Tools for Alliance Builders


3. CONSTRUCTING AN ALLIANCE

Convening Partners

The first meeting of prospective alliance members is exploratory; generally, the partner that is initiating the alliance will take this step. The goal is to build trust and commitment.  When contemplating an initial meeting of potential partners, consider the following:

· Who convenes?  It is important to identify an individual or organization that is well regarded by all parties. The convening individual or group needs to have credibility with all prospective alliance members.

· Who attends?  It is also important that those with appropriate organizational responsibility and position attend the meetings. Oftentimes, such meetings require attendees possessing clear authority to speak on behalf of their organizations. 

· Where?  The actual meeting location must also be considered.  For an initial few meetings, it may be best to identify neutral ground. This prevents the meeting from being perceived as under one organization’s control.  Some circumstances may require that participation by one of more members be by teleconference or electronic conferencing.  The technology for electronic conferencing is readily available.

· Who moderates?  The convener often fills this role. If choosing a moderator for the initial meetings, find a facilitator who allows alliance members to raise issues without getting bogged down in unproductive discussions.

· What is discussed?  An agenda for the first meeting might simply focus upon two things: personal and organizational introductions and a sharing of viewpoints about the common cause or issue that has brought the alliance together. If the organizations have not had a history of interaction, the meeting might appropriately end with only a summary of viewpoints written for distribution.  

If the meeting members already know each other, they might move directly to determining their collective vision of the problem and its solution.

Setting Direction

Alliances often encourage looking at old problems in new ways, bringing energy and creativity along with shared solutions. This happens most easily if the alliance members begin with a shared understanding about the nature of the problem and ideas about possible solutions. Steps you might take together include:

· Defining the Problem

Successful problem definition involves identifying a meaningful junction of the interests and needs of alliance members. Bringing representatives of all interested parties to the table is highly desirable. 

Equally desirable is for the alliance members to seek out and bring to the discussion the positions and strengths of those who might oppose the work of the alliance so that issues can be addressed. Some questions to answer are: 

· What is the nature of the problem that this alliance might solve?

· Why is it advantageous to organize an alliance to solve it? 

· How are the stakeholders affected by the problem?

· Brainstorming Solutions

Noting the importance of having the beneficiaries’ support, describe each member’s stake in the problem and identify solutions to it (without getting bogged down in tasks, resources, personalities and histories). This is the time to clarify the vision of the alliance, its goal and strategic objectives, and establish a climate of hope and a willingness to work together. Some questions to answer are:  To what extent are resources from different alliance members required? What skills, human and/or material resources does each member have that could help solve the problem? Is there another organization that should be brought into the alliance?

· Identifying Local Allies

For mission-level alliances in particular, there are often local organizations already active in solving the problem. They may already be working in partnership with other public or private entities. In the public sector, different agencies at various levels of local government often collaborate to address a particular issue, based upon their mandate, interests and resources. In business, joint ventures, trade associations, and federations are common. And in civil society, NGO coalitions are often formed around common issues or relationships to more effectively utilize resources. Some questions to answer: What are the local organizations active in solving the problem (and who are the key actors in the organizations)? Among these, are there organizations with the capacity to become donor members of the alliance? Are there organizations with the capacity to become implementing partners?

Advancing the Alliance

In subsequent meetings the prospective alliance partners can further develop goals and objectives. Key questions to consider are:

· How should actions be implemented? Open lines of communication are vital, as are clearly defined planning rules (e.g., something akin to the logical framework which helps the alliance set lower order outcomes and outputs, and roughly identify inputs and cost estimates). The implementation of major action plans may involve recruiting new alliance members (or implementing partners) that may not have been part of earlier problem-solving discussions.  

· How will resource allocation take place? Each member has distinct financial, human resource and technological capabilities. This issue often becomes a sticking point during the implementation process. Alliance members need to discuss resources continuously—i.e., who’s providing what and when—in order to ensure that the issue remains well understood from the outset.

· How can alliance members implement detailed plans in ways that respect their particular interests?  Action planning may bring out further points of difference between the alliance members. It is important to respect these differences at all times.  Differences exist in every alliance and accommodating them is a necessary component of successful alliances.

Examples of Joint Planning

One clear lesson learned from alliance experience to date is that private partners like to be involved from the ground up and, when they are, both the alliance design and level of partner commitment are strengthened.  Ideally, this involvement begins with defining what development problem the proposed alliance aims to address. 

There is no formula for a successful joint planning process.  Joint planning can take place on-site or off; it can involve all partners or only key partners; it can start with only the vaguest notion of what could be done, or with a well-articulated proposal developed by one or more potential partners. It can follow a systematic, structured process or evolve in a more ad hoc fashion.  The crucial ingredients are a willingness to consider a range of ideas, a clear-eyed view of each partner’s objectives, an ability to identify where there could be areas of overlapping interest, and time to allow for problem solving by and among partners as the process proceeds.  

