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FOREWORD

I am pleased to present the report of the
Professional Peer Review of the Evaluation
Function of UN-Habitat. The peer review was
carried out at the request of the UN-Habitat
Monitoring and Evaluation Unit. Although a key
component of UN agency accountability, I would
like to stress the voluntary nature of the exercise
and the buy-in of UN-Habitat management.

The peer review was conducted by a panel of three
members of UN and bilateral evaluation units
supported by a senior expert. The panel based
its work on the UNEG-DAC Framework for
Peer Reviews and on the Norms and Standards
for Evaluation in the UN System. In agreement
with UN-Habitat, the panel explicitly chose a
light version of the peer review modality, which
did not include field visits.

The report welcomes the intention of UN-Habitat
to establish a full fledged evaluation unit, separate
from monitoring. It concludes with a number of
recommendations, well in line with the establish-
ment of an independent and credible evaluation
function at UN-Habitat.

However, a peer review is not only about findings
and recommendations. An important aspect is
the peer exchange, within the panel and between
the panel and the staff of the function reviewed.
For this particular peer review this exchange
benefited from a parallel peer review of the
UNEP evaluation function and from discussions
where all three parties participated. It should
be noted that, not the least, did the peer review
team itself benefit from the insights gained, the
sharing of good practices and the rich exchanges
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on fundamental evaluation issues and related
standards.

Martin Barugahare, Head of the UN-Habitat
Monitoring and Evaluation Unit, and his team
provided the panel with useful inputs and
insights throughout the process. This helped us
understand the UN-Habitat context and guide
us towards our conclusions. We also noticed a
readiness to learn from others.

The panel is most grateful for the accessibility
of and frank dialogues with UN-Habitat staff,
including senior management, and with repre-
sentatives of member states. We would like to
take this opportunity to thank everyone who
invested their time in facilitating the review
and in responding to our demands for informa-
tion and data. A special word of thank goes to
Susanne Bech who, on top of her daily work,
managed to organize our interviews and to
guide us with a smile to the offices of our many
respondents.

We do hope that the peer review will be a useful
tool to assist UN-Habitat in establishing an
evaluation office that meets the UNEG stan-
dards and that it will contribute to knowledge
about, confidence in and use of evaluations.

Vienna, March 2012

Margareta de Goys
Chair of the Peer Review Panel
Director, UNIDO Evaluation Group
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The purpose of this Professional Peer Review
is to provide an independent assessment of
the functioning and quality of the evalua-
tion function of the United Nations Human
Settlements Programme, UN-Habitat. It is pri-
marily intended for use by UN-Habitat in its
quest for excellence and by the Organisation
tor Economic Co-operation and Development/
Development Assistance Committee (OECD/
DAC) Evaluation Network and the United
Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG). More
specifically, the peer review serves to enhance
knowledge about, confidence in and use of
evaluations by governing bodies and senior man-
agement of UN-Habitat, improve evaluation
policy and practice, build internal capacities
and confidence of the evaluation function and
support the Monitoring and Evaluation Unit
(MEDU) in its efforts to ensure greater acceptance
and use of evaluation findings in the performance
management system of the organization.

The peer review was conducted between October
2011 and January 2012 in line with the UNEG
Framework for Professional Reviews of the
Evaluation Function of UN Organizations, which
was approved as a UNEG reference document at

the UNEG Annual General Meeting in 2011.

The peer review panel consisted of: Margareta
de Goys, Director, Evaluation Group, UNIDO,
(Chair), Dominique de Crombrugghe, Special
Development Cooperation,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Belgium and Oscar
A. Garcia, Senior Evaluation Adviser, Evaluation
Office of the United Nations Development
Programme. The panel was assisted by an adviser,
expert in evaluation and familiar with multilat-
eral organizations, Roland Rodts.

Evaluator for
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The peer panel greatly appreciated UN-Habitat’s
collaboration and full support throughout the
review process. The MEU engaged in an open
and constructive dialogue, sharing information,
thoughts and ideas. Senior management, div-
isional and regional office staff and evaluation staff
at UN-Habitat all facilitated the collection of data

and took part in discussions of issues and findings.

The peer review’s main limitation is that it could
not undertake an independent assessment of the
technical credibility of evaluations conducted by
UN-Habitat. It was also not possible to con-
duct interviews with key external stakeholders,
in particular government and NGO cooperating
partners based in partner countries. Although not
all aspects were covered, the panel is confident
that the report can serve as a credible input and
stimulus for UN-Habitat as it moves forward in
its reform process.

OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

Evaluation 1is increasing in importance within
UN-Habitat and has been influential in pro-
moting organizational change and in validating
or changing orientations of programmes and
projects. The ongoing reform process with
increased emphasis on results and accountability
is expected to further strengthen its position. The
panel recognizes the efforts that have been made
to reinforce the evaluation function over the last
decade but the function is still under-resourced,
not fully independent and there is confusion
between the roles of monitoring and evaluation.

The fact that the function is currently imbedded
in a unit responsible for both monitoring and
evaluation is not in line with best UN prac-
tices. Moreover, the panel finds that evaluation
is marginalized, with the majority of the time



and resources devoted to monitoring. The com-
mitment of senior management and governing
bodies to strengthen the evaluation function and
the recent decision to separate evaluation and
monitoring functions are seen as positive.

There is, presently, no Evaluation Policy in place
and no clear definition of roles and responsibil-
ities for planning, managing and conducting
evaluations. The panel is hesitant towards the
intention of UN-Habitat management to bring
the MEU (to be renamed Evaluation Office)
under the authority of a to-be-created Executive
Office. By doing so, the evaluation function
would not be located independently from the
Executive Office’s line management function, as

required under the UNEG Norms.

It is a concern to the panel that the allocation of
resources for evaluation is not done in a transparent
and independent manner and that the MEU does
not have an evaluation budget under its control. In
practice, the evaluation work programme is largely
determined outside the MEU by donors, the
Committee of Permanent Representatives (CPR)
or senior and programme management. This

limits the functional independence of the MEU.

As evaluations are indistinctly commissioned
by the MEU, programme units, donors and
by decentralized functions, there is little clarity
in the total number of evaluations conducted.
Independence is constrained by inadequate
volume and transparency in the allocation and
control over human and financial resources. The
number of evaluations conducted is small and the
coverage not fully representative of UN-Habitat’s
mandate and activities. Few strategic evalua-
tions are conducted and the same can be said for
country evaluations, evaluations of emergency-
type interventions, evaluations of normative work
and evaluations of pilot interventions.

The credibility of the evaluation function is
affected by the limited scope and coverage of its
work, the limited amount of resources available
for evaluation and the fact that there are areas of
UN-Habitat that are not sufficiently evaluated.

