 
biennial work programmes for the biennia 2008-
2009 and 2010-2011. 

This necessitated the preparation of two separate 
periodic progress reports on UN-Habitat’s perfor-
mance, i.e. on MTSIP and work programme per-
formance. However, the work programme for 
2012-2013 is fully aligned with the MTSIP Results 
Framework and thus brings to an end the issue of 
double reporting. The MTSIP biennial work pro-
gramme phases and the Action Plan phases are 
shown in Table 2.1. 
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3.  aPPRoaCH anD MeTHoDoloGY

3.1 aPProacH

The United Nations Evaluation Group’s norms and 
standards for evaluations in the United Nations sys-
tem relate to those of OECD’s Development Assis-
tance Committee (DAC)5. The five United Nations 
Evaluation Group evaluation criteria of relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability, 
were applied to assess the MTSIP’s Focus Areas 1-5 
in order to pay attention to UN-Habitat’s substantive 
work and the programmatic focus and, to some ex-
tent, also to Focus Area 6. The coherence dimension 
was also applied in relation to:

•	 Coherence between the global, regional, and 
country level efforts;

•	 Coherence among the six Focus Areas and with 
the normative and operational work;

•	 Coherence between the MTSIP and the biennial 
work programmes. 

An ENOF was conceived to enhance internal harmo-
nization and better coordination, especially between 
normative and operational work, policy integration 
and programmatic coherence at the country level. 
UN-Habitat has selected a number of countries to 
become priority countries of the ENOF. A limited 
number of the framework’s priority countries were 
selected for closer scrutiny, as part of the Evaluation, 
to assess the outcomes of the implementation of 
the Focus Areas and what synergies are generated 
in countries where more than one Focus Area is in-
troduced. 

As part of the assessment, adherence to the five 
principles of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effective-
ness 6 (ownership, alignment, harmonization, man-
aging for results, and mutual accountability) were 
also considered in relation to UN-Habitat’s interven-

5  The OECD/DAC “Quality Standards for Development Evaluation, 
2010” has also formed part of the approach.

6  The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness was adopted at the 
High Level Forum in Paris in 2005. 

tion – as deemed relevant – in those framework pri-
ority countries selected for closer scrutiny. The Paris 
Declaration was conceived with the intent of in-
creasing the impact of aid on reducing poverty and 
inequality, increasing growth, building capacity, and 
accelerating achievements of the MDGs. 

A Self-Assessment Survey7 on MTSIP implementa-
tion was launched in September 2011 with the pur-
pose of assessing the extent to which each Focus 
Area results and expected accomplishments, as con-
tained in the MTSIP Results Framework, have been 
achieved. The Survey had two main objectives: a) 
to provide important information that will be val-
idated during an independent evaluation; and b) 
provide lessons learned and recommendations that 
will inform decision-making in the preparation of 
the next Strategic Plan for 2014-2019 and the bien-
nial strategic framework for 2014-2015. The MTSIP 
Focus Area chairs and their teams, as well as senior 
managers, were invited to assess the performance 
of their respective Focus Areas. The themes for the 
Self-Assessment Survey include: a) planning and de-
sign of the MTSIP Focus Areas; b) achievements of 
MTSIP results and approach to implementation and 
management; c) continued relevance of the Focus 
Areas; d) lessons learned since the implementation 
of MTSIP; and e) recommendations for the prepara-
tion of the next Strategic Plan. The Evaluation has 
– as intended – made optimal use of the Self-Assess-
ment Report. 

3.2 EValuation QuEstions

Evaluation questions by evaluation criteria were 
conceived to help shape the scope of the evaluation 
and further the process of collecting data through 
the review of reports, interviews and questionnaires 
as listed in Table 3.1.
7 UN-Habitat, 2011, Draft Terms of Reference: Progress Made in 

the Implementation of the MTSIP 2008-2013 Focus Areas: Self-
Assessment. The first draft of the Self-Assessment Report was 
received 15 December 2011 and the second draft 22 February 
2012.
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Table 3.1: Evaluation questions by evaluation criteria

Criteria no. Question

Relevance 1. To what extent do national and local stakeholders consider the MTSIP relevant for promoting sustainable 
urbanization?

2. After four years of implementation, does UN-Habitat management still perceive the MTSIP as relevant, or 
what changes could ideally be made for the current MTSIP and what should the strategic framework be 
for the next Strategic Plan?

effectiveness 3. To what extent is the MTSIP likely to achieve its immediate and development objectives and what would 
be the probable time horizon?

4. What are the major factors influencing the achievements or non-achievements of the objectives, and what 
role has the planning process played?

efficiency 5. Are results generated in accordance with the MTSIP Results Framework, appropriately captured in the 
progress reporting/ monitoring process, and generated in a cost-efficient manner?

Impact 6. To what extent has the implementation of MTSIP had intended and non-intended impact so far on 
national policies, strategies, capacity development, and resource allocation in Priority Countries of the 
Enhanced Normative and Operational Framework to promote sustainable urbanization?

7. What is the likelihood that MTSIP will have an impact on slum dwellers’ situation worldwide?

sustainability 8. What is the likelihood that national governments and local authorities will continuously pursue the MTSIP 
policies and strategies?

Coherence 9. What is the degree of coherence: a) among the six Focus Areas; and b) between global, regional, and 
country level efforts?

10. What is the degree of coherence between the MTSIP and the biennial work programmes, and is the 
performance monitoring effectively coordinated?

3.3 mEtHoDology

The potential target groups for discussions, inter-
views and questionnaire surveys were identified as:

•	 Governing Council

•	 Committee of Permanent Representatives

•	 UN-Habitat Management/ Focus Area Managers 
at Headquarters

•	 UN-Habitat Regional Offices

•	 Liaison and Information Offices

•	 Country Teams/ Offices

•	 Governments/ Local Governments

•	 Donors

•	 Habitat Agenda Partners

•	 Civil Society

The methodology comprised a combination of 
tasks, the findings of which were validated through 
a triangulation process. Based on the findings from 
the document review, the triangulation comprised: 

findings from interviews with UN-Habitat staff at 
Headquarters; findings from interviews with staff 
in the regional offices and country teams; and 
findings from questionnaire surveys addressing  
UN-Habitat interventions at the country level. The 
tasks included: 

•	 Desk review of relevant MTSIP documents, 
refined MTSIP Results Framework, policy and 
strategy papers for each Focus Area, MTSIP 
progress performance reports, evaluations, 
reviews undertaken during the 2008 – 2011 
MTSIP implementation period – including the 
2011/12 Self-Assessment Survey. The List of 
Documents reviewed is attached as Annex IV; 

•	 Semi-structured interviews with UN-Habitat 
stakeholders at Headquarters and regional 
offices (Africa, Asia and the Pacific, and Latin 
America and the Caribbean) were conducted 
in order to get the overall perception of the 
performance of the MTSIP implementation and 
to assess the degree of consensus on policy and 
strategic issues. The interviews were concerned 
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with the implementation of the current MTSIP, 
achieved results, and considerations on the next 
Strategic Plan. The Guide for the semi-struc-
tured interviews at Headquarters and regional 
offices is attached as Annex V; 

•	 Semi-structured group interviews with the Focus 
Area teams at Headquarters were conducted in 
order to have specific information on the Focus 
Areas’ performance and to assess the degree 
of consensus on policy and strategic issues. The 
guide for the semi-structured group interviews 
with Focus Area teams is attached as Annex VI; 

•	 A questionnaire survey was conducted in order 
to reach a wider audience. The focus of the 
survey on the country level was to collect the 
viewpoints of national governments, local 
authorities, and civil society. The Evaluation Unit 
of UN-Habitat was requested to assist with the 
surveys. A summary of the country level ques-
tionnaire survey is attached as Annex VII;

•	 Field visits were conducted in two selected 
countries, Colombia and Sri Lanka in order to 
get a better understanding of country level 
achievements and cooperation patterns. Inter-
views were conducted with UN-Habitat coun-
try teams, government officials, and Habitat 
partners.

•	 Consultations were undertaken with  
UN-Habitat’s senior management in conjunc-
tion with the presentation of the Evaluation’s 
initial findings, conclusions, lessons learned, 
and recommendations before the finalization of 
the evaluation report to ensure the relevance of 
these for the further implementation of the cur-
rent MTSIP and planning for the next Strategic 
Plan.

3.4 limitations

The evaluation would have benefitted from wider 
consultations with Habitat partners, government 
officials, donors, and civil society. The MTSIP prog-
ress reports provide limited information on the 
outcomes and impact of UN-Habitat interventions, 
which to some degree is redressed by thematic and 
programme evaluations. The evaluation would also 
have benefitted from more in-depth country level 
assessments in order to obtain a more complete 
impression of outcomes and intended impacts, but 
this would have required a larger team and more 
time – and thus more resources.  
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This chapter elaborates on some of the fundamen-
tal elements of the MTSIP that constitute its opera-
tional framework. Most of these elements evolved 
during the initial years of MTSIP and were therefore 
not in place when the MTSIP was launched. This 
gave rise to a complicated start and constrained the 
implementation of MTSIP in the initial phase, while 
also providing time for establishing a more focused 
approach to UN-Habitat’s operations.

4.1  BiEnnial stratEgic FramE-
works, work ProgrammEs anD 
BuDgEts

The biennial work programmes are based on a bi-
ennial strategic framework, which is structured 
on four sub-programmes that were endorsed by 
the Governing Council of the Human Settlements 
Programme and approved by the General Assem-
bly. The MTSIP is being implemented in three bien-
nial work programmes (2008-2009, 2010-2011, 
and 2012-2013). The 2008-2009 and 2010-2011 
work programmes and MTSIP Results Framework 
were not fully aligned, as they were subject to their  
respective planning and approval processes. The  
relationship between the sub-programmes and Fo-
cus Areas is presented below: 

1. Shelter and sustainable human settlements 
development (Focus Areas 2 and 3);

2. Monitoring the Habitat Agenda  
(Focus Area 1);

3. Regional and technical cooperation  
(all Focus Areas); and

4. Human settlements financing  
(Focus Areas 4 and 5)

The delegation of responsibilities to UN-Habitat’s 
Divisions for the Sub-programmes and the Focus 
Areas is shown in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 respectively.

2008-2009 biennial period

The proposed strategic framework for the period 
2008-2009 was submitted for approval at the 
General Assembly’s sixty-first session in 2006. The 
proposed work programme was presented to the 
Governing Council for approval at its 21st session in 
April 2007 at which session the MTSIP 2008-2013 
was also approved. When approving the MTSIP the 
Governing Council acknowledged the need for  
improvement of the Plan to include results, indica-
tors of achievements and targets in order to refine 
each of the Focus Areas. The process of refining the 
MTSIP started in September 2008 and was com-
pleted with the refined Results Framework in March 
2009. Although the substance of the work pro-
gramme and MTSIP to a large extent was similar, the 
two documents ended up having different expected 
achievements and indicators, resulting in double  
reporting. 

sub-programme Responsible Division

1. Shelter and Sustainable Human Settlements Global Division

2. Monitoring the Habitat Agenda Monitoring and Research Division

3. Regional and Technical Cooperation Regional and Technical Cooperation

4. Human Settlements Financing Human Settlements Financing Division

TABLE 4.1: un-Habitat sub-programmes and responsible divisions

Source: United Nations Board of Auditors, New York, Management Letter – May 2011:  
Interim audit of the UN Human Settlements Programme (UN-Habitat).

4.  THe MTsIP ManaGeMenT fRaMeWoRK
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focus area Responsible Division

1. Advocacy, monitoring and partnership Monitoring and Research Division

2. Participatory urban planning, management and governance Global Division

3. Pro-poor land and housing Global Division

4. Environmentally sound basic urban infrastructure and services Human Settlements Financing Division

5. Human settlements finance systems Human Settlements Financing Division

6. Excellence in management Executive Direction and Management 

Source: As Table 4.1.

TABLE 4.2: un-Habitat Focus areas and responsible divisions

2010-2011 biennial period

The proposed strategic framework for the period 
2010-2011 was submitted for approval at the Gen-
eral Assembly’s 63rd session in 2008. The proposed 
work programme was presented to the Governing 
Council for approval at the twenty-second session in 
April 2009. The work programme’s expected accom-
plishments and indicators of achievement continued 
to be different from MTSIP Results Framework. The 
work programme emphasized: the crosscutting is-
sues; adaption to and mitigation of the effects of 
climate change; reduction of urban poverty and vul-
nerability; expanded access to clean drinking water 
and sanitation, energy and transport; and economic 
development. 

2012-2013 biennial period

The proposed strategic framework for the period 
2012-2013 was submitted for approval at the Gen-
eral Assembly’s 65th session in 2010. By this time, 
the strategic framework’s expected accomplish-
ments were aligned to the MTSIP Results Frame-
work. The following two issues were emphasized: 
1) strengthening of the programme review mech-
anism to facilitate mainstreaming of results-based 
management and to reinforce internal cohesion and 
information sharing; and 2) continued strengthen-
ing of gender mainstreaming. The proposed work 
programme was presented to the Governing Coun-
cil for approval at the 23rd session in April 2011. 
The structure of the work programme follows the 
recommendations made by the Committee of Per-
manent Representatives; and the recommendations 
made by the Advisory Committee on Administrative 
and Budgetary Questions (ACABQ). 

resource envelope

The financial framework for UN-Habitat comprises 
three sources of funding: 

•	 United Nations regular budget allocations 
approved by the General Assembly. The regular 
budget falls into two major categories: human 
settlements; and regular programme of techni-
cal cooperation for sectoral advisory services in 
the field of human settlements;

•	 UN-Habitat and Human Settlements Foun-
dation contribution which comprises: 1) the 
general purpose budget allocations that are 
non-earmarked voluntary contributions from 
governments and other donors8 and which are 
approved by the Governing Council; and 2) 
the special purpose budget allocations that are 
earmarked voluntary contributions from govern-
ments and other donors for the implementation 
of specific activities that are included in the 
work programme and which are approved by 
the Executive Director; and

•	 Technical cooperation contributions that are 
earmarked funding from governments and 
other donors for the implementation of specific 
technical regional and country level activities, 
for which UN-Habitat receives an overhead. 

The resource envelope for the three biennial work 
programmes is shown in Table 4.3. There was a sub-
stantial variation on the positive side between the 
biennial 2008-2009 budget estimate and the actual 
expenditures – with the main part of the additional 
funding being provided as earmarked funding. 

8  As donors are also providing non-earmarked funding, it is 
assumed that ‘other donors’ should be added to the text  
– as it appears in the work programmes. 
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The budget estimate increased by 11.8 per cent 
from the first to the second biennial and by 10.2 
per cent from the second to the third biennial. An 
overhead is drawn from the special purpose and 
technical cooperation funds, which has been in the 
range of 5.4 to 7.7 per cent to fund Headquarters’ 
operations. The earmarked funding – excluding 
overheads – constitute 67.5 per cent and 75.5 per 
cent of the total budget. Table 4.4 shows that the 
distribution by budget category has changed little 
over the three biennia.

The expenditure distribution by Focus Areas for the 
biennial work programmes 2010-2011 and 2012-
2013 respectively is shown in Table 4.5. There are 
some significant changes from the 2010-2011 work 
programme compared to the 2012-2013 work pro-
gramme – with Focus Area 1, Focus Area 2 and 
Focus Area 6 obtaining substantial increases; Focus 
Area 3 and Focus Area 4 obtaining moderate in-
creases; and Focus Area 5 a reduction. 

budget category 2008-2009 2010-2011 2012-2013

Management & Administration 7% 7% 8%

Programme Support 4% 5% 4%

Programme activities 89% 88% 88%

TABLE 4.4: Distribution by budget category (percentage)

Source: Work programmes

Category
actual

2008-2009
approved appropriation

2010-2011
estimates
2012-2013

Core resources

Foundation general purpose 38,139.0 66,190.5 70,221.5

Regular budget 22,813.2 22,450.8 22,450.8

Foundation special purpose (overhead) programme 5,280.3 9,717.7 12,988.0

Technical cooperation (overhead) programme 12,062.1 17.593.9 15,929.4

subtotal 78,294.6 115,952.9 121,589.7

Earmarked (incl. trust funds) resources

Foundation special purpose 92,318.7 86,000.0 97,536.8

Technical cooperation 148,554.9 155,000.9 174,100.8

subtotal 240,936.6 241,000.0 271,637.6

Grand total 319,231.2 356,952.9 393,227.3

Post 56,299.9 73,825.6 80,922.0

Non-post 262,931.3 283,127.3 312,305.3

TABLE 4.3: resource envelope for the three biennial work programmes (usD ‘000’)

Source: Proposed work programme and budget for the biennium 2012-2013, page 12, 10 January 2011. The amended 
Proposed programme budget for the biennium 2012-2013 dated 5 April 2011 has slightly revised figures
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Whereas 80.5 per cent of budget is related to the 
Focus Areas in the 2010-2011 work programme 
budget, the entire budget for 2012-2013 is fully 
aligned with the MTSIP Focus Areas. 

The donor base for non-earmarked contributions 
is very narrow with 90 per cent of core voluntary 
contributions coming from just ten donors. The 
non-earmarked donor contributions are short-term 
in nature. Four donors (Norway, Spain, Sweden 
and United Kingdom) have signed multi-year pro-
gramme framework agreements. Overdependence 
on a few donors and the small number of multi-
year agreements render funding unpredictable and 
vulnerable to changes in donor priorities. In early 
2011 the United Kingdom withdrew its support to 
UN-Habitat following a critical 2011 Multilateral 
Aid Review by DFID9. The United Kingdom fund-
ing constituted, at the time, about 7 per cent of  
UN-Habitat’s core funding.

accountability and reporting of the mtsiP

The progress of MTSIP in relation to the Results 
Framework and the biennial work programmes are 
monitored on a regular basis: the first year with 
quarterly progress reports and since 2009 on a half-
year basis. Instead of the second six-month prog-
ress report for 2011, it was decided that it would 
be turned into an annual report and thus accumu-
late progress for the entire year. For 2008-2009 
and 2010-2011 UN-Habitat prepared two separate 
reports for the CPR due to the non-alignment of 
the MTSIP with the work programme. For the work 
programme, UN-Habitat uses the Integrated Mon-
itoring and Document Information System (IMDIS) 
to monitor progress and generate reports on im-

9 UN-Habitat agreed with some of the conclusions, but was 
seriously concerned the research methodology and some critical 
omissions made in the review.

Work  
programme

focus 
area 1

focus 
area 2

focus 
area 3

focus 
area 4

focus 
area 5

focus 
area 6

non-
-aligned

Total

2010-2011 66,190.0 42,211.2 50,818.8 60,221.4 42,458.4 20,292.1 69,761.0 356,952.9

2012-2013 114,473.1 75,718.3 55,284.1 69,075.5 38,174.5 40,501.8 - 393,227.3

% Change 72.9 79.4 8.8 14.7 -10.1 99.6 - 10.2

TABLE 4.5: Expenditure distribution by Focus area (usD ‘000’)

Source: Work programmes 2010-2011 and 2012-2013

plementation of the work programme and budget. 
For MTSIP, UN-Habitat monitors and reports on the 
implementation of the MTSIP sheets, which set out 
criteria and guidance on how progress, against each 
indicator of achievement, is measured.

4.2 mtsiP rEsults FramEwork

The MTSIP Results Framework consists of strategic 
results, expected accomplishments, sub-expected 
accomplishments, and indicators of achievements. 
The Results Framework is the basis for organiza-
tional planning, programming and budgeting, mon-
itoring and evaluation, and reporting. The MTSIP 
goal is “Sustainable urbanization created by cities 
and regions that provide all citizens with adequate 
shelter, services, security, and employment opportu-
nities regardless of age, sex, and social strata”. The 
MTSIP strategic result is “Sustainable urbanization 
principles drive policy and practice” – and contain-
ing the following indicators: a) proportion of urban 
population living in slums in developing regions; b) 
percentage of access to piped water and sanitation 
services in developing regions; and c) percentage of 
access to durable housing and sufficient living area 
in developing regions. The six Focus Areas and their 
strategic results are shown in Table 4.6. The MTSIP 
Results Framework is attached as Annex VIII.

MTSIP Focus Area task forces were established with 
cross-divisional membership, which were chaired by 
division directors that reported to the MTSIP Steer-
ing Committee. The Focus Areas task forces were 
transformed into Focus Area teams in January 2010 
with the intent to break what was referred to as a 
‘silo mentality’ and encourage cross-divisional col-
laboration. 
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4.3  tHE EnHancED normatiVE anD 
oPErational FramEwork

The ENOF was developed to enhance the effective-
ness of UN-Habitat’s support to Member States in 
the implementation of the MTSIP 2008-2013. It 
provides a bridge between UN-Habitat’s normative 
and operational work – seeking to better connect 
UN-Habitat’s global policy with regional and coun-
try activities. The ENOF strategy focuses on: internal 
harmonization and better coordination between 
normative and operational work; policy integration 
and programmatic coherence at the country level; 
and monitoring, evaluation, and reporting. The 
framework has two tracks:

•	 The first track has four components: i) 
integrated normative and operational work 
at country level through Habitat Country 
Programme Documents; ii) advocacy platforms 
such as the World Urban Campaign10 and 
National Urban Forums; iii) the focus areas’ 
policy and strategy papers that link global, 
regional and country support; and iv) strategic 
partnerships. The goal is policy integration and 
programmatic coherence at the country level. 

•	 The second track focuses on internal 
collaboration aiming to align UN-Habitat’s 
resources to more effectively achieve impact 
at the appropriate scale in selected countries. 
It consists of an integrated programme of 

10 The World Urban Campaign is a global coalition of public, 
private and civil society partners united by the common desire 
to advocate on the positive role of cities around the world, and 
to promote sustainable urbanization policies, strategies and 
practices. The Campaign was launched in Rio de Janeiro at the 
Fifth Session of the World Urban Forum in March 2010. The 
Campaign is coordinated by UN-Habitat and governed by a  
Steering Committee of partners. 

activities at the global, regional, and national 
levels. Towards this goal, the ENOF Task Force 
provides a platform for internal policy dialogue 
and coordination among all MTSIP Focus Areas 
and the related agency branches.  

UN-Habitat Country Programme Documents were 
developed, as a means through which the norma-
tive and operational divide would be integrated 
at country level. In 2008, 33 Habitat Country Pro-
gramme Documents were prepared. They are useful 
for strategizing, planning, coordinating and moni-
toring of programme activities at the country level. 
The country documents linked with other formal 
strategies and frameworks, such as the UNDAFs.  
UN-Habitat is currently backstopping some countries 
to update their initial country documents, including 
Burkina Faso, Colombia, Costa Rica, Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, Ecuador, Kenya, Malawi, 
Mexico, the Philippines, Senegal, Vanuatu and  
Vietnam. Cuba will launch its first Habitat Country 
Programme Document in the near future.

A first assessment11 was undertaken in 2010 to 
evaluate the experiences and lessons learned from 
the first batch of Habitat Country Programme Doc-
uments. The overall quality of most country doc-
uments was considered adequate, but a number 
of shortcomings were identified. A number of key 
MTSIP policy documents, including the Focus Area 
policy and strategy paper, were only made available 
after the first batch of country documents were 
published and disseminated, resulting in different 
interpretations of the Focus Area. 

11 UN-Habitat, The First Assessment of the Habitat Country 
Programme Documents, 2010

focus area strategic result

1. Effective advocacy, monitoring, and partnership; Improved sustainable urbanization policies from local to global level adopted

2. Participatory planning, management, and 
governance;

Inclusive urban planning, management and governance improved at national 
and local levels

3. Access to land and housing for all; Improved access to land and housing

4. Environmentally sound basic urban infrastructure 
and services;

Expanded access to environmentally sound basic urban infrastructure services 
with a special focus on the unserved and under-served

5. Strengthening human settlements finance systems Increased sustainable financing for affordable and social housing and 
infrastructure

6. Excellence in management. UN-Habitat delivers MTSIP results effectively and efficiently

TABLE 4.6: mtsiP Focus areas and strategic results
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In several cases, global programmes managed at 
Headquarters continued to operate their in-coun-
try activities in parallel with the country document. 
The lack of resources from Headquarters, the United 
Nations system and donors, reduced the relevance 
and impact of otherwise well-structured and com-
prehensive documents. In some countries, however, 
the Habitat Country Programme Documents had 
significant impact on policy changes/policy reforms 
in the human settlement sector and setting the 
priorities for urban development in the context of  
UNDAF/ Delivering as One processes. The assess-
ment pointed towards the need of paying attention 
to emerging settlement priorities, which, among 
others, are: climate change, recovery in post disaster 
and post conflict countries, and attention to vulner-
able groups.

The Habitat Programme Managers at country level 
are supposed to undertake a variety of tasks, includ-
ing representing UN-Habitat, coordinating projects 
and programmes and ensuring that UN-Habitat pri-
orities are taken into consideration in country level 
programming processes such as UNDAF and Habitat 
Country Programme Documents. UN-Habitat is part 
of the United Nations Country Teams and contrib-
utes to the elaboration and implementation of the 
national framework, which focus on poverty reduc-
tion, in line with the MDGs. As of December 2011, 
human settlements issues had been integrated into 

44 frameworks, and into 38 national development 
plans.

The ENOF has to some extent improved coordina-
tion in UN-Habitat’s programme implementation 
and management by narrowing the inter-divisional 
divide between the normative and operational pro-
gramme activities of the Agency, and stimulating 
some degree of cultural changes in the way the 
Agency does business. But much more needs to be 
done in this sphere. While the potential of the pro-
cess has been recognized at Headquarters, regional 
and country levels, the potentials are yet to be op-
timally exploited. While some progress has been 
made in the ENOF process, some challenges remain:

1. There is still inadequate collaboration among 
the normative divisions of the UN-Habitat 
Headquarters to align their planning with 
effective demand at the regional and country 
levels, resulting from failure to fully engage 
the Habitat Programme Managers at the 
regional and country levels. So, the intent and 
purpose of the ENOF are not yet fully internal-
ized, either among the divisions and branches 
at headquarters, or between headquarters and 
regional or country offices.

2. Integration of the ENOF into the UNDAF 
processes and dynamics at the regional and 
country levels is still a challenge, particularly 
due to inadequate resources on the part of  
UN-Habitat to support its coordination. 
Overall, inadequate financial and institutional 
support of the process inhibits the intent and 
purpose of the ENOF.

3. The UN-Habitat regional offices and country 
teams are not fully consulted in the initiation, 
formulation and development of new pro-
grammes. Often such programmes are formu-
lated and developed at Headquarters without 
inputs from the regional and country levels 
and then presented to them as a fait accompli. 
The result is that such programmes miss out 
on the accumulated knowledge, expertise and 
realities of regional and country situations. 

Focus area policy and strategy papers

The drafting of the policy and strategy papers for 
each of the five substantive Focus Areas began in 
January 2009. A revision of the policy and strat-

BOx 4.1: United nations Development 
assistance framework

The United Nations Development Assistance Framework is 
the strategic programme framework that describes the col-
lective response of the United Nations system to national 
development priorities. The General Assembly – in the 
2007 Triennial Comprehensive Policy Review of develop-
ment activities – encouraged the United Nations develop-
ment system to intensify its collaboration at the country 
and regional levels towards strengthening national capaci-
ties in support of national development priorities through 
the common country assessment. It is a programme 
document between a government and the United Nations 
country team that describes the collective actions and 
strategies of the United Nations to the achievement of 
national development goals. The time frame for these 
frameworks is typically from three to five years.

Source: UNDAF/ Common  
Programming Tool: Toolkit
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egy papers of the five substantive Focus Areas was 
undertaken during the second half of 2009, with 
engagement of the regional offices, to better estab-
lish how to deliver the results across divisions. The 
papers were published in 2010. The Peer Review of 
the Implementation of UN-Habitat’s Medium-Term 
Strategic and Institutional Plan found that the policy 
and strategy papers had increased the clarity and 
focus of UN-Habitat’s mission and strategies. How-
ever, it was found that all papers were not uniform 
in quality, and that in future all policy and strategy 
papers should include a discussion of programmatic 
priorities; challenges and constraints; the interven-
tion strategies of programmes and projects; the 
achievement of specified results at the regional and 
country levels; and crosscutting issues.

world urban campaign and national 
urban Forums

Through the ENOF, UN-Habitat has supported the 
establishment or revival of the National Urban Fo-
rums in several countries across Africa, Asia and 
the Pacific, and Latin America and the Caribbean 
(see Box 4.2). As of December 2011, there were 35 
National Urban Forums up from 14 in 2009. These 
forums are used for campaigns and other public de-
bates on national urban issues through efforts such 
as the World Urban Forum and the World Urban 
Campaign. More concretely, National Urban Forums 
remained crucial in; supporting the design of a policy 
framework for concerted action and programmes 
that address national urban issues; promoting the 
World Urban Forum and World Urban Campaign 
efforts at the national level, as well as mobilizing 
national stakeholders for World Urban Forum.

un-Habitat’s country level support

UN-Habitat is intensifying its work in 26 pilot ‘prior-
ity countries of the ENOF’ – of which most belong 
to the least developed countries – to support the 
efforts of national governments, local authorities, 
and other stakeholders. The support is intended 
to strengthen in-country synergies and feed into 
worldwide United Nations efforts to alleviate pov-
erty and promote sustainable development. The 
number of focal areas included in the priority coun-
tries vary – some include all five substantive Focus 

Areas, which provides the opportunity to assess the 
synergies generated when all five Focus Areas are 
implemented in a country. The prioritized countries 
are shown in Box 4.3. 

BOx 4.2: background and perspective for 
national Urban forums

National Habitat Committees were set up as part of the 
preparation for the Habitat II Conference in Istanbul in 
1996. Their main limitations were that they only produced 
reports for the 1996 and 2001 (Istanbul+5) conferences/
meetings. Since 2001, most committees have ceased to 
exist. Since Istanbul+5 in 2001, the advocacy framework 
for sustainable urbanization has evolved significantly at 
both global and national levels. The establishment of the 
biennial World Urban Forum in 2002 created a global non-
legislative forum with international cooperation in shelter 
and urban development as its main focus. World Urban 
Forum sessions have taken place in 2002, 2004, 2006, 
2008, and 2010.

From 2002 and onwards, National Urban Forums were 
established as complementary national bodies to the 
World Urban Campaign with the intent of replacing the 
National Habitat Committees. The overall objective of 
the National Urban Forum is to raise the profile of urban 
and housing issues at the country level with a view to 
developing policies and programmes for adequate hous-
ing and sustainable urban development. National Urban 
Forums are intended to inspire the UNDAF and Delivering 
as One processes and influence the preparation of Habitat 
Country Programme Documents. 

Source: UN-Habitat, 2012, Guidebook for  
the National Urban Forum, Draft

BOx 4.3: enhanced normative and operation-
al framework priority countries by region

africa: Burkina Faso, Democratic Republic of Congo, 
Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Mozambique, Nigeria, Senegal, 
Tanzania, and Uganda

arab states: Egypt, Iraq, Libya, and Sudan

asia and the Pacific: Bangladesh, Indonesia, Nepal, 
Pakistan, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Vanuatu and Vietnam

latin america and the Caribbean: Colombia, Ecuador, 
Haiti and Nicaragua

Source: ENOF Policy Leaflet
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The visit to Sri Lanka and Colombia demonstrated 
that the UN-Habitat country teams are fully conver-
sant with MTSIP and its normative and operational 
aspects. The country team is proactive in identifying 
needs and in formulating and implementing proj-
ects and has been very active in the UNDAF process. 
Brief overviews of UN-Habitat’s engagement in Col-
ombia and in Sri Lanka are presented in Box 4.4 and 
Box  4.5. 

Besides the visits to Colombia and Sri Lanka, 
a questionnaire survey was conducted in  
order to have a more representative view of  
UN-Habitat country teams’ perception of the MTSIP 
implementation. In total, 17 countries responded 
to the questionnaire: six countries from Asia and 
the Pacific, eight countries from Africa, and three 
countries from Latin America and the Caribbean.  
A summary of the questionnaire survey is attached 
as Annex VII, a brief of which is presented below.

Most of the countries have prepared Habitat Coun-
try Programme Documents, some of which, how-
ever, need to be updated to correspond with the 
current time period. There has generally been a 
good balance between the normative and opera-
tional work. 

BOx 4.4: Colombia brief

Colombia hosts 25 United Nations Agencies and Funds. 
The UNDAF in Colombia consists of three major groups 
of development areas, namely: (1) Human Development, 
(2) Human Rights, and (3) Humanitarian Group. A Habitat 
Country Programme Document has been developed for 
Colombia and the National Habitat Committee partici-
pates in the framework. MTSIP in Colombia focuses on 
three of the Focus Areas, namely: Focus Area 2 (Urban 
planning, management and governance); Focus Area 3 
(Access to land and housing); and Focus Area 4 (Infra-
structure and urban services). The Government of Colom-
bia has requested that the United Nations select 20 cities 
where United Nations Agencies should work together as 
ONE (Delivering as One).

For the first time, the Colombian National Development 
Plan recognizes the system of cities (five main cities) 
located in the more developed centre of the country. 
Specific Urban (Human Settlements) elements of the 
National Development Plan include: 1) Environmental 
Management Programmes; 2) New Housing Programmes; 
3) Basic Services – water and sanitation services; and 4) 
Transportation and Mobility. The National Development 
Plan is to extend these programmes to ten cities with 
100,000+ populations. Flooding disasters and landslides 
are frequent occurrences in Colombia. Consequently plan-
ning and disaster management are high in the priorities of 
the Government. Colombian municipalities fund projects 
in their municipalities with support from the central 
government.

BOx 4.5: sri lanka brief

An UNDAF has been prepared for Sri Lanka for 2013-
2017, which comprises four pillars: 1) Equitable economic 
growth and sustainable livelihoods; 2) Disparity reduction, 
equitable and quality social services; 3) Governance, 
human rights, gender equality, social inclusion and 
protection; and 4) Environmental sustainability, climate 
change and disaster risk reduction. The 2004 tsunami and 
the three decade long civil war that ceased in 2009 have 
left the country in a post-conflict situation and with an 
abundance of development challenges. 

The current UN-Habitat Country Programme Document 
covers the period 2011-2012. The country programme 
document has been developed as a rolling plan in consul-
tation with the Government of Sri Lanka, consistent with 
development needs and in coordination with partners 
(donors, NGOs, community service organizations and 
universities). The Habitat Country Programme Document is 
structured in accordance with the MTSIP’s five substantive 
Focus Areas. The country programme document sets out 
UN-Habitat’s activities, which are facilitated, coordinated 
and monitored by the country team. A main emphasis is 
to address the needs of the huge number of internally 
displaced persons. The current portfolio comprises the 
following projects:

•	 Climate Resilient Action Plans for Coastal Urban 
Areas

•	 Climate Change Initiatives in Sri Lanka

•	 Disaster Resilient City Development Strategies for Sri 
Lankan Cities

•	 Support to Conflict Affected People through Housing

•	 Shelter Support to Conflict Affected Internally Dis-
placed Persons in Northern Sri Lanka

•	 Rebuilding Community Infrastructure

•	 Post Disaster Recovery: Shelter and Community 
Infrastructure Initiatives

•	 Pro-Poor Partnerships for Participatory Settlement 
Upgrading

•	 Ratnapura Low-Income Shelter Improvement Trust 
Fund

UN-Habitat’s engagement includes normative aspects, 
especially support to a new national housing policy and 
development of an urban sector policy framework. 
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The majority of countries operate in accordance 
with the UNDAF procedures and/or the Delivering 
as One initiative and take their point of departure 
in identified country needs. The UN-Habitat work 
at country level within the UNDAF, as well as out-
side the framework, is to a large extent related to 
the MTSIP Focus Areas. A few countries work with 
all five substantive Focus Areas and some with only 
one – the majority of countries work with two to 
four. The results are most commonly generated in 
accordance with the MTSIP Results Framework. The 
perception of the ENOF at country level varies from 
being seen as a positive contribution to being ab-
stract and that it could be made more relevant. 

All countries’ perceive UN-Habitat’s support as  
having a positive impact on national urban policies 
and planning. UN-Habitat has generally supported 
policies related to urban planning, land manage-
ment, housing, water and sanitation, solid waste 
management and climate change. Most countries 
perceive UN-Habitat’s support for slum prevention 
and upgrading as contributing positively to improv-
ing the slum dwellers’ situation in the longer-term 
through pro-poor housing policies, housing financ-
ing, and security of tenure – short-term improve-
ments at scale will require substantial capital injec-
tions. Some of UN-Habitat’s support is translated 
into national development plans and legislation. The 
policy and strategy principles – as contained in the 
Habitat Agenda and MTSIP – are likely to continue 
influencing national and local governments’ urban 
and housing policies. The UN-Habitat support – in 
cooperation with its partners – raises awareness and 
has a catalytic effect, which also encompasses gov-
ernance, participatory planning and budgeting.

All countries see access to funding as the major 
constraint. The recipient countries’ commitment, 
capacity and access to funding, limit the effect of  
UN-Habitat interventions. A large part of the fund-
ing is mobilized locally. More support from Head-
quarters for mobilizing funding is warranted, among 
others through consolidated partnerships with de-
velopment agencies. The Habitat Programme Man-
agers are supported with limited funding, which 
reduces the scope for pro-active initiatives. 

The diversified internal reporting requirements are 
seen as a constraining factor. The coordination 
with the regional offices is generally effective and 
good, whereas the coordination with Headquarters 
is less effective with delayed response time. There 
is a need for improved coordination procedures in 
order to create better synergies. The cooperation 
with United Nations agencies at the country level is 
generally found to be good and has resulted in an 
increased activity level and additional funding. The 
cooperation with other United Nations agencies has 
increased UN-Habitat’s visibility and voice.

The countries have stated the following priorities for 
the Strategic Plan 2014-2019: urban management 
and governance (with special attention to the urban 
poor), land management and access to land, cli-
mate change adaptation, disaster preparedness/risk 
reduction, urban environment, housing & slum up-
grading and prevention, water & sanitation, trans-
port and mobility, energy, and local economic de-
velopment. Central and local governments’ capacity 
development is also seen as a priority. The priorities 
vary from region to region and country to country 
according to the prevailing contexts.

4.4  DEliVEring as onE unitED  
nations initiatiVE

The Delivering as One initiative was taken at the 
World Urban Summit in 2005. A panel was estab-
lished to explore how the United Nations system 
could work more coherently and effectively across 
the world, in the areas of development, humanitar-
ian assistance, and the environment. The panel’s re-
port was issued in November 2006, which included 
recommendations on institutional reforms based 
on four pillars: One Leader, One Programme, One 
Budgetary Framework, and where appropriate One 
Office. A fifth pillar ‘One Communication Strategy’ 
was added later. Eight Delivering as One pilot coun-
tries were chosen, in six of which UN-Habitat was 
active. A review was undertaken of UN-Habitat’s 
participation in the Delivering as One initiative in 
201112. 

