COMMENTS TO THE CATALYTIC FUND (AND THE SMALL GRANT FACILITY) PROVIDED BY CG 
& ANSWERS BY THE CA-SECRETARIAT

	Section
	Comments
	Source
	CA Secretariat Response

	CATFund Section 1 
	The Catalytic Fund should support the CA focus on urban poverty reduction and sustainable urban development.  Therefore “Global reach” should not address “a vast array of issues” but should rather refer to a structured set of topical issues.  Based on UN-Habitat  experience we recommend that this set be organized as follows:

· Urban Governance (city planning and management, stake-holder participation, city monitoring);

· Local Economic Development (employment generation and enterprise development, sustainable and inclusive livelihood, economic infrastructure);

· Social Development (access to land, shelter and basic services for all);

· Environmental Sustainability (vulnerability reduction, energy efficiency, eco-city strategies).

	UN-Habitat
	Agreed. ‘A vast array of issues’ will be rephrased as ‘social economic, environmental and political dimension of sustainable urban development’. The footnote will explain more in details what is meant by these four dimensions.

	
	Para 4. Germany would support both a single step as well as a two step approach, as both have their advantages: a two step approach would guarantee a filtering process and encourage the shortlisted candidates to deliver a detailed concept in a competitive manner. On the other hand, the concept notes might be revealing enough to allow for an approval of applications at the first stage and save both the applicant as well as the evaluation panel time and effort. 
In any case (single or two step approach) Germany welcomes the appointment of an independent Expert Evaluation Panel (EEP) to support the selection process.

Para 4. The two steps selection process implies a lengthy processing of the proposals (5 months approximately from the launch of the call for proposals until the notification of the grant to the eligible beneficiaries). This could prove disincentive. We would certainly support any move to a single step competitive selection process that would allow a reduction of procedure for approval.

	Germany
France
	In order to lower transaction costs and for the sake of overall simplicity, we reduced the CATF process from two competitive steps - competitive concept note, short listing, competitive application process, final selection -  to a single competitive step (concept note).  

Please note that concept notes are awarded in principle since successful applicants will still need to revise and develop the Note into a full proposal, incorporating the feedback provided by the Secretariat and provide information that is needed to process the grant. Rejection can occur at this stage but only if the full application does not meet expectations/standards.


	
	Para 4. The amounts given to activities under the two funds are two small to have real socio-economic effects.   

	Norway
	We believe that a well designed project of up to US$ 250,000 can have significant catalytic effects, i.e. trigger or enhance a transformation process.  This amount will probably not be enough to sustain the transformation process, which is why we put so much emphasis on partnerships hopefully to continue after CA financing.

Overall budget for the catalytic fund is indeed very limited. It corresponds to the budget allocated for the Cities Alliance in general.
 

	
	Under step 6 it might be more practical to involve EXCO (rather than

CG) as clearing body for CA-S decisions.  See also in para 29.
	UN-H
	Point noted. In our view all CA members should have the possibility to no-object. That said, if CG members deem appropriate they can certainly delegate this function to ExCo.

	CATFund Section 2 


	Para 13. Languages. The footnotes give leeway to include other languages like French for example. We take this opportunity to kindly request that the (i) Catalytic Fund and Small Grant Facility Manuals are translated into French (including templates for submissions); (ii) Proposals written in French are eligible for both Facilities.
Languages. Concept notes and full applications could be submitted in English, French or Spanish.


	France

UN-H
	Agreed. Translations will be available in Arabic, French, Spanish, Portuguese. 

	CATFund
Section 3 


	Para 20. Eligibility Criteria. We recommend that the grant size be limited to US$ 100,000-US$ 250,000


	UN-H
	Point noted, however the current limit at US$50,000 is to make the CATF complementary with the Small Grant Facility (which disburses amounts up to US$50,000). Limits might be readjusted after assessment of the first call for applications and following budget availability. 

	
	Para 20. Eligibility criteria. It is mentioned that the countries which will benefit from an ICP (In Country Programme) would not be eligible to the call for proposal of the Catalytic Fund. This seems particularly unfair and inadequate, specifically for innovative cities that would like to apply to the Catalytic Fund. The rationale for the ICP (where countries were chosen by CA members) is extremely different from the call for proposal (competitive basis). We would clearly require these criteria to be abandoned.

Para 20. Footnote 17:  Add Burkina Faso
	France

UN-H
	Agreed. Applications coming from countries where CA has an ongoing Country Programme (CP) will not be excluded by principle.  Nonetheless, given the limited budget and the global reach of the CATF, strategic priority will be given to applications from those countries where CA is not already financing a CP.  
Thank you.

	
	Para 20. Eligibility criteria. There is an apparent contradiction between the new general objective of Cities Alliance to put Local Governments at the forefront (which has been the case only in a limited manner so far) and the requirement that the proposals are formerly supported/sponsored by national governments. Could CA’s Secretariat please clarify this point. If Local Governments can apply (as indicated in the template page 22-23), we would clearly require that this criteria is abandoned.

Para 20: Government Commitment could be by any Ministry and not “specifically by the Ministry in charge of international aid”.


	France

UN-H
	Point noted. We will not ask for national government endorsement. However, no objection by the national level will still remain necessary notwithstanding the nature of the entity proponent. 