The peer review panel considers the current
practice of externally recruited professional
staff for the evaluation function appropriate.
Moreover, evaluations are conducted transpar-
ently, are assessed as impartial and are conducted
independently without interference from man-
agement and found to be in compliance with
UNEG Norms and Standards. Evaluators are
found to be competent and the evaluation pro-
cess is found to be rigorous and encompass good
guidance from the MEU. A proper roster of
evaluation consultants is not yet in place, but
a quality assurance system exists and is func-
tioning in a satisfactory manner. Stakeholder
consultations do, however, not always engage
all stakeholders. Gender issues are, moreover,
not found to be systematically mainstreamed
in evaluation Terms of Reference or evaluation
reports.

The panel finds that, generally, evaluations con-
ducted are credible, balanced, producing reports
of good quality and that the evaluations carried
out have been found to be useful. There is a man-
agement response system in place to follow up on
implementation of recommendations. Evaluations
are perceived to have influence and findings, and
recommendations often feed into the planning of
new project or programme phases. However, as
there is little attention to strategic level evalua-
tions, there is marginal influence on policy and
strategy formulation. This affects institutional
credibility and limits the usefulness of evaluation
for accountability and learning.

All evaluation reports are circulated to internal
and external stakeholders for review of accuracy
and technical quality of the information. Where
there is disagreement on issues or conflicting
views the comments or dissenting views are pub-
lished with the report. All evaluation reports are
available on the UN-Habitat website. There have,
however, been few synthesis reports or reports
highlighting lessons learned and the potential
contribution to knowledge management and
organizational learning remains untapped.

In conclusion, the panel finds that, presently, the
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evaluation function of UN-Habitat cannot be
considered as fully independent, that its credibility
is satisfactory but, as the scope and coverage is
limited, the utility in terms of providing evaluative
evidence of UN-Habitat results and for account-
ability and learning is not fully tapped.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Given the crucial importance of an enabling
environment for evaluation and in ensuring that
the role and function of evaluation is clearly
stated and reflecting the principles of the UNEG
Norms, an Evaluation Policy, aligned to UNEG
Norms and Standards, needs to be approved and
endorsed by governing bodies. The policy should
spell out guiding principles, roles, responsibil-
ities, and types of evaluations to be conducted.

UN-Habitat management is invited to recon-
sider its plan to bring the MEU (renamed into
Evaluation Office) under the authority of the
newly to-be-created Executive Office. A direct
reporting line to the Executive Director should
preferably be kept to avoid interference with
the line management functions of the Executive
Office. A direct reporting line should also be
established to the CPR.

The panel recommends that the human resource
capacity of the MEU should be further strength-
ened and adequately provided for in a future
Evaluation Office. The panel recommends a
minimum of three professional staff (two inter-
national and one national post) for this office.
The panel also invites UN-Habitat management
to explore how the authority of the chief of the
evaluation function could be reinforced.

The evaluation function should develop a proper
evaluation consultant roster. More attention
should be paid to ensuring an adequate balance
between international and national experts. For
larger evaluations, the panel recommends the
establishment of external evaluation reference
groups to enhance the quality of the evaluations.

The UN-Habitat management should ensure that
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the evaluation function has an adequate level of
predictable budgetary resources to operate in an
independent and credible manner. For transpar-
ency and accountability purposes, the evaluation
function should be endowed with budgeted annual
evaluation work plans and have resources specific-
ally allocated to various types of evaluations.

The Monitoring and Evaluation Unit/Evaluation
Office needs to do more in terms of volume
and coverage. To the extent that the evalua-
tions are decentralized to the field, the MEU
should be informed of their processes and results
and be involved with their quality assurance.
Consideration should be given to identifying
explicit criteria for selection of evaluations that
ensure good coverage of UN-Habitat’'s work
programme and thematic priorities and include
strategic evaluations, evaluations of subpro-
grammes and country-level evaluations.

Efforts to document and track management
response to evaluations, including those managed
outside the MEU, should be further strength-
ened. The MEU should establish mechanisms
to systematically harvest lessons from existing
evaluations. An annual evaluation synthesis
report should provide information on main find-
ings and learning stemming out of evaluations.
The panel recommends, however, that the head
of the MEU or of a future Evaluation Office
rather serves as an adviser to a programme/
project review or approval committee than as a
member with decision-making powers, in order
to minimize bias and conflict of interest.

UN-Habitat should give high priority to address
the disconnect between its various results-focused
data collection, reporting and monitoring tools
in order to foster the availability of reliable data
that can be used by the organization, including
its evaluation function. A strategy to strengthen
feedback links between the three results-based
management pillars of planning, monitoring and
evaluation to ensure effective learning, perform-
ance improvement, management decision-making

and policy should be prepared.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND

A professional peer review of an evaluation
function is an independent assessment of its
independence, credibility and utility, conducted
by peers from other evaluation functions.

Two key factors led to the introduction of
Professional Peer Reviews of evaluation func-
tions in multilateral agencies in 2004: a strong
demand for multi-donor evaluations of United
Nations (UN) organizations on the one hand,
and the recognition of the need to harmonize
evaluation practice due to the considerable vari-
ation across the UN System on the other.
In view of this, the Evaluation Network of
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development/Development Assistance
Committee (OECD/DAC) jointly with the
United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG)

introduced the peer review mechanism.

The rationale behind the peer review of the UN
organizations’ evaluation function is to establish
the credibility of evaluation functions including
their reports and thus potentially decreasing
the need for external donor evaluations. UNEP
and UN-Habitat requested a peer review at
the same time, which led to the decision to
undertake the two reviews in parallel. This
feature has the advantage of one peer panel
working with two evaluation functions, sharing
a common approach, using resources efficiently
by saving travel cost, etc., and organizing joint
peer exchanges during the reviews. The latter is
an important part of the peer review process and
benefits from a larger participation of peers. At
the same time, separate reports for each organ-
ization are produced.

This peer review report includes the detailed plan
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and approach of the UN-Habitat Peer Review,
background information on the organization and
its Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (MEU), an
assessment of the peer review function based on
the main criteria for the review: independence,

credibility and utility.

1.2 PURPOSE

The peer review provides an assessment of
the evaluation function of UN-Habitat against
UNEG Norms and Standards for conducting
evaluations in the UN system. Moreover, in
preparation for the peer review, the UN-Habitat
evaluation function was asked to specify the pur-
poses the peer review should serve, which can be
summarized as follows:

= Enhancing knowledge about, confidence in
and use of evaluations by governing bodies
and senior management of the organiza-
tion, leading to informed decisions about
increasing the independence of the function;

®  Improving evaluation policy and practice,
including stronger planning and resourcing
of evaluation (also based on greater apprecia-
tion and support of evaluation by governing
bodies and senior management), by sharing
good practices and building internal capaci-
ties of and confidence in the MEU, including
taking informed decisions about monitoring
activities at UN-Habitat; and

®  Supporting the MEU’s efforts to ensure
greater acceptance and integration of evalua-
tion findings in the performance management
system of the organization.