Two years of alliance building has yielded good examples of joint planning, such as:

· Ghana Food Industry Development Alliance. Extensive discussion with USAID mission staff and contractors led food retailer Royal Ahold to shift from general CSR interest (such as financing a hospital or similar ‘one-off’ investment) to working in alliance with USAID to improve the quality of Ghana’s fruit and vegetable exports. 

· West Africa Sustainable Tree Crop Program. This alliance originated from the cocoa industry’s commitment to expand environmentally sustainable cocoa production. However, as a result of USAID and International Labor Foundation engagement in alliance planning, the alliance broadened to embrace the larger social concern for raising cocoa farmer incomes and reducing child labor. Planning for the alliance followed a step-wise process, beginning with a workshop bringing together researchers from industry, academia, and the international research community in which they developed a broad programmatic framework of research and farmer training interventions, then convened a follow-up conference which enlisted governments and donors as stakeholders. This approach represents a very deliberate and structured planning process of bringing in partners in successive stages – first to develop and then operationalize a program strategy.

· Papua Bird’s Head Alliance. USAID shares planning with BP, the primary resource partner, with limited involvement from implementing partners. After USAID and BP developed a framework for collaboration, meetings with all partners focused on operationalizing the alliance.

· Sustainable Forest Products Global Alliance. USAID used the occasion of a Forest Leadership Forum to shop an alliance concept among 1,300 industry leaders in forest products. USAID not only developed the concept further through consultation, but also cultivated potential partners.

Organizational Conflict of Interest

Planning collaboratively with alliance partners, one or more of who may well become USAID’s implementing partners or otherwise receive USAID funds, requires careful attention to organizational conflict of interest (OCI).  The Supplementary Reference to ADS 201 and 202, Legal and Policy Considerations When Involving Partners and Customers On Strategic Objective Teams and Other Consultations, discusses what constitutes OCI and what restrictions must be placed on partners to avoid it. In brief, OCI restrictions do not apply when outside organizations participate in:

1. Discussions regarding concepts, ideas or strategies, i.e., the stage prior to identifying possible implementation instruments

2. Discussions regarding ongoing and completed activities (whether under contracts or assistance instruments)
3. Matters involving only assistance (not contract) instruments, both during the competition stage and once the activity is in progress
When discussion on activity design shifts to selection of the proper implementation instrument, USAID officers must also consider programming, procurement, financial considerations, and agreement documentation, as discussed below. Refer to the Legal FAQs, specifically Legal FAQ #3, as well as the Procurement FAQs.

MOUs and their roles

Public and private partners engaging in long-term planning and/or considering a type of collaboration under which each will be responsible for bringing their own resources to the alliance may wish to formalize agreement through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or Letter of Intent, legally non-binding, non-obligating agreements. 

An MOU describes the intentions of the alliance members to proceed with a given course of action. An MOU may be used to publicly formalize the commitment of partners to develop an alliance, or finalize and document the results of joint planning, in essence - codifying the undertakings of all parties to the alliance to achieve the stated objectives.  

MOUs vary greatly in degree of specificity, and no standard format exists (see FAQ’s: Legal #6). The ANE Bureau frequently uses MOUs as an implementation planning document, and has worked closely with the GC’s Office to construct a checklist. The following elements which are part of that checklist should be considered as common to most or all MOUs that are used in this way:

Partner organization details The name of each alliance partner, the contact person with contact details, and a brief description of the organization.

Goal and objectives: A description of the problem the alliance was formed to solve and why the alliance is a good way to address the problem; what the alliance’s goal is in solving the problem; and, what the alliance strategies are for reaching the goal.

Operating principles: Alliance members must have a general understanding of how the alliance will manage its program. This includes:

· A description of any special administrative structure required by the alliance (including anticipated working groups and committees)

· How decisions will be made

· How conflict will be resolved

· How the agreement can be renewed, modified or terminated

· The end date for the agreement

Roles and Responsibilities of alliance members:  Describes what each member gives to and gets from the alliance; provides a preliminary view of the resources that each member will commit — core resources, program and/or project resources (financial and non-financial); and, sets out the alliance’s implementation timeline.

Accountability:  Notes how the program performance of the alliance is expected to be measured, whether an independent audit of the alliance’s financial arrangements will be undertaken, and how adjustments will be made to the alliance.