Though, to reduce transaction costs for applicants, proof of government no-objection will be asked only at a later stage once concept notes have been approved. CA member(s) sponsoring the project are encouraged to provide support to applicants in obtaining necessary documentation. 
Point Noted. See also above 


	
	Para. 23 Selection Criteria. Para 23:  The impact criteria seem to be over-ambitious. They could be limited to B1 (“scalability”) and B2 (institutionalization). The list of criteria must be simplified.
	UN-H
	Criteria are not numerical and the panel will not need to go through the cumbersome process of scoring each of them. Criteria are rather a guidance to provide a more nuanced and informed picture to evaluators. 
Also we do believe that aspects which are part of the impact criteria such as ‘linkage to investment follow up’ or ‘targeting the objective’ are essential for assessing what we define as a catalytic effect and, more generally, the quality of a project. 
That said, criteria will be tested after the first round of application to see how effective and relevant they were for the evaluators and modified accordingly where appropriate.  

	
	Para. 24 ‘Strategic Portfolio Criteria’: Balance between LDC and MIC. Does the Balance reflect parity?

Para 24. ‘Strategic Portfolio Criteria’: Balance between LDC and MIC. There should not be a balance between MIC and LDC. The focus should be on LDCs as indicated in the new charter


	Norway

UN-H
	While the focus of CA on LDCs is in fact relevant and attested by the Charter, overall there should be in the CA portfolio an appropriate representation of MICs.
Please note that ‘appropriate’ here is neither a quote nor does it reflect numerical parity but is rather an indicator to the need of maintaining the global reach of the fund, and a broad range of experience from countries at different stages of the urbanisation process..

	
	Par. 27 onwards. As per the Independent Assessment Panel, we would certainly need clarifications to be included in the manual as per the composition/formation of this team. Selection? Who? How many experts? What is ITA ? 
Are they only Anglo-Saxon experts or does it include francophone experts in the urban “sector” ? We would certainly recommend and foster any French/ Francophone expert in the panel.

	France 
	ExCo will be invited to nominate members of the panel. In addition of the Chair of the panel, we suggest two more principal panel members, and two substitutes.

Thank you, the indication will be conveyed to EXCO.  

	
	P 18 & 19 : the paragraph dealing with reporting doesn’t deal with responsibilities for reporting : who submit the progress report (the consultant ? the beneficiaries ?)  To who (CA secretariat + sponsors?)

Bi-annual progress and financial reports should be sufficient for efficient monitoring.
	France
UN-H
	Thank you. The responsibility for submitting the reports rests with the grant recipient and these are submitted to the CA-SEC. Involvement of sponsors in the M&E process is possible and to be encouraged (see Sponsor TOR – supporting document to the CATF which will be online). 
Point noted. M&E requirements are not finalized yet, but efficiency will need to be checked against what is generally required by the organizational CA M&E function and the WB policies. 

	Others (including small grant facility - SGF)
	· Lack a precise definition of who can apply for support from the two Funds (this might reflect an oversight).
· How will the two funds be made publicly known?
· The functioning of the SGF has been announced on the occasion of the last consultative group meeting of the Cities Alliance in November 2010 in Mexico. However, information about how to apply is still missing on the Cities Alliance website. Furthermore, a briefing is requested from the secretariat describing how partners can submit their application for grants of the SGF.
· We find it difficult to comment upon the items “procurement and “disbursement” in the absence of theses sections in the current manual. Are the procedures followed those of the Bank’s (CA being a trust fund of the Bank) ; who give the no-objections during the competitive bidding process ? at which steps ?  The modus-operandi for payment to consultants is direct or through the beneficiary’s account (for example a local government)?

· Appendix 1 C page 25 and following would need to be updated as (i) MAEE new contact details are the following: « Ministère des Affaires étrangères et européennes. 27 rue de la Convention. C591533- 75732 Paris cedex 15. Téléphone  0033143176445. Fax : 0033143177391 and (ii) ISTED, which seized its activity, can be deleted. 
· As per the small grant facility, we would require more details about the administrative costs by CA Secretariat.
· (1) The crucial issue for both the Catalytic Fund (CATF) and the Small Grant Facility (SGF) remain the high transaction costs. Sometimes the transaction costs might even be excessing a 50% share of a single grant! That seems to be out of proportion
· Para 28: What is an ITA? (Italian expert?)
· Paras 29 and 30: What does “CA management” mean?

	Norway
Norway

Germany

France

France

France
Germany 
UN-H

UN-H
	‘Any city, national association of cities, or national government can approach the Cities Alliance for support’ as stated in the Charter. With reference to the SGF, member execution is highly encouraged in order to lower transaction costs.    
The Catalytic Fund call for proposals will be published on the external CA website. The SGF will be posted on the member’s only section of the CA website as member execution/strong leadership is highly encouraged for SGF projects. 
Point noted, information and instructions for the SGF will posted in the next few days on the Member’s only section of the website. See also point above.

The section will be fully updated when the new version of the handbook is produced.  However, the full guidelines and procedures are too comprehensive to be posted on the CA website. CA sec will provide detailed information on request.
CA procurement and other fiduciary requirement are fully subject to World Bank policy and procedures.

Thank you 

Administrative costs and grant processing for CA-SEC are currently under discussion by EXCO. 
See above
Independent Technical Assessor. 
Point taken. It will be changed to CA-S Manager. 
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