In addition, according to UNEG Framework
for Professional Peer Reviews, peer reviews
aim at sharing good practices, experience and



mutual learning. A copy of the review’s Terms of

Reference (ToR) is attached in Annex 1.

1.3 CORE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

The peer review was conducted in line with the
UNEG Framework for Professional Reviews of
the Evaluation Functions of UN Organizations,
which was approved as a UNEG reference docu-
ment at the UNEG Annual General Meeting in
2011. This framework builds on the Framework
for Professional Peer Reviews developed by the
DAC/UNEG Joint Task Force on Professional
Peer Reviews of Evaluation Functions in
Multilateral Organizations, January 2007. It rec-
ognizes that the model may be adapted in some
cases, for example, to very small or highly spe-
cialized organizations and/or those with limited
existing evaluation capacities. In this respect, the
DAC/UNEG Task Team developed a frame-
work for ‘lighter’ peer reviews, to be used for
small(er) organizations such as UN-Habitat.
However, the ‘reduced’ framework addresses
the same ‘core assessment question “Are the
agency’s evaluation function and its products:
independent; credible; and useful for learning
and accountability purposes?”

The approach and methodology of this and other
peer reviews of UN agencies hinges on using
UNEG frameworks and clustering the treat-
ment of the various issues under three criteria
that need to be satisfied for high-quality evalua-
tion functions: A copy of the UNEG Norms and

Standards for Evaluation is attached in Annex 2.

Independence of evaluations and evaluation sys-
tems. The evaluation process should be impartial
and independent in its function from the pro-
cess or entity concerned with the policy making,
the delivery, and the management. A requisite
measure of independence of the evaluation func-
tion is a recognized pre-condition for credibility,
validity and usefulness. At the same time, each
review should bear in mind that the appropriate
guarantees of the necessary independence in
a particular organization will differ according
to the nature of its work, its governance and

decision-making arrangements, and other factors.
Moreover, most organizations aim to encourage
the active application and use of evaluations at
all levels of management, meaning that systemic
measures for ensuring the necessary objectivity
and impartiality of this work should receive
due attention. Indicators of independence are
broadly covered by UNEG Norms N 2.1-2.6 and
N 6.1-6.5.

Credibility of evaluations. The credibility
of evaluations depends on the expertise and
independence of the evaluators and the degree of
transparency of the evaluation process. Credibility
requires that evaluations should report successes
as well as failures. Recipient countries should,
as a rule, fully participate in evaluations in
order to promote credibility and commitment.
Whether and how the organization’s approach
to evaluation fosters partnership and helps build
ownership and capacity in developing countries
merits attention as a major theme. Indicators of
credibility are mainly treated in UNEG Norms
N2.4-2.5, N5.1-5.3, N7.1-7.2, N8.1-8.2, N9.1-
9.3 and N10.1-10.2.

Utility of evaluations. To have an impact on
decision-making, evaluation findings must be
perceived as relevant and useful and be presented
in a clear and concise way. They should fully
reflect the different interests and needs of the
many parties involved in development cooper-
ation. Importantly, each review should bear in
mind that ensuring the utility of evaluations is
only partly under the control of evaluation func-
tions. It is also critically a function of managers,
and member countries through their participa-
tion in decision-making and on governing bodies
and in commissioning, receiving and using evalu-
ations. Indicators of utility are mainly treated in
UNEG Norms N1.3, N2.6, N8.2, N10.1-10.2,
N12.1-12.3 and N13.

The MEU agreed that all three criteria were
relevant to the exercise and inter-related. It
emphasized the greater importance of independ-
ence and requested that related criteria are
thoroughly viewed.
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1.4 THE PEER REVIEW PANEL

A number of considerations were taken into
account when composing the membership of
the panel: (i) relevant professional experience;
(ii) independence — to avoid any potential or
alleged contflict of interest or partiality, the panel
members do not have any working relationship
to UN-Habitat that might influence the panel’s
position and deliberations; and (iii) the level of
seniority of panel members. The combination of
these criteria together with the voluntary nature
of service on the panel and the wish to have
members from bilateral as well as multilateral
evaluation functions resulted in the following
composition:

®  Margareta de Goys, Director, Evaluation
Group, UNIDO, Chair

® Dominique de Crombrugghe, Special
Evaluator for Development Cooperation,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Belgium

m  Oscar A. Garcia, Senior Evaluation Adviser,
United Nations Development Programme,
Evaluation Office

The panel was assisted by an adviser, expert
in evaluation and familiar with multilateral
organizations, Roland Rodts. The adviser was
responsible for preparatory work (data collection
and information gathering), preliminary assess-
ment of the collected information, participation
in the interviews with stakeholders and contrib-
uted to drafting the peer review report.

1.5 APPROACH
The methodology and methods applied are

consistent with past peer reviews, using sim-
ilar templates and methods and aligned to the
UNEG Framework. However, this review has
been conducted according to “Peer reviews for
‘small” evaluation functions” and has not included
field visits. A copy of the Normative Framework
is attached in Annex 3.
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The peer panel would like to emphasize the
importance of discussions that took place among
peers and with key informants, both to obtain
information and share experiences. In particular,

the panel has engaged with:

- Stakeholders in governing bodies and senior
management to gain an understanding of their
satisfaction or concerns and share with them
insights into good evaluation practice to address
the expressed intention to enhance the know-
ledge and confidence in evaluation.

- Peers in the evaluation office to learn about the
evaluation functions’ practices and discuss addi-
tional or alternative ways to address common
evaluation challenges.

- Operational management to gain an under-
standing of their satisfaction or concerns and
discuss issues related to learning and imple-
menting recommendations.
Operational management also included stake-
holders outside Nairobi, who were consulted via

evaluation

an Internet survey.

1.6 THE REVIEW PROCESS

The following major steps and activities were
undertaken during the review.

PREPARATION OF THE APPROACH
TO THE REVIEW

The preparatory activities were conducted col-
laboratively by the peer panel members and
the UN-Habitat's MEU. The Approach Paper
and Work Plan was finalized in the course of
September 2011. The document described the
key elements of the peer review: background,
purpose, scope, general approach and methods,
composition of the peer panel and the proposed
time schedule. Not the least, it contained the
Peer Review Normative Framework and review
matrix.