12  UN-Habitat, 2011, Review of UN-Habitat’s Participation in the 
Delivering as One Initiative, Evaluation Report 5/2011. 
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The countries in which UN-Habitat was active in 
the Delivering as One initiative were Cape Verde, 
Mozambique, Pakistan, Rwanda, Tanzania, and  
Vietnam. The review focused on the challenges and 
opportunities of UN-Habitat’s participation in the 
Delivering as One initiative and made recommenda-
tions for a more rational, coherent and effective par-
ticipation. The review found that it would be impor-
tant for UN-Habitat, being a relatively small United 
Nations agency in the United Nations system with a 
specific mandate, to overcome a number of struc-
tural constraints at Headquarters, regional office, 
and country levels, in order to lay the foundation for 
full participation in the United Nations system-wide 
initiative. 

Habitat Programme Managers took the lead in 
the time-demanding and complex tasks of Deliv-
ering as One planning and implementation. They 
made commendable efforts in demonstrating 
the competency and comparative advantage of  
UN-Habitat. It was mainly the Regional Technical 
Cooperation Division involved without significant 
inputs from other divisions. The Headquarters did 
not adapt its working system and structure as One  
UN-Habitat. Nonetheless, Delivering as One changed 
the way in which country offices were representing 
the agency by becoming fully participative in the 
new One United Nations approach. Some of the re-
view’s findings are:

•	 The Habitat Programme Managers in Deliver-
ing as One countries performed well. Habitat 
Programme Managers need some further del-
egation of authority and seed funds, to better 
contribute to the Delivering as One process at 
country level. Field staff, although qualified, 
were not able to respond to all of the new 
demanding requests from governments without 
support from Headquarters;

•	 UN-Habitat interventions undertaken and 
financed in Delivering as One countries were 
important and delivered results that were 
recognized by governments. However, it is 
possible that more emphasis on policy and 
strategy interventions could have contributed 
to greater impacts. UN-Habitat should prepare 
country strategies to respond to country specific 
challenges; 

•	 The current fragmented practices in UN-Habitat 
should be reviewed to enable it to ‘deliver as 
one’ at country level. Without a common and 
unified administrative, budgetary, accounting 
and reporting system at country level, Habitat 
country programmes will remain fragmented 
and be less recognized in the Delivering as 
One process. UN-Habitat should continue to 
strengthen its normative and operational work 
at country level through active participation in 
the United Nations Country Teams in the  
Delivering as One context; 

•	 UN-Habitat’s ability to position the urban 
agenda is becoming extremely important. 
Establishment of ‘National Urbanization Com-
mittees’ or ‘National Urban Forums’ with mem-
bership drawn from government, civil society, 
and the private sector are seen as an essential 
means for advocating the urban agenda;

•	 Within the ‘One United Nations’ country 
planning documents (UNDAF, United Nations 
Development Assistance Plan, etc.) UN-Habitat 
should ensure that its component is coherent, 
structured and coordinated to demonstrate 
UN-Habitat’s comparative advantages to the  
Delivering as One process;

•	 Regional offices should be gradually restruc-
tured and expanded to become fully-fledged 
regional arms of UN-Habitat – with balanced 
normative, operational and managerial tasks.

•	 The Delivering as One reform process has cre-
ated a demand on UN-Habitat’s way of ‘doing 
business’ within the United Nations system. 
There is a need at Headquarters’ level to coor-
dinate and monitor Delivering as One develop-
ment and provide assistance to Delivering as 
One countries. Headquarters should systematize 
the Delivering as One experience through the 
Human Settlement Officers in regional offices 
and share this with Delivering as One countries 
and ‘self-started’ Delivering as One countries. 
UN-Habitat Headquarters should streamline its 
structure and working modality to become One 
UN-Habitat.
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4.5 un-HaBitat PartnErsHiPs

Through national and global information services, 
UN-Habitat facilitates that concerns and priorities of 
the human settlement sector are mainstreamed into 
national policies and programmes. 

UN-Habitat uses global, regional, and national plat-
forms to engage partners13:

•	 global level: UN-Habitat worked with a 
wide range of fellow United Nations agencies, 
governments, and a wide range of partners, 
including World Habitat Day 2010, the World 
Urban Campaign, World Urban Forum, and the 
Shanghai World Expo 2010. Through global 
forums, UN-Habitat has focussed on engaging 
local authorities to tend to the MDGs.

•	 regional level: Partnerships at the regional 
level have focused on: 1) support to regional 
conferences on housing and urban develop-
ment in Africa, Latin America and the Carib-
bean, and Asia and the Pacific, which provide 
an effective partnership instrument for  
UN-Habitat in influencing policy, support-
ing of implementation, and joint monitoring 
and evaluation; 2) cooperation with regional 
development banks with a view to increasing 
investment flows to the UN-Habitat Water and 
Sanitation Trust Fund;

•	 national level: Partnerships include Na-
tional Habitat Committees and National Ur-
ban Forums. Partnerships at the national and 
sub-national levels focused on five main Habitat 
Agenda issues: a) environment, climate change; 
b) emergency response and humanitarian assis-
tance, post disaster and post conflict recovery 
and longer term reconstruction; c) land, hous-
ing and basic services; d) urban poverty reduc-
tion; and e) gender, women and young people.

A New Partnership Strategy was presented in May 
201114, which includes information on the back-
ground and current status. The current collabora-
tion of UN-Habitat with old and new partners is in 
many ways the result of shifting funding patterns 
and funding partnerships with donors as well as 
their changing priorities. 

13  United Nations Economic and Social Council, 2011, Coordinated 
Implementation of the Habitat Agenda: Report of the Secretary-
General.

14 UN-Habitat, 2011, UN-Habitat Partnership Strategy.

There has been a lack of continuity, which in turn 
impacts on UN-Habitat’s ability to foster and main-
tain horizontal cooperation and build a sturdy and 
enduring platform for advocacy, policy formulation, 
programme implementation, and resource mobiliza-
tion. The challenge is to keep the major players on 
board over time and at the same time.

UN-Habitat has in recent times started to revive 
some partner networks, among them researchers, 
universities and professionals, which will provide all 
the more reason for a new partnership strategy, with 
the timing seeming right for a new concerted begin-
ning, given the MTSIP, the World Urban Campaign, 
and the growing prominence of the World Urban 
Forum. Greater internal coordination and informa-
tion exchange within UN-Habitat will be required to 
arrive at a common policy and adhere to it. Virtually 
every division, branch, regional office had their own 
exclusive network of partners developed over the 
course of their activities. Not all of these partners 
are known to the entire agency. The absence of in-
ternal information has led to a state where no single 
office has a total overview of UN-Habitat’s coopera-
tion with partners.

Strategic partnerships are key to the promotion 
of sustainable urbanization and the provision of 
adequate shelter for all. UN-Habitat must utilize a 
catalytic approach in its normative and operational 
work, and align its partnerships with the MTSIP Fo-
cus Areas and engage partners in the ENOF – using 
this as platform to go to scale nationally, regionally 
and globally. The following actions are envisaged in 
the New Partnership Strategy:

•	 UN-Habitat should launch a coordinated in-
stitution-wide effort to catalogue the Habitat 
partners, categorize them by Focus Area, part-
ner type, and type of partnership using partner 
selection and evaluation criteria;

•	 A ‘partners platform’ should be established as 
an assembly of partners to dialogue among 
themselves, and with UN-Habitat, and which 
will set common priorities. Meetings of the 
partners’ platform could take place at the 
sessions of the World Urban Forum and the 
Governing Council. The partners platform 
should primarily focus on global awareness 
raising, policy discourse, information exchange, 
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and exchange of best practices in sustainable 
urbanization;

•	 Habitat partners should be encouraged to ac-
tively participate in the formulation of sustain-
able urbanization policy at the global, national, 
and local levels. UN-Habitat should facilitate the 
operationalizing of ENOF at the national and 
local levels, especially when preparing country 
documents in cooperation with national gov-
ernments – including the promotion of pro-
grammes and projects and their funding;

•	 Within Delivering as One and ‘One United Na-
tions’, UN-Habitat should systematically revive 
interagency-level cooperation to support the 
achievement of sustainable urbanization. Such 
strengthened inter-agency cooperation should 
go hand-in-hand with improving collaboration 
with the World Bank, regional financial insti-
tutions, and bilateral development agencies. 
Building on UN-Habitat’s inter-agency coopera-
tion, these linkages should be used as a means 
of facilitating a greater UN-Habitat presence in 
the country through the UNDAF process. 

A reconsideration of the current situation with re-
spect to partners and partnerships would not only 
be beneficial to UN-Habitat in fulfilling its role and 
goals, but would also enhance its political position 
in the United Nations system and other decision-
making fora. The UN-Habitat Partnership Strategy 
paper contains guidelines for: partner selection and 
evaluation criteria; types of partnerships; and cate-
gories of partners. 

4.6  un-HaBitat ProgrammE/ProJEct 
PortFolio

A review of UN-Habitat’s programme and project 
portfolio was conducted from November 2010 to 
April 2011 with the purpose of providing an over-
all overview15. The objectives were: 1) to review  
UN-Habitat’s databases of programmes and projects 
and make a map of the complete current portfolio 
according to selected variables; and 2) to make an 
initial, general analysis of the current portfolio’s rel-
evance to the strategic results of the MTSIP. 

15 UN-Habitat, 2011, Final Report: A review of the portfolio of 
projects and programmes in UN-Habitat as of December 2010, 
prepared by Kim Forss. 

The total number of projects/programmes was 344 
in December 2010 having a total value of USD 769 
million. ‘Project’ was chosen as the unit of analysis 
as it is a time-bound intervention with defined bud-
get and sources of funding. However, the review 
encountered some problems with this definition, as 
programmes and fund facilities may contain several 
projects. The information in the database may not 
be fully accurate as: new projects have been added 
or old ones terminated without this being reflected; 
and several interventions may be part of the same 
managerial framework, for example one being a 
pilot phase leading to an implementation phase. 
There could therefore be two projects for financial 
and administrative reasons, but conceptually they 
are one and the same activity.

The projects’ average budget size is about USD 2.24 
million and average duration is less than three years. 
75 per cent of the projects have budgets below USD 
1 million and the five largest projects account for 
30 per cent. In term of numbers, 76 per cent of the 
projects are implemented in one country only, 18 
per cent are global, and 10 per cent are regional or 
sub-regional16. In terms of value, the corresponding 
percentages are 70, 22 and 8 per cent respectively. 
About 50 per cent of the projects relate to Focus 
Area 2 in terms of numbers, while only 2 per cent 
relate to Focus Area 5 and the other four Focus Ar-
eas have about 10 per cent each. In terms of value, 
the picture changes somewhat with 57 per cent re-
lating to Focus Area 2, 16 per cent to Focus Area 
4, and the other four Focus Areas are less than 10 
per cent. 

New programmes and projects on cities and climate 
change, municipal finance, urban planning, urban 
mobility and energy have been launched. Among 
these are: i) Promoting low emission urban devel-
opment strategies in emerging economy countries 
(European Union at EUR 6.7 million); ii) Promoting 
sustainable transport solutions for East African cities 
(UNEP/GEF at USD 2.85 million); and iii) Develop-
ment of urban corridors in Africa (European Union 
– awaits funding). Spain is funding new programme 
areas with USD 9.0 million under the theme Achiev-
ing Sustainable Urban Development Priorities. 

16 The percentages add up to 104 per cent. We contacted Kim 
Forss, who confirmed that this was an error, but he was not in a 
position to provide the correct figures. 
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5.   aCHIeVeMenTs In THe fIRsT PHase 
 MTsIP 2008-2009

5.1  mtsiP acHiEVEmEnts During 
2008

Following the MTSIP approval, an Action Plan was 
developed with 12 ‘quick-wins’ priority action areas 
that were initiated in the course of 2008. The fourth 
quarterly progress report (December 2008) pre-
sented overall progress, challenges and next steps. 
Some months were lost in the beginning of 2008 
due to the political situation in Kenya17. The status 
of the ‘quick-wins’ by end of 2008 is presented in 
Table 5.1.

17  The 2007 presidential and parliamentary elections in Kenya 
caused severe public unrest.

Other key relevant achievements during 2008 were:

•	 Refinement of MTSIP Focus Areas by articulat-
ing and reformulating ‘specific, measurable, 
achievable, realistic, and time-bound SMART 
(Specific, measurable, accurate, reliable and 
timely) results and indicators that demonstrate 
consistency with results-based management 
principles;

•	 The Fourth Session of the World Urban Forum 
was held in November 2008 in China and 
attended by about 8,000 participants from 174 
countries;

no. Indicator of achievement status

1. Harmonisation of Flagship Reports 100%

2. Habitat Country Programme Documents 100%

3. Global Campaign for Sustainable Urbanization 90%

4. Policy on the thematic Focus Areas of the MTSIP 95%

5. Strengthening of the Programme Review Committee 80%

6. Branding and fund raising 100%

7. Delegation of authority 85%

8. Internal alignment 75%

9. Communication and information 75%

10. Participatory work programme and budget preparation 80%

11. Performance monitoring, evaluation and reporting 75%

12. Launching of ERSO activities 100%

TABLE 5.1: status of mtsiP end of 2008

Source: UN-Habitat, 2008, One year of Implementation of the MTSIP, 4th Quarterly Progress Report.
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•	 The Gender Equality Action Plan was developed 
to strengthen gender mainstreaming in im-
plementation of the MTSIP as gender was not 
adequately captured – and was discussed at the 
Fourth session of the World Urban Forum with 
the intent of having it finalized;

•	 UN-Habitat intensified its MTSIP alignment to 
contribute to United Nations reforms at country 
level and was actively engaged in six out of the 
eight pilot countries of the Delivering as One 
initiative;

•	 UN-Habitat became a member of the In-
ter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC), putting 
the agency on a new and equal footing in 
global humanitarian policy and operations.

The cooperation for the period 2008-2009 between 
UN-Habitat and the Government of Norway was 
subject to an assessment of the results achieved 
after one year of implementation related to Focus 
Area 6, Excellence in management18. It concluded, 
among other, that: the MTSIP provided an overall 
new corporate vision and introduced a new drive 
and motivation among staff; the MTSIP Results 
Framework had contributed to a better alignment 
and integration between UN-Habitat’s divisions, and 
focussing on results had led to an increased under-
standing of the need for collaboration; and that the 
Habitat Country Programme Documents for the 
first time presented a basis for joint programming 
and funding. Some activities had less progress: the 
Resource Mobilization Unit was only partly estab-
lished; the proposals for delegation of authority and 
accountability framework encountered slow prog-
ress; and no organizational master plan was pre-
pared. The MTSIP made a good start at providing 
an overarching organizational vision, but the institu-
tional, governance and management arrangements 
at the time were not likely to sustain further prog-
ress. It was recommended that the peer review pro-
cess for 2009 should be speeded up, which should 
also address the stalemate that existed between  
UN-Habitat and the CPR.

18 UN-Habitat, 2009, Assessment – Excellence in Management: 
Programme Agreement between UN-Habitat and Norway 2008-
2009, prepared by Stein-Erik Kruse.

In the course of implementation of the MTSIP, some 
issues came to the fore, which included: a) concep-
tual and methodological difficulties in reconciling 
the ambitious expected results; b) complex efforts 
required for compliance with different reporting 
mechanisms and accountability frameworks; and c) 
inadequacy of organizational and governance struc-
tures of UN-Habitat.

5.2  mtsiP acHiEVEmEnts During 
2009

Six-monthly progress reports were introduced in 
2009 that were structured around the MTSIP Focus 
Areas. CPR endorsed the first report in June 2009 
and the second in December 2009. Highlights of 
achievements during 2009 are presented below:

Effective advocacy, monitoring, and partnership 
(Focus Area 1): UN-Habitat strengthened its role as 
facilitator for the application of policy-oriented ur-
ban indicators at the global, regional, national and 
local levels. UN-Habitat Global Urban Observatory 
cooperated with 133 urban observatories from all 
regions in 2009, up from 126 at the end of 2008. 
Media and web outreach and flagship reports im-
proved awareness of sustainable urbanization is-
sues. World Habitat Day was celebrated in 45 coun-
tries, up from 36 countries in 2008. Mobilization of 
partners increased and the Agency reached a total 
of 233 cooperation agreements with partners. The 
new World Urban Campaign started consolidating 
the partner base. 

Urban planning, management, and governance (Fo-
cus Area 2): Twenty-eight countries had improved 
their policies, legislation and strategies for urban 
planning, management, and governance with sup-
port from UN-Habitat at the end of 2009. Human 
settlement issues were integrated into 23 UNDAF, 
20 national development plans, and ten poverty re-
duction strategy papers; and a total of 29 institu-
tions in targeted countries had received institutional 
strengthening, enabling them to promote sustain-
able urbanization at the national and regional levels. 
There were 112 cities implementing urban planning, 
management, and governance with support from 
UN-Habitat partners.
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Access to land and housing for all (Focus Area 3): 
A total of 28 countries were in the process of im-
plementing policies to improve access to land and 
housing with support from UN-Habitat. The Global 
Land Tool Network (GLTN) – a global mechanism to 
promote land reform – increased its partners to 40 
organizations. Nineteen countries were implement-
ing policies to improve security of tenure, including 
reduction of forced evictions. Twenty-four countries 
were implementing slum prevention and improve-
ment policies with UN-Habitat support.

Environmentally sound basic urban infrastructure 
and services (Focus Area 4): The capacity of 92 part-
ner institutions was strengthened through the Wa-
ter and Sanitation Programmes in 2009. As a result, 
about one million people were receiving safe drink-
ing water and basic sanitation. UN-Habitat aware-
ness raising and capacity building had increased the 
demand for water and sanitation services.

Strengthening human settlements finance systems 
(Focus Area 5): UN-Habitat leveraged resources 
through the Slum Upgrading Facility and the Exper-
imental Reimbursable Seeding Operations (ERSO) 
aiming at providing affordable housing and in-
frastructure. About USD 1 million was disbursed 
through the Slum Upgrading Facility in 2009 and 
USD 714,286 was disbursed through ERSO in 2009. 
UN-Habitat increased capacity in municipal finance 
in pilot countries (Ghana, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, and 
Tanzania).

Excellence in management (Focus Area 6): 

•	 Several dimensions to staff empowerment were 
addressed, including: a) promotion of a strong 
leadership with a shared strategic vision; b) 
aligning of staff skills to the new plan; c) a set 
of business processes, systems and procedures 
which were designed to promote efficiency; and 
d) organizational structure that would facilitate 
effectiveness in achieving results. UN-Habitat 
conducted a staff survey as a means of measur-
ing organizational effectiveness in 2009. The 
overall average score was 2.7 on a scale of 1-5. 
By the end of 2009, there were improvements 
recorded in business processes, for instance, 
average time of recruitment was reduced from 
265 days in 2008 to 177 days in 2009.

•	 Strategic planning and programming and 
results-based management were applied based 
on the perception that the organization’s sub-
stantive programmes should produce results 
aimed at achieving the organization’s vision 
and strategic goals. Through the use of SMART 
indicators, actual programmatic results can be 
measured against baselines and targets. The 
degree of achievements can in turn be used 
for making strategic decisions regarding the 
future direction of programmes and allocation 
of resources.

•	 Results and indicators for each Focus Area 
were developed in consultation with all the 
divisions. This contributed to better integration 
and collaboration among divisions by focusing 
on expected results of UN-Habitat. However, 
systematic collection of necessary data and 
information was still a challenge, due to insuffi-
cient capacity.

•	 A Resource Mobilization Unit was established 
by end of 2009, with three staff, to increase 
financial resources to deliver MTSIP results. A 
plan for implementing the Resource Mobiliza-
tion Strategy was prepared. A multi-year pro-
gramme agreement was signed with Sweden, 
while the Government of Spain had indicated 
its willingness to do likewise. Actions to mobi-
lize resources from non-traditional donors such 
as the Islamic Development Bank, Coca Cola 
and Google.org were initiated.

The review of Focus Area 6, Assessment – Excellence 
in Management: Programme Agreement between 
UN-Habitat and Norway 2008-2009 commissioned 
by Norway concluded that the new Results Frame-
work had provided a new corporate vision and that, 
by focusing on results, had led to the understanding 
of the need for collaboration and less fragmenta-
tion. The new Programme Review Committee was 
launched in October 2009 to facilitate strengthened 
quality assurance in the programme development 
phase.

Enhanced Normative and Operational Framework:

The policy and strategy papers for the five sub-
stantive Focus Areas were revised with greater en-
gagement of the regional offices to better establish 
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how Focus Area results could be delivered across 
divisions. Through a combination of the operational 
capacity of the regional offices and normative ex-
pertise at Headquarters, several priority countries 
received support. A total of 33 integrated Habitat 
Country Programme Documents were prepared to 
strengthen engagement with governments, United 
Nations Country Team and in the UN DAF processes. 
Information about the UN-Habitat country level 
expected accomplishments and implementation 
arrangements in relation to the MTSIP was made 
available in the Country Activities Report 2009 that 
included 50 countries.

5.3  summary oF tHE 2009/10 PEEr 
rEViEw oF tHE mtsiP

The Peer Review of the Implementation of  
UN-Habitat’s Medium-Term Strategic and Institu-
tional Plan concluded that the implementation of 
MTSIP had helped to establish a stronger common 
vision for UN-Habitat, create more enthusiasm and 
commitment among its staff, and reduce internal 
barriers through better collaboration and greater 
focus on shared results. MTSIP had also led to 
strengthened normative and operational linkages 
and an increased results orientation through the 
MTSIP Results Framework. Using the principles of 
results-based management, UN-Habitat had devel-
oped a chain of results for each Focus Area using 
participatory approaches. It was found, however, 
that the time had come to emphasize a program-
matic reform and examine UN-Habitat’s program-
matic focus. The five Focus Areas covered important 
aspects of UN-Habitat’s mandate, yet they had not 
been effectively and consistently elaborated and 
communicated.

The findings of the peer review19 raised a number of 
issues that were deemed very relevant to the pres-
ent evaluation. An abstract of the main findings, 
conclusions and recommendations that were impor-
tant to this evaluation is presented below: 

a. The first phase of the plan’s implementation, 
during the biennium 2008-2009, was focused 
on the institutional aspects of the reform. The 
second phase during the biennium 2010-

19  Abstracts from UN-Habitat, 2011, Proposed work programme 
and budget for the biennium 2012-2013: Report of the 
Executive Director, Addendum, Midterm review of the 
implementation of the MTSIP for the period  2008-2013.

2011, was focused on programmatic aspects 
against a background of continuing  
institutional reform. There was a need to 
revisit the indicators of achievements in the 
results framework;

b. The existing organizational structure was not 
optimal for the effective delivery of the plan’s 
envisaged results. The alignment of the  
agency’s human resources with the plan’s 
Focus Areas had to be completed;

c. The plan had established a number of the-
matic priorities based on the Habitat Agenda, 
which led to the identification and reformu-
lation of strategic entry points for the pro-
gramme20. There was no evidence that major 
activities had been dropped or resources 
redirected – on the contrary, a number of new 
priorities had been adopted;

d. Although ‘sustainable urbanization’ was 
central to the strategic goal driving the plan’s 
five substantive Focus Areas, the concept had 
not been adequately defined. While the plan 
presented five substantive priorities covering 
important aspects of the UN-Habitat mandate, 
those responsible for the five corresponding 
Focus Areas did not always communicate well 
with one another. The policy and strategy 
papers need to be viewed together with the 
Habitat Country Programme Documents;

e. Although the plan’s results framework ar-
ticulated SMART results and performance 
indicators for all six Focus Areas, there had 
been a tendency to reduce results to numeri-
cal indicators, even for roles and activities for 
which other types of indicators could have 
been more appropriate;

f. Coordination between global, regional and 
country activities was often based on infor-
mal mechanisms that lacked clear roles and 
formalized systems. With an expanding level 
of activities at the regional and national levels, 
and an increased emphasis on a combined 
normative and operational approach, the 
current situation was unsatisfactory. There was 
a need for more formal structures to link the 
plan’s Focus Areas to the regional offices and 
improved mechanisms for coordination;

20  The biennial work programmes
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g. The distinction between the organization’s 
normative and operational roles was often un-
clear. While there was clearly an improved un-
derstanding of the need for integration within 
the programme, most resources for coun-
try-level activities were mobilized by regional 
offices for operational activities that often had 
insufficient normative elements and feedback 
mechanisms for organizational learning;

h. The planning structure was complex, with 
several levels, and involved a large number of 
documents. The work programme and budget 
lacked details on prioritization and linkages to 
resource allocation. The cost of maintaining 
two separate planning and reporting systems, 
i.e. one for MTSIP and one for the biennial 
work programme was high. More importantly, 
however, the existence of two systems side by 
side appeared to have created confusion in 
part of the programme;

i. The dependence on a small group of major 
donors was considered the most critical risk 
for UN-Habitat. While the gap had narrowed, 
the imbalance between earmarked and non-
-earmarked funds remained a challenge that 
would have to be addressed as a matter of 
priority.

Some of the Peer Review’s key recommendations 
were: a) UN-Habitat should clearly define policy and 
programme priorities for the short and long-term; b) 
an overarching paper that would link the individual 
policy and strategy papers and define key common 
concepts – including “sustainable urbanization” – 
should be prepared; c) the individual Focus Area 
policy and strategy papers should be standardized 
to obtain greater uniformity, quality, and focus on 
the ENOF and crosscutting issues; and d) regional 
offices should play a more active role in promoting 
a comprehensive and coherent normative and oper-
ational vision. 

Two of the peer review’s lessons learned were: 1) 
one unintended consequence of the adoption of 
MTSIP was the creation of overlapping systems of 
data collection and reporting, which created con-
fusion and much additional work; and 2) major re-
views at the organizational level (such as the peer 
review) are complex and therefore would require 
considerable time and resources – and should not 
be undertaken more often than every two years.
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6.   aCHIeVeMenTs In THe seConD PHase  
 MTsIP 2010-2011

6.1  Focus arEa 1: aDVocacy, moni-
toring anD PartnErsHiP For 
sustainaBlE urBanization

The aim of Focus Area 1 is to raise awareness of sus-
tainable urbanization issues among governments, 
local authorities, and Habitat Agenda partners. The 
strategic result of the Focus Area is the adoption of 
improved sustainable urbanization policies from lo-
cal to global levels. The strategies of the Focus Area 
are based on three pillars: i) effective advocacy; ii) 
partnerships that will play a catalytic role in the 
achievement of sustainable urbanization; and iii) 
monitoring of urbanization conditions and trends. 
UN-Habitat collaborates with parliamentarians, 
public sector agencies, universities, local authorities, 
civil society organizations, youth organizations, pro-
fessionals, and private sector partners. 

results: outputs, outcomes and impacts

The trends of indicators of achievements from the 
baseline in 2009 to end of 2013 are presented in 
Table 6.1.

Expected Accomplishment 1: improved 
awareness of sustainable urbanization 
issues at national and global levels

a. Number of media articles on flagship reports: The 
number of media articles on the State of the World’s 
Cities report was recorded at 25,000 in 2011, ex-
ceeding the target by 56 per cent. Improved aware-
ness and policy guidance on urbanization issues 
was achieved through increased production and 
dissemination of knowledge products through flag-
ship publications and strategic use of advocacy plat-
forms – mainly through the World Urban Forum,  

UN-Habitat Executive Director, Dr. Joan Clos, Minister of Social Development, Mr. Heriberto Felix Guearra and the 
Governor of Augascalientes, Mr. Carlos Lozano De La Torre during 2011 World Habitat Day global celebration, in 
Augascalientes, Mexico. © un-Habitat/Julius mwelu
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expected 
accomplishments

Indicator of achievement
baseline 

20091
actual 
20102

Target 
2011

actual 
2011

Target 
2013

expected 
accomplishment 1: 
Improved awareness of 
sustainable urbanization 
issues at national and global 
levels

a. Number of media articles on 
flagship reports.

7,910 14,022 16,000 25,000 22,000

b. Number of downloads from 
UN-Habitat website on 
sustainable urbanization 
materials.

283,539 822,156 900,000 1,076,039 1,200,000

c. Number of countries with 
National Urban Forums

14 20 19 35 22

expected 
accomplishment 2: 
Habitat Agenda partners 
(HAP) actively participate 
in the formulation of the 
sustainable urbanization 
policy

a. Number of partnerships 
contributing to sustainable 
urbanization:

-  International organizations 25 28 35 73 48

-  National governments 45 - 45 40 52

-  Local authorities3 38 - 45 - 55

-  Training institutions/universi-
ties

25 - 32 20 37

- Foundations 9 - 10 - -

- Private sector organizations 26 - 36 31 50

- Civil society organizations 35 - 50 24 65

expected 
accomplishment 3: 
Monitoring of sustainable 
urbanization conditions and 
trends improved

a. Number of operational Urban 
Observatories

135 155 160 237 200

Notes: 1) The baseline information is taken from the November 2009 six-monthly progress report; 2) there is no information 
for Expected Accomplishment 2 in the December 2010 six-monthly progress report; and 3) local authorities appear in 2009, 
but are combined with national governments in the 2011 Annual Report.

TABLE 6.1: Focus area 1 indicators of achievements

World Habitat Day, and the World Urban Campaign, 
global events, conferences and meetings.

The two flagship publications – the Global Report 
on Human Settlements and the State of the World’s 
Cities report – focused on specific priority topics. 
The editions of the Global Report on Human Set-
tlements for 2009 and 2011 were Planning Sus-
tainable Cities and Cities and Climate Change, re-
spectively. The 2008/2009 and 2010/2011 editions 
of the State of the World’s Cities reports focused 
on the themes of ‘Harmonious Cities’ and ‘Bridg-
ing the Urban Divide’, respectively. There is a grow-
ing demand for these reports at the regional level, 
which is influencing policy debates and decisions at 
national and local levels. State of African Cities re-
ports were prepared in 2008 and 2010 and the first 

State of Asian Cities report was prepared in 2010. 
The themes of these publications, for example ‘City 
and Climate Change’ and ‘Bridging the Urban Di-
vide’ served as the themes for advocacy platforms 
for the Fifth Session of the World Urban Forum and 
World Habitat Day celebrations.

A recent survey of the use of UN-Habitat’s two flag-
ship reports and the Best Practices Database by se-
lected Habitat Agenda Partners revealed that a high 
number of the academic and training institutions 
were using the Global Report on Human Settle-
ments (74 per cent) and the State of the World’s 
Cities (69 per cent) in their programmes. The reports 
and the database are also used as resource materials 
for: capacity building of development practitioners 
(34 per cent); policy formulation (27 per cent); train-
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ing activities at the postgraduate level (90 per cent); 
and undergraduate level (39 per cent). The flagship 
reports were included in academic curricula by part-
ners (69 per cent for Global Report on Human Set-
tlements and 59 per cent for State of the World’s 
Cities). Also, some 71, 61 and 29 per cent of the 
partners reported that they were using the Global 
Report on Human Settlements, State of the World’s 
Cities and the Best Practice Database, respectively, 
as core reference for research.

Enhanced policy coherence in the management 
of human settlement issues in the United Nations 
system is also reflected in the incorporation of sus-
tainable urban development issues in the report of 
the United Nations High Level Committee on Pro-
grammes in its March 2011 meeting, and in the de-
liberations of the Executive Committee for Economic 
and Social Affairs. In raising awareness on sustain-
able urbanization, the United Nations Commission 
on Sustainable Development (UNCSD), reached an 
important milestone in policy improvement, with 
the adoption of urban mobility and pro-poor sani-
tation as critical ingredients for sustainable develop-
ment, in its outcome document, in May 2011.

b. Number of downloads from UN-Habitat web-
site on sustainable urbanization materials: The de-
mand for and use of UN-Habitat’s flagship reports 
increased significantly in 2011. More than one mil-
lion downloads on sustainable urbanization were 
recorded, exceeding the target by 20 per cent. The 
most downloaded of UN-Habitat’s flagship reports 
were State of the World’s Cities 2010/2011: Cit-
ies for All: Bridging the Urban Divide and State of 
the World’s Cities 2008/2009: Harmonious Cities, 
which recorded 23,610 and 13,510 downloads re-
spectively. The report on Interlocking Stabilised Soil 
Blocks and The Challenge of Slums - Global Report 
on Human Settlements 2003 had 10,397 and 9,904 
downloads respectively. Since its launch in March 
2011, the full version of the Global Report on Hu-
man Settlements: Cities and Climate Change was 
downloaded 3,643 times, while its abridged edition 
was downloaded 7,553 times in English, French, 
Spanish, Russian, Chinese, and Arabic. 

In 2011, UN-Habitat publications on Scribd.com 
recorded 388,364 reads, compared with 232,934 

reads in 2010, realizing a 67 per cent increase. All 
publications on Scribd.com can now be read on 
mobile devices through a digital reading service 
called Float. Ongoing efforts to produce the quar-
terly magazine Urban World and other UN-Habitat 
publications for mobile devices such as the iPad, 
iPhone, and Kindle are expected to further increase 
the dissemination of information on sustainable ur-
banization. 

c. Number of countries with National Urban forums: 
A growing number of countries have established a 
National Urban Forum as platforms for awareness 
raising and policy debate on sustainable urban is-
sues. National Urban Forums play an important role 
in linking the normative and operational work at 
country level. Countries with Habitat Programme 
Managers and those with already established Na-
tional Urban Forums are the most active with elab-
orate advocacy and learning events. The number of 
countries with established National Urban Forums 
as platforms for promoting sustainable urbanization 
and adequate shelter for all, reached 35 in 2011. 
UN-Habitat continued to provide technical and lim-
ited financial support for the establishment and 
strengthening of forums through the Habitat Pro-
gramme Managers. UN-Habitat continued to sup-
port National Urban Forums in 13 countries (Burkina 
Faso, Cuba, Fiji, Ghana, Lebanon, Malawi, Mozam-
bique, Nepal, Nigeria, the Philippines, Rwanda, Sen-
egal, and Vietnam). 

The World Urban Forum and World Habitat Day are 
increasingly becoming significant global advocacy 
and learning platforms. More than 10,000 partici-
pants attended the Fifth Session of the World Urban 
Forum, held in Rio de Janeiro in 2010. The 2011 
World Habitat Day was celebrated in 65 countries 
and recorded 250 events compared to 239 events 
in 79 countries in 2010. The global celebrations of 
World Habitat Day in 2011 in the city of Aguas-
calientes, Mexico, attracted over 3,000 participants. 
The World Expo in Shanghai in 2010 attracted over 
3 million visitors to the United Nations Pavilion and 
150 events were held related to sustainable urban-
ization. UN-Habitat coordinated the global celebra-
tions of the 2011 World Water Day, which were 
held in March 2011 in Cape Town, South Africa.
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Expected Accomplishment 2: Habitat 
agenda partners actively participate 
in the formulation of the sustainable 
urbanization policy

a. Number of partnerships contributing to sustain-
able urbanization increased: In 2011, UN-Habitat 
signed cooperation agreements with 188 partners. 
These partnerships included 73 international organi-
zations, 40 national governments and local author-
ities, 31 private sector organizations, 20 training 
institutions, and 24 youth groups. The increase in 
partnerships indicates increased participation in the 
formulation and promotion of sustainable urbaniza-
tion policies.

The implementation of the UN-Habitat Partner-
ship Strategy is expected to help improve the en-
abling environment, which in turn will facilitate  
UN-Habitat’s partners to work better with the rel-
evant divisions and sections/branches within the 
Agency. At the twenty-third Session of the Gov-
erning Council, UN-Habitat formally approved the 
Habitat Professionals Forum Charter: The role of 
human settlements professionals in delivering a 
sustainable and equitable future, which is expected 
to further improve UN-Habitat’s work with its part-
ners. The Urban Gateway, a global online portal for 
partners, launched in 2010, is significantly enhanc-
ing the sharing of information on urban issues and 
improving communication between UN-Habitat and 
its partners.

UN-Habitat strengthened its collaboration with 
agencies in the United Nations system, including 
International Labour Organization (ILO), UNDESA, 
United Nations inter-agency mechanism on energy 
(UN-Energy), UNEP, UNICEF, United Nations Institute 
for Training and Research, UNODC, United Nations 
inter-agency mechanism on water and sanitation 
related activities (UN-Water), WFP, WHO and the 
World Bank through joint initiatives and advocacy 
work in sustainable urban development. Beyond 
the United Nations system, UN-Habitat continued 
to consolidate relations with international organi-
zations, national governments, local authorities, the 
private sector, and youth organizations. UN-Habitat 
supported the capacity development of 26 local and 
national government training institutions (from all 
regions) to formulate results and outcomes as an 
integral programme for strengthening local author-
ities.

The World Urban Campaign has significantly raised 
global awareness on urban issues. More than 50 
partners – including professionals, civil society and 
the private sector – are part of the World Urban 
Campaign and five United Nations agencies (ILO, 
International Telecommunications Union and United 
Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduc-
tion, Universal Postal Union, and WHO) have also 
associated their own global campaigns with the 
World Urban Campaign. Eight umbrella organiza-
tions have made commitments (through MOUs) to 
join the campaign on the agreed work and princi-
ples relating to sustainable urban development. Two 
networks, CitiScope (print) and South-South News 
(electronic) have joined to promote the World Urban 
Campaign messages and principles. Youth-led orga-
nizations in urban areas are becoming important 
Habitat Agenda partners through grants provided 
for youth empowerment and sustainable urbaniza-
tion initiatives. Through its Urban Youth Fund initia-
tive, UN-Habitat worked with 115 youth organiza-
tions, which have received grants and implemented 
activities worth USD 2 million. 

Expected Accomplishment 3: monitoring of 
sustainable urbanization conditions and 
trends improved

a. Number of operational Urban Observatories: The 
Governing Council adopted a resolution at its 23rd 
session that encourages countries to enumerate 
their slum populations, and set realistic national, re-
gional and local targets for improving the lives of 
slum dwellers. UN-Habitat continued to build the 
capacity of national departments to monitor urban 
indicators and assess urban conditions and trends. 
By December 2011, UN-Habitat was supporting 82 
national and local urban observatories. The infor-
mation collected and analysed was used in policy 
formulation and programme development for sus-
tainable urban development, and production of the 
flagship reports. 

Effectiveness

As is evident from the foregoing achievements at 
both the global and country levels, awareness cre-
ation and promotion of sustainable urbanization 
policies, programmes and practices have been sig-
nificantly effective in terms of quantitative achieve-
ments. The monitoring of these policies and prac-
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tices within the constraints of human and financial 
resources availability has also been effective. The 
outcomes of Focus Area 1 have promoted aware-
ness about sustainable urbanization policies at local, 
national and global levels. The number of countries 
that have adopted policies, legislation and strategies 
incorporating sustainable urbanization principles 
was recorded to be 39 (under Focus Area 2), but the 
actual impact is not monitored.

Efficiency 

Progress on all three expected accomplishments of 
Focus Area 1 has been satisfactory, although not 
all targets for expected accomplishment 2 were 
met, for example, national governments, training 
institutions, civil society organizations, and private 
sector organizations. The annual budget estimate 
(Financial year 2011) for Focus Area 1 was USD 33.1 
million, the allocated budget was USD 54.8 million; 
and the actual expenditures were USD 40.9 million 
resulting in an utilization rate of 74.6 per cent. 

