
Comments and Responses to the Terms of Reference for CA Independent Evaluation (as of Feb. 1, 2011)
	Commenter
	Comment
	Response

	Franz Marre (BMZ) Dic 21, 2010
	 (1) A few remarks on the draft: 

-The questions being raised as part of the objectives should focus on the consequences. The “comprehensive and consolidated view” must lead to recommendations to tackle the organisation’s weaknesses. 
Additionally, question no. 3 should say “…to further increase its relevance, efficacy, and efficiency as a partnership for cities and local governments.”


	Agreed, the last paragraph of “Objectives of the evaluation” was amended correspondingly.
Agreed, added to question 3.

	
	- Guiding question no. 5 (part 2) qualifies as being of overriding importance. Asking for the impact of Cities Alliance structural reforms on the Alliance’s outputs and outcomes should be a guiding question to be listed under “objectives”.


	Agreed. The question was added to the section on “Objectives of the evaluation”. (See also comment from Norway.)

	
	- As part of the methodology of the evaluation, we feel it is (really) unnecessary (correction by Germany via separate e-mail) to include a complete review of all versions of the Cities Alliance Charter that have been drafted during the reformulation phase in 2010.  

	Agreed, the second bullet of the “Methodology” section was modified. 

	
	(2) For the in-depth analysis of the trends and conditions of international cooperation in urban development it is suggested to capitalise on the broad experience of the Cities Alliance members. For this purpose, it might be useful to organise a slot within one of the ExCo meetings to discuss current policies and arrangements drawing on the reflections and observations of ExCo members to provide guidance to the consultant. This “workshop” should take place after the first half of the consultant’s work in order to have a balance between primary results of the independent evaluation and the members’ input and discussion about trends and conditions. This exercise could enrich the communication among partners and would go beyond the information the consultant could draw from Cities Alliance members through bilateral interviews.


	Agreed, the ExCo discussion was introduced into the “Indicative time schedule”. CA Sec will follow up and suggest that this item be added to the agenda of the ExCo meeting at an appropriate point in time.

	
	(3) The assessment of the “overall effectiveness” of the Cities Alliance is not only a question of its strategic orientation but has to look at the working processes as well. Thus, the high level of transaction costs remains an issue, especially in the context of small grant tools (CATF and SGF); the evaluation should assess the reasonability of those modes delivering small grants in the context of high transaction costs.
	Agreed. Cities Alliance and World Bank are currently working on clarification and simplification of working processes to lower transaction cost. The evaluation can build on the result of this joint effort and contrast cost and effects. (see question 6 on Cost-effectiveness)

	Eric Berg (Norway), Mikael Atterhog (SIDA). Dec. 22, 2010
	Generally we feel that the draft provides a relevant and constructive starting point for the elaborations around the process and the substance of the external evaluation. 

In our opinion “the conditions framing the work of the Cities Alliance” should be expanded to include the global urban transitions and “the global challenges of the four F’s: finance, food, fuel and floods (climate change)”, even if this is referred to later in the TOR.
	Thank you.
Agreed, the addition was made to the “Background” section, first bullet.

	
	Regarding the process (para 2, page 2,) the programme’s governing bodies (both EXCO and CG) should not only receive the final evaluation report, but also comment upon the draft report. We will support the idea of an oversight committee.

	Agreed, the paragraph was amended. The Secretariat suggests that ExCo establish such an oversight committee.

	
	In the last paragraph on page 2, it is referred to consequences for the relevance, efficacy, efficiency, and governance and management of the cities. We will suggest that competency mix is added (after management).

 
	The sentence refers to CA Secretariat. “competency mix of the CA Secretariat staff” was added.

	
	At the top of page 3 it is referred to “the redefined role of the Cities Alliance as a Global Programme of the World Bank”. On page 1, the relationship is described in the following manner: In a technical sense, the Cities Alliance is a Global Programme and a Multi Donor Trust Fund, hosted by the World Bank in Washington. The latter definition seems closer to text describing the relationship given in the new Charter.