Subsequent to the preparation of the approach
paper, a self-assessment template was prepared

for gathering factual and other information from
the UN-Habitat MEU, including views on its



institutional position, perceived strengths and
weakness and on how relevant the three criteria
forming the basis for the Review were for its effi-
cient and effective functioning.

REVIEW OF BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Subsequently, the peer review team reviewed key
documents, a list of which is attached in Annex
6. The documents covered general informa-
tion on UN-Habitat, its organizational structure
and the institutional setting of the MEU and
evaluation-specific documents. The study also
served to gain insight into the processes gov-
erning the programming, conduct, reporting
and feedback process of evaluations commis-
sioned by the MEU. The MEU self-assessment,
mentioned above, fed into this study. The prep-
aratory work resulted in a Factual Report. This
report presented preliminary findings, pointed
out a number of issues, and identified questions
requiring follow-up during the visit of the peer
panel to UN-Habitat’s Headquarters.

ASSESSMENT OF THE QUALITY OF
EVALUATIONS REPORTS

The preparatory work included an in-depth
assessment of the quality of a random selec-
tion of eight UN-Habitat evaluation reports.
The quality of the reports was analysed based
on the UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation
Reports, approved at the UNEG 2010 Annual
Meeting. The list of the evaluation reports
selected is provided in Annex 5a.

The checklist consists of two parts. First, it
lists the general characteristics of the evaluation
concerned: the subject evaluated, the evalua-
tion conducted, the actors concerned, and the
final report. Subsequently, the quality of the
evaluation is examined by applying three quality
criteria: validity, reliability, and usability. Each
of these criteria is operationalized by specific
indicators, which in turn are further specified
into components. Main assessment criteria are:
(1) Presentation of evaluation’s purpose and
scope, design, process and methodology and

evaluation tools; (ii) Presentation of evidence
or results (outputs, outcomes and/or impact of
the subject evaluated); (iii) Analysis and formu-
lation of conclusions; and (iv) Formulation of
recommendations.

UNDERSTANDING FACTS AND PERSPEC-
TIVES: INTERVIEWS WITH STAKEHOLDERS

From 16 to 29 October 2011, the panel and
the adviser visited UN-Habitat Headquarters
in Nairobi to conduct semi-structured inter-
views with UN-Habitat management and staff
from both substantive and policy functions as
well as with MEU staff. The basic purpose of
the interviews was to collect information on the
structural aspects of the MEU including its pos-
itioning and functioning and to assess it against
the three main assessment criteria. The semi-
structured nature of the interviews allowed new
questions to be introduced during the interview,
in response to the interviewee’s answers. During
the mission a meeting was also organized with
representatives of the Committee of Permanent
Representatives (CPR). The list of interviewees
and persons met is appended in Annex 4. At the
end of each day of interviews the panel members
and the adviser shared their findings and iden-
tified gaps in information and knowledge. This
facilitated the development of a common under-
standing. To conclude, the panel discussed its
initial findings with MEU staft and UN-Habitat
management during a presentation and feedback
meeting. The comments received are reflected in
this report.

Following the visit to UN-Habitat Headquarters,
a series of telephone interviews were held with a
number of evaluators, who had been involved
in the evaluations selected for in-depth review.
The list of the evaluators consulted is provided
in Annex 4. Furthermore, an e-mail survey was
conducted to gauge the views and opinions of the
UN-Habitat’s Regional Office staff and Habitat
Programme Managers. The response rate of the
survey was about 62 percent. Information from
the decentralized functions shed additional light
on the panel findings.
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PREPARATION OF THE DRAFT FINAL
REPORT

This peer review report reflects a team effort
where all panel members were involved in the
collection of data and in conducting interviews,
actively engaged in discussion and validation
of insights and findings and in the drafting
of the report. A draft report was shared with
UN-Habitat for factual validation and comments.

1.7 LIMITATIONS OF THE PEER REVIEW

It should be noted that this peer review is not
a formal evaluation. It is a less comprehen-
sive and in-depth assessment but adheres to a
rigorous methodology applying the key princi-
ples of evaluation, including triangulation, while
taking full advantage of the particular benefits of
a peer mechanism.

The peer review’s largest limitation was that it
could not undertake an independent assessment
of the technical credibility of the UN-Habitat
evaluations; to do so, it would have required
panel members or technical advisers with rel-
evant expertise. Instead, the panel has assessed
whether the evaluation processes of UN-Habitat
include adequate measures to ensure the best

possible technical credibility.
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Neither was it possible to conduct interviews
with key external stakeholders, in particular rep-
resentatives of national governments of partner
countries and NGO cooperating partners.

Although this peer review did not cover all
aspects, the panel is confident that the report
can serve as a credible input and stimulus for
UN-Habitat as it moves forward to improve and
embed the evaluation function as a critical com-
ponent in its ongoing search for excellence in
tulfilling its important mandate.

1.8 REPORT STRUCTURE

After the introductory chapter on background
and approach and a chapter briefly describing the
evaluation function in UN-Habitat, the report
discusses, in turn, each of the core criteria and
analytical dimensions in three separate chapters.
Different facets, pertinent to the dimensions
of independence, credibility and utility, are
described under separate headings and examined
in relation to their importance and the corres-
ponding UNEG Norms. Each of the three main
chapters ends with brief, overall conclusions.
The report ends with a chapter on conclusions
and recommendations, organized along the main
issues identified by the panel. When applicable
and for practical purposes, the recommendations
are directed to the organization as a whole.
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UN-HABITAT - GENERAL BACKGROUND

2.1 MANDATE

As a United Nations Programme, the mandate of
United Nations Human Settlements Programme
(UN-Habitat) is to promote sustainable urban-
ization and the reduction of poverty. It has a
broad mandate that derives from the outcomes
of relevant international conferences and from
the specific mandates given to the programme
by various United Nations General Assembly
(UNGA) and UN-Habitat Governing Council
(GC) resolutions.

The establishment of UN-Habitat and its origin
were shaped by two landmark international con-
terences: the United Nations Conference on
the Human Environment, held in Stockholm,
in 1972, and the global Conference of United
Nations on Human Settlements (UNCHS) held
in Vancouver, Canada, in 1976. For nearly two
decades of its existence (1978-1996), UNCHS
remained a small technical agency. In 1996,
the second United Nations Conference on the
Human Settlements (Habitat II) adopted the
Istanbul Declaration and the Habitat Agenda.
This gave UNCHS a new explicit normative
mandate. It was charged with the responsibility to
support and monitor the implementation of the
Habitat Agenda. In 2002, governments attending
the World Summit on Sustainable Development
(WSSD) further mandated UN-Habitat to
monitor and report on progress towards the
achievement of Millennium Development Goals
(MDG) targets on access to safe drinking water
and halving the proportion of people who do not
have access to basic sanitation by 2015.