Focus Area 1 is mainly implemented through the 
branches and sections of the Monitoring and Re-
search Division. The Information Service Section 
is also involved. The Urban Economy Branch is no 
longer reporting for Focus Area 1, as it is report-
ing to the Human Settlements Financing Division. 
The transaction cost of staff is high. Most of the 
focal persons/coordinators of Focus Area 1 are multi-
-tasking, involved in multiple projects, resource mo-
bilization, supporting regional and country offices, 
alongside coordination of the Focus Area. It is there-
fore highly taxing to the staff. The reporting requires 
better streamlining and more focus towards results 
rather than activities and outputs.

relevance

Focus Area 1 is the guiding rod for the sustainability 
of the Human Settlements Programme. Advocacy 
requires continued implementation through major 
global mechanisms, such as the World Urban Fo-
rum, World Urban Campaign, World Habitat Day, 
and the Dubai International Award for Best Practices 
ceremonies. The UN-Habitat urban indicators data-
base is being used by other United Nations agencies 
such as UNFPA, UNICEF and WHO in their respec-

tive areas of specialization. The Global Urban Ob-
servatory Programme assists countries and cities in 
improving their capacity to design, access, manage 
and analyse their information to enhance existing 
policy, planning, and decision-making mechanisms. 
The programme is also used to regularly update the 
urban indicator database and provide urban statis-
tical analysis for the State of the World’s Cities, re-
gional state of the cities reports, reports on youth 
and gender, and the annual MDG Report. These and 
other factors enhance the continued relevance of 
the Focus Area.

sustainability

Provided that there are adequate human and finan-
cial resources to sustain the momentum, the pro-
gramme is sustainable. Political support is also criti-
cal for the sustainability of Focus Area 1. A daunting 
challenge remains resource adequacy and lack of 
relevant and consistent data at national and local 
levels for advocating urban issues.

coherence 

An important issue is that global and national advo-
cacy work is coherent, which would make it possible 
to translate global messages into country specific 
advocacy work that is related to UN-Habitat’s inter-
ventions in the given country. The Habitat Country 
Programme Documents should be a means of en-
suring such coherence.

lessons learned

As of December 2011 there was evidence that 
awareness of sustainable urbanization at the global 
and national levels had increased. Press coverage of 
global reports increased significantly and the num-
ber of parliamentary discussions of those reports 
has increased. There is evidence of improved global 
monitoring and awareness among governments, lo-
cal authorities and other Habitat Agenda Partners 
of human settlements conditions and trends. There 
has been considerable progress in engaging youth 
in the formulation of UN-Habitat’s policies and in 
governance processes. 
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6.2  Focus arEa 2: urBan Planning, 
managEmEnt anD goVErnancE

Focus Area 2 aims at improving urban living con-
ditions by addressing urban safety, climate change, 
and urban economic development. The strategic 
result of Focus Area 2 is the improvement of inclu-
sive urban planning, management and governance 
at national and local levels. By encouraging inclu-
sive urban planning, management and governance 
it is anticipated that strategic change will occur 
through; improved policies, legislation and strate-
gies; strengthened institutions; and improved ca-
pacity of cities to function in a holistic, integrated, 
and sustainable manner. UN-Habitat is developing 
policies, tools, and methodologies for better insti-
tutional and organizational development and re-
source management. Linking the public, private and 
civil spheres is central to finding ways to promote 
transparency, accountability, and civic engagement. 
Particular attention is given to the following:

•	 Strengthening of the analytic capacities of 
public institutions with respect to sustainable 
urbanization;

•	 Strengthening the public information and com-
munication skills of municipal governments;

•	 Strengthening the linkage between policy and 
strategic innovation, as well as the implemen-
tation capacity of public institutions involved in 
urban development;

•	 Strengthening the capacities of urban institu-
tions to assess the impacts of public policies, 
programmes and projects as well as various 
private initiatives.

UN-Habitat works in post-conflict and disaster-af-
fected countries and addresses specifically the needs 
of small- and medium-sized cities, towns and settle-
ments. The work with urban-rural linkages and ur-
banization, with a regional perspective, is expected 
to intensify. In each of the continents, the Sustain-
able Urban Development Network (SUD-Net) will be 
utilized to identify partners. The work will involve 
the private sector, NGOs, and community-based or-
ganizations. 

results: outputs, outcomes and impacts

The trends of indicators of achievements from the 
baseline in 2009 to end of 2013 are presented in 
Table 6.2.

Children playing in the school yard in the centre 
of Esmeraldas, Ecuador. 2010. UN-Habitat is 
supporting cities in developing and least-developed 
countries,develop inclusive urban planning policies, 
including promotion of public spaces. © un-Habitat/ 
Francois laso
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Expected Accomplishment 1: improved 
policies, legislation and strategies 
supporting urban planning, management 
and governance

Urban planning: Policies, legislation and strategies 
are essential means of providing direction for urban 
growth and governing urban affairs in support of 
sustainable urbanization. Examples from Asia and 
the Pacific, Africa, and Latin America and the Ca-
ribbean include: drafting of a regional strategy on 
inclusive urban planning, management and gov-
ernance with the Geographic Information System 
(GIS) and spatial planning; local reviews of urban 
planning legislation and policy; review of local gov-
ernance systems and development of action plans 
for undertaking reforms; revision of regulations 
concerned with national-local housing policy coor-
dination; and promotion of public spaces for more 
inclusive cities.

Urban safety: At its 23rd Session the Governing 
Council adopted a resolution for safer cities and 
urban crime prevention, which, among others led, 
to the formation of the Global Network for Safer 
Cities. A regional framework to foster international 
cooperation for better access to public safety ser-
vices was endorsed by 24 countries in Africa and the 
Arab States region. The General Organization for 
Physical Planning tool was piloted in African cities, 
and safety needs assessments were conducted in 
other cities to provide information on crime trends. 
A compendium on good urban safety practices has 
been developed that also includes slum areas. Sup-
port for safer settlement planning has been pro-
vided through development of guidance notes and 
capacity building.

TABLE 6.2: Focus area 2 indicators of achievements

expected accomplishments Indicator of achievement
baseline 

2009
actual 

2010
Target 

2011
actual 

2011
Target 

2013

expected  
accomplishment 1:  
Improved policies, legislation 
and strategies supporting urban 
planning, management and 
governance

a. Number of countries whose 
policies, legislation and 
strategies incorporate 
sustainable urbanization 
principles.

28 30 30 39 35

b. Number of crisis-prone 
and post-crisis countries 
whose policies, legislation 
and strategies incorporate 
urban risk- and vulnerability-
reduction measures.

9 11 10 11 11

expected  
accomplishment 2: 
Strengthened institutions 
promote inclusive urban 
planning, management and 
governance

a. Number of institutions in 
targeted countries that 
actively promote sustainable 
urbanization dimensions. 

29 41 50 531 70

expected  
accomplishment 3:  
Improved implementation 
of inclusive urban planning, 
management and governance

a. Number of cities implementing 
inclusive urban management, 
planning and governance. 2 112 132 139 147 209

Notes: 1) 27 of the institutions were local government training institutions; 14 were universities; and 12 were local 
government associations and regional/global local government training institutions; and 2) the implementation were in areas 
of governance, safety, environment, and risks and crisis.



Evaluation of thE implEmEntation of un-habitat’s  
mEdium-tErm stratEgic and institutional plan 2008-2013

36

Climate change: The Cities and Climate Change Ini-
tiative (CCCI) was initiated in 2008 and is a compo-
nent of SUD-Net. Since 2008, CCCI has developed 
tools to support national and city level activities 
especially in four pilot countries (Ecuador, Mozam-
bique, the Philippines and Uganda). By December 
2011, CCCI activities had expanded its scope to 20 
countries focusing on urban planning approaches, 
exploring linkages between urban governance and 
climate change actions, and promoting gender and 
youth inclusive responsive networks. The approach 
and tools used in the United Nations system to sup-
port cities to take action on mitigation and adaption 
to climate change were documented and became 
better known as a result of UN-Habitat’s coordina-
tion of ten United Nations agencies at a UNFCCC 
side event in Cancun in December 2010 – some of 
the elaborated strategies were integrated into the 
implementation plans of the Cities and Climate 
Change Initiative (CCCI). UN-Habitat contributed 
to the preparation of The Fifth Assessment Report 
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) that will be finalized in 2014. A major contri-
bution in 2011 to global efforts on climate change 
issues was the publication of the Global Report 
on Human Settlements 2011: Cities and Climate 
Change that provided evidence-based documenta-
tion on the linkages between climate change and 
cities. Governments have begun to pass by-laws and 
undertake concrete activities to enhance climate re-
siliency and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

Risk reduction in crisis-prone and post-crisis: By De-
cember 2011, UN-Habitat was supporting 11 coun-
tries towards incorporating urban risk and vulnera-
bility reduction measures and established an IASC 
Task Force in early 2011 on Meeting the Human-
itarian Challenges of Urban Areas. UN-Habitat is 
jointly working with UNEP, UNFPA and UNICEF on a 
reconstruction programme in Haiti. In Afghanistan, 
UN-Habitat has assisted with policy preparation for 
informal settlement upgrading with a view to reduc-
ing risks and vulnerability. 

Expected Accomplishment 2: strengthened 
institutions promote inclusive urban 
planning, management and governance

Cooperation with training institutions: UN-Habitat 
established partnerships with a number of training 
institutions that draw on UN-Habitat’s experiences, 
which among others include: a) the Association of 

African Planning Schools (a network of 42 tertiary 
planning institutions), which has developed a ‘Cli-
mate Change and African Cities’ curriculum; b) the 
University of Johannesburg, which has institution-
alized local government training, based on ‘Strate-
gic Planning for Local Economic Development’; c) 
the University of Botswana, which provides courses 
on climate change, conducted a course in 2009 
based on ‘Climate Change and Urban Planning’; d) 
a regional training institute in Kenya that offers a 
wide range of urban planning, management and 
governance training for local authority personnel in 
East Africa; and e) the International Urban Training 
Centre in Asia that offered seven regional training 
courses on urban planning, management and gov-
ernance. UN-Habitat also developed a guidebook 
entitled Local Action for Biodiversity, published in 
2010, for Governments to support cities and local 
authorities in the implementation of the Convention 
on Biological Diversity. 

Cooperation with other United Nations agencies: 
The United Nations Advisory Committee of Local 
Authorities (UNACLA) – for which UN-Habitat serves 
as secretariat – is promoting sustainable principles 
and good practices in urban mobility, job creation 
and local productivity, environmental resilience, and 
municipal finance through the implementation of a 
four-year work programme aimed at demonstrating 
the integration of these issues into urban planning, 
management and governance. UN-Habitat devel-
oped the Introductory Handbook on Policing Urban 
Space in partnership with UNODC, and the curricu-
lum addressing urban policing in partnership with 
the Institute of Public Security in Barcelona and part-
ners in the Police Platform for Urban Development.

Cooperation with cities and municipalities: More 
than 20 municipalities in East Africa have benefitted 
from a diploma course on urban development pre-
pared and managed by the Lake Victoria City Devel-
opment Strategies Initiative (an initiative supported 
by UN-Habitat for improved urban environment and 
poverty reduction) in collaboration with the Institute 
of Housing and Urban Development Studies of Eras-
mus University. Enda Tiers Monde has, in collabo-
ration with UN-Habitat, supported municipalities in 
Senegal in participatory budgeting. About 3,000 
local government staff in Liberia have been trained 
in leadership development, urban financial manage-
ment, and local economic development. 
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Expected Accomplishment 3: improved 
implementation of urban planning, 
management and governance

Number of cities implementing inclusive ur-
ban planning, management and governance:  
UN-Habitat continued to respond to the growing re-
quests for technical and financial resources. By De-
cember 2011, a total of 146 cities were implement-
ing urban planning, management and governance 
with support of UN-Habitat.

Urban planning: The Lake Victoria website spa-
tial portal and repository for regional urban plan-
ning continued to play an increasingly critical role 
of keeping track of East African regional indicators 
to evidence-based strategic planning and provide 
practical tools for urban planning. UN-Habitat ini-
tiated the Habitat Partner University Initiative with 
the aim of strengthening urban education, urban 
research, and capacity development and providing 
evidence-based policy advice. The Global Planning 
Education Association Network, representing nine 
regional and national planning education associa-
tions, signed a memorandum of understanding to 
strengthen urban planning education worldwide. 

Climate change: Mayors and other elected local 
leaders from 28 countries from all regions signed 
the Durban Adaptation Charter for Local Gov-
ernments (a set of 10 specific commitments to 
strengthen local resilience) during the Local Govern-
ment Convention (held with support from the In-
ternational Council for Local Environment Initiatives 
(ICLEI), the South African Government, UN-Habitat 
and others), which ran in parallel to the 17th Con-
ference of Parties and 7th Meeting of Parties to the  
UNFCCC held in November-December 2011 in  
Durban. Following the lobbying by UN-Habitat and 
others, the Board of the Clean Development Mech-
anism approved the multi-sectoral and multi-meth-
odology ‘City-wide programme of action’ approach, 
which may help unlock carbon finance for second-
ary cities. In partnership with the Cities Alliance, 
UNEP and the World Bank, UN-Habitat developed a 
city level greenhouse gas emissions inventory stan-
dard, which was launched at the fifth session of the 
World Urban Forum in 2010. The standard is har-
monizing a wide range of greenhouse gas emission 
practices and contributing to the monitoring of city 
level efforts to mitigate climate change.

Urban safety: The Medellin Laboratory launched 
best practices on urban safety, slum upgrading and 
integrated urban sustainable development projects 
in 2011 as part of the south-south cooperation 
promoted by UN-Habitat. Human Security training 
was conducted for 35 local government partici-
pants from 18 cities in the Asia Pacific. UN-Habitat 
expanded its knowledge base for partners on urban 
safety by introducing the ‘Youth Crime and Violence 
Prevention Manual’ and the ‘Toolkits on Youth 
Crime Prevention and Community Safety’ (Guia Para 
La Prevencion con Jovenes; and Guia Para La Preven-
cion en Barrios) for Latin America and the Caribbean 
and conducted three regional training sessions. 

Effectiveness

The targets set for Focus Area 2 have been sur-
passed in terms of the quantitative indicators. How-
ever, these do not capture all the qualitative results 
achieved at global, regional, and country levels. 
Thirty-nine countries have been covered, but this 
achievement should be compared with the num-
ber of countries that would be in need of improved 
policies. The six-monthly and annual reports are 
only able to reflect on a fraction of what has been 
achieved, especially so at the country level, for ex-
ample for Expected Accomplishment 2, the number 
of institutions is counted, but the actual capac-
ity built is not measured. Overall, indicators are at 
best proxies that are measurable with the resources 
available. In regards to Expected Accomplishment 
3, there is limited information on how the involved 
cities are actually implementing urban planning, 
management and governance, i.e. is it only in parts 
or is a comprehensive approach applied? Measuring 
of urban planning, management and governance 
achievements is still a work in progress. There is a 
need to establish partnerships and monitoring sys-
tems to assess results and reflect these in the peri-
odic reporting.

Efficiency 

Progress on Focus Area 2, for all its three expected 
accomplishments, has been satisfactory. The annual 
budget estimate (Financial Year 2011) for Focus 
Area 2 was USD 23.6 million, the allocated budget 
was USD 47.2 million; and the actual expenditures 
were USD 30.1 million resulting in an utilization rate 
of 64 per cent. 
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Staff of Expected Accomplishment 2 participated 
fully in the MTSIP preparation of: the policy paper, 
the Results Framework, and expected accomplish-
ments. Some branches within Focus Area 2 are of 
crosscutting nature and feel they are severely limited 
to work within the restrictions of the Focus Area, 
for example the Training Capacity Building Branch’s 
operation functions are crosscutting in nature. Ex-
pected accomplishments and sub-expected accom-
plishments have deliberately avoided a sectoral ap-
proach – efforts were made to focus on upstream 
change processes. However, a deeper commitment 
is needed to deal with the cumulative effects of the 
various entry points. Local policy may change in ten 
cities on climate change and in ten other cities on 
safer cities, but if there is no overlap, this may not 
lead to improved urban planning, management and 
governance. 

Focus Area 2 was formulated in way that was meant 
to promote integration and coordination within the 
Focus Area and with other Focus Areas – thereby 
enhancing UN-Habitat focus and effectiveness. In 
terms of implementation there has been some suc-
cess within Focus Area 2. However, limited coordi-
nation with other Focus Areas has been achieved 
– although some of the Global Division’s branches 
are beginning to have increased collaboration with 
other Focus Areas. Resources could be utilized more 
efficiently if work across the Focus Areas was en-
couraged/mandated and if there were early cut-off 
deadlines after which the fund could be reallocated 
within the Focus Areas. There is a general consensus 
across branches that funding for Focus Area 2 is un-
even. The ENOF, in theory, looks flawless in provid-
ing coherence between the Focus Areas for better 
results, but in practice this is not felt to be the case. 
During the last two years there has been improved 
integration of crosscutting issues (gender, youth and 
disaster). 

relevance

National governments are requesting substantial 
support for their institutions. There are interest-
ing changes within UN-Habitat, as focus is shifted 
towards a capacity development strategy and not 
solely remaining a training strategy. Focus Area 2 
remains relevant in view of the GEF’s 5th replenish-
ment (2010-2014), the Rio +20 process (2012); the 

UNFCCC Cancun Agreements on climate change 
(2010); and the Nagoya Action Plan on cities and 
biodiversity (2010). It is also worth noting that the 
proposed revised Cities and Climate Change Initia-
tive (CCCI) logframe for 2012-2013 will be fully co-
herent with Focus Area 2 logframe/indicators.

Focus Area 2 has stimulated discussions and work 
on capacity development aspects that go beyond 
training, but more needs to be done in the coming 
years for this to take root in the organization’s cul-
ture and practice and begin impacting on partners. 
Emphasis should be placed on long-term sustain-
ability in building capacity.

sustainability

Limited information is available on likely Focus Area 
2 outcomes and impacts. Outcomes and impacts 
will, however, undoubtedly materialize. More de-
tailed reviews/evaluations at the country level would 
most likely disclose contributions to policy changes, 
reforms, and strategic approaches, which in all prob-
ability would have long-term impacts. An indepen-
dent evaluation of CCCI is ongoing and expected to 
be completed by November 2012.

coherence

Urban planning is intended to be an all-encompass-
ing exercise that addresses all essential issues. As 
such Focus Area 2 should have a bearing on Focus 
Areas 3, 4 and 5. Urban safety and climate change 
are two dimensions that should be addressed 
through comprehensive planning. More efforts are 
required to make the ENOF a reality to attain coher-
ence between the Focus Areas. Coordination with 
other Focus Areas has proven particularly challeng-
ing and is not as robust as it could have been. An 
effort should be made to analyse the overall top-
level outcomes and achievements of the MTSIP in 
terms of “sustainable urban development” over and 
above individual Focus Areas.

lessons learned

Reduction of reporting times and development of 
systems to manage institutional know-how and 
knowledge is needed. There is an urgent need of 
an outcome evaluation of Focus Area 2 in its total-
ity. There has been a notable emphasis to articulate 
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and track efforts in terms of outcomes instead of 
outputs and activities – however, more needs to be 
done. It would be useful to focus and report on one 
city (or country) to demonstrate aggregated results 
of UN-Habitat achievements. Correspondingly, a 
monitoring information system to support evidence 
based planning would assist in recording the results 
that have been achieved. In parallel with collecting 
inputs for external reporting, a clearly separate pro-
cess for capturing lessons that will be used for inter-
nal reflection should be established.

The exclusive focus of indicators on quantitative 
measures and the limited resources availed for nor-
mative work that underpins the long-term success 
of the operational activities remains a major chal-
lenge. The non-sectoral approach of Focus Area 2 is 
an asset for UN-Habitat as it provides added value 
particularly at the city level. 

6.3  Focus arEa 3: Promotion oF 
Pro-Poor lanD anD Housing

The aim of Focus Area 3 is to help create the nec-
essary conditions for concerted international and 
national efforts to stabilize the growth and prolif-
eration of slums and set the stage for the subse-
quent reduction in the number of slum dwellers and 
reversal of the current trend of uncontrolled urban 
slum proliferation. The strategic result is improved 
access to land and housing, security of tenure, and 
slum improvement and prevention, all of which rely 
on three crosscutting strategies: 1) knowledge man-
agement and advocacy; 2) capacity building at the 
global and regional levels; and 3) supporting imple-
mentation at the country and local levels. The issues 
of gender, youth and the elderly are mainstreamed 
into the approach.

At the country level, UN-Habitat’s engagement in 
land and housing issues were shaped by: govern-
ments’ demand, where there is a commitment to 
policy reform; and countries undergoing post-disas-
ter and post-conflict processes, where assistance to 
housing- and land-related issues are at the top of 
the agenda. Focus Area 3 programmes and projects 
towards improving and promoting more productive 
land and housing policies were being implemented 
in partnership with governments and other Habitat 
Agenda Partners. There is a substantial scope for in-
teraction between Focus Area 3 and the other sub-

stantive Focus Areas of the MTSIP. 

The Global Land Tool Network (GLTN) was launched 
in June 2006 with the goal to contribute to pov-
erty alleviation and the MDGs through land reform, 
improved land management and security of ten-
ure. The GLTN is implemented by UN-Habitat and 
is funded by the Government of Norway and the 
Swedish International Development Cooperation 
Agency (SIDA). The project’s commencement pre-
dates (2006) and was subsequently integrated into 
the MTSIP. The GLTN was scheduled to run until 
31 December 2011. A Mid-Term Evaluation of the 
Global Land Tool Network was undertaken from 
August 2009 to March 201021. Working with its 
partners, GLTN aims to identify and develop land 
tools to support innovations in pro-poor and gen-
der appropriate tools that are affordable and can be 
applied at scale. GLTN advocates for progressive ap-
proaches, and develops the global knowledge base 
through evaluation of innovative land programmes 
and conduct of priority research. The GLTN aims at 
improving global coordination on land and strength-
ening of existing land networks. It promotes the es-
tablishment of a continuum of land rights, rather 
than just focus on formal land titling.

results: outputs, outcomes and impacts

The trends of indicators of achievements from the 
baseline in 2009 to end of 2013 are presented in 
Table 6.3.

Expected Accomplishment 1: improved land 
and housing policies implemented

Reform, modernization and improvement of existing 
land policies, including access and tenure systems, 
and housing delivery systems, land and housing re-
form in general, were and are being undertaken.

The Global Shelter Strategy to the Year 2000 that 
was adopted by the United Nations General Assem-
bly in 1988 advocated for the need to shift housing 
policies away from an exclusive focus on building 
houses to a more holistic approach, which would 
include government interventions related to land, 
finance, regulations, planning, infrastructure and 
housing markets. 

21 UN-Habitat, 2011, Mid-Term Evaluation of the Global Land Tool 
Network, Evaluation Report 3/2011, prepared by G. Collet and 
A. Burns
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TABLE 6.3: Focus area 3 indicators of achievements

expected 
accomplishments

Indicator of achievement
baseline 

2009
actual 

2010
Target 

2011
actual 

2011
Target 

2013

expected 
accomplishment 1: 
Improved land and housing 
policies implemented

a. Number of countries implement-
ing improved land and housing 
policies

28 33 30 371 32

expected 
accomplishment 2: 
Security of tenure increased.

a. Number of countries implement-
ing policies to improve security 
of tenure, including measures to 
reduce forced evictions 

19 24 21 29 23

expected 
accomplishment 3:  
Slum improvement 
and prevention policies 
promoted.

a. Number of countries implementing 
slum prevention and improvement 
policies 24 33 26 33 28

Note: 1) The new countries are Burundi, Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Iraq and South Sudan.

The adoption of neo-liberal policies has implied 
serious limitations, as documented in UN-Habitat’s 
Global Report on Human Settlements 2003: The 
Challenge of Slums that revealed a remarkable in-
crease in the population living in slums to nearly 1 
billion people.

At its twenty-third session in April 2011, the Gov-
erning Council adopted a resolution requesting 
UN-Habitat to assess the results and impacts of the 
Global Shelter Strategy to year 2000 and formulate 
a Global Housing Strategy to the Year 2025. The 
new strategy to year 2025 advocates for the need 
to radically shift housing theory and practice. The 
goal is to advance on the achievements and lessons 
learned with strategy to year 2000 and formulate a 
global housing policy emerging from a broad-based 
national, regional and global consultation process, 
which integrates housing policies into broader ur-
ban planning strategies as well as into social, eco-
nomic and environmental policies.

The process to develop a global housing policy doc-
ument envisages critical benchmarks. Some of them 
are associated with the Sixth and Seventh Sessions 
of the World Urban Forum (2012, 2014), the Rio 
+20 Conference in Rio de Janeiro (2012), the Hab-
itat III Conference (2016), and the 24th and 25th 
session of the Governing Council (2013, 2015). An 
Expert Group Meeting was held in March 2012 in 

Rio de Janeiro to assess regional trends, formulate 
the global housing strategy roadmap towards 2025, 
and outline the methodology.

Vulnerable groups in Africa may gain more equita-
ble access to land as a result of the Land Policy Ini-
tiative Implementation Plan developed by the Afri-
can Union Commission, UNECA and the AfDB, with  
UN-Habitat support. The African heads of state, East 
African Community (EAC), Economic Community of 
West African States (ECOWAS) and Southern Afri-
can Development Community (SADC) approved the 
Land Policy Initiative framework and guidelines in 
2009. A number of partnership arrangements were 
developed to advance the main objective of Focus 
Area 1. An example is the Development Partners 
Group on Land in Kenya, to promote improvement 
of land policies and access to affordable land with 
secure tenure; establishment of Land Policy Advisory 
Commission in Iraq, to initiate policy reform in the 
land sector; development of the Social Tenure Do-
main Model, which aims to address the information 
requirements of unplanned settlements.

GLTN has promoted pro-poor land policies and pro-
grammes through the capacity development work 
targeting government staff, practitioners, and Hab-
itat Agenda partners. GLTN is developing pro-poor 
and gender appropriate land management and land 
tenure tools with the participation of grassroots or-
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ganizations. The Secretariat of GLTN had engaged 
both large and small partners in research, tool de-
velopment and training. It has been very success-
ful in encouraging and retaining a broad array of 
partner organizations from very different perspec-
tives and backgrounds. By end of December 2011, 
the network had partners from 48 organizations, 
up from 33 in 2008, with individual membership of 
1,800 members from 142 countries. The partners 
include international networks of civil society, inter-
national finance institutions, international research 
and training institutions, donors, and professional 
bodies involved in the land sector. 

The mid-term evaluation found that the GLTN had 
been very effective in communicating technical and 
policy issues to different audiences, for example, 
through the United Nations Commission for Sus-
tainable Development and its involvement in the 
AU/ECA/AfDB22 framework and guidelines on land 
policy in Africa. Successful messages include the 
continuum of rights and the need for affordable, 
pro-poor, gender appropriate approaches to land 
governance. In the area of strengthened capacity 
for land governance a considerable number of tools 
have been developed or were in draft form at the 
time of the mid-term evaluation. Progress in test-
ing tools at the country level has been limited as 
GLTN country-level engagement is still at an early 
stage. GLTN efforts towards donor coordination at 
the country level have made very important con-
tributions in Kenya, but expanding of the GLTN 
to other countries is constrained due to its lack of 
presence. Nevertheless, by end of 2011, plans were 
made to support donor coordination in Ethiopia (led 
by the World Bank), and country level support was 
extended to Democratic Republic of Congo, Iraq, 
Liberia, Myanmar (with UN-Habitat support) and 
nine countries in the Eastern Caribbean region. As 
regards to institutional capacity, the GLTN has been 
successfully established with a continuously expand-
ing number of registered members and partners. 

Expected Accomplishment 2: security of 
tenure increased

The Governing Council endorsed the continuum of 
land rights framework at its twenty-third session in 
April 2011, which was further endorsed by 80 GLTN 

22  African Union/ United Nations Economic Commission for Africa/ 
African Development Bank

partners. It is reported that overall, governments 
and Habitat Agenda partners had been mobilized to 
progressively improve security of tenure and reduce 
forced evictions in 28 countries over the years (2008 
-2011), including in post-disaster and post-conflict 
situations. Specifically, the review of progress on Fo-
cus Area 3 reports that:

•	 Over the period (2008 -2011), strategies to 
promote the full and progressive realization of 
the right to adequate housing have been devel-
oped and progressively refined, incorporating 
a rights-based approach in developing housing 
policies and programmes. UN-Habitat’s nor-
mative effort to promote alternatives to forced 
evictions became more structured through the 
Advisory Group on Forced Evictions and its 
partners;

•	 A comprehensive policy research review process 
of the full and progressive realization of human 
rights to adequate housing has been imple-
mented by UN-Habitat, which enabled indig-
enous people in five Latin American countries 
(Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and Venezu-
ela) to progressively gain improved access to 
adequate housing;

•	 Significant progress has been made towards 
increased access to secure and affordable hous-
ing in Africa as a result of technical, financial, 
institutional and policy support from  
UN-Habitat, by raising awareness through 
institutional platforms such as the African 
Ministerial Conference on Housing and Urban 
Development (AMCHUD) and the Bamako Plan 
of Action;

•	 Numerous tools and policy guides, including 
gender sensitive ones, for improving land and 
housing policies were developed and applied in 
a number of countries in Africa, Asia and the 
Pacific, and Latin American and the Caribbean. 
Tool testing at country level is being undertaken 
in Brazil, Ghana, Nepal, Tanzania and Uganda;

•	 The Policy Guide to Secure Land and Property 
Rights for Indigenous People in Cities was 
developed by the GLTN and the UN-Habitat 
Housing Policy Section to address problems 
encountered as a consequence of urban expan-
sion, migration, and long-standing discrimina-
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tions preventing indigenous people and other 
vulnerable groups from enjoying their housing 
and property rights.

•	 A number of disaster and conflict affected 
countries (Afghanistan, Burundi, Democratic 
Republic of Congo (DRC), Haiti, Iraq, Liberia, 
Somalia, South Sudan, Uganda, etc.) are pro-
gressively promoting and institutionalizing land 
conflict resolution and security of tenure using 
tools and methodologies developed by  
UN-Habitat.

Expected Accomplishment 3: slum 
improvement and prevention policies 
promoted

As of December 2011, 33 countries (17 in the Af-
rica and Arab States region, ten in Asia and the Pa-
cific, one in Europe and five in Latin America and 
the Caribbean) were implementing slum prevention 
and improvement policies with UN-Habitat sup-
port, which is above the 2011 target of 26 coun-
tries. Twelve countries prepared slum upgrading 
and prevention programmes for implementation 
with support from the Participatory Slum Upgrading 
Programme and funding from the European Com-
mission. Slum improvement and prevention pro-
grammes and projects are progressively being pro-
moted and supported by UN-Habitat. Between 30 
and 40 countries in various regions and sub-regions 
of the world are implementing slum prevention and 
improvement programmes and policies supported 
by UN-Habitat. Specifically:

•	 In collaboration with some Habitat Agenda 
partners (including Cities Alliance, GIZ, IADB 
and WBI), UN-Habitat has, within the frame-
work of Focus Area 3, completed the revision 
of the National Slum Upgrading Frameworks of 
nine countries, (Brazil, Chile, Colombia, India, 
Indonesia, Morocco, South Africa, Thailand and 
Tunisia), and are replicating the exercise in five 
more countries (Bangladesh, Cote d’Ivoire, Ethi-
opia, Ghana and Kenya). This has provided the 
opportunity for knowledge sharing and capacity 
development;

•	 An international symposium/research workshop 
on participatory slum upgrading and policy 

reforms to slum prevention was convoked and 
coordinated by UN-Habitat in June 2011 to 
share experiences and develop/strengthen the 
capacity of practitioners and stakeholders from 
all sectors – NGOs, community based organiza-
tions, academia, professional bodies and other 
private sector entities. The resulting publica-
tion Change by Design: Building Communi-
ties Through Participatory Design was widely 
disseminated;

•	 UN-Habitat supported slum improvement 
and prevention in a number of conflict and 
post-conflict countries, for example Colombia, 
Iraq, Nepal, Occupied Palestinian Territory, and 
Sri Lanka. UN-Habitat is also supporting the ‘Ur-
ban Partnerships for Poverty Reduction Project’ 
in Bangladesh. The project is the largest urban 
poverty reduction initiative in Bangladesh. 

Effectiveness

Overall, the expected accomplishments have been 
partially achieved. It should be noted that the overall 
results of Focus Area 3 should take the contributions 
of field projects and operations into account. Nor-
mative work of Focus Area 3, including promoting 
secure tenure and alternatives to forced evictions 
remain a challenge. Results based management has 
been the weakest link, as some of the indicators of 
achievements could have been better formulated to 
assess results and impacts vis-à-vis planned activities 
and available resources. Human resource allocation 
and the appointment of specialized staff needs to 
be increased. 

Efficiency

Progress on Focus Area 3, for all its three expected 
accomplishments, has been satisfactory. The annual 
budget estimate (Financial Year 2011) for Focus 
Area 3 was USD 25.4 million, the allocated budget 
was USD 106.2 million; and the actual expenditures 
were USD 84.1 million resulting in an utilization rate 
of 79.1 per cent. 

Overall, human and financial resources were inad-
equate. There was a lack of core resources to re-
cruit staff to design programmes and initiatives 
to achieve the expected accomplishments of the  
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MTSIP. UN-Habitat donors, such as Norway, Spain 
and Sweden, who contribute to global activities 
through framework agreements, use the Focus Ar-
eas of the MTSIP as their funding framework. How-
ever, the bulk of funding is generated for projects at 
regional and field levels. Project planning is demand 
driven, and the demand comes from government, 
donors and other partners. To improve and scale up 
UN-Habitat’s portfolio, the relevant strategic frame-
works in the field should be reinforced. 

Focus Area 3 was involved in the planning process 
of MTSIP Focus Areas’ results. Expected accomplish-
ments for land, housing, and property in post con-
flict countries were articulated. The planning exer-
cise contributed to shape the ‘Adequate Housing for 
All Programme’. There is a full alignment between 
the GLTN and MTSIP. Indicators of accomplishment 
were, however, not sufficiently adapted to strate-
gic outputs to efficiently report on the progress and 
achievements of the Housing Policy Section’s work 
at the global normative level. The definition of the 
Adequate Housing for All Programme Component 
2: ‘Global Eviction Monitoring and Prevention’ does 
not include impact assessment, dispute resolution, 
or linkages with compensation, acquisition, and ex-
propriation. There is scope to focus on prevention, 
but this was not captured in the MTSIP framework.

MTSIP Focus Areas contributed to the development 
of a clear framework for Focus Area 3 in the spirit 
of results based management. Internal evaluation 
of global and country programmes is very weak. 
Monitoring and evaluation should provide a clearer 
guidance and stronger support. A better reporting 
system to reinforce sources of information to assess 
impact of achievements, media coverage at local 
level, impact of national policies, and public aware-
ness are missing. There is a lack of agency wide 
performance analysis. The Disaster and Post-Con-
flict Section has initiated a disaster and post-con-
flict journal to collect global, regional and country 
results and translates these into concise information 
for cities, partners, donors, and member states. Ef-
forts have been made to mainstream gender and 
youth issues in Focus Area 3 outputs. Focal points 
have been appointed, project proposals formulated, 
but the efforts were not fully supported by the sub-
stantive units.

relevance

Land constitutes one of the three core thematic 
areas in the Habitat Agenda. Land is fundamental 
to delivering on the MTSIP substantive areas. The 
successful implementation of GLTN projects within 
MTSIP shows that the Agency has developed exper-
tise, leadership and a brand, which are valuable and 
recognized by key urban stakeholders and donors.

Housing is a core UN-Habitat mandate. The Global 
Housing Strategy to the Year 2025 is being formu-
lated as per resolution of the 23rd session of the Gov-
erning Council. The new strategy aims to address 
the challenge of slums, inadequate housing and ex-
treme urban poverty worldwide. Increased requests 
from national governments have been expressed for 
UN-Habitat to provide technical assistance in identi-
fying bottlenecks and challenges of the housing sec-
tor – and in implementing enabling housing strate-
gies and public policies at regional and local levels. 
The challenge of slums and successful implementa-
tion of pro-poor housing policies and programmes 
are closely related to the successful implementation 
of Focus Area 4 on basic infrastructure and services, 
as well as on Focus Area 2 on good governance, 
urban planning and environment. 

Disaster and conflicts are increasing worldwide and 
cities are becoming the centres of concentration of 
urban risks. UN-Habitat possesses expertise across 
the spectrum of core urban functions, such as shel-
ter and housing, land and property rights, basic in-
frastructure and services. UN-Habitat has developed 
large-scale programmes in post conflict countries. 
Requests to support urban recovery and reconstruc-
tion are increasing. Regional offices are central to 
the delivery of the urban agenda in post-crisis coun-
tries. 

sustainability

The sustainability of Focus Area 3 interventions re-
lates closely to the quality of the tools applied and 
the extent to which these are requested by national 
and local governments and supported by donors 
and other partners – and in turn how these are 
transformed into national policies and legislation. 
The GLTN is a good example of a network that has 
the prospect of becoming sustainable, but has not 
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yet been tested widely at the global level. Ultimately, 
the sustainability relates to the benefits attained by 
residents in the targeted urban and slum areas and 
how these are sustained over time. Impact evalua-
tions on a country basis will be required to deter-
mine the degree of sustainability.

In the short and medium-term, sustainability will be 
dependent on the capacity of the GLTN Secretar-
iat and the level of donor support. Having made a 
promising start with advocacy, research and tool de-
velopment, GLTN now needs to upscale the testing 
of its tools at the country level to sustain its credibil-
ity and expand its outreach outside of Kenya. GLTN 
must also find mechanisms and means to support 
this new phase of activity. Among the most impor-
tant constraints facing the expansion of GLTN is its 
limited administrative and technical capacity in re-
lation to the ambitious programme of country level 
activities planned.

coherence

Joint implementation and collaboration with other 
Focus Areas have not been supported by existing 
mechanisms and reporting systems – a case in point 
is the collaboration between Focus Area 2 and 3 (be-
ing managed by the same division). A framework for 
results and collaboration among MTSIP Focus Areas 
for improving effectiveness does not exist. There has 
been an effort – and gains – to link normative with 
operational activities. Mechanisms (for example, the 
Enhanced Normative and Operational Framework) 
to promote cooperation in implementing joint activ-
ities across Focus Area 3 have remained weak.

lessons learned

A better reporting system is missing, which would 
reinforce sources of information to assess the im-
pact of achievements and activities, media cover-
age at local level, impact on national public policies 
and public awareness. Monitoring and evaluation 
should provide clearer guidance and stronger sup-
port in implementing the MTSIP and more attention 
is required to focus on results and impacts on the 
ground. Clearer mandates for branches, sections 
and units are warranted for the implementation of 
planned outputs and expected accomplishments. 
The ENOF task force could have been more effec-
tive.

Joint implementation and collaboration with other 
Focus Areas was not supported or encouraged by 
the existing mechanisms and reporting system. This 
is happening more often now due to organizational 
reform. The MTSIP has been considered to lack pro-
grammatically driven discussions, programmes, and 
outputs among Focus Areas, thus limiting collabo-
ration. A framework for results and collaboration 
among MTSIP Focus Areas for improving effective-
ness could be improved. Results based management 
has been a weak link as some of the indicators of 
achievements could have been better formulated to 
assess results and impacts vis-à-vis planned activities 
and available resources. 

The Global Housing Strategy has triggered consid-
erable discussion and debate, both internally and 
externally. There is a feeling that donors remain re-
luctant to finance housing programmes despite the 
potential of housing stimulating economic growth.