	Agreed, the suggested change was made.

	
	We would propose that also UN-Habitat, UCLG, local government, bilateral partners, the global civil society and corporate business are mentioned explicitly in addition to the World Bank in para. 2 on page 3.   The main explicit question coming out of this paragraph is, given the international context, what is the relevant niche for now and within the foreseeable future that Cities Alliance should pursue the development of.

	Agreed. Emphasis was given on the changing organisational environment of the host of the Cities Alliance, and on the international urban development cooperation, of which the World Bank is a part, among others mentioned by Norway. See second bullet under ‘expected findings and recommendations’ on page 2.

	
	Regarding “Relevance” on page 3, it is not primarily the abstract “objectives” that should be consistent with the needs, priorities and strategies of Cities Alliance; it is primarily the services.
	Agreed, point 1 under relevance” was amended.

	
	5. Progress: On effects of the new Charter etc., isn’t it too early to ask for views on effects? It is however fully acceptable to ask for views on “expectations”.

	Agreed. See also comment from Germany.

	
	6. Regarding cost-effectiveness, one question to ask is about the relationship between administrative costs (salaries, rental of house/equipment, travel etc.) and amounts of assistance.
	Agreed, see also comment from Germany. Cities Alliance and World Bank are currently working on clarification and simplification of working processes to lower transaction cost. The evaluation can build on the result of this joint effort and contrast cost and effects. (See question 6 on Cost-effectiveness.)

	
	Finally, under “Methodology” we will ask you to consider if not one of the different constituencies that relates to CA is specifically “European” and if that constituency, with a distinct urban discourse for decades centering around the European Union, the Nordic Council etc., should not be analysed in relation to the “motivations for and the perceptions of the changes in the Cities Alliance (ref. also the TOR’s reference to the transitional countries of which many are in Europe). It would be even more appropriate to place these “questions” under objectives.

 
	Bullet 4 of the “Methodology” section was modified. Given the partnership character of the Cities Alliance, it is indeed essential to adequately capture the policies, motivations and perceptions of all Cities Alliance constituencies. However, we feel that this analysis is a means to identify the niche for the Cities Alliance and to develop recommendations for its institutional development; it is not an objective in itself.

	
	It could be rewarding to enquire of the European members of the CA that have left (or are not active members) why this is the case? The EU could also be asked why they are not a member of a leading urban development agency such as the Cities Alliance.

	Agreed, a correspondent bullet was added to the “Methodology” section. However, it is not limited to European members. The European Union is member of the Cities Alliance.


	Craig Gilbert (AUSAID). Dic. 8, 2010
	Thank you for letting AusAID comment on TORs for the 2011 Independent Evaluation of the Cities Alliance.  This e-mail is to let you know that we do not have any comments. Additionally we are prepared to assist with this evaluation by assisting the evaluation team as required.

	Thank you.

	Daniel Biau (UN-Habitat) Dic 20, 2010
	UN-Habitat (Daniel Biau) provided comments in track changes to the TOR document. 


	The response of the Secretariat is given in the correspondent document Nr 1 provided by UN-Habitat (Daniel Biau) 

	Inga Bjork-Klevby (UN-Habitat) Dic 12, 2010

	UN-Habitat (Inga Bjork-Klevby) provided comments in track changes to the TOR. 
See Document: TOR independent external evaluation of CA 2011_Dec 21
	The response of the Secretariat is given in the correspondent document Nr 2 provided by UN- Habitat (Inga Bjork Klevby)

	Zoubida Allaoua (World Bank), January 19, 2011

	Just a minor suggestion: In the section on “Objectives of the Evaluation”, it would be good to explicitly mention that one of the main purpose of the evaluation is to “assess the performance with respect to the agreed objectives” and what are the lessons learnt. The guiding questions do mention this aspect but it would be important to highlight it as an important part of the evaluation.
	Agreed, the section ‘Objectives’ was amended.
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