The period 2001-2004 witnessed rapid growth
in the staff, activities and budget of UN-Habitat.
In-depth evaluation of UN-Habitat by the Office
of the Internal Oversight Services (OIOS), 2005,
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commended the achievements of UN-Habitat but
given its broad mandate and limited resources, it
recommended sharpening of the UN-Habitat’s
focus in order to have greater impact. This
led to the GC at its twentieth session in 2005
requesting UN-Habitat to prepare a comprehen-
sive. Medium-Term Strategic and Institutional
Plan (MTSIP) for 2008-2013. The intent of the
plan was to: (i) sharpen the focus of the work of
UN-Habitat and broaden its funding base; (i)
strengthen programme alignment and coherence,
(ii1) apply results-based management to enhance
value for money, transparency and accountability.

2.2 THE MEDIUM TERM STRATEGIC
AND INSTITUTIONAL PLAN (MTSIP)

The MTSIP was approved by the GC at its
twenty-first session in 2007, through resolution
21/2. The plan includes five substantive focus
areas: (i) advocacy, monitoring and partnerships;
(ii) participatory urban planning, management
and governance; (iii) pro-poor land and housing;
(iv) environmentally sound and affordable urban
infrastructure and services; and (v) strengthening
human settlements finance systems. A sixth focus
area, excellence in management, is intended to
create an enabling environment for the effective
implementation of the five substantive areas,
focusing on result-based management (RBM),
knowledge management, results-based planning,
monitoring, evaluation and reporting, enhanced
accountability and transparency.

The MTSIP is implemented in phases that cor-
respond with the biennial work programme
cycles of 2008-2009, 2010-2011 and 2012-2013.
In the course of implementation of the MTSIP,
some issues have come to the fore. These include:
(a) conceptual and methodological difficulties in
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reconciling the ambitious expected results and
indicators of achievement with results-based
approach; (b) complex effort required in com-
plying with different reporting mechanisms
and accountability frameworks; (c) inadequacy
of organizational and governance structures of

UN-Habitat.

2.3 EXPECTED RESULTS
The MTSIP states as its broad indicators of

success: (a) the number of countries and part-
ners engaged in monitoring and reporting on
key urbanization trends including urban pov-
erty and slums; (b) the number of countries
having integrated urbanization and urban poverty
issues in their respective national development
plans, poverty reduction and country assistance
strategies; (c) increased Official Development
Assistance flows for pro-poor housing and urban
development; (d) increased private sector invest-
ment in and national budgetary allocations for
urban infrastructure and housing development,
including ad hoc transfers and other forms of
support to local authorities to improve planning,
governance and the provision of basic services;
and (e) the empowerment of slum dwellers and
the urban poor through improved access to credit
for housing and to basic urban infrastructure and
services largely through strengthening financial
systems and partners.

2.4 ACCOUNTABILITY FRAMEWORK

MTSIP implementation is monitored and
progress reported to the CPR on a six-monthly
basis. There is an evaluation framework for the
MTSIP. The first phase, 2008-2009, of the
implementation of M'TSIP was assessed through
a peer review in 2010, the second phase, 2010-
2011, is currently being externally evaluated
(evaluation to be completed in March 2012),
and a final MTSIP evaluation will be con-
ducted in 2014. There are two routine internal
audits per year and periodic external audits that
are consolidated into a report to the General
Assembly every two years. Regular assessment
of the work programme is carried out through
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the United Nations Integrated Monitoring and
Documentation Information System (IMDIS).
An in-depth programmatic evaluation of
UN-Habitat by the United Nations Office of
Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) is scheduled
for 2012.

In line with the MTSIP, the organization
has developed guidelines and a framework for
monitoring compliance with delegated respon-
sibilities. It also supports the implementation
of improved operating procedures for pro-
ject review and approval, travel planning and
approval, cooperation agreements, and online
training tools. The accountability framework
aims at developing an audit trail in systems and
databases, as well as setting up a Cooperation
Agreement Review and Advisory Committee to
establish quality standards and oversight mech-
anisms. One important milestone has been the
strengthening of the programme review mech-
anism through Programme Review Committees.
The committees are strategic management tools
for strengthening alignment between the results
specified in the biennial work programme, on
one hand, and, on the other, the programmes,
projects, and activities that contribute to these
planned results. In addition to the Headquarters
Programme Review Committee, three Regional
Programme Review Committees are operational
and are using the new guidelines.

2.5 GOVERNANCE

UN-Habitat has a dual system of governance.
First, it is part of the UN Secretariat and is
burdened by rules and regulations of the UN
Secretariat, and second, it is expected to perform
like other programme and funds by abiding to its
GC, donors and partners. This ambiguity stems
from the evolution of the UN-Habitat man-
date, which started as primarily a technical role
to a full-fledged programme capable to combine
its normative and operational expertise into an
effective urban development agenda. This has
resulted in complex and multiple reporting lines
that UN-Habitat must cope with, including
reporting to the CPR, donors, the GC, the UN
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Headquarters, Economic and Social Council
(ECOSCOC) and the UNGA. This situation
is not ideal for accountability and transparency.
UN-Habitat is governed by the UNGA, the
GC and the CPR to UN-Habitat. The GC is
a subsidiary body of the UNGA and serves as
the intergovernmental decision-making body of
UN-Habitat. The GC reports to the UNGA
through the ECOSOC, which coordinates the
work of UN agencies. The GC is composed of
58 members of the United Nations elected by
ECOSOC for a four-year term. Every two years,
the GC approves UN-Habitat’s work programme
and provides guidance on its relationship with
partners. The GC meeting is a high-level forum
of governments at the ministerial level that sets
UN-Habitat’s policy guidelines and budget every
two years.

The CPR serves as the inter-sessional subsidiary
body of the GC. The membership of the com-
mittee is open to all Permanent Representatives
of Member States of the United Nations and
specialized agencies, which are accredited to
UN-Habitat. The CPR reviews and monitors
the implementation of the work programme
of UN-Habitat as well as the implementation
of decisions of the Governing Council. It also
reviews the draft work programme and budget
of UN-Habitat and prepares draft decisions and
resolutions for consideration by the Governing
Council. The CPR meets four times in a year,
with the participation of the Executive Director
of UN-Habitat. The present Executive Director
(ED) of UN-Habitat, Dr. Joan Clos, took office
in October 2010.