6.4  Focus arEa 4: EnVironmEntally 
sounD Basic urBan inFrastruc-
turE anD sErVicEs

The aim of Focus Area 4 is to make sustainable 
urbanization in targeted countries a fundamental 
principle. The strategic result is expanded access to 
environmentally sound basic urban infrastructure 
services with a special focus on the un-served and 
underserved populations. The implementation of 
Focus Area 4 is closely linked to other Focus Areas: 
Focus Area 1 for monitoring of basic services; Focus 
Area 2 for integrating water and sanitation, trans-
port and energy into urban planning; Focus Area 
3 for integrating infrastructure aspects with provi-
sion of housing; and Focus Area 5 for linking with 
financing mechanisms for basic infrastructure and 
services. 

Through the Water and Sanitation Trust Fund  
UN-Habitat has established strategic partnerships 
with multilateral organizations and regional devel-
opment banks. The partnerships with development 
banks are particularly important in terms of capacity 
development and access to investment funding. The 
trust fund has provided a fast-track mechanism for 
cities and towns to reach the poor through six major 
programmes: i) Water for African Cities Programme; 
ii) Water for Asian Cities Programme; iii) Water for 
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Latin American and Caribbean Cities Programme; iv) 
Lake Victoria Water and Sanitation Initiative; v) Me-
kong Regional Water and Sanitation Programme; 
and vi) The Global Water Operators Partnership Al-
liance. 

The Water and Sanitation Trust Fund was established 
in 2003 with the objective of bringing in new invest-
ment and ideas to expand the water and sanitation 
coverage for poor urban dwellers and help build 
momentum for achieving the MDGs. Three key out-
comes were envisaged: increased institutional ca-
pacity in partner countries for pro-poor water and 
sanitation initiatives; increased flow of investment 
into the water and sanitation sector catalysed by 
trust fund’s interventions; improved MDG monitor-
ing mechanisms in place in partner countries. An 
impact study was undertaken of UN-Habitat’s Wa-
ter and Sanitation Trust Fund from October 2009 to 
January 201023.

results: outputs, outcomes and impacts

The trends of indicators of achievements from the 
baseline in 2009 to end of 2013 are presented in 
Table 6.4.

23  UN-Habitat, 2001, Main Report of the First Water and 
Sanitation Trust Fund – Impact Study, prepared by independent 
consultants. The study was completed in January 2010, but the 
final report was only released  some time in 2011.

Expected Accomplishment 1:  
an enabling policy and institutional 
framework promotes expanded access 
to environmentally sound urban 
infrastructure and services

a) Number of countries adopting relevant policies: 
The impact of policy reforms and ongoing pro-
grammes in the water and sanitation sector is il-
lustrated by the increasing number of beneficiaries 
of these services. Advocacy and technical support 
were provided to partner countries through policy 
dialogue, sector reviews, and strategic develop-
ment. Technical and advisory support on water and 
sanitation to partner countries had a catalytic effect 
on national policy reforms for improved access to 
basic urban services and resulted in the adoption of 
financing mechanisms targeting poor households. 
Progress was made in the development, adoption 
and implementation of sanitation and solid waste 
management plans and legislation.

The United Nations Commission on Sustainable 
Development adopted urban mobility and pro-
poor sanitation in its outcome from May 2011. The 
Water Operators’ Partnership of the Global Water 
Operators Partnership Alliance (GWOPA) has been 
institutionalized as a capacity building strategy 
through different frameworks, for example the 

Construction of a new water tank funded by UN-Habitat in Bondo,Kenya, 2011 © un-Habitat/Julius mwelu
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United Nations Commission for Latin America and 
the Caribbean (ECLAC), and the Agence Française 
de Développement (AFD). GWOPA has established 
partnerships with the Caribbean Development Bank 
and the Development Bank of Southern Africa. Re-
gional achievements include:

•	 Africa and Arab States: UN-Habitat contrib-
uted to the policy dialogue on “Water and 
Urbanization”, which formed part of the main 
outcome of the third Africa Water Week in 
Addis Ababa in November 2010. UN-Habitat 
participated in the launch of the ‘Promoting 

sustainable transport solutions for East African 
cities’ project funded by the Global Environ-
ment Facility. AfDB provided a USD 110 million 
grant in December 2010 to a second phase of 
the Lake Victoria Region Water and Sanitation 
Initiative;

•	 Asia and the Pacific: UN-Habitat supported a 
regional project on gender mainstreaming with 
the Gender and Water Alliance. Partnerships 
were forged with international agencies such as 
UNDP and WHO to engage UN-Habitat in more 
sector based activities;

expected 
accomplishments

Indicator of achievement
baseline 

2009
actual 
2010

Target 
2011

actual 
2011

Target 
2013

expected  
accomplishment 1: 
An enabling policy and 
institutional framework 
promotes expanded access 
to environmentally sound 
urban infrastructure and 
services.

a. Number of countries progres-
sively adopting relevant policies 
that aim to expand access to 
environmentally sound urban 
infrastructure and services.

28 35 30 362 37

b. Number of institutions in target 
countries progressively adopting 
institutional mechanisms that 
expand access to environmen-
tally sound urban infrastructure 
and services.

81 123 105/93 126 120

expected 
accomplishment 2: 
Increased institutional 
efficiency and effectiveness 
in the provision of basic 
urban infrastructure and 
services.

a. Percentage of service providers 
(water & sanitation utilities) sup-
ported by UN-Habitat recovering 
at least 95% of operation and 
maintenance costs of services.

33% N/A3 40%1 N/A 50%

b. Percentage of consumers of  
UN-Habitat partner service 
provider organizations report-
ing satisfaction with services 
provided.

Water 
80%

Sanitation 
58%

N/A 62%1 N/A 62%

expected  
accomplishment 3: 
Enhanced consumer 
demand for efficient and 
environmentally sustainable 
basic urban infrastructure 
and services.

a. Percentage of consumers rank-
ing basic urban infrastructure 
services as the first three of their 
priority needs.

N/A N/A N/A1 N/A N/A

b. Percentage of initiatives with a 
difference in the price of basic 
infrastructure services paid by 
the poor vis-à-vis rest of con-
sumers in selected communities.

N/A N/A 22%1 N/A 20%

TABLE 6.4: Focus area 4 indicators of achievements

Note: 1) The survey for this indicator was not undertaken due to resource constraints; 2) 13 in Asia and the Pacific, 8 in Latin 
America and the Caribbean, and 15 in Africa; and 3) information is not available (N/A) either due to lack of baseline studies or  
performance monitoring.
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•	 Latin America and the Caribbean: The 
‘Central American Solid Waste Management 
Technical and Institutional Assistance Initiative’ 
expanded its scope to include Honduras. As a 
result of activities under the Water for Cities 
Programme, UN-Habitat was invited, alongside 
with the Inter-American Development Bank 
(IADB) and the Water and Sanitation Group of 
the Americas Water Forum, to lead pro-poor 
policy reforms in the water and sanitation 
sector across the region. The IADB funded 
‘Improving Capacity for Solid Waste Manage-
ment Programme’ was expanded in the region 
in partnership with the Spanish Development 
Corporation Agency.

The support to countries in all the three regions 
was mainly concerned with the water and sanita-
tion sectors dealing with sector reforms, financ-
ing mechanisms and tariffs, and capacity building. 
The main countries of cooperation were: Bolivia, 
Burkina Faso, Cambodia, El Salvador, India, Indone-
sia, Kenya, Mexico, Nepal, and Pakistan. In Kenya, 
water reform and legislative change were made in 
the Water Act and implemented in the water sector 
investment programme. In Nepal, the Solid Waste 
Management Act was developed with support from 
UN-Habitat. In India, UN-Habitat supported the wa-
ter policy reform and assisted in the finalization of 
cities’ sanitation plans.

b. Number of institutions adopting mechanisms to 
expand access to infrastructure: The utilities’ capac-
ity worldwide to monitor performance changes as a 
result of the Water Operators Partnership has been 
enhanced by the introduction of the GWOPA web 
tools such as the Geo-Referenced Utility Benchmark-
ing System (GRUBS). The École Nationale du Génie 
Rural des Eaux et des Forêts – a major international 
training centre for water utility managers) in Mont-
pellier, France, has adopted the Waster Safety Plan 
approach following training that was prepared and 
delivered by GWOPA in partnership with WHO, the 
International Water Association, and some cham-
pion utilities in Africa. UN-Habitat and the Interna-
tional Ecological and Engineering Society made the 
commitment in October 2011 to ensure that urban 
components are adequately addressed in the ‘Sus-
tainable Sanitation and Water Management’ tool-
box. Regional achievements include:

•	 Africa and Arab States: UN-Habitat has, 
through the Lake Victoria Region Water and 
Sanitation Initiative, assisted the Lake Victoria 
Basin Commission of the East African Com-
munity (EAC) to establish the institutional 
capacity for expanding access to water and 
sanitation services in the region. UN-Habitat 
was requested by the Community for Eastern 
and Southern Africa (COMESA) to establish a 
similar programme for Lake Tanganyika with 
possible funding from the EC. UN-Habitat de-
veloped an institutional framework for Water 
and Sanitation for All in Africa in December 
2011 in collaboration with Water and Sanita-
tion for Africa.

•	 Asia and the Pacific: International Council for 
Local Environmental Initiatives and UN-Habitat 
jointly announced the EcoMobility project at 
the EcoMobility Changwon 2011 World Con-
gress. Training on “Sustainable Urban Mobil-
ity” in Asian cities was conducted for research 
institutions and local governments from nine 
countries. Water utilities in the Mekong region 
were strengthened in operations and mainte-
nance, project management, financial man-
agement, poverty mapping, GIS mapping, and 
MDG monitoring. 

•	 Latin America and the Caribbean: The Solid 
Waste Management Technical and Institutional 
Initiative concluded its first phase of sector 
assessment in five selected countries (ref. 
Expected Accomplishment 1.a). UN-Habitat, 
the Stockholm Environment Institute, and local 
stakeholders from five countries have pro-
moted the integration of sustainable sanitation 
approaches.

The support to countries in all three regions was 
mainly concerned with the water resources and 
supply, sanitation and solid waste management. The 
main countries of cooperation were Bangladesh, 
Bolivia, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Madagascar, Mali, 
Mexico, Nepal, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Rwanda, Sen-
egal, and Tanzania. In Kenya, UN-Habitat has sup-
ported efforts to promote appropriate food security 
interventions with built in mechanisms to ensure re-
silience and sustainable mitigation against drought 
shocks. 
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transport and energy

Following the creation of the Transport and Energy 
Sections in 2009, demonstration projects, as well 
as investment projects, were initiated. Before that, 
UN-Habitat’s work on energy and transport were 
mainly in the form of advocacy, awareness and ca-
pacity building. Several expert group meetings on 
energy and transport and high-level conferences 
were held to promote sustainable transport and en-
ergy options. Some results: 

•	 A feasibility study on the construction of a 
micro-hydro plant near the water pumping 
station in Kisii, Kenya to reduce the electricity 
bill of the water pumping stations. Kisii munic-
ipality submitted the study to a bilateral donor 
that agreed to fund the implementation of the 
project.

•	 After years of advocacy on the important role of 
energy in promoting sustainable development, 
different donors are now willing to provide 
funding for energy related projects. 

•	 A regional project on ‘Promoting Energy Effi-
ciency in Buildings in East Africa’ was developed 
to be implemented with Global Environment 
Facility funding. The project has been well re-
ceived by the five governments of East Africa. A 
Global Environment Facility project on transport 
was also developed and approved in 2011.

Although energy and transport were not highly in-
tegrated in the MTSIP, these two issues play a cru-
cial role in climate change mitigation and poverty 
eradication. More governments are increasingly 
requesting technical assistance to mainstream en-
ergy efficiency and renewable energy technology 
into their building code. This will reduce not only 
their energy bill but will also reduce their ecological 
footprint. An urban energy strategy is being devel-
oped to respond to the several requests for technical 
assistance from national and local governments on 
urban energy issues.

Expected Accomplishment 2: increased 
institutional efficiency and effectiveness 
in the provision of basic urban 
infrastructure and services

a. Percentage of service providers recovering at 
least 95 per cent of operations and maintenance 
costs: UN-Habitat worked with service providers to 
improve institutional efficiency and effectiveness of 
water and sanitation utilities: 

•	 Africa and the Arab States: Through the Lake 
Victoria programme, seven utilities in three 
countries integrated physical infrastructure 
improvements with capacity building – cost 
recovery is on track with 86-95 per cent cost 
recovery of operations and maintenance 
costs. More than 100 African utilities have 
enhanced their service delivery monitoring 
system through a three year continent-wide 
benchmarking exercise carried out by GWOPA 
in partnership with Water and Sanitation Pro-
gramme in Africa;

•	 Asia and the Pacific: Under the programme 
of the Southeast Asian Mekong Water and 
Sanitation Initiative, two towns in Laos were 
recovering 100 per cent of operations and 
maintenance costs and others are expected to 
achieve similar levels in 2012-2013; and 

•	 Latin America and the Caribbean:  
UN-Habitat organized a Distance Learning 
Capacity Diploma for Water operators in an 
effort to increase performance of water and 
sanitation service providers – in partnership the 
National Association of Water Utilities (ANEAS) 
and the Distance Learning Department of the 
Engineering Faculty of the National Autono-
mous University of Mexico.

The support to countries was mainly concerned with 
the water and sanitation. In Ghana the installation 
of consumer meters on water supply connections 
resulted initially in increased revenues for the water 
operator. The main countries of cooperation were: 
Bolivia, Ghana, Nepal, and Kenya.

b. Percentage of consumers reporting satisfaction 
with services provided: A stakeholder survey, con-
ducted as part of the external evaluation of the 
Water and Sanitation Trust Fund, indicated that 83 
per cent of the respondents perceived that the pro-
gramme had created visible results to beneficiaries. 
Preliminary results from the Urban Inequities Surveys 
– that were carried out in ten Lake Victoria towns – 
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indicate that significant improvements in the level of 
satisfaction with water, sanitation and solid waste 
management services as a result of UN-Habitat in-
terventions.

Expected Accomplishment 3: Enhanced 
consumer demand for efficient and 
environmentally sustainable basic urban 
infrastructure and services

a. Percentage of consumers ranking basic urban in-
frastructure services in the first three of their prior-
ity needs: The ‘Monitoring to Inform and Empower 
Platform’ launched during the Stockholm Water 
Week in March 2010, as a global online water and 
sanitation monitoring system, is now operational, 
which helps lower costs and increase the quality 
and quantity of data collected. UN-Habitat hosted 
the WHO/UNICEF Joint Monitoring Programme for 
Water Supply and Sanitation Technical Task Force 
Meeting on ‘Monitoring progress in water sup-
ply and sanitation – Challenges in urban settings’ 
in June 2011, which resulted in an action plan for 
global MDG monitoring of urban water supply and 
sanitation coverage. Regional achievements include:

•	 Africa and Arab States: Under the Lake Victoria 
Region Water and Sanitation Initiative, about 
220,000 people have benefitted from improved 
water services through piped connections, 
access to community managed water kiosks, 
and rainwater catchment. Rapid water quality 
surveys were conducted in Kenya and Tanzania 
in collaboration with public health and wa-
ter authorities. Water quality issues were also 
addressed in Mali, where a project has been 
launched to treat contaminated water.

•	 Asia and the Pacific: In the Mekong Region 
some 70,000 people have benefitted from im-
proved water supply, 170,000 people from im-
proved sanitation, and 6,000 people from solid 
waste management. The improvements resulted 
in reduced cost of water, which previously could 
be 15-20 times higher than that of consumers 
that had access to piped water.

•	 Latin America and the Caribbean: Under a 
regional agreement, UN-Habitat led training 
workshops in water, sanitation, and public 

hygiene education in Bolivia targeting school 
teachers and students ‘in one city’. The Guide 
for Educators and Students Handbook was 
published.

b. Percentage of initiatives with a difference in the 
price of basic infrastructure services: Lessons learned 
from UN-Habitat’s pro-poor approach in water and 
sanitation programmes show that the poor tend 
to pay more for water. By facilitating pro-poor tar-
iff setting, UN-Habitat’s interventions reduced the 
price poor people had to pay. Through the water 
and sanitation initiatives in the Lake Victoria Region 
and Mekong some 25,000 additional people ben-
efitted from pro-poor water and sanitation tariffs. 
The support to countries focused mainly on water 
supply, sanitation, and solid waste management. In 
Mali, a biogas plant was piloted contributing to a 
reduction in fuel wood use. In Mongolia, streetlights 
were provided to reduce crimes and accidents. The 
main countries of cooperation were: Bolivia, Ethio-
pia, Kenya, Mali, Mexico, Mongolia, Nicaragua, and 
Senegal.

Effectiveness

UN-Habitat’s solutions to improve sustainable water 
and sanitation service development for the urban 
poor, gender equality, and sector information are 
widely recognized as critical. Gender mainstreaming 
strategies are of good quality. Though some of this 
work has influenced policies, many mainstreaming 
initiatives remain project focused, which limit their 
impact. With some notable exceptions (for exam-
ple the Lake Victoria Region Water and Sanitation 
Initiative), gathering, processing and disseminating 
of gender-disaggregated data have not always been 
consistent, which makes it difficult to assess the 
achievements with respect to gender. Focus Area 4 
has made significant progress in strengthening the 
capacity of municipal service providers to deliver ef-
ficient, reliable and cost-effective services.

The project activities on the ground are making sub-
stantial, strategic and direct impacts from a relative 
small investment. UN-Habitat has achieved signifi-
cant leverage on post pilot follow-up investments, 
especially with AfDB and ADB. However, the order 
of magnitude of the impacts of the Water and San-
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itation Trust Fund interventions in Kenya and Ne-
pal is limited in terms of the increase in water and 
sanitation coverage required to achieve the MDGs. 
In Kenya, the trust fund’s projects were not imple-
mented according to a country strategy and did 
not support core national strategic sector reform 
processes. In Nepal, UN-Habitat is supporting a sec-
tor-wide approach, but at the same time, the project 
portfolio contains a large number of small projects, 
each aiming for replication at a larger scale. There is, 
therefore, a need to shift the focus from pilot proj-
ect implementation to ‘strategic influencer’ of the 
urban sector – influencing policy and investment.

Efficiency

Progress on Focus Area 4 for Expected Accomplish-
ment 1 has been satisfactory, while progress on Ex-
pected Accomplishment 2 and 3 has been less than 
satisfactory. The annual budget estimate (Financial 
Year 2011) for Focus Area 4 was USD 30.1 million, 
the allocated budget was USD 78.9 million; and the 
actual expenditures were USD 63.1 million result-
ing in an utilization rate of 80 per cent. The perfor-
mance assessment was limited by the fact that proj-
ects did not consistently use the logframe, gather 
baseline data, or report regularly against logframe 
indicators. The performance information sources for 
the Focus Area 4 Results Framework are inadequate. 
Performance assessments have not been regularly 
conducted due to lack of funds – this affects the fol-
lowing sources of information: urban inequity sur-
veys, service provider performance surveys, citizen 
report cards, and consumer needs assessment. Cor-
respondingly, the quantitative impact assessment 
in the evaluation of the Water and Sanitation Trust 
Fund was constrained by limited use of the logframe 
approach, baseline surveys, and monitoring. 

The Focus Area 4 team was actively involved in re-
fining MTSIP – making it more focused and results 
oriented. The Focus Area 4 Performance Manage-
ment Data Sheet sets out clear objectives, expected 
accomplishments, strategic outputs and indicators. 
Lack of baseline data, upon which performance tar-
gets are set, hampered the measurement/tracking 
of progress. Funding and staff resources deployed 
to achieve the Focus Area 4 results were inadequate. 

The six-monthly reports on Focus Area 4 results 
include water and sanitation programmes imple-
mented by the Regional Technical Cooperation Divi-
sion. This has been a first step in improving inter-di-
visional collaboration. Weak collaboration, however, 
has hindered efficient use of both staff and finan-
cial resources across Focus Areas. More needs to be 
done to strengthen collaboration with other Focus 
Areas in planning, implementation, monitoring and 
reporting. Focus on results based management has 
ensured that the performance reporting of the Fo-
cus Area has – as much as possible – remained at 
results level achievements, and not activities and 
inputs. Gender, youth and disaster have been main-
streamed into Focus Area 4 programmes.

relevance

The recently concluded external evaluation of  
UN-Habitat’s Water and Sanitation Trust Fund – 
which supports 80 per cent of the activities under 
Focus Area 4 – concluded that the Water and San-
itation Trust Fund strategy and activities are highly 
relevant, especially focusing on basic urban services, 
which are at the core of the sustainable develop-
ment of cities. As engines for economic growth, cit-
ies are dependent on basic urban services. Transport 
networks connect people to jobs and social services. 
Industry and service sectors are dependent on qual-
ity, reliability, and the cost of services, such as water 
supply, sanitation, energy, and transport. Basic ur-
ban services also sustain health, livelihoods and the 
general living environment of the city workforce. 
Equally important, basic urban services are at the 
cornerstone of a municipal government’s compact 
with its residents. 

sustainability

The sustainability of Focus Area 4 interventions re-
lates closely to the quality of UN-Habitat interven-
tions and the extent to which these are requested 
by national and local governments and supported 
by donors and other partners – and in turn how 
these are transformed into national policies and leg-
islation. Ultimately, the sustainability relates to the 
benefits attained by residents in the targeted urban 
and slum areas and how these are sustained over 
time. Impact evaluations at country/local govern-
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ment level will be required to determine the degree 
of sustainability. 

The Impact Study of the Water and Sanitation Trust 
Fund showed that while project solutions are often 
innovative and solve obstacles to serving the poor, 
achieving sustainability remains a significant chal-
lenge. The successful shift from pilot to sustainable 
service development requires additional project de-
sign features. Even taking the excellent leverage ef-
fect into account, the resources available to the trust 
fund are still far outstripped by the resources, ex-
pertise, and implementation time needed to rollout 
pilots at the scale necessary to meet the MDG goals. 

coherence

The Impact Study of the Water and Sanitation Trust 
Fund underscored the need for coherence at country 
level, coherence with the countries’ policies, strat-
egies and development plans, and coherence with 
donors. Such coherence can be attained through 
the adoption of the sector-wide approach and appli-
cation of the Paris Declaration’s principles on aid ef-
fectiveness. The MTSIP was envisaged to increase in-
ter-Focus Area collaboration in programme planning 
and execution. This aim proved difficult to achieve 
due to the ‘silos syndrome’ in the organization. The 
consolidation of basic urban services (water, sanita-
tion, solid waste, transport, and energy) into one 
thematic Focus Area will strengthen synergies with 
other Focus Areas such as urban planning, urban 
governance, and urban economy. The energy and 
transport components of Focus Area 4 have grown 
significantly with support from the GEF.

lessons learned

The Impact Study of the Water and Sanitation Trust 
Fund demonstrated the need for: increased engage-
ment in national policy dialogue and involvement 
of key government policy makers, and promotion 
of a sector-wide approach and donor coordination, 
and adjustment of country support strategies with 
increased focus on the role as strategic influencer. 
This may require a shift in staffing profiles to attain 
a better balance between pilot project implementa-
tion to increased policy engagement, and increased 
attention at an earlier stage on follow-up financing 
from pilot projects to ensure that solutions can be 

rolled out at the scale needed.

The performance information sources for the Focus 
Area 4 Results Framework are inadequate – includ-
ing lack of baseline data. Data on indicators has not 
been regularly collected due to lack of funds. There 
is therefore a need to upgrade impact monitoring, 
including collection of baseline data that are gen-
der-disaggregated. There is an ongoing review of in-
dicators with the intent of formulating good indica-
tors, where data can be collected to track progress 
on Focus Area 4 results.

6.5  Focus arEa 5: strEngtHEnED 
Human sEttlEmEnts FinancE 
systEms

The aim of Focus Area 5 is to assist in achieving 
the slum related MDG target. The strategic result is 
increased sustainable financing for affordable and 
social housing and infrastructure by strengthening 
human settlement finance systems at micro level, 
particularly through lending and credit enhance-
ment programmes in emerging and frontier econo-
mies, and to mobilize public and private investment 
in shelter and basic services. Focus Area 5 results 
are attained through two main programmes: 1) 
the Experimental Reimbursable Seeding Operations 
(ERSO) Revolving Loan Fund Programme; and 2) the 
Slum Upgrading Facility (SUF) – a grant programme. 
UN-Habitat intended to fill a vital niche – in collab-
oration with the International Finance Corporation 
(IFC), the World Bank, and other major international 
finance players – in producing excellent knowledge 
on local government finance and housing finance 
systems. Extensive partnerships at the global, re-
gional, national and local levels – in a sensitively 
gender balanced manner –were envisaged.

results: outputs, outcomes and impacts

The trends of indicators of achievements from the 
baseline in 2009 to end of 2013 are presented in  
Table 6.5. The initial expected accomplishments 
were replaced in the course of implementing Focus 
Area 5.

Expected Accomplishment 1: Financing raised 
for and increases recorded in affordable 
and social housing stock and related infra-
structure
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a. Value of commercial loans, government subsidies, 
and donor grants: Two financial service programmes 
were used to fulfil the expected accomplishment: 
the revolving loan fund ERSO and the SUF’s grant 
programme. 

•	 The donor grants for ERSO came from the gov-
ernments of Spain and Bahrain and the Rocke-
feller Foundation totalling USD 3.7 million. 
ERSO succeeded in making five seed funding 
loans totalling USD 2.75 million for projects in 
Nepal, Nicaragua, Occupied Palestinian Terri-
tory, Tanzania and Uganda. The loans are still 
running and are estimated to have reached 
some 8000 beneficiaries as of December 2011. 
All loans are performing to schedule with a loan 
recovery rate at 100 per cent;

•	 The donor grants for the Slum Upgrading 
Facility amounted to USD 19.2 million. Of the 
amount, agreements worth USD 6,524,684 

were concluded in Ghana, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, 
and Tanzania through local finance facilities for 
building new homes or for commercial stalls 
and stores. An independent end-of-programme 
evaluation conducted in 2011 showed that the 
bulk of the success was in the strengthening of 
the local finance facilities and the impact they 
were having on national policy. The evaluation 
recommended that the programme be scaled 
up, and support to the local facilities main-
tained during the programme period.

b. Percentage of housing loans by domestic banks 
and micro-finance institutions going to lower-in-
come deciles and/or people with informal incomes: 
A survey would be required to indicate progress on 
this indicator. Performance monitoring has been un-
dertaken on the number of low-income households 
directly benefitting from housing loans through do-
mestic banks and micro finance institutions collabo-
rating with ERSO. 

Table 6.5: Focus area 5 indicators of achievements

expected 
accomplishments

Indicator of achievement

baseline actual Target actual Target

(USD millions)

2009 2010 2011 2011 2013

expected  
accomplishment 1:  
Financing raised 
for and increases 
recorded in affordable 
and social housing 
stock and related 
infrastructure

a) Value of commercial loans, 
government subsidies, and 
donor grants made avail-
able for projects financing 
affordable housing, upgrad-
ing, and basic infrastructure 
in targeted countries and 
communities

1.8 9.5 7.0 22.8 10.0

b) Percentage housing loans 
by domestic banks and 
micro-finance institutions 
going to lower-income 
deciles and/or people with 
informal incomes.

N/A2 N/A 5% N/A 10%

expected  
accomplishment 2: 
Increase in activities in 
municipal finance and 
affordable housing 
finance (globally 
excluding OECD 
countries) 

a) Funding raised and lever-
aged for municipal finance 
for affordable housing and 
basic infrastructure1

0 N/A 6.8 N/A 10.0

Note: 1) This indicator replaced the previous two indicators as indicated in the Results Framework: a) Level of municipal sector 
activity; and b) Level of affordable housing finance sector activity; and 2) information is not available (N/A) either due to lack 
of baseline studies or performance monitoring.
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Expected Accomplishment 2: increase 
in activities in municipal finance and 
affordable housing finance

a. Funding raised and leveraged for municipal fi-
nance: Aside from the USD 3,629,597 raised for 
the four-year ERSO field-test, there has not been 
much progress in the raising of funds for munici-
pal finance activities. Much of the work done on 
municipal finance has been on normative research 
and development aspects of the programme. Focus 
on municipal finance is also relatively recent. ERSO 
worked with a number of key partners including lo-
cal banks, Overseas Private Investment Corporation, 
the Middle East Investment Initiative, among oth-
ers, in various municipal activities. In addition, eight 
publications on human settlements finance systems 
were produced over the period of 2010-2011. The 
publications are of high demand. 

Effectiveness

Focus Area 5 has been of limited effectiveness. Ex-
pected accomplishments were partially achieved, 
but in view of UN-Habitat’s decision to terminate 
its engagement in the programmes, the expected 
accomplishments are logically not fully achieved in 
the remaining years of MTSIP. From the successive 
periodic (quarterly, six-monthly, annual and End-
of-Programme Evaluation) progress report over the 
period (2008 – 2011), it is clear that ERSO and the 
SUF were both operated on a pilot basis, and were 
initially successful and showed promise. 

The End-of-Programme Evaluation of the Slum Up-
grading Facility Pilot Programme24 noted that most 
participants from the Local Finance Facilities, the pi-
lot team, programme management unit, and donor 
agencies that were interviewed, had concluded that 
the initial goals and expectations of the SUF were 
not realistic. The SUF pilot programme’s objectives 
were adjudged to be much broader and much less 
specific to the extent that the Slum Upgrading Facil-
ity had not yet managed “to take slum upgrading to 
scale”, and that contrary to the initial expectations, 
the SUF has not helped a single municipality mobi-
lize financing for infrastructure development from 
local financial market nor attracted support from 
other international facilities or new donors. Despite 
attempts to pursue a suitable partner institution 

24  UN-Habitat, 2011, End-of-Programme Slum Upgrading Facility 
Pilot Programme, Evaluation Report 4/2011.

and structure for transfer of the SUF programme, 
so far, there is no viable alternative. With no donors 
interested in continuing to fund the programme, 
the Executive Director decided that UN-Habitat’s 
involvement with the SUF programme, as a grant 
programme, would officially end on 31 December 
2011.

The Evaluation of the Experimental Reimbursable 
Seeding Operations25 conducted in 2011, proposed 
options for the future of the programme and rec-
ommended, based on the lessons learned, a shift in 
the focus of UN-Habitat’s work in the area of human 
settlement financing towards normative approaches 
to the urban economy and the promotion of finance 
for urban upgrading, housing and basic services. 
However, it transpired that UN-Habitat is not well 
placed to continue ERSO, as the direct lender, given 
the lack of continuous funding for lending activities 
from external donors, and the administrative cost of 
establishing a permanent lending programme. Ex-
ploration of suitable partners to take over the lend-
ing operations is being sought.

Efficiency 

Progress on Focus Area 5 for its two expected ac-
complishments has been mixed. It would seem 
that the design of Focus Area 5 was weak from the 
start. Some of its expected accomplishments and 
indicators of achievement did not logically follow 
from the objective of the Focus Area. Additionally, 
expected accomplishments were heavily predi-
cated on donor support and, as it turned out, do-
nor commitment to human settlements financing 
is not predictable – making it difficult to undertake 
appropriate long-term planning and target setting. 
An earlier self-assessment by the Focus Area 5 man-
agers judged that the initial indicators of achieve-
ment for the SUF were not practical. Given that the 
initial managers of the Focus Area were changed, 
the indicators they formulated, though no longer 
applicable, could not be changed. The annual bud-
get estimate (Financial Year 2011) for Focus Area 
5 was USD 21.2 million, the allocated budget was 
USD 18.3 million; and the actual expenditures were 
USD 13.1 million resulting in an utilization rate of 
71.6 per cent. 

25  UN-Habitat, 2011, Evaluation of the Experimental Reimbursable 
Seeding Operations, Evaluation Report 6/2011.
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relevance

The intent of Focus Area 5 remains relevant within 
UN-Habitat’s mandate and priorities. This is because 
sustainable financing is a necessary basis, indeed 
‘sine-qua non’ for effective human settlements 
development and improvement of conditions. No 
aspect of human settlements development and 
management – be it planning, housing, infrastruc-
ture and services – can be realistically contemplated 
without assured financing. Housing and urban infra-
structure conditions in many developing countries 
are inadequate and require finance to accelerate de-
livery of housing, basic services and infrastructure.

sustainability

The programme is potentially sustainable if well de-
signed and anchored on systemic municipal finance 
programmes, with the exploration and develop-
ment of traditional sources of municipal revenues, 
for example as municipal taxes, property taxes, 
poll taxes, rates, fines and fees, municipal bonds, 
special purpose commercial loans, and central gov-
ernment transfers. Development of such systemic 
sources would be more sustainable than the current 
over-dependence on unpredictable donor funding 
for urban services financing. UN-Habitat demon-
strated that it is capable of establishing collabora-
tion with the IFC, the World Bank, and other major 
international finance and development institutions 
and that it can act as a vital bridge to local finance 
institutions and NGOs. 

Stakeholders considered the ERSO concept rele-
vant. Most stakeholders considered ERSO success-
ful within the given funding and human resources 
constraints. But ERSO was not found viable and, 
at its twenty-third session, the Governing Council 
requested the Executive Director discontinue the 
programme as it was not institutionally sustain-
able – the operational platform for lending within 
UN-Habitat was not sufficiently robust to administer 
loans and scale up ERSO.

coherence

There have been many crosscutting synergies 
with the Regional Technical Cooperation Division 
(through Habitat Programme Managers), Urban 

Economy Branch, and Shelter Branch – all in efforts 
to mobilize financial resources for urban develop-
ment, particularly for housing and slum upgrading. 
In this context, the focus on obtaining commercial 
finance in the upgrading of slums has been the pre-
occupation of the Agency in its search for sustain-
able development.

lessons learned

The initial concept of slum upgrading was to ex-
plore various ways of increasing financial resources 
for slum upgrading. During the implementation 
phase, the SUF and to some extent ERSO focused 
on the establishment of grant-funded local finance 
facilities to offer guarantees to local banks to enable 
them to engage in slum upgrading project financ-
ing. UN-Habitat has worked with the national and 
local governments and local banks to support the 
projects. Project partners were pleased with the re-
sults and have suggested specific follow-ups on proj-
ects. As mentioned, UN-Habitat is not well placed to 
continue ERSO as a direct lender; and the SUF has 
proved not to be successful in supporting municipal-
ities in mobilizing finance for infrastructure develop-
ment. The experiences and lessons learned from the 
performances of both the Slum Upgrading Facility 
and ERSO would certainly be instructive in redesign-
ing and strengthening Human Settlements Finance 
Systems in the Strategic Plan 2014-2019.

6.6  Focus arEa 6: ExcEllEncE in 
managEmEnt

The strategic result of Focus Area 6 is that  
UN-Habitat delivers MTSIP planned results effec-
tively and efficiently. The In-depth evaluation of the 
United Nations Human Settlements (UN-Habitat) 
Programme (2005) conducted by OIOS concluded 
that the agency was mainly output driven and that 
an overall corporate framework was lacking. 

The 2009 assessment of excellence in manage-
ment26 arrived at a number of positive conclusions: 
a) MTSIP provides an overall new corporate vision; 
b) MTSIP has introduced a new drive and motivation 
among staff; c) the Results Framework has contrib-
uted to better alignment and integration between 
26 UN-Habitat, 2009, Assessment – Excellence in Management: 

Programme Agreement between UN-Habitat and Norway 2008-
2009, prepared by Stein-Erik Kruse. 
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table 6.6: Focus area 6 indicators of achievements

expected 
accomplishments

Indicator of achievement
baseline 
2008/09

actual 
2010

Target 
2011

actual 
2011

Target 
2013

expected 
accomplishment 1:  
Staff are empowered to 
achieve planned results

a.  Percentage of staff whose skills 
set are aligned with their MTSIP 
compliant job description

60% 94% 100% 99% 100%

b.  Percentage of staff reporting 
improved information and 
knowledge sharing (scale on 1-5, 
where 5 is the highest)

2.5 N/A4 60%
2.6

N/A4 2.8

c.  Reduction in time spent of 
completion of selected business 
processes complying with rules 
and quality standards (days):

•	 Average time Programme 
Review Committee review

9 8 8 8 8

•	 Average time for IT procure-
ment

67 50 40 21 35

•	 Average time for approval of 
Cooperation Agreements

11.6 10.4 10 8 8

•	 Average time selection time on  
UN-Habitat recruitments

274 174 150 170 130

expected 
accomplishment 2: 
Institution aligned to deliver 
MTSIP results

a.  Percentage of staff reporting 
increased horizontal collaboration 
(inter-divisional, inter-Focus Area)5

2.5 N/A4 2.7 N/A4 2.9/
100%

b.  Number of key restructuring 
decisions implemented 
as recommended by the 
organizational review

N/A N/A4 100% N/A4 100%

expected 
accomplishment 3: 
Result based management 
principles applied 

a. Percentage of programmes and 
projects that are contributing to 
Focus Area results

95% 97% 98% 98% 100%

b.  Willingness to be held 
accountable for MTSIP results 
(1-5 scale, where 5 is the highest)

2.8 N/A4 2.9 N/A5 3.0

expected 
accomplishment 4: 
Financial resources to deliver 
MTSIP results available

a.  Degree to which resource 
targets for non-earmarked and 
earmarked funding are met:

•	 Non-earmarked (USD millions) 21.5 13.01 14.3 17.32 46.33

•	 Earmarked (USD millions) 99.5 119.01 126.0 198.62 150.33

b.  Percentage of non-earmarked and 
earmarked resources allocated to 
MTSIP Focus Areas:

•	 Non-earmarked 80% 100% 100% 100% 100%

•	 Earmarked 61% 95% 74% 100% 100%

Note: There are a number of minor inconsistencies when comparing end-of-year progress reports, as well as in the 2011 
Annual Report.1) These figures are November 2010 report figures; 2) The figures are taken Quarterly Report on the financial 
status of UN-Habitat, April 2012; 3) The 2013 target are taken from the 2012-2013 biennial work programme and are divided 
by two to correspond an annual amount – like the other figures; 4) It is assumed that the indicator refers to a 1-5 scale; and 5) 
N/A – No information is available, as the surveys have been postponed to 2012.
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divisions; d) the Habitat Country Programme Docu-
ments represent a basis for joint programming and 
fund raising; and e) there is a better understanding 
of the normative role within the organization. It was 
indicated that the investment in executive direction 
and support for the reform process seemed to have 
been insufficient and that there was still weak ca-
pacity for the rollout of the results-based manage-
ment system – in particular for data collection, anal-
ysis and feedback to planning.

The Organizational Effectiveness Indicator Staff 
Survey from 2009 resulted in a score of 2.7 on a 
scale from 1 to 5, where 1 indicates a clear need 
for increased development, and 5 indicates a high 
level of development. The survey included questions 
on purpose and direction, learning, innovation and 
change, external relationships, effective processes, 
resource management, and accountability. A total 
of 456 respondents participated with a response 
rate of 70 per cent. 

results: outputs, outcomes and impacts

The trends of indicators of achievements from the 
baseline in 2009 to end of 2011 are presented in 
Table 6.6.