2.6 ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

The approved UN-Habitat organizational struc-
ture is organized around four subprogrammes,
which correspond to four substantive divisions.
Shelter and Sustainable Human
Settlements Development corresponding to
the Global Division (GD); the Monitoring the
Habitat Agenda corresponding to the Monitoring
and Research Division (MRD); the Regional and

Technical Cooperation corresponding to the

These are:

CHAPTER 2.

Regional and Technical Corporation Division
(RTCD); and the Human Settlements Financing
— corresponding to the Human Settlements
Financing Division (HSFD). In addition to the
four subprogrammes, there are the Executive
Direction and Management (EDM) and the
Programme Support Division (PSD), which
form part of programmatic framework structures
for implementation of UN-Habitat mandate and
objectives (see Annex 7 UN-Habitat organiza-
tional chart as of August 2010).

Subprogramme 1: Shelter and Sustainable
Human Settlements Development: is respon-
sible for the promotion of participatory urban
planning, management and governance and the
promotion of pro-poor land and housing and
offers capacity training to governments and
institutions to effectively implement normative
programmes.

Subprogramme 2: Monitoring the Habitat
Agenda: The main objective of this subpro-
gramme is to monitor and assess progress towards
the implementation of Habitat Agenda, sustain-
able urbanization conditions and trends, the
targets of the Millennium Declaration and the
Johannesburg Plan of Implementation on slums,
safe drinking water and sanitation, as well as
to raise global awareness of human settlements
issues and to ensure Habitat Agenda partners
actively participate in the formulation of sustain-
able urbanization policies.

Subprogramme 3: Regional and Technical
Cooperation: The overall objective of the sub-
progamme is to strengthen organizational and
technical capacity primarily at the national level
and regional level.

Subprogramme 4: Human Settlements
Financing: The subprogramme includes water
and sanitation and urban finance branches. The
main objective is to facilitate pro-poor financing
for housing and urban infrastructure and services
that contribute to sustainable human settlements
development and the improvement of the living
conditions of slum-dwellers focusing on global
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policy work, demonstration projects, and advo-
cacy to expand access to environmentally sound
basic urban infrastructure and services. Major
programmes under subprogramme 4 include
Water for African Cities Programme; Water
for Asian Cities Programme, Water for Latin
American and Caribbean Cities; Lake Victoria
Water and Sanitation Programme; and the

Global Water Operators’ Partnerships.

Executive Direction and Management falls
under the responsibility of the Executive
Director and includes the Deputy Executive
Director, the Information Services Section, the
Monitoring and Evaluation Unit, the Resource
Mobilization Unit and the UN-Habitat liaison
offices in New York, Geneva and Brussels. The
Executive Director provides overall direction in
the management of the implementation of the
organization’s work programme, mandate and
goals and in its relations with Member States,
United Nations offices, programmes, funds,
agencies and other partners in coordinating
the system-wide implementation of the Habitat
Agenda, the Millennium Declaration targets and
other relevant mandates.

The Programme Support Division is respon-
sible for the financial, programme planning, and
administrative and human resource functions of
the organization. It provides overall direction and
guidance on the allocation and management of
resources; taking responsibility for UN-Habitat
support services; liaising with the United Nations
Office at Nairobi (UNON) and representing
UN-Habitat on administrative matters at major
UN inter-agency meetings.

2.7 MAIN AREAS OF INTERVENTION

UN-Habitat’s activities are both normative and
operational or project-related. Normative activ-
ities focus on helping countries implement the
Habitat Agenda by enhancing their capacities
through training programmes, guidance on how
to improve their policies and legislation in key
areas relating to human settlements, promo-
ting good urban management governance and
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providing up-to-date information and research
on global trends in urban and human settlements.
Operational/project activities, on the other hand,
put into practice the policies and strategies
identified by the normative programmes. They
provide operational assistance, demonstrate that
the concepts and policies are workable, and
establish a knowledge base of best practices and
lessons learned. At present, UN-Habitat has
project cooperation programmes and projects
under execution in 75 countries and more than
30 other countries benefit from support from
global or regional programmes. The approach
adopted by UN-Habitat for implementation
of the Programme of Work (PoW) 2010-2011
gave an increased emphasis on the use of pro-
jects as the preferred delivery modality, to ensure
better management and control over activities
and resources.

At the global and regional level, the most
important activities are the Slum Upgrading
programme, the Experimental Reimbursable
Seeding Operations programme, the Water and
Sanitation Programme and the Global Land
Tool Network (GLTN) project. At the country
level, the most important (in terms of budget
size) current projects/programmes are the Urban
Partnership for Poverty Reduction programme
in Bangladesh, the UN Joint Programme on
Local Governance and Decentralized Service
in Somalia, the Learning for Community
Empowerment Programme in Afghanistan
and the Urban Development and Housing
Improvement Programme in Chad. Countries
that receive most project- or programme-related
assistance are Bangladesh, Afghanistan, Iraq,
Somalia, Chad, Serbia and the Democratic
Republic of Congo.

2.8 FUNDING

Since attaining its programme status in 2002,
UN-Habitat has experienced significant increases
in income, from USD 118 million (for the
biennium 2002-2003) to USD 311 million (for
the biennium 2008-2009). It derives the majority

of its income from voluntary contributions
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received from member states and inter-govern-

mental donors. The organization also receives
contributions from other partners such as local
authorities, the private sector, multilateral

organizations and other United Nations system

organizations. The main sources of funding are:

1.

Regular Budget allocations (8 percent) which
are approved by the General Assembly against
the assessed contributions of Member States
(core funding);

General Purpose contributions (20 percent)
towards the United Nations Habitat and
Human Settlements Foundation. These are
non-earmarked voluntary contributions from
governments for which the budget alloca-
tions are sanctioned by the UN-Habitat

Governing Council and are allocated as per
the agreed priorities (core funding);

Special Purpose contributions (27 percent)
which are earmarked voluntary contributions
from Governments and other donors for the
implementation of specific activities included
in the approved Work Programme (non-core

funding);
Technical

(45 percent) which are earmarked from

Cooperation  contributions
governments and other donors for the imple-
mentation of specific technical country-level
activities.

In 2011, UN-Habitat (Headquarters) employed
about 400 staff members.
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THE EVALUATION FUNCTION IN

UN-HABITAT

3.1 MANDATE
The Secretary-General’s Bulletin “Regulations

and Rules Governing Programme Planning,
the Programme Aspects of the Budget, the
Monitoring of Implementation and the Methods
of Evaluation” (SGB/2000/8), commonly referred
to as PPBME, mandates the conduct of evaluation
in the UN-Habitat decision-making cycle. The
monitoring and evaluation of organization-wide

work is coordinated and managed by the MEU.

The unit was created in 1997, following the
OIOS recommendation that UNCHS should
establish a mechanism for performance mon-
itoring, evaluation and reporting that is separated
from the planning function. To give it independ-
ence from substantive divisions, it was decided to
locate the Unit in the Office of the ED and with
a mandate to report to the Governing Bodies

(CPR and GC) through the ED.

The MEU is distinct from the Monitoring and
Research Division (MRD), which is responsible
for monitoring and reviewing the overall out-
come and impact of interventions in achieving
the Habitat Agenda and the Millennium
Development Goals.

3.2 EVALUATION POLICY

UN-Habitat does not have a formal evaluation
policy. However, since the implementation of
the MTSIP, the culture of evaluation has been
evolving. This can also be attributed to the cur-
rent reforms implemented in UN-Habitat. An
Evaluation Policy, aligned to UNEG Norms and

Standards, is under preparation.

3.3 MEU FUNCTIONS AND PRINCIPLES

The MEU performs two distinct but

complementary functions of managing and
coordinating both the monitoring and evalua-
tion functions. The focus is on monitoring and
reporting on the implementation of the biennium
work programme and conducting and man-
aging programme and project evaluations. Since
2003, several initiatives have been undertaken
to strengthen the evaluation aspect. A char-
ging system (two percent levy on projects) was
introduced to support information management
activities (70 percent) and evaluation activities (30
percent) and additional staff have been assigned
to the MEU. The MEU operates according
to a Monitoring and Evaluation Manual and
the Programme and Project Cycle Management
Manual but, as mentioned above, there is no
official Evaluation Policy. Earlier reviews have
recommended a separation of the M&E func-
tions, to make the evaluation function more
independent and to adhere to UN best practices.

3.4 WORK PROGRAMME

Evaluations are planned and prioritized during
the preparation of the PoW of the organization.
The Evaluation Work Programme basically con-
sists of all mandatory evaluations requested by
the Governing Council, other intergovernmental
bodies and donors as well as evaluations requested
by senior management. Due to limited resources
and the heavy monitoring burden, it is not pos-
sible for the MEU to evaluate all UN-Habitat
interventions as mandated. The present MEU
2010-2011 evaluation plan covers roughly 10
projects out of the 140 projects ending in the
biennium. Selection of projects to be evaluated is
made based on the following criteria:

®  Evaluations requested by the governing

bodies;

®  Evaluations requested by donors;
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®  Evaluations requested by senior management;

®  Evaluations that are of strategic relevance to
the overall performance of the organization;

® Evaluations that are interdivisional and
cross-cutting to all sub-programmes; and

®  Project and programmes that have innovative

value and replicability.

The list of proposed evaluations is discussed by
senior management in order to come up with the
final list. The agreed list is endorsed by the ED
and forms the Evaluation Plan for the biennium.

3.5 KEY ACTIVITIES OF THE MEU
The MEU conducts various types of evalua-

tion and monitoring tasks, in accordance with
the requirements of the United Nations General
Assembly, the UN-Habitat Governing Council
and the Norms and Standards for evaluation of
the United Nations system. The MEU’s activ-

ities comprise:

®  Preparing biennial performance reports;

®  Reporting on activities, findings and recom-
mendations of monitoring and evaluations;

®  Maintaining a tracking system to follow up
on strategic and mandatory evaluations;

®  Consulting with senior management on
evaluation plans and decision-making on
evaluation topics and schedules; setting
standards, developing and disseminating
methodology and providing technical
guidance by reviewing and making recom-
mendations on draft terms of reference,
proposed methodology and draft final evalu-

ation reports;

®  Building awareness and developing learning
materials, tools, and resource packages to
support monitoring and evaluation functions;

= Enhancing monitoring and evaluation com-
petences among staff members;

®  Promoting use of evaluation findings in
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planning and programming;

®  Supporting the harmonization of the
evaluation function of UN-Habitat and
ensuring that monitoring and evaluation in
UN-Habitat contribute to and remain con-
sistent with UN reforms.

Since the start of the implementation of the
MTSIP in 2008, 24 evaluations have been con-
ducted. The list of the evaluations is attached in
Annex 5. In addition, 10 progress reports on the
implementation of the MTSIP for 2008-2013
have been prepared. These 10 reports do not
include the IMDIS reporting and performance
reports on the biennium work programme, which
have, in addition, been a substantial part of the

workload of the MEU.

From interviews with line management and
MEU staff, the panel learned that sometimes
mid-term and/or terminal project evaluations
are carried out at the regional or country levels
without the involvement or knowledge of the
MEU. Information on the number, scope
and quality of these evaluations is not avail-
able. Currently, there is no single-repository of
evaluations or a mechanism for distilling and
disseminating lessons to improve organizational
learning and systemic improvement.

3.6 FINANCIAL AND HUMAN
RESOURCES

The Governing Council approves the budget
of the MEU as part of UN-Habitat’s overall
budget. Table 1 provides a summary of allocated

financial resources in the last seven-year period.

Opver the years, the allocated budget of the MEU
has evolved considerably and mainly due to the
introduction of the two percent levy mentioned
under section 3.3 and increased MTSIP funds
allocated for monitoring, evaluation and reporting
functions. In principle, the budget covers MEU
staff, administration and travel costs and the cost
of consultant services. Information on how much
and on which activities the available resources
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Table 1. UN-Habitat MEU-Allocated Budget (2005-2011) in USD Thousand

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

Total

75

100

150

250

760

925

1,110

Source: Overview of UN-Habitat Evaluation Functions. MEU briefing document. October 2011

have actually been spent could not be collected
by the peer review panel.

The MEU budget allocations mentioned above
are exclusive of project evaluation resources
derived from project budgets and which are
under the control of the project managers/task
officers concerned. No exact figures are available
but these extra budgetary resources are estimated
to cover the bulk of project evaluation costs. As
of the start of MTSIP, the Executive Director,
the Deputy Executive Director, division dir-
ectors, subprogramme coordinators and other
senior staff contribute to the implementation
of the evaluation programme by ensuring that
evaluations are provided for in the budgets of all
new projects or programmes.

Over the years, the MEU has been strength-
ened considerably. From one professional and
one administrative assistant in 2000, the Unit
has grown to three professional staff (one chief,
one human settlements officer, one programme
officer), one national officer, one volunteer, one
programme assistant and one secretary. Training
opportunities exist for MEU staff, including
formal seminars and workshops, coaching and
peer group learning (through UNEG) and, to a
certain extent, through self-study.

There is collaboration with the UNEP Evaluation
Office. For example, the peer review of the
MTSIP conducted in 2010 had two staff mem-
bers from the UNEP Evaluation Office on its
panel.