Accomplishment 1: staff are empowered to 
achieve planned results

a) Percentage of staff whose skills set are aligned 
with their MTSIP compliant job description: A re-
vised skills inventory was introduced in 2009 to 
reflect UN-Habitat’s new additional priorities – and 
subsequently an analysis of gaps in needed skills 
was undertaken. The self-assessment survey con-
ducted by UN-Habitat found that 99 per cent of the 
staff had skills aligned to the MTSIP, up from 60 per 
cent in 2009. All recruitments during 2008-2011 
were reviewed to be compliant with the MTSIP re-
quirements. The anticipated review of job descrip-
tions was postponed to 2012, in order to reflect 
the revised skills inventory. Staff empowerment was 
enhanced through skills development and training 
programmes. 

b) Percentage of staff reporting improved informa-
tion and knowledge sharing: The Organizational 
Effectiveness Indicator Staff Survey was postponed 

to 2012. There have been improvements in the in-
ternal information and knowledge sharing through 
use of the new intranet (Habnet), the redesigned 
website (www.unhabitat.org), directors meetings, 
senior manager meetings, and divisional and Focus 
Area retreats. Implementation of the Knowledge 
Management Strategy commenced in 2012 to sup-
port results based management. A major achieve-
ment during 2011 was the introduction of the Ur-
ban Gateway27.

c) Reduction in time spent of completion of selected 
business processes complying with rules and quality 
standards: Initiatives introduced have continued to 
improve business processes by reducing transaction 
costs and time. Lessons learned from the ‘organiza-
tional review’ were harnessed in redefining ongoing 
business processes. For instance, approval of co-
operation agreements now takes eight days down 
from 11.6 days in 2008, and average recruitment 
time is 170 days down from 274 days in 2008.

Expected Accomplishment 2: institution 
aligned to deliver mtsiP results

a) Percentage of staff reporting increased horizontal 
collaboration: Staff collaboration across the Agency 
was strengthened through the extensive consulta-
tive organizational review process and the participa-
tory planning process of the ‘new’ MTSIP (Strategic 
Plan 2014-2019). Regular updates by the Executive 
Director through ‘town hall meetings’ contributed 
to horizontal collaboration. The number of days for 
approval of cooperation agreements has been re-
duced.

b) Number of key restructuring decisions imple-
mented as recommended by the organizational re-
view: The completion of the organizational review 
that aligns the structure with the Focus Areas of  
MTSIP took the seven recommendations of the  
MTSIP peer review into account:

Establishment of an organizational structure to bet-
ter achieve results within priority areas;

•	 Establishment of a unified planning, monitoring 

27 UN-Habitat launched the website www.urbangateway.org in 
April 2011. The website is the first internet based platform of its 
kind that will enable everyone involved in cities, urban planning, 
and urban management to keep abreast of urbanization issues.
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and reporting function;

•	 Transparent definition of programme priorities;

•	 Establishment of an independent evaluation 
function;

•	 Establishment of cooperation mechanisms at all 
levels;

•	 Strengthening of the programmatic aspects 
while continuing with the institutional reform;

•	 Intensification of efforts to raise the organiza-
tion’s profile.

In June 2011, the CPR approved the roadmap for 
preparing the Strategic Plan 2014-2019. The draft 
Results Framework was presented to the CPR at its 
meeting on 15 December 2011. The ‘Open-ended 
Contact Group was mandated to finalize Parts 1 
and 2 of the proposed strategic plan by early Febru-
ary 2012, to enable the preparation of the biennial 
Strategic Framework for 2014-2015 by 17 February 
2012. A draft of the strategic plan will be ready by 
the end of July 2012. 

Expected Accomplishment 3: results based 
management principles applied

a) Percentage of programmes and projects that 
are contributing to Focus Area results: There is an 
overall improvement in programmatic alignment, 
coherence and results focus, which is evident from 
the quality of project documents – especially the 
logframes – which, among others, is the result of 
training in results based management. For the first 
time, the biennial work programme and budget for 
2012-2013 (approved by the General Assembly in 
December 2011) is fully aligned to the MTSIP Re-
sults Framework. The MTSIP reporting is more re-
sults focused and includes resource allocation and 
utilization. MTSIP reporting to donors and CPR has 
been harmonized – starting from June 2011 – as the 
main development partners have agreed to adopt 
the reports submitted to the Governing Council for 
their accountability requirements. In 2011, 16 eval-
uations were completed and conducted according 
to UNEG’s norms and standards. There has been a 
notable progress in implementation of evaluation 
recommendations. A peer review of UN-Habitat’s 
evaluation function was conducted between Octo-

ber 2011 and January 201228. The peer review con-
cluded that: a) evaluations conducted are credible, 
balanced, producing reports of good quality, and 
that the evaluations have been found to be use-
ful; and b) UN-Habitat’s evaluations were used to 
influence decision-making and often feed into the 
planning of new interventions. However, as there is 
little attention to strategic level evaluations, there is 
a marginal influence on policy and strategy formu-
lation.

b) Willingness to be held accountable for MTSIP 
results: Staff are increasingly willing to be held ac-
countable for MTSIP results. Structures have been 
created, including the MTSIP Steering Committee, 
task forces on all MTSIP thematic areas, programme 
review committees at Headquarters and the regional 
offices, and focal points for MTSIP reporting. 

Expected Accomplishment 4: Financial 
resources to deliver mtsiP results 
available

a) Degree to which resource targets for non-ear-
marked and earmarked funding are met: With re-
gard to resource mobilization, efforts have focused 
on putting systems in place and providing required 
information to support diversification and increased 
funding. A new edition of the catalogue UN-Habitat 
Products and Services was issued and launched at 
the twenty-third session of the Governing Council. 
New communications and fundraising tools have 
been developed to harmonize resource mobilization. 
The Donor Information System has been enhanced 
and is updated and maintained regularly. Joint an-
nual consultations with development partners have 
proved to be a valuable approach that contributes 
to the alignment of delivery of resources. Coop-
eration agreements with Norway and Sweden for 
2012-2013 were finalized in 2011.

The first portfolio review of UN-Habitat (see Section 
4.6) was finalized assessing the financial and the-
matic characteristics of all UN-Habitat’s programmes 
and projects. This informed the organizational re-
view and facilitated the consolidation of projects 
and programmes for the new project-based man-
agement approach.

28  UNEG, 2012, Professional Peer Review of the Evaluation 
Function of UN-Habitat.
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b) Percentage of non-earmarked and earmarked 
resources allocated to MTSIP Focus Areas: The fol-
lowing steps were undertaken to improve the ef-
ficiency and accountability in the management of 
the agency’s financial resources: introduction of the 
Project Accrual and Accountability System (PAAS); 
enhancement of the Grant Management Infor-
mation System (GMIS); and development of cost 
allocation and recovery policy. The Project Accrual 
and Accountability System, once it is operating, will 
support the project-based organizational structure, 
bring disjointed corporate systems together, provide 
a solid basis for results based management, and im-
prove financial management and accountability. The 
total revenue for the 2010-2011 biennium was USD 
423.4 million, which represents an increase of 47 
per cent of the earmarked funds and a 40 per cent 
shortfall of the non-earmarked funds29.

29 The revenue figures stem from the UN-Habitat, 2012, 
Performance Report on Implementation of the Programme  
Cooperation Agreement between the Government of Norway 
and UN-Habitat for the biennium 2010-2011.

Effectiveness

Overall, the expected accomplishments of Fo-
cus Area 6 have been partially achieved. For most 
parts, progress has been slower than expected.  
UN-Habitat has assessed that overall progress for Fo-
cus Area 6 has been satisfactory, by taking all critical 
factors into account. The organizational review was 
completed30 and the implementation of key reform 
decisions is on track. The staff survey conducted in 
2009  was to be repeated in 2011, however, it has 
been postponed until the third quarter of 2012. Prog-
ress in some areas of Focus Area 6 has been ham-
pered by United Nations system reforms, which has 
meant that initial objectives/targets have been moved 
out of the Focus Area 6 without any control from  
UN-Habitat’s side.

30 The Organizational Review Report has not been made 
available to the evaluation team, as it is apparently considered 
confidential.

TABLE 6.7: Distribution of programmes by region

Regional 
Programmes1

2010 actual 2011 ongoing2

(USD Millions)

No. of 
projects

No. of 
countries

Total 
budget

2010 
budget

Share of 
portfolio 

%3

No. of 
projects

No. of 
countries

Total 
budget

2011 
budget

Regional Office 
for Africa

55 25 31 15 8.4 54 24 31 13

Sudan/ DRC 8 2 9 4 2.2 8 2 14 6

Somalia 12 1 15 7 3.9 11 1 17 6

Iraq 15 1 31 14 7.9 11 1 22 9

Regional Office 
for Arabic States

14 4 41 21 11.8 16 7 44 13

Regional Office 
for Asia and the 
Pacific

86 19 259 103 57.9 67 14 330 135

Regional 
Office for Latin 
America and the 
Caribbean

31 13 13 10 5.6 31 13 24 15

Technical Advisory 
Branch/Europe

10 6 31 4 2.2 8 5 17 3

Total 231 71 429 178 100.0 206 67 499 200

Notes: 1) Foundation and earmarked technical cooperation projects including regional and global projects; 2) as per 15 
November 2011; and 3) share of 2010 budget.
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The regional offices’ project portfolio (including 
global projects) constitutes about 80 – 86 per cent 
of total budget. This raises the issue of a balanced 
deployment of staff to regional offices and coun-
try teams. Table 6.7 shows the distribution of the 
regional programmes among the regional offices 
(Democratic Republic of Congo, Iraq, Somalia and 
Sudan are not incorporated into the regional offices’ 
portfolio). The Regional Office for Asia and the Pa-
cific has by far the largest share (57.9 per cent) of 
the portfolio. Many of the projects are generated 
and negotiated at the regional and country levels. 

The United Nations Board of Auditors carried out an 
external audit of the Regional Office for Asia and 
the Pacific in April 201131. 

The auditors “found no significant errors, omissions 
or misstatements during their work on the financial 
records kept at the regional office in Fukuoka and 
that the design and the operation of the controls 
that are in place were adequate”. 

One of Board’s key findings was that there is an appar-
ent imbalance in the allocation of staff posts between  
UN-Habitat’s regional offices and Headquarters 
when considering the level of expenditure, which 
is managed through the various offices (see Table 
6.8). The Board recommended that UN-Habitat pro-
vide the Board with the rationale for its current staff 
structure and placement. If the existing rationale 
did not consider the agency’s key areas of expen-
diture and activity, UN-Habitat should undertake a 

31  United Nations Board of Auditors, Management Letter on the 
audit of the UN-Habitat Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific, 
21 September 2011.

new review of the staff structure in order to assure 
the Agency that staff resources are deployed in the 
most effective and efficient manner. 

The portfolio of the Regional Office for Asia and the 
Pacific is unevenly distributed, with Afghanistan ac-
counting for 66 per cent of the expenditures. Even 
without the Afghanistan portfolio, regional office 
still remains the regional office with the highest level 
of expenditures. The regional office manages 94 
UN-Habitat field offices, of which 46 are located in 
Afghanistan, with about 2,000 field staff. About 80 
per cent of the project portfolio is concerned with 
peace building and response to conflicts, post-con-
flicts, and disasters. 

The staff members at the Regional Office for Asia 
and the Pacific have been assigned responsibili-
ties related to: MTSIP Focus Areas and global pro-
grammes; reporting and monitoring in relation to its’ 
activities; liaison with donors and other partners ac-
tive in Asia and the Pacific; and country assignments, 
implying that senior staff provide support to the 
country teams in UN-Habitat supported countries. 
Accounting for the field offices and field staff is han-
dled by the regional office, but the lack of common  
UN-Habitat operational manuals and guidelines is 
an issue that needs to be addressed. The regional 
office has taken steps to align its operations with 
the new Headquarters’ organizational set-up. The 
2010 peer review’s observation and recommenda-
tions confirm that deployment of UN-Habitat staff is 
an issue that needs further consideration.

TABLE 6.8: regional office for asia and the Pacific professional staff compared with 
portfolio size

Professional 
staff posts

Professional 
staff posts %

annual 
budget3  
UsD mn

annual  
budget %

UN-Habitat (whole of organization) 1 190 100 262.8 100

UN-Habitat Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific  
(Fukuoka Office)

8 4 103.4 39

UN-Habitat Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific  
(including country/field offices) 2 25 13 103.4 39

Source: Management Letter – UN-Habitat Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific, September 2011 
Notes: 1) Total Foundation and Technical Cooperation; 2) As at December 2010; and 3) Allotment for the year.
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The peer review recommended that regional offices 
should play a more active role in promoting com-
prehensive and coherent normative and operational 
visions between global divisions and Focus Areas 
and country programmes. There are several exam-
ples of significant progress in UN-Habitat’s country 
level work. To date, however, achievements have 
not been systematically documented. UN-Habitat 
should undertake a comprehensive independent 
assessment to document what has been achieved 
to date, learn lessons from implementation experi-
ences, and identify mechanisms for systematically 
tracking its work at country level. The MTSIP has fo-
cused on policy administrative reforms, but should 
now concentrate more on staff composition, com-
petency and commitment at all levels. 

These are preconditions for further success in the 
implementation of the MTSIP.

Efficiency

Progress on Focus Area 6 for its four expected ac-
complishments has been mixed. For most parts 
progress has been slower than expected. The ex-
pected accomplishments of Focus Area 6 were very 
ambitious compared to the actual staffing and re-
sources allocated. New staff were recruited at a later 
stage to complement the existing staff. Four years 
into the MTSIP, some of the new staff have moved 
on. Growth in delivery and the volume of the overall 
programme put additional pressure on staff. Over-
all, human and financial resources were adequate, 
but the time taken to utilize resources appropriately 
delayed progress, which was not anticipated from 
the start. The annual budget estimate (Financial 
Year 2011) for Focus Area was USD 10.1 million, 
the allocated budget was USD 11.7 million; and the 
actual expenditures were USD 8.4 million resulting 
in an utilization rate of 72 per cent. 

There is a visibly strengthened and consolidated 
programmatic reporting system – linking MTSIP im-
plementation to financial expenditures. However, 
better performance measurement is warranted. The 
necessary evidence has to be obtained primarily 
from evaluations, but this is not happening as sys-
tematically as would be desirable. The objective was 
to simplify/streamline the administrative processes 

through increased delegation of authority and em-
powerment of staff, improved support mechanisms 
and systems, and a comprehensive review and ap-
proval system.

There has been a tendency among the divisions to 
criticize rather than work together to achieve prog-
ress. The ‘silo mentality’ still exists across divisions 
and it will be important to break it down to achieve 
a harmonized environment. It might be useful to 
create a matrix whereby there is a real cross-divi-
sional accountability for achieving results within the 
priorities of Focus Area 6. The senior management 
should play a larger role in championing the MTSIP. 

As a part of the United Nations Secretariat,  
UN-Habitat is influenced by policy and procedures 
introduced on a regular basis, with different cost im-
plications. The change of recruitment systems from 
Galaxy to Inspira has created significant problems 
for all UN Secretariat entities, but impacted, in par-
ticular, on UN-Habitat as regards to the reduction 
of recruitment delays. New recruitment policies and 
contract modalities also impeded the efforts to em-
power UN-Habitat. Some planned UN Secretariat 
initiatives that were launched have proved to be dis-
tracting and time consuming to absorb.

The transaction costs of numerous MTSIP reporting 
impacted seriously on staff time. This burden was 
eased over time, as many donors accepted harmo-
nized reporting. The Donor Information Database, 
improved Habnet access, and the delegation of au-
thority to divisions and regional offices, in respect 
of signing cooperation agreements, have had a 
positive impact on the cooperation with UN-Habitat 
partners.

relevance

The relevance of Focus Area 6 remains high. With 
the ongoing organizational review it will take on 
a new dimension. The success of the new pro-
ject-based structure will depend on a clear approach 
and appropriate resource allocation.

sustainability

The organizational reform process has not com-
pletely succeeded in breaking down the internal 
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coordination and cooperation barriers. While MTSIP 
facilitated increased internal coherence, it did not 
succeed in breaking down the ‘silo mentality’ com-
pletely. The ‘silo mentality’ could be a result of a 
combination of UN-Habitat’s current organizational 
set-up and the attitude of some staff members. The 
current restructuring is anticipated to negate this 
and create a mind-set that will be more conducive 
to addressing strategic and institutional challenges. 
The continued reform process may eventually, in the 
medium to long-term, succeed in achieving a higher 
degree of coherence and efficiency in obtaining re-
sults and make these more sustainable. Currently, 
the organizational environment is still in need of im-
provements. 

coherence

One critical issue is the apparent imbalance between 
the resource allocation between Headquarters, re-
gional offices and country teams. At country level, 
there is an increasing need for UN-Habitat staff to 
engage in policy dialogue with national stakehold-
ers and donors, and to pursue more holistic solu-
tions that include the sector-wide approach, better 
alignment to government policies and plans, and 
better harmonization with donors. This shift in em-
phasis will require complementary competences to 
those of the project driven approaches.

lessons learned

Between January 2008 and September 2011 there 
was a better grasp of the need for readjusting 
the MTSIP focus. The understanding and com-
mitments to MTSIP across the Focus Area teams 
have grown and there is a desire to further im-
prove support to the Agency in facilitating its 
mandate. The lessons learned are, among others: 
Results-based biennial work programme and 
budget aligned to MTSIP have become critical  
monitoring tools;  Improvements in the effective-
ness of a reformed and results-oriented Programme 
Review Committees have ensured that programmes 
and projects respond to member states’ needs, 
but UN-Habitat is still not adequately reporting its 
achievements on the ground;

•	 Changing staff culture and attitudes to their 
roles and responsibilities have been challenging 
– establishing a results-oriented culture takes 
time and efforts;

•	 Demonstrating and attributing the results of 
UN-Habitat’s interventions are difficult for high-
er-level results under ‘Delivering as One’.

Results Based Management Training for the staff development  of the results framework and performance 
measurement plan for Strategic Plan held in Nairobi, Kenya 2012 © un-Habitat/ Julius mwelu
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7.1  DisastEr managEmEnt

Following the endorsement, in November 2010, 
of UN-Habitat to lead mid-term strategy for meet-
ing humanitarian challenges in urban areas and 
the two year action plan, the Inter-Agency Stand-
ing Committee (IASC) created a reference group 
to coordinate and monitor the implementation of 
the action plan under UN-Habitat chairmanship. 
UN-Habitat has forged relationships with IASC 
partners (FAO, IFRC, OCHA, UNHCR, UNICEF, and 
WFP), which has resulted in the improved visibility of  
UN-Habitat’s technical capacity in the humanitar-
ian field. It has also increased humanitarian financ-
ing for UN-Habitat field projects (USD 6.1 million 
in 2009; USD 18.10 million in 2010; and USD 
80.4 million in 2011). UN-Habitat has embraced a 
neighbourhood approach to reconstruction, draw-
ing upon community enumeration methodologies. 
These methodologies, experimented upon in Haiti, 
are now being adopted by other United Nations 
Agencies, including the International Organization 
for Migration (IOM) and several NGOs.

UN-Habitat continues to support local authorities 
and other institutions to be actively engaged in 
its programmes. At the 3rd meeting of the Global 
Platform for Disaster Reduction in Geneva, Switzer-
land, in May 2011, UN-Habitat supported mayors 
and local authorities from around the world to pre-
pare the “Mayors’ Statement on Resilient Cities,” 
which included a call to establish a permanent Sec-
retariat for the “Making Cities Resilient Campaign” 
– a campaign that is linked to UN-Habitat’s World 
Urban Campaign. Humanitarian agencies, such 
as UNHCR, UNICEF and Oxfam, have requested  
UN-Habitat’s technical advice to strengthen urban wa-
ter supply, sanitation and basic services programmes.  
UN-Habitat is increasingly recognized as having 
specific competence in urban areas and humanitar-
ian actors are seeking this expertise to improve the 
quality of their programmes.

At the country level, UN-Habitat has provided 
technical advice to UNHCR on sanitation and solid 
waste management issues in the Dadaab refugee 
camp in northern Kenya. As a result, a new pro-
gramme has been formulated for more sustainable 
solid-waste management. United Nations Children’s 

Residents of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa District in Pakistan have a boat ride to safer grounds after floods, 2010. UN-Habitat 
facilitates reconstruction after natural and man-made disasters. © un-Habitat

7. CRossCUTTInG IssUes
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Fund and UN-Habitat are collaborating to initiate a 
programme to improve access to sanitation and ba-
sic services in Antananarivo. Oxfam and UN-Habitat 
have agreed to collaborate in a selected number of 
pilot cities in which both agencies have existing pro-
grammes.

UN-Habitat actively participated in the Consolidated 
Appeal Process and in the Central Emergency Re-
sponse Fund (CERF), thus facilitating approval of 
funding for humanitarian projects in countries and 
regions prone to and recovering from human and 
natural disasters. These countries include Afghan-
istan, Haiti, Iraq, Nepal, Pakistan, Somalia, Sri Lanka 
and Sudan. In the Occupied Palestinian Territory, 
UN-Habitat participated in the revision of the re-
construction Guidelines for the Reconstruction 
and Rehabilitation of war affected housing in the 
Gaza Strip through the Gaza Shelter Reconstruction 
Working Group in the housing sector. UN-Habitat 
increasingly provides technical advice to Oxfam, UN-
HCR and UNICEF on urban water supply, sanitation 
and basic services programmes in urban areas; and 
to UNHCR on sanitation and solid waste. 

challenges

UN-Habitat needs to continue augmenting its tech-
nical human resources skills and competence for 
operating in complex urban context in order to en-
sure that its normative comparative advantage in 
this area is fully operationalized. UN-Habitat has ex-
pertise in humanitarian issues but its capacity is still 
limited to provide sectorial and substantive support 
for risk reduction, rehabilitation work and disaster 
management.

7.2 gEnDEr mainstrEaming

Gender mainstreaming and women’s empowerment 
has, since the early 1990s, been an important com-
ponent of UN-Habitat programmes and has since 
been given special attention. The Agency has taken 
a number of steps to promote gender equality and 
women’s empowerment, both in its programmes 
and within the institution itself. To underline the 
importance of this issue, the Governing Council in 
its resolution 20/7 of 2005 had requested the Ex-
ecutive Director to ensure “that all normative and 
operational activities developed and implemented 

by the various divisions, branches and units of  
UN-Habitat address gender equality and women’s 
empowerment in human settlements development 
by incorporating gender impact assessment and 
gender disaggregated data criteria in the design, 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the 
activities”.

Consequently, UN-Habitat has sought to integrate 
and mainstream gender into core areas of its work. 
The strategic and institutional arrangements for 
this integration and mainstreaming include many 
actors: the Gender Mainstreaming Unit, a network 
of Gender Focal Points, and a Gender Task Force. 
UN-Habitat counts on a network of Gender Focal 
Points, with staff members distributed throughout 
the divisions, regions, countries and programmes. A 
number of them have high-level expertise in gender 
analysis and technical skills and the group is poten-
tially a powerful asset for delivering on the Agency’s 
commitments to gender mainstreaming. A network 
of Gender Focal Points, together with staff of the 
Gender Management Unit, are members of the 
Agency’s Gender Task Force. 

Recent efforts to improve the coherence of the 
Agency’s work on gender mainstreaming include 
the preparation and endorsement of the Gender 
Equality Action Plan (GEAP) in 2009. In a significant 
effort to render the action plan consistent with the 
Agency’s broader goals, it was aligned with the MT-
SIP Focus Areas. The elaboration of plans for gender 
mainstreaming in each Focus Area in 2009 was a 
further step towards implementation of the GEAP. 
The formulation of the gender equality action plan 
was an attempt by UN-Habitat to pursue a more 
strategic and coherent approach to its work with 
gender equality and women’s empowerment be-
cause the MTSIP had not made gender mainstream-
ing adequately explicit. An independent gender 
mainstreaming evaluation was undertaken during 
2010/201132. The objectives of the evaluation were 
to assess what UN-Habitat had achieved in main-
streaming gender equality in its programmes, the 
appropriate place at a time when further reforms 
were being formulated in the wake of the review of 
the MTSIP. 

32  UN-Habitat, 2011, Evaluation of Gender Mainstreaming in  
UN-Habitat, Evaluation Report 1/2011.
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This has resulted in the decision to mainstream gen-
der in branches instead of having a dedicated gen-
der unit.

UN-Habitat has achieved significant results in a 
number of areas, including production of advocacy 
materials, and evidence-based information on gen-
der and urbanization, support to women’s networks 
and partners as change agents; capacity-build-
ing in gender mainstreaming in local governance, 
and in strengthening gender mainstreaming in all  
UN-Habitat activities in Asia and the Pacific, Africa, 
Arab States, and Latin America and the Caribbean. 
The First Gender Equality Action Assembly was held 
at the Fifth Session of the World Urban Forum in 
2010, which: 1) enabled participants to assess prog-
ress of the Gender Equality Action Plan; 2) led to re-
vision of the action plan; and 3) informed the prep-
aration of the next assembly to be held before the 
Sixth Session of the World Urban Forum in 2012.

UN-Habitat’s work on governance and security in 
cities has demonstrated an awareness of the prob-
lems associated with gender-blindness with local 
government institutions, and its work on Safer Cit-
ies has promoted a focus on greater gender sensi-
tivity in planning practices. The Agency has taken 
considerable steps to promote women’s access to 
security of tenure and challenged gender inequali-
ties such as legislation on land and housing that is 
discriminatory towards women. The report Gender 
Equality for Smarter Cities: Challenges and Progress 
was published in 2010. It has been ranked as the 
most read UN-Habitat publication on Scrib.com (a 
popular social network for publishers). The GLTN 
has produced an innovative tool that can be used at 
the grassroots level to assess the sensitivity of land 
policy in relation to gender equality. UN-Habitat’s 
work in access to water and sanitation provisions 
has sought to engage stakeholders in local govern-
ment and utility companies to raise awareness on 
gender equality issues. To ensure climate change ad-
aptation and mitigation methods are gender sensi-
tive, a checklist has been tested in two vulnerability 
assessments undertaken by UN-Habitat.

In terms of agency-wide partnerships with organi-
zations of gender equality advocates, UN-Habitat’s 
institutionalized relationships with the Huairou 
Commission and with UNIFEM. The agency’s part-

nership with the Huairou Commission is highly stra-
tegic. This system of women’s networks provides 
access for UN-Habitat to organizations that have a 
wealth of knowledge on local contexts and access 
to informal groups and slum dwellers’ organizations 
that it would not be able to muster on its own.  
UN-Habitat supported the Huairou Commission 
developing a women’s online information portal 
(www.womenandhumansettlements.org) to facili-
tate global exchange of information and learning on 
issues pertaining to women and human settlements. 
The portal was launched in 2010. The agency’s work 
to date on Safe Cities with United Nations Entity for 
Gender Equality and Empowerment of Women pro-
vides a useful stepping-stone to increase engage-
ment with the new United Nations Women (UN 
Women) entity. It can be concluded that the efforts 
of UN-Habitat in mainstreaming and promoting 
gender equality and women’s empowerment across 
its programmes and policies has demonstrated posi-
tive results and is therefore certainly relevant. 

UN-Habitat’s Partnership Strategy does not have 
adequate provisions for guidance on partnership 
formation in the areas of gender mainstreaming and 
women’s empowerment. Criteria for partnership 
should include a willingness and ability to ‘adopt 
mutual approaches to gender equality’ in line with 
the Agency’s Policy and Strategy Paper for Focus 
Area 1. Findings at country level show that partners 
who are implementing the Agency’s programmes 
and projects will not necessarily be willing, nor able, 
to ensure that their work is gender sensitive.

challenges

The GEAP is wide-ranging and ambitious and efforts 
to monitor its implementation still had to get off 
the ground. The Gender Management Unit cannot 
implement the action plan alone, nor can it be held 
solely responsible for overseeing an extremely de-
tailed and ambitious plan. An immediate task was 
to revisit the gender equality activities in the MTSIP 
and the action plan’s Focus Area Frameworks. The 
establishment of a system of Gender Focal Points 
is a strategic tool for promoting work on gender 
equality. However, the decentralized model based 
on the Gender Management Unit and focal points is 
still in need of being adequately developed.
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UN-Habitat should ensure that findings from its 
own research on gender equality are integrated 
into general guidance materials published by the 
Agency. Its short policy brief on gender and disasters 
explicitly sets out the need to pay particular atten-
tion to ensure women’s rights to land and property 
in the aftermath of crises such as wars and natural 
disasters. Work at country level should actively seek 
to ensure that women’s rights to land are upheld 
in post-conflict situations and in countries where 
women’s rights are systematically abused.

One of the challenges of the gender programme 
is staffing inadequacy, which has delayed delivery 
of some outputs. Human resource constraints also 
hinder collaboration with other United Nations joint 
programmes on gender equality and the empow-
erment of women. The appropriateness of its insti-
tutional arrangements and strategic partnerships in 
the process requires continuous review, rationaliza-
tion and strengthening, for more optimal results. 
It is noted that, at present, GEAP depends on very 
few donors (Norway and Sweden) for its continued 
existence. Its efficiency and effectiveness can only 
improve with appropriate and adequate human and 
financial resource support.

lessons learned 

Some of the lessons learned were that the decen-
tralized model of Gender Management Unit and 
Gender Focal Points has not been adequately devel-
oped; not all branches have undertaken high quality 
analysis and there is frequently a disconnection be-
tween policy papers and operational work; and in 
post-conflict work on land there is a need for active 
support for women’s land rights in accordance with 
UN-Habitat’s policy.

recommendations

Some of the independent gender mainstreaming 
evaluation’s recommendations were:

•	 Choose priority goals for the Gender Equality 
Action Plan. Senior management, Focus Areas 
teams and the Gender Task Force should ac-
tively collaborate with the GMU on implemen-
tation; Select a limited number of indicators, 
linked to prioritized areas, for monitoring of the 
action plan;

•	 Align the action plan with the MTSIP monitor-
ing process and collect sex-disaggregated data 
for a selection of already existing indicators;

•	 Programme design should integrate analysis of 
the potential impact on gender equality and 
include specific indicators of achievements;

•	 The monitoring framework for gender equal-
ity and women’s empowerment should adopt 
a results-based monitoring and evaluation 
approach;

•	 Partnership with UN Women should be actively 
pursued, particularly at country level.

•	 The partnership base should be expanded be-
yond grassroots networks.

The roles and responsibilities of Gender Manage-
ment Unit, the Gender Focal Points and the Gender 
Task Force need to be re-defined. UN-Habitat should 
prioritize substance and decide on which gender 
equality results it wants to pursue before detailed 
decisions are taken on the necessary staff strength 
and competencies. The concept of a ‘nucleus model’ 
for dealing with inequalities more broadly was men-
tioned in the evaluation report. The rationale for 
such a model would be that UN-Habitat’s work on 
human settlements touches on a variety of inequal-
ities defined by class/socio-economic status, age, 
race, ethnicity and faith, for which a common main-
streaming concept could be attempted. The work 
does not necessarily become easier by working with 
broader and different forms of inequalities. Gender 
and social impact assessments still need to be done.

7.3 urBan youtH

Young people constitute over 70 per cent of the 
urban population in many developing countries 
and are disproportionately affected by major urban 
problems (unemployment, crime, drug abuse and 
insecurity). The Youth are both perpetrators and vic-
tims of these problems. The Habitat Agenda com-
mits UN-Habitat to work in partnership with young 
people in human settlements management and de-
velopment using participatory approaches.

Successive resolutions and decisions of the Govern-
ing Council and that of the United Nations General 
Assembly have called for adoption of crosscutting 
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perspectives on issues and concerns related to 
youth and gender in UN-Habitat programmes with 
a view to enhancing the development of youths and 
streamlining of gender and empowering women in 
those development activities. These resolutions and 
decisions have also called for strategies to enhance 
the full involvement of youth in their development. 
UN-Habitat has consequently incorporated Youth 
Development and Empowerment in its Programmes 
and in the MTSIP.

The Youth 21 is a recent UN-Habitat initiative, which 
focuses on the engagement of youth in the UN sys-
tem. Youth leaders and activists have shared their 
experiences, and exchanged ideas and approaches 
on youth-led development with their peers at the 
‘Youth 21 Building for Change Stakeholder Meet-
ing & Global Youth Leadership Forum on Inclusive 
Governance’ held in March 2012 in Nairobi. The 
result of this forum was a series of recommenda-
tions for youth engagement at local, national and 
international level, named the Nairobi Declaration. 
The Nairobi Declaration is the starting point for the 
wider discussion on establishing a United Nations 
Permanent Forum on Youth. This is due to the im-
portance UN-Habitat attaches to the need for a 
United Nations-wide policy pertaining to increased 
youth engagement in the United Nations system. 

A Special Fund, named the Opportunities Fund for 
Urban Youth-led Development, otherwise known as 
the Urban Youth Fund, was set up in 2008 with the 
goal of supporting youth-led initiatives and provid-
ing support in the following areas:

•	 Mobilizing young people to help strengthen 
youth-related policy formulation; 

•	 Building the capacities of governments, non-
-governmental organizations, civil society orga-
nizations and private sector entities at all levels 
to ensure a better response to the needs and 
issues of young people;

•	 Supporting the development of interest-based 
information and communication-oriented net-
works;

•	 Piloting and demonstrating new and innovative 
approaches to employment, good governance, 
adequate shelter and secure tenure;

•	 Sharing and exchanging information on best 
practices;

•	 Facilitating vocational training and credit mech-
anisms, in collaboration with the private sector 
and in cooperation with other United Nations 
bodies and stakeholders, to promote entrepre-
neurship and employment for young people;

A group of young people participating in a UN-Habitat Youth funded project to promote youth particaption in the 
construction of public policies for youth in Brazil, 2012 © un-Habitat
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•	 Promoting gender mainstreaming in all activities 
involving urban youth.

The Urban Youth Fund targeted non-profit organi-
zations led by young people in Africa, Asia and the 
Pacific and Latin America and the Caribbean. It is 
financed by the Government of Norway, which allo-
cated USD 2 million for a pilot phase (2009–2011), 
to be renewed for 2012–2013. The UN-Habitat 
Youth Empowerment Programme aims to foster 
youth empowerment for meaningful solutions to 
urban challenges. The programme supports efforts 
to:

•	 Improve the livelihoods of marginalized youth in 
urban slums; 

•	 Encourage local governments and other institu-
tions to engage youth in policy formulation and 
programme implementation;

•	 Increase understanding of the role of youth in 
sustainable urbanization through information, 
communication and learning;

•	 Identify urban challenges and solutions by en-
couraging youth participation in local, national 
and global level forums; and

•	 Scale up and sustain youth orientated ap-
proaches by ensuring broad based multi-stake-
holder engagement in the youth strategy.

Activities in pursuance of Focus Area 1 and the 
ENOF were implemented through the Youth Em-
powerment Programme. Activities were carried 
out within the context of the 2010/2011 biennial 
work programme related to both the normative 
and operational dimensions. Support was provided 
in conjunction with partners, particularly local gov-
ernment entities and youth groups/youth serving 
organizations. Relationships with other United Na-
tions agencies are being strengthened through the  
UNDAF and One United Nations framework.

Several activities and programmes were developed 
and implemented to advance Youth development 
and empowerment. These included: the setting up 
of the Youth Advisory Board to ensure integration 
of youth concerns in the activities of UN-Habitat; es-
tablishment of several facilities to cater for the needs 
of youths, including One Stop Centres (in Dar es Sa-

laam, Kampala and Nairobi) and assist young peo-
ple in improving their own lives (about 6,000 youths 
have undergone training at these Centres); ‘We are 
the Future’ Centres in post-conflict countries in Ad-
dis Ababa, (Ethiopia), Freetown (Sierra Leone) and 
Kigali, (Rwanda) to support affected children and 
youth and provide intergenerational programming 
in life skills (community health, agriculture, nutri-
tion, arts, sports, and information technology). The 
Moon Bean Youth Training Centre was also estab-
lished in Kibera, Nairobi, to train young people in 
construction work, business development, and in-
formation and communications technology. Several 
other programmes were developed to support the 
development and gainful engagement of youth.

The Youth Development agenda has been main-
streamed into several branches and programmes 
of UN-Habitat, including in the Urban Environment 
Planning Branch, Water, Sanitation and Infrastruc-
ture Branch, and in the Safer Cities Programme. 
The Programme has also produced and published a 
number of reports, including State of Urban Youth 
Report 2010/2011: Leveling the Playing Field, which 
presents important issues concerning young peo-
ple residing in urban settlements. This report has 
been widely distributed and is also available online. 
The programme has also produced information 
and training manuals, such as, Asset Mapping Pro-
gramme Manual for Urban Youth Centres, Entre-
preneurship Programming for Urban Youth Centres; 
Program Planning and Evaluation in Urban Youth 
Centres. The information and training manuals pro-
vide opportunities to raising awareness of youth 
issues across the world. Youth development issues 
are also strongly represented in UN-Habitat’s latest 
State of the World’s Cities 2010/2011 – Cities for 
All: Bridging the Urban Divide. The flagship Global 
Report on Human Settlements2011: Cities and Cli-
mate Change has also integrated youth issues.

UN-Habitat continues to affirm its role as a leading 
agency in bringing the urban youth to the global 
agenda, highlighting its contribution to sustainable 
urban development through such mechanisms as 
the ‘African Urban Youth Assembly: Youth and Pros-
perity’ of cities held in Abuja, Nigeria in July 2011. 
The event attracted senior government officials, 
NGOs, local authority representatives and over 300 
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youth from 23 African countries. The youth shared 
lessons and best practices from youth initiatives and 
government policies promoting youth employment 
and youth participation in a number of areas re-
lated to urban economy, environment and equity. 
UN-Habitat has developed evidence-based products 
substantiating the centrality of youth, such as the 
State of Urban Youth 2010-2011: Leveling the Play-
ing Field on equalities of youth development issues. 
The report provides recommendations on policy 
direction. The global helpdesk is an interactive on-
line portal for those interested in UN-Habitat’s work 
with urban youth.

UN-Habitat continues to strengthen engagement 
of urban youth in developing effective strategies 
for addressing issues that affect them. The use of 
professional youth artists has contributed to rais-
ing the profile of the urban youth agenda within  
UN-Habitat and the international community as 
indicated through the various initiatives. Through 
the ‘Messengers of Truth’ Initiative, UN-Habitat has 
worked closely with some of the world’s leading 
popular artists and musicians to raise awareness on 
matters ranging from women’s rights to urban slum 
conditions.

In addition to the core funding of the pro-
gramme provided by the Government of Norway,  
UN-Habitat has, in partnership with the same Gov-
ernment, launched a USD 100,000 Zanzibar Fund-
ing Window of the Urban Youth in 2011. Over 70 
young people attended this event from youth orga-
nizations in Zanzibar. Since the launch in early 2011, 
awareness workshops on the programme have been 
held in and around Zanzibar and over 2,000 young 
men and women have attended. 

An independent Evaluation of the UN-Habitat Youth 
Programme & Urban Youth Fund was conducted 
between October 2010 and February 201133. The 
evaluation focused on: a) the overall relevance of 
UN-Habitat work with youth; b) integration of youth 
issues into the normative and operational work 
of UN-Habitat; c) operations of the Urban Youth 
Fund; and d) the normative and operational per-
formance of the youth empowerment initiatives of 
UN-Habitat. The evaluation gave recommendations 
for further improvement of the programme. At its 
23rd session, in April 2011, the Governing Council 

33 UN-Habitat, 2011, Evaluation of the UN-Habitat Youth 
Programme & Urban Youth Fund, Evaluation Report 2/2011.

adopted a youth resolution (resolution 23/7), which 
recognized UN-Habitat’s role as a leader in youth en-
gagement in the UN system.

conclusions

In view of the limited funding at the disposal of  
UN-Habitat, the use of partners remains a viable op-
tion. The positive impact of partnerships will be the 
greatest when normative and operational activities 
are carefully integrated. Operational work must be 
in the form of pilots so that they can form the basis 
for lessons learned about promising practices and 
act as a catalyst with strategic partners who can 
bring additional resources on board.

Through various pilot activities, UN-Habitat has 
demonstrated its potential to change urban devel-
opment by supporting and training young people 
to take charge of programmes that are relevant to 
them. Many partners have been enlisted to help 
accelerate the project operations. Nevertheless, op-
erational challenges continue to plague youth ini-
tiatives: these include delays in the disbursement 
of funds; the inadequacy of new funding to ensure 
sustainability; some confusion as to the extent to 
which young people themselves should be respon-
sible for programme decision-making; and inade-
quate staffing.

Youth programmes have attracted considerable in-
terest. The Urban Youth Fund has attracted exten-
sive interest from UN agencies, international and 
national institutions and other youth programmes. 
The volume of applications to the Fund and the 
media interest that it has generated indicate a rap-
idly growing demand for the models developed by  
UN-Habitat. Each individual model, however, 
presents challenges that ought to be explored and 
incorporated into lessons learned as a way to en-
courage more participation of young people.

Implementation of youth programmes, which is 
largely decentralized, should involve consultations 
among the partners and the Youth Branch, the 
relevant UN-Habitat entities and other players on: 
improvement of implementation, documentation of 
knowledge on best practices and emerging issues, 
and a youth-friendly strategy for the dissemination 
of lessons learned to support advocacy and capacity 
development.
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The Youth Programme of UN-Habitat is considered 
relevant. It has invested much effort and made sig-
nificant progress in engagement with urban youth. 
It has made a notable contribution to highlighting 
the needs of young people in the urban setting and 
identifying issues that need be addressed.

main challenges of the youth Programme

Despite intensive work from the UN-Habitat Secre-
tariat, mobilizing additional resources to the Urban 
Youth Programme has been very challenging. The 
operation of the Urban Youth Programme is almost 
totally dependent on funding from the Government 
of Norway. Generating greater understanding and 
political will to attract a bigger donor base for the 
Urban Youth Programme has been extremely dif-
ficult. The limited administrative and financial re-
sources therefore inhibit in-depth monitoring of 
some of the projects sponsored by the programme.

lessons learned

The lessons learned are summarized as follows:

•	 It is crucial that decision-making in youth cent-
res should involve young people themselves. It is 
also essential to define the appropriate and dis-
tinct roles to be taken by adults as a means of 
clarifying what exactly is meant by the concept 
of ‘substantive youth engagement’;

•	 The concept of a laboratory is a useful meta-
phor for the work of the youth programmes 
in the sense that the programmes need to be 
put into practice in order to test what actually 
works;

•	 Most youth activities have been undertaken 
on an ad hoc basis, both in terms of financing 
and staff. Employing staff that have particular 
expertise in youth issues is sensible and would 
encourage the mainstreaming of youth issues 
into particular programmatic areas.

•	 UN-Habitat uses various programmes to inte-
grate youth empowerment into its work. To a 
certain extent the models used offer a unique 
opportunity to deal with youth issues in differ-
ent contexts. While each model does have some 
lessons to offer, it is clear that no single model 

can serve as the solution to all urban youth 
problems;

•	 UN-Habitat has been instrumental in linking 
young people with other actors involved in 
urban issues, such as municipalities and the 
private sector. Support from the private sector 
and various foundations have been instrumental 
to increasing the visibility of UN-Habitat and its 
youth activities. 

recommendations from the independent 
youth evaluation

The recommendations are summarized as follows:

•	 UN-Habitat should build the capacity of its 
youth programme by: broadening the diversity 
of its core funding; developing strategic part-
nerships, such as with the ILO and UNICEF; 
increasing staff to ensure that skills match 
programme goals; increase the involvement 
of young people, youth leaders, UN-Habitat 
regional and country offices.

•	 UN-Habitat should review its Youth Programme 
strategy within an agreed upon organiza-
tion-wide framework for mainstreaming youth 
issues;

•	 UN-Habitat and its partners should review the 
governance structure of youth programmes to 
align the priorities in national policies;

•	 UN-Habitat should strengthen the implemen-
tation of the Urban Youth Fund by limiting the 
selection of future awards to countries where 
UN-Habitat already has a strong presence; and 
ensuring that funding is awarded to projects 
that fall within existing Focus Areas, or in which 
there is a specific donor interest;

•	 UN-Habitat should strengthen its monitoring, 
evaluation and reporting strategy to enhance 
its handling of future youth projects and pro-
grammes.
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The Governing Council requested the Executive Di-
rector, at it twenty-first session in April 2007, (reso-
lution 21/2 paragraph 10) “…to give immediate pri-
ority to the proposed institutional reforms, including 
the further implementation of the of results-based 
management, robust knowledge management, 
and any institutional adjustments necessary to bet-
ter align the organization with the MTSIP, consis-
tent with the wider process of United Nation sys-
tem-wide reform”. As evident from the foregoing, 
UN-Habitat’s organizational set-up during the first 
four years of MTSIP was not optimal. The goal of the 
ongoing restructuring is to fully align the organiza-
tion with the Strategic Plan 2014-2019.

The 2010 Peer Review recommendations on orga-
nizational restructuring were followed-up with an 
organizational review process, which was formally 
launched in February 201134. In February 2011, an 
Internal Review Team was established to launch 
and guide the review process. An external change 
management consultant and a senior staff member 
from the United Nations Secretariat’s Department of 
Management facilitated the consultative process as 
part of the broader United Nations institutional re-
form. The review process entailed a series of work-
shops, interviews, and consultations with staff and 
partners. The results of the organizational review, 
which were submitted in July 2011, also contained 
recommendations for improving UN-Habitat’s orga-
nizational structure. 

This process led to a restructuring of UN-Habitat’s 
organization that took effect from January 2012. 
The third and last biennial work programme 2012-
2013 of the MTSIP will be implemented within the 
new structure. The aim of the new structure is to 
ensure a more effective and efficient delivery of 
UN-Habitat’s mandate at the country, regional and 
global levels.

34 This Section draws on information from the Executive Director’s 
informational briefing to the Committee of Permanent 
Representatives of 7 September 2011 and 15 December 2011.

The main characteristics of the new organizational 
structure are: i) a horizontal flatter matrix organiza-
tion; ii) a project-based organization, which brings 
together the normative and operational work un-
der each project; iii) a flexible organization working 
through flex teams; iv) an organization with clear 
delegation of authority down to the project level; 
and v) existing field projects and normative policy 
work managed through a project-based account-
ability approach. The new proposed organizational 
structure consists of seven thematic branches, as 
outlined in Table 8.1.

The branches are considered as ‘virtual’ as they will 
consist of staff located in both regional offices and 
Headquarters thus breaking down the divide be-
tween normative and operational work. In the new 
proposed structure – as elaborated in June 2012 – 
policy, management and administration will be dealt 
within four offices: 

office of Executive Director: Strategic Planning, 
Legal Unit, Regional Offices, Scientific Advisory, 
Governing Council Secretariat, Liaison Offices and 
the Evaluation Unit;

•	 management office: Quality Assurance, 
Finance, Finance and Budget, Office Man-
agement, ICT Support, and Knowledge Man-
agement Support, Human Resources Liaison, 
Headquarters’ Project Administrators, and Field 
Project Administrators;

•	 Project office: Project Implementation and 
Monitoring, Portfolio Strategy; and

•	  External relations office: consist of two 
branches 1) Partner and Inter-Agency Branch; 
and 2) Advocacy, Outreach and Communica-
tions Branch: Production Unit, Outreach and 
Events, Press and Media, Editorial Unit, World 
Urban Forum, and World Urban Campaign.

8.  oRGanIZaTIonal TRansITIon
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TABLE 8.1: reorganization of un-Habitat – thematic Branches and units

Urban 
legislation, 
land and 
Governance 
branch

Urban 
Planning 
and Design 
branch

Urban economy 
branch

Urban basic 
services branch

Housing 
& slum 
Upgrading 
branch

Risk 
Reduction and 
Rehabilitation 
branch

Research 
& Capacity 
Development 
branch

Urban Legislation 
Unit

Regional and 
Metropolitan 
Planning Unit

Local Economic 
Development Unit

Solid Waste Unit
Slum 
Upgrading Unit 

Settlements 
Recovery Unit

Research Unit

Land & GLTN
Unit

City Planning, 
Extension & 
Design Unit

Municipal Finance 
Unit

Energy Unit Housing Unit
Shelter 
Rehabilitation 
Unit

Capacity 
Development Unit

Local Government 
& Decentralization
Unit

Climate Change 
Planning Unit

Youth & Job 
Creation Unit

Urban Mobility Unit -
Urban Risk 
Reduction Unit

Global Urban 
Observatory Unit

- - -
Water & Sanitation 
Unit

- - -

Source: UN-Habitat, 14 June 2012

The Project Office is responsible for the overall coor-
dination of UN-Habitat’s project portfolio attending 
to the following functions:

•	 Project identification

•	 Project formulation

•	 Project implementation and coordination

•	 Resource mobilization

•	 Portfolio information management

•	 Portfolio monitoring/knowledge management 

UN-Habitat’s work will continue to be guided by the 
MTSIP until the end of 2013. A matrix has been de-
veloped that shows how the 2012-2013 work pro-
gramme’s sub-expected accomplishments relate to 

UN-Habitat’s new organizational structure and thus 
constitutes the framework for the branches’ and 
their units’ work and budget. It is expected that the 
organizational transition will be concluded by June 
2012. The restructuring of UN-Habitat will, however, 
pose some challenges in relation to the implemen-
tation of MTSIP as regards to coordination among 
the newly established units and performance and 
progress monitoring of ongoing programmes.

During the interviews, it became evident that the 
perceptions among the staff on the organizational 
transition to the new set-up were very diverse. 
Some saw the organizational changes as imperative 
for UN-Habitat to be able to better deliver, while 
others saw the changes as constraining their work. 
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launching of the strategic Plan 
preparation

The Governing Council of UN-Habitat requested the 
Executive Director, at its 23rd session in April 2011 
(resolution 23/11), in consultation with CPR, to de-
velop the Strategic Plan for 2014-2019 taking into 
account the recommendations of the Peer Review of 
the Implementation of UN-Habitat’s Medium-Term 
Strategic and Institutional Plan and other reviews 
of the MTSIP for presentation and approval by the 
Governing Council at its 24th session in 2013.

Draft Terms of Reference was developed for the 
Open-Ended Contact Group on the Strategic 
Plan for 2014-2019 comprising both members of 
the CPR and the Secretariat in preparation of the  
UN-Habitat Strategic Plan. A CPR approved road-
map guided the preparation of UN-Habitat’s Strate-
gic Plan for 2014-2019 that consists of three parts:

•	 Part I, Strategic Analysis, providing what could 
be considered to be the rationale of the Strate-
gic Plan, or answering the question ‘why?’

•	 Part II, Strategic Choice, containing the Strategic 
Plan itself, or answering the question ‘what? 

•	 Part III, Strategy Implementation, addressing the 
issues of how the Strategic Plan will be imple-
mented, i.e. answering the question ‘how?

The formulation of the Strategic Plan 2014-2019 
has taken into account: the Executive Director’s new 
strategic priorities; UN-Habitat’s official mandate; 
the continuity between the MTSIP 2008-2013 and 
the Strategic Plan 2014-2019; and issues of align-
ment with the biennial strategic framework and 
programme budget. The Strategic Plan’s Part I and 
II have been prepared and Part III will be developed 
in early 201235.

35 The elaboration in this Chapter draws on the Draft Strategic Plan 
of UN-Habitat for 2014-2019: Parts I and II, 25 January 2012.

the strategic Plan’s Part i: strategic 
analysis

While some elements of the Strategic Plan 2014-
2019 represent continuity from the MTSIP, others 
will be included to respond to emerging urban de-
mographic, environmental, economic, spatial and 
social trends. Some of the identified key trends are:

•	 Demographic factors: The world’s urban popu-
lation is expected to rise from 50 to 60 per cent. 
Ninety per cent of the world urban population 
growth between now and 2030 will be in devel-
oping countries, and most urban growth will be 
in towns between 100,000 and 250,000;

•	 Environmental factors: Rising impacts of climate 
change and natural disasters with cities and 
their inhabitants becoming more vulnerable, 
and increased scarcity of water resources;

•	 Economic factors: Despite a stable economic 
growth in many developing countries, there are 
limited funds available for investment in urban 
infrastructure and services. Although the infor-
mal economy is expanding, there is significant 
under- and unemployment, especially among 
the youth;

•	 Spatial factors: Most urban dwellers live in 
small and medium sized urban settlements of 
less than 1 million people. Rapid urbanization 
in developing countries has resulted in uncon-
trolled peri-urban expansion – most of it being 
informal;

•	 Social factors: Urban poverty is increasing glob-
ally and inequality is rising, which is manifested 
in slums. The number of refugees and internally 
displaced people is increasing.

9.  obseRVaTIons on THe sTRaTeGIC Plan 
2014-2019
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lessons from the mtsiP 2008-2013

A number of problems encountered during the 
preparation of MTSIP have affected negatively on 
the implementation. The formulation of the Strate-
gic Plan 2014-2019 will take note of these lessons 
learned – the most important ones of which are:

•	 The MTSIP 2008-2013 was developed sepa-
rately from the biennial work programme. Its 
six Focus Areas were different from the four 
sub-programmes of the work programme. Al-
though the second and third work programmes 
were progressively aligned, the general impres-
sion remained that UN-Habitat was reporting 
in relation to two programmes, which meant 
burdensome double work. 

•	 The MTSIP Results Framework that was de-
veloped during 2009 (rather than at the very 
beginning) came up with a different set of 
strategic results, expected and sub-expected ac-

complishments, and indicators of achievements 
than the 2008-2009 work programme, which 
had already been approved.

•	 The ENOF and Focus Area policy and strategy 
papers were developed late in the process and 
did not fully provide the strategic directions and 
overview they were intended to do.

•	 Some of the expected accomplishments and 
indicators of achievement that were formulated 
in 2009 proved not to be adequately specific 
and realistic, making it difficult to keep track of 
the accomplishments.

•	 Gender, youth and partnerships were not prop-
erly reflected in all Focus Areas as crosscutting 
issues when the MTSIP was formulated. Gender 
was only addressed in 2009 during the elabo-
ration of the Results Framework. Management 
of partnerships was located in one of the Focus 
Areas rather than being reflected across all 
Focus Areas.  

Child outside an IDP camp in the outskirts of Goma, DRC where UN-Habitat/GLTN is implementing a land programme 
on conflict mediation, 2012. © un-Habitat
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swot analysis for the strategic Plan  
2014-2019

The Executive Director and Division Directors con-
ducted a ‘Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and 
Threats’ (SWOT) analysis of UN-Habitat’s prospects. 
The results of the analysis and the deliberations of 
the CPR Open-ended Contact Group have informed 
the implementation of the Strategic Plan. Some of 
the key points are presented below:

•	 Strengths: Very good achievements have been 
attained in post-conflict and post-disaster 
countries; innovative water and sanitation 
approaches have been promoted; land man-
agement (GLTN) has been strongly supported 
by donors; advancements have been made on 
urban safety and security and forced evictions; 
gender and youth have been mainstreamed 
in many interventions; global advocacy has 
increased the awareness on urban issues; and 
regional ministerial platforms on housing and 
urban development are active in Africa, Asia 
and the Pacific, and Latin America and the 
Caribbean.

•	 Weaknesses: There is a need for: 1) more effec-
tive management systems and reduced bureau-
cratic load and better use of human resources; 
2) improved core productivity at Headquarters 
and delivery efficiency in the initial phases of 
field projects, especially emergencies; improved 
effectiveness at the country level, where most 
donor funding has shifted; 3) improved fund-
ing predictability and resource mobilization; 4) 
improved internal strategic planning in order 
to enhance policy and programme implemen-
tation coherence; 5) systematic harvesting of 
core knowledge and lessons learned; and 6) 
improved external communication.

•	 Opportunities: Increasing global importance of 
the urban agenda and recognition of the lead-
ing role of cities in national economic growth; 
global movement to revive urban planning and 
increased demand for assistance in planning 
for small and medium sized urban settlements 
of less than one million people in developing 
countries; increasing global importance of cities 
in addressing climate change and energy effi-
ciency; the normative and operational mandate 

of UN-Habitat to conceive innovative solutions 
and the potential for catalytic effects; impor-
tance of slum upgrading, as well as drinking 
water and sanitation; and preparation for the 
Third United Nations Conference on Housing 
and Sustainable Urban Development (Habitat III) 
to be held in 2016.

•	 Threats: The main threats facing UN-Habitat are 
mostly from the external environment. These 
include declining donor contributions to non-
-earmarked revenues in recent years, partly due 
to the current global economic crisis, possible 
divergence between UN-Habitat’s official work 
programme and donor interests – as reflected 
in the increasing earmarked revenues from do-
nors, rising interest in the urban agenda among 
other multilateral agencies having the potential 
risk of duplication of efforts, and inability to 
respond in a timely manner to the demands for 
its services.

guiding principles of the strategic Plan 
2014-2019

The Strategic Plan’s Focus Areas are also the sub-
-programmes in the 2014-2015 biennial strategic 
framework, work programme and budget, thus en-
suring complete alignment among the three docu-
ments. The Strategic Plan contains a results frame-
work, which is prepared at the very beginning – thus 
ensuring that the reporting on the six-year Strategic 
Plan and the biennial work programme are unified 
into a single process. The Strategic Plan will be im-
plemented in line with the need for closer cooper-
ation and coordination with other United Nations 
bodies/agencies and with a view to avoiding over-
lapping and duplicating programmes and activities.

the strategic Plan’s Part ii: strategic 
choice

UN-Habitat’s work, which is both normative and 
operational, seeks to assist local, regional and na-
tional authorities that are responsible for urban and 
human settlement issues, to improve the standard 
of living of their citizens through policies that are 
in conformity with the guiding principles of sustain-
able urban development and subsidiarity. The main 
features of the Strategic Plan are presented in Box 
9.1.
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BOX 9.1: Main features of the strategic Plan 
2014-2019 

Vision: UN-Habitat promotes the stronger commit-
ment of national and local governments as well as other 
relevant stakeholders to work towards the realization of 
a world with economically productive, socially inclusive 
and environmentally sustainable cities and other human 
settlements.

Mission: UN-Habitat, in collaboration with other United 
Nations entities and relevant stakeholders, supports gov-
ernments and local authorities – in line with the principle 
of subsidiarity – to respond positively to the opportunities 
and challenges of urbanization by providing normative 
policy advice and technical assistance on transforming cit-
ies and other human settlements into inclusive centres of 
vibrant economic growth, social progress and environmen-
tal safety.

Goal: Well-planned, well-governed and efficient cities and 
other human settlements with adequate infrastructure and 
universal access to employment, land, and basic services – 
including housing, water, sanitation, energy and transport.

strategic Result: Environmentally, economically and 
socially sustainable, gender sensitive and inclusive urban 
development policies implemented by national, regional 
and local authorities have improved the standard of living 
of the urban poor and enhanced their participation in the 
socio-economic life of the city.

focus areas: Seven Focus Areas have been identified. 
The three first have been included to better respond to the 
21st century cities’ challenges and opportunities in a more 
holistic way. The MTSIP also included urban planning, 
management, governance, land and financing systems, but 
composed differently.

TABLE 9.1: Focus areas of the strategic Plan 2014-2019 and mtsiP 2008-2013

focus areas strategic Plan 2014-2019 focus areas MTsIP 2008-2013

1. Urban Planning and Design 1. Effective advocacy, monitoring, and partnership

2. Urban Land, Legislation and Governance 2. Urban planning, management, and governance

3. Urban Economy 3. Access to land and housing for all

4. Urban Basic Services 4. Environmentally sound basic urban infrastructure and services

5. Housing and Slum Upgrading 5. Strengthening human settlements finance systems

6. Risk Reduction and Rehabilitation 6. Excellence in management

7. Research and Capacity Development

The Focus Areas of the Strategic Plan 2014-2019 
and MTSIP 2008-2013 are shown in Table 9.1 and 
the Strategic Plan’s Focus Areas and strategic results 
are shown in Table 9.2. A number of crosscutting 
issues, relevant to all seven Focus Areas, will be pri-
oritized, including outreach and communication, 
gender, youth, partnerships, capacity development, 
and climate change.The work will focus on actions 
that have the potential for triggering or catalysing 
changes at the urban level. The support to national, 
regional and city authorities will be undertaken 
through clearly defined projects that combine both 
normative and operational work. The UN-Habitat 
catalogue of model projects (developed at the end 
of 2011) will be continually updated.

results-based biennial strategic 
framework for 2014-2015

In parallel with the preparation of the Strategic 
Plan 2014-2019, strategic frameworks were devel-
oped for the seven sub-programmes correspond-
ing to the seven Focus Areas (dated 11 January 
2012). In addition, sub-programmes were devel-
oped for Executive Direction and Management and  
Management and Administration. The sub-pro-
grammes outline expected accomplishments and 
indicators of achievements. 
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TABLE 9.2: strategic Plan 2014-2019 – Focus areas and strategic results

focus area strategic Result

1.  Urban Legislation, Land and 
Governance

City, regional and national authorities have established systems for improved access to 
land, adopted enabling legislation, and put in place effective decentralized governance 
that fosters equitable sustainable urban development.

2.  Urban Planning and Design City, regional and national authorities have implemented policies, plans and designs for 
more compact, better integrated and connected cities that foster equitable sustainable 
urban development and are resilient to climate change.

3.  Urban Economy City, regional and national authorities have improved capacity to implement urban 
policies supportive of local economic development, creation of decent jobs and 
enhanced municipal finance.

4.  Urban Basic Services City, regional and national authorities have implemented policies for increasing 
equitable access to basic urban services for improving the standard of living of the 
urban poor.

5.  Housing and Slum 
Upgrading

City, regional and national authorities have implemented policies for increasing access 
to adequate housing and improving the standard of living in existing slums.

6.  Risk Reduction and 
Rehabilitation

Cities have increased their resilience to the impacts of natural and human-made 
crises in an equitable manner, and undertaken rehabilitation in ways that advance 
sustainable urban development.

7.  Research and Capacity 
Building

Knowledge of sustainable urbanization issues disseminated and capacity enhanced 
at international, national and local levels in order to improve formulation and 
implementation of evidence based policies and programmes, and to improve public 
awareness of the benefits and conditions necessary for sustainable urbanization.
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Part 3: 
ConClUsIons, 
lessons leaRneD anD 
ReCoMMenDaTIons
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10. eValUaTIon ConClUsIons

The evaluation team’s conclusions are related to 
three time periods: the 2008-2011 MTSIP period; 
the 2012-2013 MTSIP period; and the Strategic Plan 
period 2014-2019. The conclusions will relate to the 
evaluation’s specific objectives and the ten evalua-
tion questions.

10.1 tHE 2008-2011 mtsiP PErioD

meta conclusion

The opinion of many stakeholders is that the MTSIP 
has been very positive to UN-Habitat. It has better 
rationalized and further sharpened the program-
matic focus of UN-Habitat from what it was before, 
brought about the better alignment of programmes, 
and played a catalytic role in encouraging and en-
abling more productive partnerships than hitherto, 
which in turn have helped in leveraging increased 
funding for the Agency’s programmes.

Even critics agree that, on the whole, the MTSIP 
has charted a more focused and credible direction 
for UN-Habitat’s programmes. It has brought about 
better integration and realignment of activities 
within programme countries – the insistence on re-
sults-based management has been a positive contri-
bution. Overall, as a result of the MTSIP, UN-Habitat 
Programmes, while not yet perfect have attained a 
significantly higher degree of focus, coherence and 
alignment than before the MTSIP was instituted. 
Medium-term strategic planning is therefore seen 
an important mechanism for obtaining results that 
makes a positive difference.

The MTSIP’s expected accomplishments have been 
partially achieved during the four years of imple-
mentation. Many – but not all – of the accomplish-
ments will be fully achieved by the end of 2013. The 
MTSIP Results Framework has been well conceived, 
but the implementation has encountered a number 
of problems including difficulties in collecting and 

analysing data and reporting on achievements. The 
cause for these problems should be addressed so 
that the negative effects are eliminated in the fu-
ture. 

relevance

National and local stakeholders appreciate  
UN-Habitat’s support for sustainable urbanization. 
This is demonstrated by the fact that UN-Habitat has 
contributed to the formulation of national urban 
policies, strategies, and development plans at both 
national and local levels. However, it was found that 
the concept of ‘sustainable urbanization’ needs to 
be more clearly defined and guiding principles need 
to be developed. There has been a significant in-
crease in UN-Habitat’s support to disaster-stricken 
and post conflict countries, which today constitutes 
a very large part of UN-Habitat’s project portfolio. 
The relevance and catalytic effects of UN-Habitat’s 
support increases when it is directed towards the 
needs, as identified by national and local stakehold-
ers (including Habitat partners), and when the sup-
port is an integral part of the UNDAF or Delivering 
as One process and is well coordinated with other 
development partners. The main thrust on donor 
coordination was with other United Nations agen-
cies. A further emphasis on donor coordination with 
a wider spectrum of stakeholders and greater pro-
motion of sector-wide approach would significantly 
enhance UN-Habitat’s normative role. 

The UN-Habitat management still considers the  
MTSIP strategic and institutional objectives to be 
valid. The fundamental strategies and principles – 
on which MTSIP are based – are still considered rele-
vant. With the exception of Focus Area 5 – although 
the intent is appreciated – the expected accomplish-
ments and sub-expected accomplishments and as-
sociated activities of MTSIP are consistent with the 
overall goal and with the intended impacts. With the 
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hindsight of four years of experience, the strategic 
framework could have been formulated differently, 
as is now the case with the proposed Strategic Plan 
2014-2019. However, the fundamental elements of 
the strategic plan remain, to a large extent, identical 
to that of the MTSIP and thus represent a continua-
tion of MTSIP – sharing identical overall goals. 

Effectiveness

The MTSIP long-term development objectives are 
only loosely formulated and thus difficult to predict 
their realization. The outcomes are not immediately 
apparent from the reported indicators. A large part 
of the MTSIP targets have been partially achieved 
and are likely to be fully achieved. As had been 
noted in the peer review of the MTSIP, there has 
been an over-concentration and too much reliance 
on numerical indicators as measures of achievement, 
even for roles and activities for which other types of 
indicators, albeit qualitative ones, could have been 
more appropriate. Besides, some of these numerical 
indicators tended to stretch credibility. Programme 
and thematic evaluations/reviews have provided a 
more in-depth analysis of MTSIP’s implementation 
performance than the progress reports, but eval-
uations/reviews are limited in number and do not 
present an overall assessment of UN-Habitat’s work.

Efficiency

Despite financial and human resources constraints, 
significant progress had been made in the imple-
mentation of most of the MTSIP Focus Areas. Of 
special note is the progress made in the implemen-
tation of Focus Areas 1, 2, 4 and 6. The expected 
accomplishments for Focus Area 6 appeared very 
ambitious compared to the actual staffing and re-
sources allocated. Increased delivery and the over-
all programme volume put additional pressure on 
staff. Overall, human and financial resources were 
adequate, but time taken to utilize resources ap-
propriately delayed progress. The issue has been 
raised about staff shortages and high staff turnover 
in several programme areas, which have negatively 
affected the full implementation of some of the 
Focus Area programmes and had disrupted work-
ing patterns. There appears to be an apparent and 
substantial imbalance in human resource allocation 

between Headquarters and regional/country offices. 

Resources inadequacy – financial and human – has 
been a major weak link in the chain of the Agen-
cy’s programme development and implementation. 
Limited resource allocations from the United Nations 
Regular Budget and a small base of donor support, 
with largely earmarked funding, limits the scope of 
what the organization can prioritize. According to 
the Annual Progress Report on the Implementation 
of the Medium-Term Strategic and Institutional Plan 
(January-December 2011), the Focus Areas’ utiliza-
tion rates varied from 64 to 80 per cent (expendi-
ture/allotment) for Financial Year 2011.

The MTSIP planning process has not been optimal. 
The conceptualization of MTSIP Results Framework, 
and Focus Areas’ policy and strategy papers were 
delayed. The ENOF did not quite provide the clar-
ity it was intended to do. Baseline surveys were not 
conducted, which would otherwise have guided 
the choice of indicators and how they could best 
be measured – one reason being that adequate 
resources to generate the baseline data were not 
allocated. The ENOF element to support govern-
ments and their development partners to achieve 
more sustainable urbanization has improved coordi-
nation in UN-Habitat’s programme implementation 
and management by narrowing, if not bridging, the 
inter-divisional divide between the normative and 
operational programme activities. But much more 
needs to be done in this area. The component of 
normative elements in country level projects appears 
well balanced with that of the operational elements. 

Parallel reporting for the MTSIP and for the regular 
biennial work programme, and reporting demands 
of the different donors, placed a heavy burden on 
the limited staff. It is welcoming, however, to note 
that the MTSIP and the biennial work programme 
and budget have become completely aligned and 
congruent as of the 2012-2013 biennium and do-
nors have agreed to one harmonized MTSIP six 
monthly and annual progress report. Although the 
progress reports are quite extensive, they are not 
able to capture country level achievements in any 
great detail. 
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UN-Habitat’s full participation in the UNDAF and 
Delivering as One processes was hampered by the 
Agency’s low visibility among other United Nations 
agencies with respect to what it is capable of contrib-
uting to countries’ development programmes, con-
sidering UN-Habitat’s lack of substantial resources to 
invest in a given country’s development programme. 
However, in those countries where UN-Habitat suc-
ceeded in a meaningful participation in the UNDAF 
process, more funding for UN-Habitat was accessed 
and synergies enhanced, which also resulted in in-
creased visibility and voice of UN-Habitat. 

There is expressed need for more guidance from 
the Headquarters to the regional and country of-
fice levels to ensure consistency and congruence of 
the Agency’s programmes. Correspondingly there 
is a need for efficient feedback mechanisms from 
the countries and regions to the Headquarters to 
raise Headquarters’ awareness of the country level 
dynamics and how this should influence the future 
normative and operational work. This suggests that 
there is need for better and more efficient informa-
tion flows. Regional offices handle the accounting 
for projects, field offices and field staff, which rep-
resents a substantial workload, but no common 
operational manuals and guidelines exist, which 
could streamline and facilitate this work. UNDP, for  
example, has such manuals and guidelines. 

The Habitat Programme Managers and the prepara-
tion of Habitat Country Programme Documents have 
enhanced UN-Habitat’s role in the UNDAF process 
(as well as the Delivering as One process) in some 
countries. Without adequate resources to back up 
and advance the Habitat Country Programme Doc-
uments, the Agency’s participation and representa-
tion in the UNDAF process will have limited impact. 
However, even with limited resources some Habitat 
Programme Managers have succeeded in generat-
ing relevant projects and attracting earmarked do-
nor funding for their implementation. As has been 
seen in the revenue trends, donors appear keener on 
providing earmarked funding than non-earmarked.

The point was made by staff at the regional and 
country offices that they are generally hardly con-
sulted or involved during the process of initiation, 
formulation and development of new global pro-
grammes. Rather, such programmes are often 
initiated, formulated, developed and adopted at 

Headquarters without inputs from the regional and 
country levels and then dumped on them as a fait 
accompli. The result is that these programmes miss 
out on the accumulated wisdom, knowledge and 
experiences of the regional and country offices, 
which makes implementation of some of these pro-
grammes difficult or inoperable at country level. 

impact

MTSIP has already, at this stage, had an impact on 
the countries’ policies, strategies, and capacity de-
velopments. In some countries, the urban devel-
opment challenges have been incorporated in na-
tional development plans, which normally would 
trigger allocation of human and financial resources 
accordingly. Normative outcomes are likely to ma-
terialize further during MTSIP’s next two years. Cur-
rently, limited information is available on likely me-
dium-term outcomes and impacts related to urban 
social, economic, and physical achievements – in-
tended as well as non-intended. Outcomes and im-
pacts will undoubtedly materialize in years to come. 
The scale of outcomes and impact at the global level 
depends on the amount of funding that can be mo-
bilized. The order of magnitude of the impacts of  
UN-Habitat’s investments is limited in terms of cov-
erage required to achieve the MDGs. More detailed 
reviews/evaluations at the country level would cer-
tainly disclose attributions and contributions to the 
catalytic effects on policy changes, reforms, and 
strategic approaches, which in all probability will 
have long-term impacts. 

Recipient countries perceive UN-Habitat’s support 
for slum prevention and upgrading as contributing 
positively to improving the slum dwellers’ situa-
tion in the longer-term through pro-poor housing 
policies, housing financing, and security of ten-
ure – short-term improvements at scale will re-
quire substantial capital injections to have a wider 
impact. The MTSIP Action Plan’s third phase – the 
scaling up phase – suggests that the volume of  
UN-Habitat’s support should have increased sig-
nificantly. In terms of increase in monetary volume 
there is only a 10 per cent increase in the 2012-
2013 budget compared to the 2010-2011 budget. 
Some of the support may be scaled up without the 
involvement of UN-Habitat, but such catalytic ef-
fects do not seem to be well captured.
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sustainability

The sustainability of UN-Habitat interventions  
relates closely to the quality of these interventions 
and the extent to which these are requested by 
national and local governments and supported by 
donors and other partners – and in turn how these 
are transformed into national policies, strategies 
and legislation and the extent to which national 
capacity is developed to support implementation.  
Country-level political support and funding are crit-
ical for the sustainability of UN-Habitat interven-
tions – resource adequacy to follow new initiatives 
through and to sustain these remains a daunting 
challenge. Development of systemic municipal 
sources such as municipal taxes, property taxes and 
government subventions would be more sustainable 
than current over-dependence on unpredictable do-
nor funding for urban services financing.

coherence

In theory there is good coherence between the six 
Focus Areas, but in practice the potential coherence 
has been jeopardized by the ‘silo mentality’ that 
continues to persist at the Agency Headquarters. In 
some of the Habitat country programmes there has 
been good coherence between the various Focus 
Areas for which interventions were implemented. 
In such cases it has been due to the foresight of 
UN-Habitat country teams. While MTSIP facilitated 
increased internal coherence, it did not succeed in 
breaking down the ‘silo mentality’ completely. The 
‘silo mentality’ could be a result of a combination 
of UN-Habitat’s current organizational set-up and 
the attitude of some staff members. The contin-
ued reform process may eventually in the medium 
to long-term succeed in achieving a high degree of 
coherence, but over a short-term perspective the 
situation does not appear tenable. Due to the im-
balance in staff allocation between the Headquar-
ters and regional/country offices, the coherence is 
limited. There seems to be good coherence between 
regional and country offices. The lack of coherence 
between the Headquarters and regional/country of-
fices is further accentuated by less effective coordi-
nation and communication.

The coherence between the biennial work pro-
grammes and the MTSIP existed in terms of sub-
stance, but in terms of implementation the biennial 

work programme (2008-2009) and MTSIP resulted 
in two sets of parallel monitoring and reporting 
procedures. They consumed an unnecessarily large 
amount of resources, which could have been put 
to much better use. The coherence was improved 
for the second work programme (2010-2011), and 
was fully achieved for the third work programme 
(2012-2013). The mismatch in coordination dur-
ing the first two years happened as the 2008-2009 
work programme had to be submitted in mid 2006 
in accordance with the United Nations Secretariat 
procedures, at which time the preparation of the 
MTSIP had just started. 

10.2 tHE 2012-2013 mtsiP PErioD

The implementation of MTSIP as outlined in the bi-
ennial work programme and budget (2012-2013) 
will continue – as approved by the Governing Coun-
cil – but with a changed organizational set-up. While 
the need for organizational changes is appreciated, 
the changes were initiated before the organogram 
of the new organizational set-up had been finalized, 
which tended to cause some uncertainty among 
staff. This gave rise to substantial misunderstanding 
among several UN-Habitat staff members about the 
continued relevance of the MTSIP in the light of the 
organizational and programmatic restructuring of 
UN-Habitat. In consequence, each Focus Area team 
of the current MTSIP is struggling to fix itself into 
the new organizational structure. The sentiment is 
that existing portfolios of the current MTSIP have 
been dumped into the proposed new (2014-2019) 
Focus Areas and thereby still perpetuating elements 
of the ‘silo mentality’. Part of this feeling may be 
attributed to the absence of adequate information 
flow from the management to staff. This can also 
result from some staff not carefully reading issu-
ances from management. The main challenge will 
be to continue implementation of MTSIP, while 
the restructuring is consolidated. Even though this 
is a complicated process, the advantage is that  
UN-Habitat’s organizational set-up will be fully 
aligned to the Strategic Plan when it is launched in 
2014, and devoid of many of the complications that 
confronted the MTSIP in its start-up phase. 

The organizational restructuring has focused much 
on the Headquarters and less on the regional and 
country offices. It seems that the restructuring has 
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not taken adequate note of the changing reality 
with programmes and projects being increasingly 
conceptualized and funded through earmarked 
funding at the country level. The issue of allocat-
ing more resources to regional and country offices 
and having a leaner organization at Headquarters 
have not yet been presented or addressed. Habitat 
Programme Managers have proved to be a valuable 
asset in countries with a large project volume or 
having a significant potential for UN-Habitat inter-
ventions – both in terms of generating new projects 
and mobilizing funding. The roles and functions of 
Regional Directors and Habitat Programme Man-
agers need to be reviewed as part of the organiza-
tional restructuring. It is not enough just to change 
the organizational structure, but also the mind-set 
of senior staff to make the organizational change a 
success. UN-Habitat advises governments to apply 
the subsidiarity principle – that could equally well 
be applied to UN-Habitat’s own organization. There 
is no doubt that there will be a need for effective 
support from Headquarters for facilitating and at-
tending to global issues. A scrutiny of the new or-
ganizational structure discloses some aspects that 
need further clarification:

•	 The policy aspects are not reflected. Overall 
policy considerations will be essential to guide 
the further evolution of UN-Habitat and its 
programmes.

•	 Environmental management has not been 
reflected. Even though environment is a cross-
cutting issue when formulating programmes 
and projects, it is also an important discipline 
by itself in connection with urban planning and 
management.

•	 The broader aspects of disaster management, 
as opposed to risk reduction, have not been 
adequately reflected. The scale of  
UN-Habitat’s engagement in disaster stricken 
countries would warrant increased attention to 
this discipline – and not only as a crosscutting 
issue.

•	 Except for the Youth Unit, the crosscutting 
issues do not seem to be reflected. Although 
crosscutting issues will be mainstreamed into 
the Focus Areas’ programmes, it is important 

that policy and strategy aspects across the Focus 
Areas are coherently addressed. The concept of 
a ‘nucleus model’ for a common mainstreaming 
concept dealing with rights and inequalities 
more broadly as defined by class/socio-eco-
nomic status, gender, age, race, ethnicity and 
faith could be considered – and thus avoid 
having focal points and teams for each of the 
inequalities.