EVALUATION CULTURE

In the past, little attention was given to developing
systematic approaches to monitoring and evalua-
tion, perhaps in part because of limited budgets.
Failure of substantive branches to generate base-
line data in relation to the problem, situation or

capacity gaps to be addressed, along with the
absence of performance indicators or bench-
marks, makes it difficult to undertake systematic
monitoring and generate reliable information
that could feed into evaluation. Such gaps in
information reduce the value of evaluations as
learning tools while making it impossible to
achieve accountability for results.

In 2010, the MTSIP introduced significant
improvements in management systems and tools
to further enhance results-based management.
Improvements in programme alignment and
cohesion forged linkages and synergies between
global and country-level activities. A key area
of innovation was an integrated monitoring
and reporting system to capture knowledge and
lessons learned at country level and from the col-
lective experience of Habitat Agenda partners
and other UN organizations.

3.7 EVALUATION PROCESS

The UN-Habitat Monitoring and Evaluation
Manual (2003) provide the basic methods and
processes for conducting evaluations. It is the
responsibility of the MEU, in consultation with
the project/task manager and organizations
involved, to draft the Terms of Reference (ToR)
for planned evaluations. The ToR lay down the
expectations of and requirements for the evalua-
tion and represent the basis of the contract with
the evaluators. The MEU, in most cases, com-
missions the evaluation to external evaluators and
is responsible for its management.

When the ToR and the budget are agreed upon,
three or more suitable consultants for the evalu-
ation are identified. It is general practice for
MEU to ask the project/task manager and other
UN-Habitat colleagues and institutions to make
suggestions regarding possible candidates. The
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MEU screens and makes the final decision on the
selection of the evaluators. Once the evaluation
team is selected, a final evaluation cost estimate is
prepared. The MEU facilitates the exercise and
assists with related logistics. The process is com-
plicated (and cumbersome) as the contracting of
evaluation consultants has to be sanctioned by

both the UNON and UN-Habitat.

The evaluators report to the MEU and other
stakeholders for an initial review and discussion
of the findings and conclusions. The MEU for-
wards all comments received on the draft report
to the evaluator(s) for review and possible incor-
poration. Once the evaluation is completed the
MEU prepares an evaluation quality assessment.

Following the completion of a formal project
or programme evaluation, senior management
(OED and heads of divisions) considers the
recommendations contained therein and pre-
pares a management response. Subsequently, the
MEU provides the template for the manage-
ment response including an implementation plan
for accepted recommendations. The plan speci-
fies for each recommendation: whether it will be
implemented; who is responsible for its imple-
mentation; the expected completion date; and
what actions have already been taken or should
be taken. Where a recommendation is rejected,
an explanation is to be provided as to why the
recommendation cannot be implemented, and

where appropriate an alternative course of action
is specified. A compliance procedure is used
to track the progress made on implementing
the recommendations. Divisions are required to
report to the MEU on the status of implementa-
tion of recommendations.

All evaluations are shared with relevant stake-
holders and published on the UN-Habitat

external website.

3.8 PREVIOUS ASSESSMENTS OF THE
EVALUATION FUNCTION

The mandate and functioning of the MEU
was discussed in the April 2005 Report of the
Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS)
on the in-depth evaluation of UN-Habitat. The
report commented on the independence of the
unit (reporting to the ED), the uneven quality
of reports in the absence of a common meth-
odological framework and, at that time, the very
limited resource level (one professional and one
support staff). It recommended strengthening
the unit by adding one post. The 2010 MTSIP
Peer Review observed that the MTSIP had
given increasing importance to strategic planning
and performance monitoring. The MTSIP Peer
Review included, among its high priority recom-
mendations, the establishment of a separate and
independent evaluation function.
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INDEPENDENCE

The peer review panel assessed the independence
of UN-Habitat’s evaluations and evaluation sys-
tems against the following UNEG Norms:

2.1 The Governing Bodies and/or Heads of
organizations in the UN system are respon-
sible for fostering an enabling environment
for evaluation and ensuring that the role
and function of evaluation are clearly stated,
reflecting the principles of the UNEG Norms
for Evaluation, taking into account the speci-
ficities of each organization’s requirements.

2.2 The governance structures of evaluation vary.
In some cases, it rests with the Governing
Bodies in others with the Head of the orga-
nization. Responsibility for evaluation should
be specified in an evaluation policy.

2.3 The Governing Bodies and/or the Heads
of organizations are also responsible for
ensuring that adequate resources are allocated
to enable the evaluation function to operate
effectively and with due independence.

2.4 The Governing Bodies and/or Heads of
organizations and of the evaluation functions
are responsible for ensuring that evaluations
are conducted in an impartial and indepen-
dent fashion. They are also responsible for
ensuring that evaluators have the freedom to
conduct their work without repercussions for
career development.

5.1 Impartiality is the absence of bias in due
process, methodological rigour, consider-
ation and presentation of achievements and
challenges. It also implies that the views of
all stakeholders are taken into account. In the
event that interested parties have different
views, these are to be reflected in the evalua-
tion analysis and reporting.
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5.3 The requirement for impartiality exists at all

stages of the evaluation process, including
the planning of evaluation, the formula-
tion of mandate and scope, the selection of
evaluation teams, the conduct of the evalu-
ation and the formulation of findings and
recommendations.

6.1 The evaluation function has to be located

independently from the other management
functions so that it is free from undue
influence and that unbiased and transparent
reporting is ensured. It needs to have full
discretion in submitting directly its reports
for consideration at the appropriate level of
decision-making pertaining to the subject of
evaluation.

6.2 The Head of evaluation must have the

independence to supervise and report on
evaluations as well as to track follow-up
of management’s response resulting from
evaluation.

6.3 To avoid conflict of interest and undue

pressure, evaluators need to be independent,
implying that members of an evaluation team
must not have been directly responsible for
the policy-setting, design, or overall manage-
ment of the subject of evaluation, nor expect
to be in the near future.

6.4 Evaluators must have no vested interest and

have the full freedom to conduct impar-
tially their evaluative work, without potential
negative effects on their career development.
They must be able to express their opinion in
a free manner.

6.5 The independence of the evaluation function

should not impinge the access that evalua-
tors have to information on the subject of
evaluation.
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The main findings of the peer review panel are
summarized below.

4.1 GENERAL

The UN-Habitat management endorses the con-
cept of an independent evaluation function and
the need for UN-Habitat to report on results.
The introduction of MTSIP has, for instance,
increased the importance of the monitoring
and evaluation function. There is general agree-
ment among those interviewed that the visibility
and importance of the MEU has increased over
the years but, a