•	 There is a need to distinguish between adminis-
trative/budgetary quality assurance and profes-
sional quality assurance. This raises the question 
of clarity as regards to the responsibility for 
professional quality assurance.

There is a great need to review the report prepara-
tion procedures with the aim of producing reports 
of good quality, minimizing resource requirement, 
and capturing of lessons learned and good prac-
tices. The normative and operational lessons learned 
at regional and country levels represent a valuable 
source of information that can feed into the flag-
ship reports and to some extent into the progress 
reports. The lessons learned at country level will 
contribute to UN-Habitat’s normative dimension – 
ensuring that this is based on concrete and tested 
practices. The country level reporting is essential and 
needs to be shaped so that it sustains the Agency’s 
conceptual aspects.  

10.3 tHE stratEgic Plan 2014-2019

The conceptualization of the Strategic Plan 2014-
2019 has resulted in a more distinct framework for 
the Focus Areas. Even though the structure and 
scope of the Strategic Plan differ from the MTSIP, 
the new Focus Areas drew substantially from the 
MTSIP Focus Areas. The strategic plan could be char-
acterized as a second-generation plan, which has 
rectified or will rectify the problems encountered 
with the MTSIP, and also confirms the continued rel-
evance of the MTSIP’s Focus Areas. The challenges 
remains to embark on a detailed preparation that 
should include Focus Area policy and strategy pa-
pers, a more elaborate ENOF, ‘SMART’ indicators 
for the expected accomplishments, baseline studies, 
etc. The Strategic Plan 2014-2019 corresponds well 
to what the UN-Habitat country teams consider as 
priorities. The survey [conducted by the evaluation 
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team] pointed to a pro-poor approach and priori-
tized urban environment.

The Strategic Plan 2014-2019 – as it currently ap-
pears – has been formulated in a neutral fashion, 
meaning that it could be applied to any country. 
While this is a positive feature, the strategic plan 
needs to be complemented with strategies on how 
to cope with different categories of countries, for 
example fragile states, disaster stricken countries, 
post-conflict countries, and least developed coun-
tries, low-income and middle-income countries. The 
engagement of Habitat Programme Managers and 
mobilization of national urban forums should be in-
corporated in such strategic considerations. There is 
currently a large representation of post-conflict and 
disaster reduction projects in the current portfolio, 
which suggests that such projects in future could 
also be an essential part of UN-Habitat’s support. 

While normative interventions are warranted in all 
categories of countries (which would be formu-
lated in accordance with the country context), the 
operational interventions could be differentiated 
according to needs – implying that the allocation 

of UN-Habitat funds would in all probability favour 
the fragile and poorer countries. However, about 70 
per cent of the world’s poor live in middle-income 
countries, and thus there will also be a need to ad-
dress urbanization in these countries – possibly with 
an increased emphasis on normative interventions. 
Another aspect that will need to be addressed is the 
overall issue of urbanization and how to address the 
various types of cities: mega, primary, secondary, 
and tertiary cities.

The new management set-up emphasizes the pro-
ject-based approach. While this may be an effective 
way of managing UN-Habitat’s interventions and 
ensure the necessary budgetary discipline, the focus 
on a project-based approach may be at the expense 
of the programmatic approach. Most development 
agencies have for several years promoted the pro-
grammatic approach, which include diversified in-
terventions, for example policy-making, institutional 
development, and capacity building. Many devel-
opment partners have adopted the sector-wide ap-
proach and the principles of the Paris Declaration on 
Aid Effectiveness.
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11. lessons leaRneD

The evaluation team has deduced the following les-
sons learned, which are considered important for 
both the MTSIP 2012-2013 biennial period and the 
Strategic Plan 2014-2019:

1.  It is essential that the concept of sustainable cit-
ies be well defined – and yet flexible to capture 
current and future urban development trends – 
so that it will constitute the overall policy and 
strategic framework for the Focus Areas’ policy 
and strategic papers and ENOF36. It was found 
that the MTSIP policy and strategy papers would 
have benefited from an overall policy that would 
have established a common framework.

2.  UN-Habitat support becomes more effective 
when it is based on the policies and needs of the 
countries in which UN-Habitat are engaged, con-
sistent with the sustainable cities concept and 
adherence to UNDAF/Delivering as One. A large 
part of UN-Habitat’s project portfolio is gener-
ated in regions and countries, where funding 
is mobilized, which would warrant a more pro- 
active engagement at country level. The presence 
of Habitat Programme Managers in countries 
where there is substantial scope for UN-Habitat 
support makes a difference in terms of quality 
and volume of support. It was found that the 
degree of success of Headquarters programmes 
and projects is substantially reduced if the for-
mulation does not draw on the knowledge and 
experience of the UN-Habitat regional and coun-
try offices. 

3.  The outcomes of UN-Habitat support at country 
level are not adequately captured at Headquar-
ters level, which is a lost opportunity for more 
efficient global level advocacy and adjustment 
of global programmes. The practical experience 

36 The MTSIP’s biennial work programmes were based on the four 
pillars that were approved by the Governing Council in 2003 and 
thus conceptualised possibly in 2001, which imply a considerable 
time lag from conceptualisation to implementation.

and accomplishments at country level represent 
a wealth of knowledge, which is essential for 
flagship reports and provides UN-Habitat with 
a comparative advantage in relation to research 
institutes and universities in capturing the urban 
dynamics. Drawing on the country level experi-
ence, as attained by UN-Habitat country teams 
and National Urban Forums, will increase the 
relevance and effectiveness of the future World 
Urban Forum sessions and the World Urban  
Campaign.

4.  One of the reasons that implementation of the 
various focus areas of the MTSIP could not be 
optimal was that there was not adequate time 
to prepare for its implementation after it was 
formulated and adopted. A better planned re-
view mechanism of the MTSIP implementation 
from the outset might have assisted in correct-
ing some of the observed constraints earlier on, 
which might have further facilitated the breaking 
down of the cooperation and communication 
barriers between the various UN-Habitat entities. 
It was only after two years into the implemen-
tation of MTSIP that it was realized that exten-
sive organizational changes would be required. 
The implementation of MTSIP has demonstrated 
that the implementation of a comprehensive 
plan would have benefitted from organizational 
amendments from the outset, to be compatible 
with implementation requirements. The conduct 
of an institutional review in conjunction with the 
plan preparation would have pointed to chal-
lenges ahead and increased the awareness of 
what means could have been applied. 

5.  The need for more consultations, open and 
transparent communications and information 
flow between management and staff at both 
Headquarters and regional/country offices on 
programmes is extremely important. This will 
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minimize uncertainties with respect to goals and 
objectives of programmes and enhance the im-
pact of the ENOF. The preparation of the MTSIP 
Results Framework early on would have allowed 
more time for wider consultations and a higher 
degree of consensus throughout the organiza-
tion. There is a substantial imbalance in resource 
allocation between Headquarters and regional/
country offices, which among others, tends to 
disfavour communication flows from country 
and regional offices to Headquarters. 

6. It has proven difficult to forecast the size of the 
resource envelope, which would call for a flex-
ible implementation process and setting of re-

alistic targets – and yet be prepared to accept 
unexpected demands for support, for example, 
emergency situations. The issue of availability of 
adequate resources – financial and human – is a 
serious continuing constraint in the implemen-
tation of the MTSIP at all levels, which requires 
a constant dialogue with donors, and central 
and local governments. An opportunity exists in 
middle-income countries to mobilize the coun-
tries’ own financial resources, which if exploited, 
would result in increased funding to the poorer 
countries. The countries’ participation in funding 
of UN-Habitat inspired interventions is likely to 
enhance ownership and sustainability.
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12. ReCoMMenDaTIons

The proposed recommendations are related to the 
remaining period of MTSIP (2012-2013) and the 
Strategic Plan 2014-2019. The recommendations 
for the 2012-2013 biennium are aimed at improving 
the performance of MTSIP, but equally valid for the 
2014-2019 period of the strategic plan. The recom-
mendations for the strategic plan should ideally be 
undertaken prior to the launch of the Plan in 2014.

recommendations for the 2012-2013 
Period

mtsiP strategic planning 

1. UN-Habitat should continue adopting the 
strategic and results-based planning approach 
for its programmes to ensure continued sharp-
ened focus and coherence. Transparently open 
consultations and involvement/participation 
of the branches and units, as well as with the 
regional and country offices should be the 
norm. This is to get a full set of inputs into 
programme formulation and development and 
to carry important stakeholders along when it 
comes to the implementation stage in order to 
enhance the prospects for sustainable results. 
Full and meaningful consultations and involve-
ments would also facilitate better cooperation 
and coordination in the spirit of the ENOF.

2. More dedicated efforts should be made to 
fully involve the regional and country offices in 
the design, formulation and initiation of pro-
grammes, so that all levels are in the picture 
from the start and understand their objectives, 
purpose and rationale. Regional offices should 
be encouraged to formulate strategic develop-
ment frameworks for their respective regions 
and countries – with resources allocated to 
them for the purpose. The UNDAF/ Delivering 
as One process should be strengthened and 

supported in countries with a good potential 
for UN-Habitat interventions. Correspond-
ingly, Habitat Country Programme Documents 
should be prepared or updated to reflect the 
individual countries’ need for sustainable 
urbanization and associated capacity develop-
ment.

3. In light of the difficulties that Focus Area 5 has 
encountered, the scope should be reviewed in 
order to take note of the lessons learned, and 
possibly redirect the remaining resources for 
Focus Area 5 to the preparation of the Strate-
gic Plan’s Focus Area for Urban Economy.

4. Not all indicators of achievements have proved 
to be practicable, mainly because of inade-
quate preparation and lack of resources for 
baseline surveys and monitoring at country 
level. Those indicators that are no longer 
practicable should be abandoned, or replaced 
with new indicators, subject to these having 
continued relevance for the MTSIP and the 
Strategic Plan. 

organization

5. Management should review the proposed 
branches and units in the new organizational 
structure and assure its sustainability and sub-
stantive scope. It should also be ensured that 
branches, units and their staff are given clearly 
defined terms of reference. Furthermore, the 
following organizational aspects should be 
considered:

•	 The policy function should be evident in 
the organization set-up to underscore the 
importance of UN-Habitat’s continued 
policy dialogue and evolution. The Strategic 
Planning Unit could be expanded to include 
the policy dimension.
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•	 Establishment of an Environmental Man-
agement Unit – possibly under the Urban 
Planning and Design Branch that among 
others will deal with urban-wide environ-
mental planning and environmental impact 
assessments;

•	 Establishment of a Disaster Management 
Unit – possibly under the Risk Reduction 
and Rehabilitation Branch – in support of 
UN-Habitat’s substantial engagement in 
disaster stricken countries;

•	 Establishment of a policy focal point for 
crosscutting issues, which could be part 
of the policy function, mentioned above, 
to ensure that policy and mainstream-
ing aspects are continuously adapted to 
the evolving context. The concept of a 
nucleus model for common mainstream-
ing of inequalities more broadly (class/
socio-economic status, gender, age, race, 
ethnicity and faith), including rights-based 
approaches should be considered.

•	 The professional quality assurance function 
concerned with the technical substance 
of programmes and projects should be 
assigned in appropriate office, more likely 
outside the Management Office – and 
could possibly be assigned to the Office of 
the Executive Director – with the staff hav-
ing direct access to the Executive Director. 

6. The Organizational Review should be ex-
panded to enhance an appropriate alignment 
of staff and resources to regions and coun-
tries, which ideally should result in:   

•	 A leaner organization at Headquarters, 
which is more responsive to regional and 
country level interventions to ensure con-
sistency and congruence of the Agency’s 
programmes;

•	 The regional offices should be delegated 
increased autonomy to formulate and 
implement regional programmes;

•	 The Habitat Programme Managers concept 
should be expanded and more resources 
allocated to the country offices to enable 

Habitat Programme Managers to engage 
more pro-actively in UNDAF/Delivering as 
One processes and in mobilizing financial 
resources. The Habitat Programme Manag-
ers should report to the regional directors.

7. A new UN-Habitat internal communication 
strategy should be prepared in support of 
continued efforts in breaking down the com-
munications and coordination barriers among 
branches and units – ensuring that coordina-
tion among branches and units are institution-
alized and not merely personalized, whether 
at Headquarters, regional or country offices. 
As had been recommended by an earlier 
review report (Peer Review of the Implemen-
tation of UN-Habitat’s Medium-Term Strategic 
and Institutional Plan), coordination at the 
global, regional and country levels should be 
formalized and strengthened. 

resource mobilization 

8. Rather than seeing earmarked funding as a 
constraint, UN-Habitat should embrace the 
development partners’ willingness to fund 
specific programmes and projects. During 
conceptualization of pilot programmes/proj-
ects, the design should have inbuilt options for 
scaling up, the intent of which should prefer-
ably be agreed with the development partners 
in advance. Mobilization of non-earmarked 
funding should still be given a high priority. 

9. In middle-income countries, several countries 
and cities would have their own financial 
resources to support programmes, but would 
mainly require technical skills and expertise. 
UN-Habitat could invest in sourcing, mobilizing 
and recording a reservoir of technical exper-
tise, which could be offered to assist countries 
and cities that required such skills. Provision 
of such technical expertise is likely to earn the 
Agency a more inclusive participatory position 
in the UNDAF process. This may call for equip-
ping regional offices with specialised technical 
staff personnel to respond to the needs of the 
countries in the respective regions.
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monitoring and progress reporting

10. Country six-monthly progress reports should 
be prepared in summary format for those 
countries in which UN-Habitat is substantially 
engaged and using the Result Framework’s 
indicators of achievements in order to accu-
mulate results at regional and global levels. 
The second six-monthly progress report of the 
year should accumulate progress for the entire 
year and become an annual report. More 
detailed information on programmes and 
projects could be accessed from the countries’ 
webpage and UN-Habitat’s homepage. 

11. Information at country level should be gath-
ered on results and experiences that signifi-
cantly influence the evolution of the normative 
framework, which could feed into  
UN-Habitat’s policy and strategic develop-
ment. Such information could also contribute 
significantly to UN-Habitat’s flagship reports. A 
simplified system of country evaluations with 
limited resource requirements – complement-
ing thematic evaluations – or rather Focus 
Area evaluations – should be institutionalized 
in order to have a more solid base for deter-
mining outcomes and impacts. Such five eval-
uations could be conducted on a yearly basis.

12. The progress reports (Headquarters) should 
primarily reflect on global and regional 
achievements and present feature stories 
based on the results in the countries that 
highlight urban trends and responses to 
urban development issues. An annex should 
be attached to the progress report – list-
ing all countries by region – and record the 
achievements by country and main indicator. 
The global progress report could in this way 
provide a total simplified global overview of 
UN-Habitat’s engagement and at the same 
time present essential urban development 
features and trends.

recommendations for the strategic Plan 
2014-2019

Preparation of the strategic Plan

13. An overarching paper on the ‘sustainable cities 
concept’ should be prepared that would form 
the basis for the preparation of the Focus 
Areas policy & strategy papers and thus ensure 
a high degree of coherence. Such a paper 
should draw on the outcomes of the Rio +20 
conference in June 2012, and could also be 
used for the initial preparation of the Habitat 
III conference in 2016.

14. The further process of developing the Strate-
gic Plan for 2014-2019 period should draw on 
the lessons learned from the MTSIP. Adequate 
time should be devoted to developing the 
mechanisms for its implementation (baseline 
data, institutional mechanisms, monitoring, 
reporting and coordinating structures) be-
fore implementation starts. Such preparation 
should include:

•	 Preparation of policy & strategy papers for 
the seven Focus Areas consistent with the 
sustainable cities concept – the preparation 
of Focus Area 6 Risk Reduction and Reha-
bilitation would benefit from a thematic 
evaluation that could help formulate the 
Focus Area;

•	 Further development of the ENOF concept 
with a particular attention to the interplay 
between the Focus Areas and how syner-
gies can best be achieved;

•	 Conduct of baseline studies as relevant for 
the Focus Areas and development/refine-
ment of SMART indicators of achievements 
for the expected accomplishments.
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15. The Strategic Plan 2014-2019 should be 
complemented with strategies for the various 
categories of countries (fragile states, disaster 
stricken countries, post-conflict countries, 
least developed countries, low-income and 
middle-income countries) in order to indicate 
UN-Habitat’s approaches and priorities for 
engagement in terms of technical assistance 
and funding. Furthermore, the Plan should 
be complemented with strategies on how to 
address urbanization at national and sub-na-
tional levels and different sizes of cities (mega, 
primary, secondary and tertiary cities). Finally, 
the balance and relative emphasis between the 
normative and operational work by category 
of country and size of city should be indicated.

16. A decentralized approach for country level 
engagement for countries in which UN-Habitat 
would have a substantial potential for inter-
ventions should be developed, which specifies 
the role of Habitat Programme Managers 
and the National Urban Forums and how to 
engage in the national policy dialogue,  
UNDAF, Delivering as One, and cooperation 
with donors and other development partners.

Project design and rationalization of the 
project portfolio

17. The project-based approach should be man-
aged in such a way that projects are formu-
lated and implemented so that they constitute 
integral components of an overall and holis-
tic programme – to enable a programmatic 
approach to be pursued. Projects should be 
formulated and implemented in accordance 
with the results based management concept 
with special attention to their catalytic effects 
and their up-scaling potential and with due 
attention to the crosscutting issues.

18. Following the preparation of the Focus Area 
policy and strategy papers, a thorough review 
of UN-Habitat programmes, tools and the 
project portfolio should be undertaken and 
subsequent adjustments of these to ensure a 
high degree of coherence of the portfolio with 
the Focus Areas.
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annExEs
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ANNEX I: TeRMs of RefeRenCe

tErms oF rEFErEncE (tor) For tHE rEViEw oF tHE imPlEmEnta-
tion oF un-HaBitat’s mEDium-tErm stratEgic anD  
institutional Plan (mtsiP), 2008 -2013

i. introduction and mandate

1. The Governing Council (GC) of the United 
Nations Human Settlement Programme  
(UN-Habitat) approved the Medium-Term Stra-
tegic and Institutional Plan (MTSIP) for 2008-
2013 at its 21st Session, through Resolution 
21/2 of 20 April 2007. In the same resolution, 
in operational paragraph 18, the GC further 
requested UN-Habitat, “to establish an annual 
peer-review process, in close collaboration with 
the Habitat Agenda Partners, on the imple-
mentation of the MTSIP”. In operational para-
graph 21 of the resolution, the GC requested 
UN-Habitat, “…in close collaboration with 
the Committee of Permanent Representatives 
(CPR), to conduct a mid-term review of the MT-
SIP and to present the results of that review to 
the GC at its twenty-third session”.

2. A peer review of the MTSIP took place dur-
ing October-December 2009, and the findings 
were presented to the CPR in March 2010. 
The review was conducted by an independent 
panel of nine (9) members established by the 
CPR. The review focused on assessing the im-
plementation of the first phase of the MTSIP, 
2008-2009, focusing more on institutional 
measures that would enhance programmatic 
focus. Specifically, the peer review assessed: 
Whether UN-Habitat has become more stra-
tegic with a sharper focus; and whether  
UN-Habitat has become more efficient and ef-
fective in its operations since the reform under 
the plan began in 2008. The peer review found 
that the implementation of the MTSIP thus far 
had helped to establish a stronger common vi-
sion for UN-Habitat, had created more enthu-
siasm and commitment among staff members 
and had reduced internal barriers through bet-

ter collaboration and a greater focus on shared 
results. Considerable progress was found to 
have been made and significant results achieved 
by UN-Habitat through implementation of the 
plan, but it had also been found that there had 
been less progress in certain areas, such as im-
provement of business processes, resource mo-
bilization and organizational restructuring. The 
peer review concluded that “…the time has 
come to emphasize programmatic reform…” 
and that “…a sharp and fresh examination of 
UN-Habitat’s programmatic focus is needed.” 

3. At the twenty-third session of the Governing 
Council, Resolution 23/11 was adopted, re-
questing the Executive Director to develop, in 
consultation with the CPR, a strategic plan for 
2014–2019, including a road map for prepara-
tory work. The Strategic Plan 2014-2019 must 
take into account recommendations of the MT-
SIP Peer Review and other reviews. Among the 
basic principles for the preparation of the new 
strategic plan is that it should reflect some con-
tinuity from the current MTSIP, but with sharper 
focus and better prioritization. Furthermore, 
new areas of emphasis such as new urban plan-
ning, governance and urban legislation, urban 
economy, job creation and municipal finance, 
should be integrated into the Strategic Plan.

4. To facilitate the preparation of the Strategic 
Plan 2014-2019, a review of the current MT-
SIP is required, this time focusing more on the 
substantive work and assessing progress made 
towards achieving substantive Focus Areas re-
sults. This would form the basis for deciding 
what Focus Areas would be carried over into 
the new strategic plan, how this would be done 
and how new priorities would be integrated.
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5. The present TOR set out key elements of the 
review of the implementation of the MTSIP 
(focusing more on the programmatic/substan-
tive Focus Areas, i.e. 1 to 5). They describe the 
background, purpose, scope and focus, meth-
odology, competences of the consultant to 
conduct the review, implementation arrange-
ments, time schedule and expected delivera-
bles.

ii. Background and context

6. The MTSIP 2008-2013 was developed with 
the intention of sharpening UN-Habitat’s fo-
cus and in alignment with the United Nations 
system-wide reform initiatives, including on 
coherence and results-based management. 
The sharpened MTSIP focus is reflected in its 
six Focus Areas, comprising the following: (a) 
advocacy, monitoring and partnerships; (b) par-
ticipatory urban planning, management and 
governance; (c) pro-poor land and housing; (d) 
environmentally sound and affordable urban 
infrastructure and services; (e) strengthening 
human settlements finance systems; and (f) ex-
cellence in management. Furthermore, to fine-
tune the MTSIP Focus Areas, the MTSIP results 
framework was developed with clear strategic 
results, expected accomplishments, and indi-
cators of achievement. This framework is the 
basis for planning, monitoring, evaluation and 
reporting on the implementation of the MTSIP. 
Focus Area Policy and Strategy Papers have 
been developed for Focus Areas 1-5 providing 
clarity and explaining the focus of UN-Habitat’s 
mission and strategies. In addition, new priori-
ties (areas of emphasis) recently adopted under 
the leadership of the new Executive Director are 
already integrated in the current MTSIP.

7. The peer review conducted in October-Decem-
ber 2009 was the first review of the MTSIP. It 
focused more on institutional and strategic 
fronts and less on substantive, programmatic 
and result based aspects of the plan. The re-
view report provides a general assessment of 
the impact of the plan on UN-Habitat, specif-
ically covering progress made on strategic and 
programmatic aspects; organizational structure 
and alignment; programme planning and re-

view process; business processes; and resource 
mobilization. These areas respond to the orga-
nization’s capacity with respect to delivering 
MTSIP Focus Area 6, i.e. Excellence in Manage-
ment. 

8. UN-Habitat is now implementing the second 
biennium of the current MTSIP. The formulation 
of a follow-up strategic framework for 2014-
2019 is also underway. An outline, which has 
been prepared and discussed with the CPR 
already shows how UN-Habitat intends to in-
corporate the current MTSIP Focus Areas in the 
new strategic plan. UN-Habitat therefore rec-
ognizes the need to have a review of the cur-
rent MTSIP, focusing more on the substantive 
Focus Areas (Focus Areas 1-5), which will feed 
into the preparation planning of the new stra-
tegic plan for 2014-2019. 

9.  Other parallel institutional reviews are currently 
being undertaken to help assess the over-all 
performance and effectiveness of UN-Habitat. 
These include an organizational review and re-
form, and a project portfolio review and reduc-
tion. In addition, thematic evaluations on gen-
der, youth, ERSO, SUF, water and sanitation, 
Global Land Tool Network and safer cities have 
already been conducted. Findings and lessons 
learned from these reviews and evaluations will 
also inform the design of the new strategic plan 
for 2014-2019

iii.  Purpose of the second mtsiP review 

10. The purpose of the review is to assess progress 
on achievement of the MTSIP Focus Areas re-
sults. It will assess efficiency and effectiveness 
with respect to the attainment of the key MTSIP 
objective of “sustainable urbanization created 
by cities and regions that provide all citizens 
with adequate shelter, services, security and 
employment opportunities regardless of age, 
sex, and social strata”, and over-all expected ac-
complishments. The review will build on exist-
ing MTSIP progress reports and other MTSIP re-
lated assessments / evaluations that have been 
carried out so far, as well as related institutional 
processes such as the organizational review and 
project portfolio review.
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iV. specific objectives

i. Assess, on the basis of secondary data and 
information, the extent to which the Focus 
Area results and expected accomplishments, 
as contained in the MTSIP results framework, 
have been achieved at the global, regional and 
country levels. Secondary data and informa-
tion will be obtained from existing evaluation 
reports and reviews.

ii. Identify areas needing more attention and 
improvement to successfully implement the 
MTSIP.

iii. Identify critical factors, challenges and con-
strains to successful implementation and 
achievement of MTSIP results. 

iv. Examine the continued relevance of the Focus 
Area results specified in the MTSIP Results 
Framework.

v. Suggest important programmatic elements to 
be incorporated/prioritized in the new strate-
gic plan for 2014-2019.

V. scope and focus 

11 The review will assess progress in the imple-
mentation of the MTSIP in light of expected 
accomplishments specified in the MTSIP Results 
Framework for all Focus Areas. More focus will 
be placed on substantive work, i.e. MTSIP Focus 
Areas 1-5, covering global, regional and coun-
try level achievements 

Vi.  methodology

12 A variety of methodologies will be applied:

•	 Desk review of relevant MTSIP documents, 
refined MTSIP results framework, policy/
strategy papers for each Focus Area; MTSIP 
progress performance reports, evaluations 
and reviews undertaken during the MTSIP 
implementation period;

•	 Interviews with various stakeholders, 
including relevant UN-Habitat staff, and 
those involved in the formulation of the 
new strategic plan, CPR members, donors, 
and other relevant UN-Habitat partners;

•	 Group meetings for consultations and vali-
dation of findings;

•	 Triangulation of methods to validate the 
findings/results of the review (highly recom-
mended);

•	 Analysis and synthesis of information 
should be presented logically to give an 
overall assessment of progress in the im-
plementation of the MTSIP addressing all 
Focus Areas.

Vii. key pillars of the review

13. The review will apply three core criteria by 
which its merit will be assessed. 

•	 Independence: The review process should 
be impartial and independent.

•	 Credibility: The review process should be 
open and transparent to achieve credibility. 

•	 Utility: The review should be planned, 
conducted and reported in ways that will 
enable the findings to be used to improve 
implementation of the MTSIP and feed into 
the formulation of the new strategic plan 
for 2014-2019. 

Viii.  implementation of the review

the composition of the review team: 

The review will be conducted by two independent 
consultants, one lead and one associate, working 
together. Both consultants must have extensive 
experience in carrying out programme and project 
evaluations/reviews. In addition, the lead consul-
tant must have working experience and/or technical 
knowledge of UN-Habitat and the MTSIP. The asso-
ciate consultant must have experience of evaluating/
reviewing implementation of cross-cutting issues 
such as gender and youth. 

 14. The Monitoring and Evaluation Unit will man-
age the review process; and other parts of the 
Office of the Executive Director will facilitate 
the review process. 
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Item Description Timeframe

1 Development of draft TOR August 2011

2 Approval of TOR by the Executive Director August 2011

3 Recruitment of the review consultant(s) August – September 2011

4 Data collection, including desk reviews of relevant documents, interviews, group meetings September -November 2011

5 Draft report submitted for comments Mid-December 2011

6 Production of final version of the review report January 2012

7 Presentation of the final report to CPR February (March meeting) 2012

ix. time schedule and deliverables 

15. The conduct of the review will take place dur-
ing August - December 2011 and is estimated 
to take 10 weeks. The table below indicates 
timelines and expected deliverables for the re-
view process. 

x. key deliverables

16. The final product will be a report of findings 
and recommendations to be presented to the 
UN-Habitat Management and to the CPR for 
consideration and endorsement in March 2012. 

xi. resources and payment

17. Each consultant will be paid a review fee, and 
paid DSA when working in Nairobi. The review 
fees and DSA will be paid on the basis of United 
Nations terms and conditions for consultants, 
taking into account experience and qualifica-
tions.
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Time frame activity Comment

21.11.11 – 09.12.11 Briefing/ consultations/ interviews

Desk review of documents

Preparation and submission of the Inception Report

Don Okpala visited UN-Habitat 
Nairobi from 28 November to 15 
December 2011

12.12.11 – 06.01.12 Further desk review of documents 

Data collection and analysis

Development of semi-structured interviews

Development of questionnaires

Preparation and submission of the Desk Report

09.01.12 – 13.01.12 Interviews with UN-Habitat HQ staff

Interviews with UN-Habitat Africa Regional Office staff

The UN-Habitat Country Office in 
Tanzania could possibly be included

16.01.12 – 20.01.15 Interviews with UN-Habitat Asia Regional Office staff

Interviews with UN-Habitat Latin America Regional Office staff

The two visits will be conducted in 
parallel

23.01.12 – 27.01.12 Interviews with selected UN-Habitat Country offices

Interviews with other stakeholders

Sri Lanka and Colombia were visited

30.01.12 – 09.03.11 Synthesis of the Evaluation
Submission of 1st Draft Evaluation Report (09.03.12)

30.03.12 – 09.04.12 Incorporation of comments received from the Evaluation Unit 
on 30.03.12

Submission of 2nd Draft Evaluation Report (09.04.12)

12.05.12 – 11.06.12 Incorporation of comments received from the Evaluation Unit 
on 12.05.12

Submission of Draft Final Evaluation Report (11.06.12)

26.06.12 – 01.07.12 Incorporation of comments received from the UN-Habitat staff 
and the Evaluation Unit on 25.06.12

Submission of Final Evaluation Report (02.07.12)

Presentation of the Evaluation Report to the CPR and 
Governing Council 

ANNEX II: eValUaTIon PRoGRaMMe
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ANNEX III:  lIsT of PeRsons InTeRVIeWeD & 
QUesTIonnaIRe ResPonDenTs

un-Habitat Headquarters37

mr Paul taylor,  
Chief 

Dr naison mutizwa-mangiza,  
Senior Advisor

mr chris mensah,  
Secretary to the Governing Council and Chief of  
External Relations and Inter-Agency Affairs

ms anna moreno,  
Spokesperson, Head Press and Media Relations 

mr martin Barugahare,  
Chief, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit

ms susanne Bech,  
Programme Officer, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit

ms asenath omwega,  
M&E Officer, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit

mr roman rollnick,  
Editor, Information Services Section 

Dr remy sietchiping,  
GLTN Specialist, LTPAS 

mr claudio acioly Jr.,  
Chief, Housing Policy Section

mr mohamed Halfani,  
Urban Development Branch  
mr thomas melin,  
Senior Policy Advisor

mr rafael tuts,  
Chief, Urban Environmental Planning Branch

mr mohamed El-sioufi,  
Head Shelter Branch

mr alioune Badiane,  
Ag. Director

mr alain kaynyinda,  
Coordinator, Special Programmes 

mr Bert Diphoorn,  
Ag. Director and Head, Water, Sanitation & Infrastructure

ms angela mwai,  
Project Finance Adviser, SUF

37 The list of UN-Habitat staff and their positions reflects the 
situation in January 2012 during the interviews 
and before the restructuring was completed. Changes in staff 
and positions have since occurred.

mr andre Dzikus,  
Chief, Water and Sanitation Section II

mr graham P. alabaster,  
Chief, Section II, Water, Sanitation and  
Infrastructure Branch

mr Pireh otieno,  
Associate Program Officer, Water, Sanitation and 
Infrastructure Branch

mr saturnino machancoses,  
Human Settlements Officer 

Dr Dorothy mutizwa-mangiza,  
Chief, Programme Planning & Coordination Unit

mr neil reece-Evans,  
Chief, Programme Support Section

Prof. Banji oyelaran-oyeyinka,  
Director

Dr Eduardo lopez moreno romero,  
Head, City Monitoring Branch

Dr markandey rai,  
Chief, Global Parliamentarians and Trade Unions

ms maharufa Hossain,  
Human Settlements Officer 

mr Jan meeuwissen,  
Ag. Director

mr Doudou mbye,  
ROAAS Senior Human Settlements Officer

mr Joseph maseland,  
ROAAS Human Settlements Officer

ms Dorothee Von Brentano,  
ROAAS Senior Project Officer 

mr alain grimard,  
Director

mr Erik Vittrup christensen,  
Senior Human Settlements Officer –  
Regional Programmes

mr Frederic saliez,  
Human Settlements Officer 

mr Fernando Patino,  
Programme Officer –  
Support to the Rio City Government

ms leila sirica,  
MTSIP Research Assistant
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mr Victor aroyo carmena,  
Chief Technical Advisor, WATSAN

ms rosa azambuja,  
Implementation Assistant

mr toshiyasu noda,  
Director

mr chris radford,  
Senior Human Settlements Officer

mr yoshinobu Fukasawa,  
Senior Human Settlements Officer

mr lalith lankatilleeke,  
Senior Human Settlements Officer

mr Bruno Dercon,  
Human Settlements Officer

ms lowie rosales,  
Human Settlements Officer

ms nelum De silva,  
Programme Management Officer

ms Pura abdullah,  
Programme Management Officer

ms yumi kumagai,  
Information Assistant

mr Edgar catano sanchez,  
Habitat Programme Manager
ms muriam merchan,  
Programme Officer
ms tania ibanez,  
Adviser to the City of Bogota on the Safety Integral Plan
ms maria Eugenia rolon,  
Local TA Coordinator for the Land Management Plans
mr lucas Jarammillo 
ms maria Paulina garcia,  
UN Coordination Analyst, UNDP Bogota 
mr ivan Baztan,  
Coordination Specialist and Special Assistant to the 
UNDP Resident Coordinator

mr laxman Perera,  
Habitat Programme Manager
mr m. l. sunil Fernado,  
Advisor, Ministry of Local Government &  
Provincial Councils
mr leo Fonseka,  
President Management Resources for  
Good Governance (MaRGG)
Prof. mahanama,  
Dean Faculty of Architecture,  
University of Maratuwa

Questionnaire respondents

Colombia: mr Edgar catanõ sanchez, HPm
Ecuador: ms mónica Quintana, HPm 
Mexico: ms maría Dolores Franco Delgado, HPm

China: mr zhenshan zhang, HPm
Indonesia: mr kemal taruc, HPm
Nepal: mr Padma sunder Joshi
Pacific/Fiji: ms sarah mecartney, HPm
Sri Lanka: mr laxman Perera, HPm
Vietnam: mr nguyen Quang, HPm
Ghana: ms Victoria abankwa, HPm
Madagascar: ms monique rakotoarison, HPm
Malawi: mr John leo chome, HPm
Mozambique: mr silva magaia, HPm
Rwanda: ms monique sewumba, HPm
Tanzania: mr Phillemon mutashubirwa, HPm
Uganda: mr Peter k. wegulo, HPm
Zimbabwe: mr Peter mutavarti, HPm
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ANNEX IV: lIsT of DoCUMenTs

rEViEw oF tHE imPlEmEntation oF 
un-HaBitat’s mEDium-tErm stratE-
gic anD institutional Plan (mtsiP) 
2008-2013

mtsiP 2008-2013: Plan Documents

UN-Habitat, 2007, Medium-term Strategic and 
Institutional Plan for UN-Habitat for the  
Period 2008-2013

UN-Habitat, 2007, Medium Term Strategic and 
Institutional Plan: Action Plan 2008-2013  
(starts on page 22)

UN-Habitat, MTSIP Overview Results Framework

mtsiP 2008-2013: Focus area Policy and 
strategic Papers

UN-Habitat, MTSIP, Focus Area Policy and Strategy 
Papers: The Enhanced Normative and Operational 
Framework – Promoting Sustainable Urbanisation 
at the Country Level

UN-Habitat, MTSIP, Focus Area Policy and 
Strategy Paper, Focus Area 1: Effective Advocacy, 
Monitoring, and Partnerships, 2010 and Summary 

UN-Habitat, MTSIP, Focus Area Policy and Strategy 
Paper, Focus Area 2: Participatory Planning, 
Management, and Governance, 2010 and 
Summary

UN-Habitat, MTSIP, Focus Area Policy and Strategy 
Paper, Focus Area 3: Access to Land and Housing 
for All, 2010 and Summary

UN-Habitat, MTSIP, Focus Area Policy and Strategy 
Paper, Focus Area 4: Environmentally Sound Basic 
Urban Infrastructure and Services, 2010 and 
Summary

UN-Habitat, MTSIP, Focus Area Policy and Strategy 
Paper, Focus Area 5: Strengthening Human 
Settlements Finance Systems, 2010 and Summary

mtsiP 2008-2013: Progress reports

UN-Habitat, 2008, Implementation of the MTSIP: 
1st Quarterly Progress Report

UN-Habitat, 2008, Implementation of the MTSIP: 
2nd Quarterly Progress Report

UN-Habitat, 2008, Implementation of the MTSIP: 
3rd Quarterly Progress Report

UN-Habitat, 2008, One Year of Implementation of 
the MTSIP, 4th Quarterly Progress Report

UN-Habitat, 2009, Six-monthly Progress Report on 
the Implementation of the MTSIP (May 2009)

UN-Habitat, 2009, Six-monthly Progress Report on 
the Implementation of the MTSIP (November 2009)

UN-Habitat, 2010, Six-monthly Progress Report on 
the Implementation of the MTSIP (June 2010)

UN-Habitat, 2010, Six-monthly Progress Report on 
the Implementation of the MTSIP (December 2010)

UN-Habitat, 2011, Six-monthly Progress Report on 
the Implementation of the MTSIP (22 June 2011)

UN-Habitat, 2011, Annual Progress Report on the 
Implementation of the MTSIP (December 2011)

mtsiP Biennial work Programmes

UN-Habitat, 2007, United Nations/ Governing 
Council of the United Nations Human Settlements 
Programme: Work programme of UN-Habitat for 
the 2008-2009 biennium and budget of the United 
Nations Habitat and Human Settlements Founda-
tion for the 2008-2009 biennium, HSP/GC/21/4, 3 
January 2007

UN-Habitat, 2009, United Nations/ Governing 
Council of the United Nations Human Settlements 
Programme: Work programme of the United Na-
tions Human Settlements Programme and budget 
of the United Nations Habitat and Human Settle-



99 Evaluation of thE implEmEntation of un-habitat’s  
mEdium-tErm stratEgic and institutional plan 2008-2013

ments Foundation for the 2010-2011 biennium, 
HSP/GC/22/5, 20 January 2009

UN-Habitat, 2011, United Nations/ Governing 
Council of the United Nations Human Settlements 
Programme: Work programme of the United Na-
tions Human Settlements Programme and budget 
of the United Nations Habitat and Human Settle-
ments Foundation for the 2012-2013 biennium, 
HSP/GC/23/5, 10 January 2011

Proposed strategic Frameworks

General Assembly, 2012, Programme 12 Human 
Settlements: Results-Based Biennial Strategic Frame-
work for 2014-2015, 11 January 2012:

•	 Executive Direction and Management

•	 Management and Administration

•	 FA1: Urban Land, Legislation and Governance

•	 FA2: Urban Planning and Design

•	 FA3: Urban Economy

•	 FA4: Urban Basic Services

•	 FA5: Housing and Slum Upgrading

•	 FA6: Risk Reduction and Rehabilitation

•	 FA7: Research and Capacity Development

General Assembly, 2010, Programme 12 Human 
Settlements: Proposed strategic framework for the 
period 2012-2013 – Part two: biennial programme 
plan, 15 March 2010

General Assembly, 2008, Programme 12 Human 
Settlements: Proposed strategic framework for the 
period 2010-2011 – Part two: biennial programme 
plan, 29 February 2008

General Assembly, 2006, Programme 12 Human 
Settlements: Proposed strategic framework for the 
period 2008-2009 – Part two: biennial programme 
plan, 30 May 2006 

Evaluations & reviews

UNEG, 2012, Professional Peer Review of the Evalu-
ation Function of UN-Habitat

UN-Habitat/Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

2012, Performance Report on the Implementation 
of the Programme Cooperation Agreement be-
tween the Government of Norway and UN-Habitat 
for the Biennium 2010-2011

UN-Habitat, 2012, Self-Assessment on the Progress 
Made in the Implementation of the UN-Habitat’s 
Medium-Term Strategic and Institutional Plan (MT-
SIP) for 2008-2013

UN-Habitat, 2011, End-of Programme Evaluation 
Slum Upgrading Facility Pilot Programme, Evalua-
tion Report 4/2011

UN-Habitat, 2011, Evaluation of the UN-Habitat 
Youth Programme & Urban Youth Fund, Evaluation 
Report 2/2011

UN-Habitat, 2011, A review of the portfolio of proj-
ects and programmes in UN-Habitat as of December 
2010, prepared by Kim Forss

UN-Habitat, 2011, Partnership Strategy, May 2011

UN-Habitat, 2011, Evaluation of the Experimental 
Reimbursable seeding Operations (ERSO), Evalua-
tion Report 6/2011

UN-Habitat, 2011, Evaluation of Gender Main-
streaming in UN-Habitat, Evaluation Report 1/2011y 
2011

Proposed work programme and budget for the bi-
ennium 2012-2013, 11 February 2011: Addendum, 
Midterm review of the implementation of the MTSIP 
for the period 2008-2013

UN-Habitat, 2011, Document 01: Main Report of 
the First Water and Sanitation Trust Fund, Impact 
Study, 

UN-Habitat, 2011, Document 02: Kenya Country 
Impact Study

UN-Habitat, 2011, Document 03: Nepal Country 
Impact Study

UN-Habitat, 2011, Document 04: Gender Main-
streaming Impact Study

UN-Habitat, 2011, Mid-Term Evaluation: Global 
Land Tool Network, prepared by G. Collet & E. Burns 
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UN-Habitat, 2010, The First Assessment of the Habi-
tat Country Programme Documents (HCPDs) 

UN-Habitat, 2010, Peer Review of the Implementa-
tion of UN-Habitat’s MTSIP (2008-2013), 

UN-Habitat, 2009, Assessment “Excellence in 
Management”: Programme Agreement between  
UN-Habitat and Norway 2008-2009

strategic Plan 2014-2019

UN-Habitat, 2012, UN-Habitat staff list (under the 
transitional organizational structure, 14 June 2012

UN-Habitat, 2012, Strategic Plan of UN-Habitat for 
2014-2019: Parts I and II, 25 January 2012

UN-Habitat, 2012, Preparation of UN-Habitat’s Stra-
tegic Plan for 2014-2019: Draft ToR for the CPR 
Open-Ended Contact Group and Secretariat Strate-
gic Plan Team

UN-Habitat, Compilation of Suggestions on Vision 
and Mission Statements, Overall Goal and Strategic 
Result of Strategic Plan, and Focus Areas Strategic 
Results

sri lankan reports

UN-Habitat, Country Programme Document 2011-
2012, Sri Lanka

UNDAF, Draft UN Development Assistance Frame-
work (UNDAF) 2013-2017 for Sri Lanka, December 
2011

UN-Habitat, 2009, Sri Lanka – Innovative Ap-
proaches for Involuntary Resettlement
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ANNEX V:  GUIDe foR seMI-sTRUCTUReD 
InTeRVIeWs WITH HeaDQUaRTeRs 
anD ReGIonal offICes

focus areas MTsIP 2008-2013 Tentative focus areas 2014-2019

7.    Effective advocacy, monitoring, and partnership;

8.    Participatory planning, management, and governance;

9.    Access to land and housing for all;

10.  Environmentally sound basic urban infrastructure and 
services;

11.  Strengthening human settlements finance systems; and

12.  Excellence in management.

8.    Urban Planning and Design

9.    Urban Land, Legislation and Governance

10.  Urban Economy

11.  Urban Basic Services

12.  Housing and Slum Upgrading

13.  Risk Reduction and Rehabilitation

14.  Research and Capacity Development

EValuation oF tHE imPlEmEnta-
tion oF un-HaBitat’s mEDium-tErm 
stratEgic anD institutional Plan 
(mtsiP)  
2008-2013

global and regional level interviews

To UN-Habitat Management at Headquarters and 
Regional Directors 

introduction: 

The purpose of the Evaluation is to assess progress 
on achievement of the MTSIP Focus Areas results 
over the 2008-2011 period. It is expected to assess 
the efficiency and effectiveness with respect to the 
attainment of the key MTSIP objective of “sustain-
able urbanization created by cities and regions that 
provide all citizens with adequate shelter, services, 
security and employment opportunities regardless 
of age, sex, and social strata”, and overall accom-
plishments. 

1.   QUESTION: after four years of implementation, are 
the MTsIP strategic and institutional objectives still 
perceived as valid? 

ANSWER:

2.   QUESTION: To what extent are the MTsIP strategic and 
institutional objectives likely to be met by end of 
2013 and will a sharper focus been attained?

ANSWER:

3.   QUESTION: What is the main line of thinking behind the 
tentative focus areas for 2014-2019 strategic plan 
compared to the current MTsIP 2008-2013 and what 
are the current considerations on the strategic and 
institutional objectives?

ANSWER:
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4.   QUESTION: In what ways have the new Un-Habitat 
organizational structure been tailored to the MTsIP 
and future strategic plans and how will it impact on 
planning and resource allocation?

ANSWER:

5.   QUESTION: Has the coordination between the  
Un-Habitat Country office, the Regional office and 
Headquarters been effective – and how will the new 
organisational set-up affect coordination and imple-
mentation? 

ANSWER:

6.   QUESTION: What is the likelihood that the new  
Un-Habitat Partnership strategy will be adopted and 
in what ways will the new organizational structure 
facilitate that the current partnership problems are 
overcome? 

ANSWER:

7.   QUESTION: How can it be avoided having two parallel 
monitoring systems for the strategic plan  
2014-2019 and who will be responsible for ensuring 
that? 

ANSWER:

8.   QUESTION: How could the enof be improved to ensure 
adequate coherence between focus areas and be-
tween the global, regional and country levels?

ANSWER:

9.   QUESTION: In what way could or should Un-Habitat 
support be prepared in order to best accommodates 
countries’ priorities and needs?

ANSWER:

10. QUESTION: How should the Un-Habitat programme and 
project portfolio evolve to ensure a high degree of 
consistency with MTsIP and the next strategic plan?

ANSWER:

11.  QUESTION: What improvements could be made to 
ensure that the current MTsIP Results framework 
adequately captures quantitative and qualitative 
results? 

ANSWER:

12.  QUESTION: Does the current progress reporting system 
adequately capture progress at global, regional and 
country levels – and if not how could it be amended?

ANSWER:

13. QUESTION: How could increased alignment with UnDaf 
and one Un improved country level planning and 
cooperation with Un partners and donors;

ANSWER:

14.  QUESTION: How are conventional and non-convention-
al donor contributions likely to evolve in the current 
financial crisis and what should be done to balance 
budgets and revenues?

ANSWER:
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15.  QUESTION: What could be done to have more donors 
contributing to core funding (general purpose funds) 
and/or basket funding for joint programmes/ projects? 

ANSWER:

16.  QUESTION: What kind of problems/ distortions related 
to the MTsIP do donors’ earmarked funding create – 
or are donors’ projects with earmarked funding well 
aligned with the MTsIP focus areas?

ANSWER:

17. QUESTION: Has the implementation of MTsIP had the 
intended impact on national policies, strategies, ca-
pacity, and resource allocation to promote sustainable 
urbanization in the Un-Habitat supported countries?

ANSWER:

18.  QUESTION: What are the likely outcomes of the MTsIP 
on slum dwellers’ situation worldwide during the MT-
sIP plan period and what are the anticipated longer-
term impacts?

ANSWER:

19.  QUESTION: What is the likelihood that the MTsIP 
policies and strategies will continue to be relevant 
to governments and urban local government authori-
ties? 

ANSWER:
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ANNEX VI:  GUIDe foR seMI-sTRUCTUReD 
InTeRVIeWs WITH foCUs aRea 
TeaMs 

focus areas MTsIP 2008-2013 Tentative focus areas 2014-2019

1. Effective advocacy, monitoring, and partnership;

2. Participatory planning, management, and governance;

3. Access to land and housing for all;

4. Environmentally sound basic urban infrastructure and services;

5. Strengthening human settlements finance systems; and

6. Excellence in management.

1. Urban Planning and Design

2. Urban Land, Legislation and Governance

3. Urban Economy

4. Urban Basic Services

5. Housing and Slum Upgrading

6. Risk Reduction and Rehabilitation

7. Research and Capacity Development

EValuation oF tHE imPlEmEnta-
tion oF un-HaBitat’s mEDium-tErm 
stratEgic anD institutional Plan 
(mtsiP) 2008-2013

Focus area no.

To the UN-Habitat Focus Area chairs and groups

introduction: 

The purpose of the Evaluation is to assess progress 
on achievement of the MTSIP Focus Areas results 
over the 2008-2011 period. It is expected to assess 
the efficiency and effectiveness with respect to the 
attainment of the key MTSIP objective of “sustain-
able urbanization created by cities and regions that 
provide all citizens with adequate shelter, services, 
security and employment opportunities regardless 
of age, sex, and social strata”, and overall accom-
plishments.

1.   QUESTION: after four years of implementation, are the 
MTsIP strategic and institutional objectives still per-
ceived as valid from your focus area point of view? 

ANSWER:

2.   QUESTION: To what extent are the MTsIP strategic and 
institutional objectives likely to be met by end of 
2013 and has a sharper focus generally been attained 
and specifically for your focus area?

ANSWER:

3.   QUESTION: What is the main line of thinking behind the 
tentative focus areas for 2014-2019 strategic plan 
compared to the current MTsIP 2008-2013 and how 
does your current focus area relate to the ones for 
the ones outlined for 2014-2019? 

ANSWER:

4.   QUESTION: Has the focus area Policy and strategy  
Paper for your focus area maintained its relevance – 
or how could it ideally be changed?

ANSWER:
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5.   QUESTION: Have the biennial work plans and budgets 
accommodated activities for your focus area ad-
equately – or what constraints do you experience?

ANSWER:

6.   QUESTION: How have you been able to influence the 
programme/ project portfolio within your focus area 
and do you find it consistent with the intended scope 
of the focus area?

ANSWER:

7.   QUESTION: Has the enhance normative and opera-
tional framework (enof) coordination and coherence 
between your focus area and the other focus areas? 

ANSWER:

8.   QUESTION: are results within your focus area consist-
ent with the MTsIP Results framework – or where 
do you see challenges and how have these been 
addressed?

ANSWER:

9.   QUESTION: Do you find the MTsIP Results framework 
is able to adequately capture the results you find 
significant?

ANSWER:

10. QUESTION: What do you consider are the main results 
and outcomes that have been achieved at the global, 
regional and country levels – and how efficiently have 
these results been achieved?

ANSWER:

11. QUESTION: Do you find that the half-yearly progress 
reports capture the achievement for your focus area 
adequately – if not what improvements could be 
made?

ANSWER:

12. QUESTION: What partner networks are specifically 
relevant for your focus area and do you find that they 
have adequate competence in contributing to results 
for your focus area? 

ANSWER:

13. QUESTION: Which Un partners are especially relevant 
for your focus area and how is the cooperation with 
these partners promoted? 

ANSWER:

14. QUESTION: Which donors provide support to your focus 
area – either as non-earmarked or earmarked support 
and how the cooperation with donors maintained?

ANSWER:

15. QUESTION: Is there any evidence that the work of 
your focus areas has had or is likely to have an 
impact on country level policies and strategies?

ANSWER:
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ANNEX VII:  sUMMaRY of CoUnTRY 
QUesTIonnaIRe sURVeY

mtsiP Focus arEa anD stratEgic rEsults

focus area strategic result

1.  Effective advocacy, monitoring, and partnership; Improved sustainable urbanisation policies from local to global 
level adopted

2.  Participatory planning, management, and governance; Inclusive urban planning, management and governance (UPMG) 
improved at national and local levels

3.  Access to land and housing for all; Improved access to land and housing

4.  Environmentally sound basic urban infrastructure and services; Expanded access to environmentally sound basic urban 
infrastructure services with a special focus on the unserved and 
under-served

5.  Strengthening human settlements finance systems Increased sustainable financing for affordable and social housing 
and infrastructure

6.  Excellence in management. UN-Habitat delivers MTSIP results effectively and efficiently

EValuation oF tHE imPlEmEnta-
tion oF un-HaBitat’s mEDium-tErm 
stratEgic anD institutional Plan 
(mtsiP) 2008-2013

To the UN-Habitat Country Officer

introduction: 

The purpose of the evaluation is to assess progress 
on achievement of the UN-Habitat medium-term 
strategic and institutional Plan (MTSIP) Focus Ar-
eas results over the 2008-2011 period. It is expected 
to assess the efficiency and effectiveness with re-
spect to the attainment of the key MTSIP objective 
of “sustainable urbanization created by cities and 
regions that provide all citizens with adequate shel-
ter, services, security and employment opportunities 
regardless of age, sex, and social strata”, and over-
all accomplishments. Two independent consultants 
have been assigned to conduct the evaluation. 

You are kindly requested to answer the below ques-
tions as appropriate for the country in which you are 
posted. Please fill in your answers in the text boxes 

below. Please return the Questionnaire by 30 Janu-
ary 2012 as indicated on the covering mail. 

countries responding to the 
Questionnaire:

roaP: China, Indonesia, Nepal, Pacific Sub-Region 
(count as one country), Sri Lanka, and Vietnam (six 
respondents);

roa: Ghana, Madagascar, Malawi, Mozambique, 
Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda, and Zimbabwe (eight 
respondents);

rolac: Columbia, Ecuador, and Mexico (three re-
spondents).

ROAAS has recently been split up into the Regional 
Office for Africa (ROA) and the Regional Office for 
Arab States (ROAS). None of the ROAS countries re-
sponded to the questionnaire.

NB: All the respondents’ answers are not always un-
ambiguously clear. The Evaluation team’s interpre-
tation may thus not necessarily correspond to the 
respondent’s intent. 
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1. QUESTION: Has a consistent Un-Habitat Country 
Programme been developed – and if so, how does it 
balance the normative and operational work? 

ANSWER: 

RoaP: Except for the Pacific-Sub-Region, HCPDs were prepared 
for all four countries and three out of four had a good balance 
between normative and operational work. The Pacific Sub-Region 
focussed on five core countries with an emphasis on operational 
work.

Roa: Six out of eight countries have HCPDs, three of which need 
to be updated. The two countries that do not have a HCPD encoun-
ter difficult political situations. For those countries having a HCPD, 
there is a good balance between normative and operational work.

RolaC: All three countries have a HCPD, but one country needs to 
have it updated. There is a good balance between normative and 

operational work. 

2. QUESTION: How do the Un-Habitat programmes and 
projects that have been formulated within the UnDaf 
contribute to achieving the MTsIP focus area results 
1-5? 

ANSWER:

RoaP: Three countries worked within UNDAF, Vietnam participated 
in the One-UN pilot project, and the Pacific Sub-Region is the 
process of preparing a UNDAF for 2013-2018. There is a wide vari-
ation in the work related to Focus Areas – one country worked in 
all five, one in only one, and the rest in between two and four.

Roa: Five countries worked within UNDAF, and in three countries 
the UN-Habitat support was related to government national plans. 
Three countries were engaged in the Delivering as One initiative. 
The countries were involved in one to three Focus Areas, FA4 being 
the most prominent.

RolaC: Two countries worked within UNDAF, and in one country 
the UN-Habitat support was related to the government national 
plan. One country was involved in all five Focus Areas (Ecuador), 
one in two, and the third one Mexico in at least one (the webpage 
for Mexico was not updated, so it was not possible from this source 

to see the type of interventions). 

3. QUESTION: How do the Un-Habitat programmes and 
projects that have been formulated outside the 
UnDaf contribute to achieving the MTsIP focus area 
results 1-5 – and if not, what is the nature of this port-
folio?

ANSWER:

RoaP: Interventions outside the UNDAF (or DaO) also contributed 
to the MTSIP Focus Areas, especially 3 and 4. In one country disas-
ter recovery was mentioned.

Roa: In two countries, all interventions were within UNDAF (or 
DaO). Interventions outside UNDAF generally contributed to the 
MTSIP Focus Areas. In one country disaster recovery was men-
tioned.

RolaC: In one country, all interventions were within UNDAF. Inter-
ventions outside UNDAF generally contributed to the MTSIP Focus 

Areas. 

4. QUESTION: Does the enhanced normative and op-
erational framework (enof) promote sustainable 
urbanization in the country and does enof enhances 
coherence between normative and operational work 
and the substantive focus areas that are supported in 
the country?

ANSWER:

RoaP: Only one country responded positively. Three countries 
mentioned that ENOF was not very effective – one of these 
mentioned that ENOF did not distinguish between a development 
context and a disaster/post conflict context. One country did not 
respond.

Roa: Six countries responded positively. One country mentioned 
that ENOF was abstract and another that ENOF needed a revision.

RolaC: One country mentioned that ENOF could be more relevant 
among others through increased communication with ROLAC and 
Headquarters. One country referred to other coordination mecha-
nisms: HCPD, UNDAF, MTSIP (which however are integral parts of 

ENOF). One country did not respond. 

5. QUESTION: Is the Un-Habitat support relevant to the 
ministries responsible for urban planning, land, and 
housing, and does it promote national priorities in 
relation to sustainable urbanization – including pro-
poor mechanisms for financing of housing, and urban 
infrastructure and services?

ANSWER:

RoaP: All five countries responded positively that their interven-
tions support national urban policies.

Roa: All eight countries responded positively that their interven-
tions support national urban planning and housing policies, but 
one country mentioned that limited funding was available and an-
other mentioned that the government only recently have prioritised 
urban policies.

RolaC: All five countries responded positively that their interven-

tions support national urban policies. 

6. QUESTION: Is the Un-Habitat support as regards slum 
upgrading and prevention relevant to local urban 
authorities, and how are Habitat partners mobilised 
and engaged in providing complementary support?

ANSWER:

RoaP: Four countries responded that the UN-Habitat support is 
relevant. China mentioned that the question is not relevant for 
China.

Roa: All eight countries responded that the UN-Habitat support is 
relevant – one responded that it was mostly the normative aspects 
and another that it was advocacy aspects.

RolaC: None of the three countries are directly involved with slum 
upgrading. The emphasis in Colombia is more related to security, 
climate change and risk reduction. In Ecuador the government is 
considering its policies on slums. In Mexico the support is directed 
towards influencing local urban agendas. 
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7. QUESTION: What are the likely outcomes of the MTsIP 
on slum dwellers’ situation in the country and what 
would be the expected longer-term impacts?

ANSWER:

RoaP: Slum is not an issue in China. In the other four countries it 
is reckoned that there is short-term outcomes where funding has 
be mobilised for upgrading and that longer-term outcomes will be 
the result of increased recognition of the slum problem, housing 
policies, housing financing, and security of tenure. 

Roa: All eight countries are in different ways attempting to 
improve slum dwellers’ situation. The majority of countries strive to 
improve slum dwellers situation through pro-poor housing policies 
and guidelines, access to finance, and rights-based approaches. It 
is mentioned that financing is required to move from normative 
interventions to larger scale operational interventions.

RolaC: Two countries are attempting to improve slum dwellers 
situation through policy adjustments. One country did not make 

any statements. 

8. QUESTION: What major constraints or challenges have 
been encountered during the implementation of the  
Un-Habitat support/ MTsIP and how could these be 
resolved?

ANSWER:

RoaP: The constraints mentioned varied among the countries. 
Access to funding/co-funding is seen as a major constraint. The 
HPM arrangement is supported with limited funding, which does 
not match the ambition and tasks to be performed. Country capac-
ity and commitments and access to resources limit the effect of 
UN-Habitat interventions. The MTSIP disaster focus is weak, which 
would call for a broader framework and larger outcomes.

Roa: Lack of funding is generally seen as the major constraint 
– both as regards funding of UN-Habitat office operations and 
funding for implementation of operational projects. Most of the 
funding is mobilised locally, so more support from HQ is warranted 
in generating funds. Lack of countries’ implementation capacity is 
also a constraining factor.

RolaC: Lack of funds – which warrants consolidated partnerships 
with development agencies. The countries’ lack of knowledge of ur-
ban issues and implementation capacity. The amount of resources 
required for internal reporting is seen as a constraining factor.   

9. QUESTION: are results generated in accordance with 
the MTsIP Results framework and how are the 
achievements monitored and reported at country 
level? 

ANSWER:

RoaP: Results are most commonly generated in accordance with 
the MTSIP Results Framework. One country mentioned that there is 
no system for MTSIP monitoring. Six-monthly progress reports are 
submitted to ROAP and Headquarters. Reporting to donors is as 
far as possible in accordance with the MTSIP Results Framework. 
Vietnam reported according the One UN requirements.

Roa: Results are most commonly generated in accordance with 
the MTSIP Results Framework. The response to reporting is very 
diversified, e.g.: according to programmes being implemented; 
reporting to Headquarters in accordance with UNDAF/ One UN, 
which is consistent with MTSIP as far as UN-Habitat’s support is 
concerned; according to template from Headquarters; and MTSIP 
reporting at country level is not clear and will need to be worked 
out.

RolaC: Results are most commonly generated in accordance with 
the MTSIP Results Framework. Progress reports are prepared on a 
monthly basis. One country mentions that it is difficult to translate 
MTSIP into the operational framework. UN-Habitat reporting 

according to UNDAF requirements is consistent with MTSIP.  

10. QUESTION: To what extent is the Un-Habitat support/ 
MTsIP likely to have the intended impact on national 
policies, strategies, capacity, and resource allocation 
to promote sustainable urbanization?

ANSWER:

RoaP: UN-Habitat has generally supported development of 
policies and strategies in support of urbanization, especially 
within the areas of housing, water & sanitation and solid waste 
management, and climate change. The likely consequence of 
policies being formally adopted is that resources are allocated 
correspondingly.

Roa: UN-Habitat has generally supported development of 
policies and strategies in support of urbanization, especially 
within the areas of housing, slum upgrading and prevention, and 
resettlement. In some of the countries the policy development has 
been incorporated into the national development plans and thus 
contributed to resource allocation and capacity development.

RolaC: UN-Habitat has generally supported development of 
policies and strategies in relation to urbanization, especially within 
the areas of housing and land management. Some of this support 
was translated into the national development plan and legislation. 

11. QUESTION: What is the likelihood that the government 
and urban local government authorities will adhere to 
the MTsIP policies and strategies?

ANSWER:

RoaP: The policy and strategy principles as advocated by  
UN-Habitat – and as contained in the Habitat Agenda – are 
likely to continue influencing policy formulation related to: urban 
planning, management and governance; land management; and 
housing – at national and local levels.

Roa: The policy and strategy principles as advocated by  
UN-Habitat – and as contained in the Habitat Agenda and MTSIP 
– are likely to continue influencing urban and housing policies. 
The UN-Habitat support has raised awareness of the MTSIP policy 
principles and is likely to have a catalytic effect. The participatory 
planning and budgeting approach will facilitate translating policies 
into actions. In a number of countries UN-Habitat’s support has 
influenced policy-making and national development plans and has 
thus created a momentum for MTSIP policy and strategy principles 
continuously being adhered to.
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RolaC: Many alliances and partnerships have been built with 
national planning agencies and local government associations 
through networking and technical assistance. The governments 
have included parts of the Habitat normative framework into poli-
cies and national plans.  

12. QUESTION: What would be the national priorities that 
should not be missed during the next plan period  
2014-2019?

ANSWER:

RoaP: Among the countries there is a high degree of consensus 
on the following priorities for the next Strategic Plan: climate 
change adaptation, disaster preparedness/ risk reduction, and 
urban environment. Decentralised urban governance, housing, and 
transport and mobility are other important priorities.

Roa: The identified priorities are: climate change adaptation, 
disaster risk reduction, urban safety, land management and access 
to land, housing and slum upgrading/ prevention, housing finance, 
water and sanitation, urban mobility/transport services, and energy. 
Attention to general urbanization issues and capacity development 
for urban management and governance – with special attention 
to the poor and vulnerability. Economic empowerment and local 
economic development are also seen as priorities.

RolaC: The identified priorities are: development of a normative 
framework and tools for urban and regional planning and urban 
economic development; land management, legislation and registra-
tion – including use of GIS; housing and slum improvements; and 
participatory urban planning and decentralized local governance – 
and associated capacity development. 

13. QUESTION: How effective has the coordination been 
between the Un-Habitat Country office, the Regional 
office and Headquarters? 

ANSWER:

RoaP: The cooperation with ROAP is very good and strong. The 
cooperation with Headquarters is somewhat isolated apart from 
Training and Capacity Building Branch, Disaster Branch, and some 
global programmes. There is a need for improved procedures 
related to: procurement, financial management, authorization of 
payment, etc.

Roa: The coordination with ROA is generally effective and good 
– although the response time could be improved. The coordination 
with HQ is less effective and at times delayed responses occur, 
which lead to some frustration.

RolaC: The coordination with ROLAC is generally good. The 
Headquarters response time is too long and in some cases the 
response is not forthcoming. Coordination could be improved to 
create better synergies.

14. QUESTION: How has the cooperation with other Un 
programmes facilitated the implementation of the 
Un-Habitat programmes and projects?

ANSWER:

RoaP: The cooperation with other UN agencies has been good. 
In Vietnam the cooperation was found to be very positive and 
generated good results – funding was channelled through One 
Plan Fund. In Sri Lanka – although not included in the One UN 
pilot initiative – the One UN principles were pursued.

Roa: The cooperation with other UN agencies was generally 
found to be good. The countries participating in the One UN pilot 
initiative (Mozambique, Rwanda and Tanzania) accessed additional 
funding – the cooperation with other UN agencies has increased 
UN-Habitat’s visibility and voice. Malawi ‘self-started’ the One UN 
initiative, which resulted in accessing funding for three projects. 
In Zimbabwe, the cooperation with other UN agencies has helped 
UN-Habitat to effectively implement its programmes.

RolaC: Colombia and Mexico operate within the UNDAF pro-
cedures, which have facilitated a more effective implementation. 
In Mexico, the UN Country Team has jointly designed programme 
proposals, which has improved communication and has contributed 
to better coordination in the country. 
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ANNEX VIII: THe MTsIP ResUlTs fRaMeWoRK

Focus arEa 1: EFFEctiVE aDVocacy, monitoring anD PartnErsHiPs rEsults 
FramEwork

Goal Sustainable urbanization principles drive policy and practice

strategic Result Improved sustainable urbanization policies from local to global levels adopted

Indicators (a) Number of local authorities that adopt improved sustainable urbanization policies in ENOF countries

(b) Number of policies on sustainable urbanization adopted by inter-governmental bodies, disaggregated by 
global and regional levels

(c)  Number of Enhanced Normative and Operational Framework (ENOF) countries that adopt improved poli-
cies on sustainable urbanization

(d) The number of stakeholders in ENOF countries who positively evaluate that UN-HABITAT’s support has 
improved sustainable urbanization policies

expected accomplishments 1  Improved awareness of sus-
tainable urbanization issues at 
the local to global levels

1  Habitat Agenda partners (HAP) 
actively participate in the formula-
tion of sustainable urbanization 
policy

1  Monitoring of sustainable 
urbanization conditions and 
trends improved

Indicators a) Number of media articles and 
pro-grammes on sustainable 
urbanization issues

a) Number of policy making forums 
in which HAP participate in ENOF 
coun-tries at the national level

a) Number of cities in ENOF 
countries with operational 
local urban observatories

b) Number of cities that have 
web pages covering sustain-
able urbanization issues

b) Number of policy making forums 
in which HAP participate in ENOF 
coun-tries at the local level

b) Number of concerned govern-
ment agen¬cies in ENOF 
countries that adopt good 
practice monitoring tools

c)  Number of downloads from 
UN-Habitat website

c)  Number of HAP in ENOF countries 
that report increased participation 
in urban policy formulation

sub-expected accomplishments 1.1  Effective dissemination 
evidence-based knowledge 
on urban issues 

2.1  Improved awareness increase 
HAP participation

3.1  Increased capacity for 
implementation of urban 
monitoring systems

1.2  Expanded use of evidence-
based knowledge in 
education

2.2  HAP commit to agreed norms 
and principles for sustainable 
urbanisation

3.2  Increased demand for 
evidence-based knowledge 
in policy making and prac-
tice, including sex- and age 
disaggregated data

2.3  HAP capacity in monitoring gov-
ernment policy and implementa-
tion strengthened
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Focus arEa 2 : Promotion oF ParticiPatory Planning, managEmEnt &  
goVErnancE rEsults FramEwork

Goal Sustainable urbanization principles drive policy and practice

strategic Result Inclusive urban planning, management and governance (UPMG) improved at national and local levels

Indicators a) Number of countries where UPMG addresses/incorporates one or more sustainable urbanisation dimensions

b) Number of cities in targeted countries with broadened/increased divers participation of stakeholders/ 
societal groups in UPMG

expected
accomplishments

1  Improved policies, legisla-
tion and strategies support 
inclusive UPMG

2  Strengthened institutions promote 
inclusive UPMG

3  Improved implementation of 
inclusive UPMG

Indicators a) Number of countries that have 
established rules, procedures 
and mechanisms for promot-
ing inclusive UPMG

a) Number of local/ national institu-
tions in targeted countries that 
actively promote sustainable 
urbanisation dimensions

a)  Number of cities which 
establish joint partnership 
frameworks

b) Number of countries whose 
policies, legislation and 
strategies incorporate/ reflect 
sustainable urbanisation

b) Number of institutions in targeted 
countries which received higher 
demand for support in UPMG

b) Number of action plans [and 
strategies] implemented

sub-expected
accomplishments

1.1 Improved policy analysis 2.1   Strengthened organisational 
structures and processes for 
UPMG

3.1  Improved inclusive action 
planning

1.2   Policy advocacy improved, 
including through 
Campaign (see FA1)

2.2   Improved competencies and 
enhanced base of human 
resources for UPMG

3.2  Enhanced strategic 
partnerships for UPMG

1.3   Increased application of 
best policy practices

2.3   Improved development of,  
access to and application of 
tools for UPMG

3.3   Improved management 
of financial resources for 
UPMG

1.4   Effective policies and 
strategies related to UPGM, 
including in crisis-prone 
and post-crisis human 
settlements contexts

3.4  Improved capacity to apply 
UPMG, including in crisis-
prone and post-crisis 
human settlements 
contexts

Focus arEa 3: Promotion oF Pro-Poor lanD anD Housing rEsults FramEwork

Goal Sustainable urbanization principles drive policy and practice

strategic Result Improved access to land and housing

Indicators Increased number of Habitat Agenda Partners improving access to land and housing

Increased number of countries implementing policies to improve access to land and housing

expected
accomplishments

1  Improved land and housing 
policies implemented

2 Security of tenure increased 3  Slum improvement and 
prevention policies promoted

a) Number of Habitat Agenda 
Partners implementing 
improved policies

a) Number of Habitat Agenda 
Partners implementing policies to 
improve security of tenure

a) Percentage of slum 
communities being upgraded 
in select cities

b) Number of countries 
implementing improved land 
and housing policies

b) Number of partners implementing 
policies to reduce forced evictions

b) Number of countries 
implementing policies to 
deliver land and housing at 
scale
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sub-expected
accomplishments

1.1   Govt/HAP knowledge 
of innovative land and 
housing policies and 
programmes improved

2.1   Govt/HAP knowledge of 
equitable land and housing 
rights increased

3.1   Govt/HAP knowledge 
on slum upgrading and 
prevention improved

1.2   Govt/HAP capacity to 
promote hazard resistant 
and sustainable housing 
construction increased

2.2  Govt/HAP capacity to achieve 
equitable land and housing 
rights strengthened

3.2   Govt/HAP capacity to 
develop slum upgrading 
and prevention policies and 
strategies strengthened

1.3   Govt/HAP capacity to 
implement land and 
housing policies increased

2.3   Govt/HAP capacity to effectively 
address housing, land and 
property in crisisprone and post-
crisis contexts increased

3.3   Govt/HAP supported 
in implementing slum 
upgrading and prevention 
policies and strategies

2.4   Govt/HAP utilise alternative 
approaches to forced evictions

Focus arEa 4: EnVironmEntally sounD Basic urBan inFrastructurE anD 
sErVicEs rEsults FramEwork

Goal Sustainable urbanization principles drive policy and practice

strategic Result Expanded access to environmentally sound basic urban infrastructure services with a special focus on the 
unserved and underserved populations

Indicators a)   Increase in the numbers of people in target communities with access to environmentally sound basic 
urban infrastructure services.

b)  Number of stakeholders reporting positive perception of UN-Habitat’s contribution to expanded access for 
the poor to basic urban infrastructure services

expected 
accomplishments

1  An enabling policy and 
institutional framework 
promotes expanded access to 
environmentally sound urban 
infrastructure and services

2  Increased institutional effi ciency 
and effectiveness in the provi-
sion of basic urban infrastructure 
services

3  Enhanced consumer demand 
for effi cient and environmen-
tally sustainable basic urban 
infrastructure and services

Indicators a) Number of countries progres-
sively adopting relevant 
policies that aim to expand 
access to environmentally 
sound urban infrastructure 
and services

a) Numbers of service providers 
recovering at least operation and 
maintenance cost of services

a) Number of consumers rank-
ing basic urban infrastructure 
services high in their priority 
of needs

b) Number of countries progres-
sively adopting institutional 
mechanisms that expand 
access to environmentally 
sound urban infrastructure 
and services

b) Number of consumers of UN-
Habitat partner service provider 
organizations who report satisfac-
tion with services provided

b) Number of consumers aware 
of their rights and obliga-
tions in the provision of basic 
urban infrastructure services

sub-expected 
accomplishments

2.1   Strengthened service-provider 
capacity

3.1   Knowledge of basic urban 
services rights enhanced

2.2   Improved service delivery 
monitoring mechanisms 
inform decisions

3.2   Environmentally sound 
standards and practices 
in place

2.3   Enhanced capacity of service 
providers to address climate 
change

3.3   Sustainable consumption 
practices utilised
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Focus arEa 5: strEngtHEnED Human sEttlEmEnts FinancE systEms rEsults 
FramEwork

Goal Sustainable urbanization principles drive policy and practice

strategic Result Improved access to sustainable financing for affordable housing and infrastructure in targeted countries

Indicators a) Increased number of households accessing financing (disaggregated by gender)

b) Targeted communities perceive that there is more access to sustainable financing

expected 
accomplishments

1   Increased financing for 
affordable housing and 
infrastructure

2   Empowered consumers (incl. 
women’s organizations) access 
financing for affordable housing 
and infrastructure

3   Effective local institutions 
catalyse access to finance  
for affordable housing and 
infrastructure

Indicators a)   Amounts of private sector 
funds available for affordable 
housing and infrastructure in 
targeted communities

a)  Number of bankable projects in 
targeted areas ready for 
commercial fi nancing

a)  Number of local institutions 
assisting with development 
of bankable projects

b)  Number of targeted banks 
that perceive affordable 
housing and infrastructure 
as a attractive business 
opportunity

b)  Number of consumers who report 
increased confi dence to submit 
loan applications

b)  Number of targeted local 
institutions that report an 
increase in capacity to  
finance affordable housing 
and infrastructure

c)  Revenues of local authorities 
and utilities for extending 
services to support the  
development of affordable 
housing and infrastructure 
projects

sub-expected 
accomplishments

1.1   Increased financial 
institution awareness 
of new market 
opportunities for affordable 
housing and infrastructure

2.1   Better informed consumers with 
particular reference to 
savings groups

3.1   Effective local finance 
facilities specifically for 
affordable housing and 
infrastructure

1.2   Financial institutions adopt 
policies to make fi nance 
available for affordable 
housing, land and 
infrastructure

2.2   Effective community based 
organizations increase access to 
financing

3.2   Strengthened local 
institutions enable 
investments in affordable 
housing and infrastructure 
projects

1.3   Application of innovative 
financial instruments 
for housing, land and 
infrastructure

3.3   Financially-sustainable 
local service providers



Evaluation of thE implEmEntation of un-habitat’s  
mEdium-tErm stratEgic and institutional plan 2008-2013

114

Focus arEa 6: ExcEllEncE in managEmEnt rEsults FramEwork

Goal Sustainable urbanization principles drive public policy and practice

strategic Result UN-HABITAT delivers MTSIP planned results effectively and effi ciently

Indicators a) Percentage of CPR Members who assess increased effi ciency and effectiveness

b) Percentage of staff who positively evaluate leadership effectiveness

c) Percentage of staff positively evaluate organizational effectiveness

d) Percentage score on organizational performance

e) Increased effi ciency in programme delivery

expected 
accomplishments

1   Staff are empowered to 
achieve planned results

2    Institution aligned to 
deliver MTSIP results

3  RBM principles applied

Indicators a)  Percentage of staff who 
report that there is a 
conducive policy/institutional 
environment

a)  Percentage of staff reporting 
Increased horizontal collaboration 
(inter-divisional, inter-focus area)

a)  Percentage of programmes 
and projects that are 
evaluated as contributing to 
focus area results

b)  Percentage of staff whose 
skills set are aligned with 
their job description

b)  Intra-divisional restructuring  
in support to focus areas

b)   Percentage of staff reporting 
delivering results as being 
the operating principle 
organizing their work

c)   Contribution to achievement 
of focus area results 
integrated into staff appraisal 
system

c)   Inter-divisional restructuring in 
support of focus areas

c)   Staff reporting willingness 
to be held accountable for 
FA results

d)  Percentage of staff reporting 
effective business processes

d)  Increased percentage of staff 
reporting a sense of strategic 
direction

d)   Degree to which the 
organization is outcome 
driven

sub-expected 
accomplishments

1.1   Strengthened staff 
competencies related to the 
MTSIP

2.1   Rationalised organisational 
structure

3.1   Programmes derived from 
MTSIP results

1.2   Knowledge management 
systems effectively utilised

2.2   MTSIP focus area result delivery 
system operational

3.2   Performance measurement 
and evaluation informs 
decisionmaking and 
programming

1.3   Incentive structure for 
performance in place

3.3   Quality standards 
consistently applied in the 
achievement of planned 
results

1.4   Delegation of authority 
within an accountability 
framework

1.5   Efficient business processes 
applied
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