Disclaimer:  While all MOU’s properly carry some sort of disclaimer, USAID General Counsel has issued the following as recommended: “The purpose of this MOU is to set forth the understandings and intentions of the Parties with regard to these shared goals. The Parties are entering into this MOU while wishing to maintain their own separate and unique missions and mandates, and their own accountabilities. Nothing in this MOU shall be construed as superseding or interfering in any way with other agreements or contracts entered into between two or more of the parties, either prior to or subsequent to the signing of the MOU. The Parties further specifically acknowledge that this MOU is not an obligation of funds, nor does it constitute a legally binding commitment by any party.”  See ANE’s Webcast PowerPoint on MOUs in this section’s Tools. 

In addition to setting out the operational framework for the alliance, an agreement of this nature can be an important document because it conveys the objectives and intent of the alliance and may be used to explain the alliance to others and potentially leverage increased resources. 

Because MOUs can characterize the agreement of partners at different stages of their collaboration, the content and scope of MOU’s may vary accordingly. For instance, a $20 million partnership between Shell Oil
 and USAID/Nigeria preceded activity design. Therefore, the MOU was essentially an ‘agreement to agree’ whose purpose was to provide “a framework within which specific projects may be jointly developed and implemented in Niger Delta communities”. 

The MOU further stated that subsequent activities would be documented by addendums; upon activity design three months later, an addendum was issued announcing the intention “to enhance economic opportunities in selected states in Nigeria by focusing on cassava production and processing capacity”. 

A $20 million partnership with ChevronTexaco in Angola, by comparison, was documented in an MOU that followed detailed negotiations and consensus over planned activities. These activities followed activity design but preceded implementation, thus allowing for programmatic refinement in response to local conditions.  

In considering and negotiating MOUs and similar agreements, there will of course be a need to prepare documents that meet the needs of a specific alliance. GC or RLA assistance should be sought as early in the alliance building process as possible in negotiating and drafting the MOU or similar document. While an MOU itself is not an obligating document, it may contemplate or accompany a future grant or contract award by USAID. If this is the case, M/OP or Regional Contracting Officer (RCO) assistance should be sought with respect to the choice of instrument and the procedures to be followed.

See the ANE Bureau’s Webcast on MOUs, drafted with GC.
Working with USAID procurement requirements

Because MOUs do not obligate USAID funds, USAID procurement instruments must still be used where USAID funding is required to carry out alliance activities.  While public-private alliances may differ in some ways from traditional USAID procurements and implementation, the principles of competition, fairness, and transparency in procuring goods and services from implementation partners apply equally to both. In most situations, procurement instruments traditionally used by USAID can be used to support an alliance. In other cases, the conventional form of contract, grant or cooperative agreement may not be appropriate. As always, the appropriate operating unit should work closely with legal counsel and procurement staff early on in planning and working out alliance details.

An important consideration in deciding on the type of procurement instrument best suited to alliance implementation is the nature of the relationship that USAID wishes to have with the alliance partners, especially those to which USAID is providing funding. Typically, cooperative agreements are used to support a program where oversight is limited but joint planning and collaboration are important, and are thus well suited to partnership models such as public-private alliances.

The following scenarios illustrate ways in which procurement instruments may be used in alliance building.  There are, of course, many possible variations on these.  The FAQs: Procurement should be studied alongside this section.

RFA and award following USAID agreement with alliance resource partner
In the course of developing a new strategic plan, or a new activity under an established strategic plan, USAID and one or more resource partners decide to join forces to pursue common objectives. The partners may, but are not required to, negotiate their collaboration and define their alliance in a formal but non-binding MOU identifying objectives, proposed resources, roles and responsibilities, and governance mechanisms among other points. Note that in this case the MOU precedes procurement of specific activities under standard obligating instruments.

Assuming that implementation decisions include award of one or more cooperative agreement by USAID, the appropriate operating unit will then prepare a Program Description and other pre-obligation documentation and work with the responsible Agreement Officer to issue and process a Request for Application (RFA). The agreement between resource partners may then be adjusted by subsequent MOUs as the alliance matures to encompass activity design, reflective of additional understandings and possibly with a longer time frame than the cooperative agreement resulting from the RFA. 

While cooperative agreements may be the most suitable existing procurement instrument by which to implement alliance activity, nothing prevents implementation through a contractual mechanism.  However, given the joint decision-making and resource- and risk-sharing nature of public-private alliances, cooperative agreements fit the model well. USAID is currently exploring the possibility of developing obligating instruments specifically tailored to the unique nature of public-private alliances.  Contact the GDA Secretariat if you are interested in learning more about this work.

APS or RFA issued by USAID to identify potential alliance partners
This approach to initiating public-private alliances is to issue solicitations requesting applicants to submit alliance proposals that meet stated development objectives. The GDA Secretariat issued an Annual Program Statement (APS) for FY03, and a broadly worded RFA for FY04. USAID/Armenia issued an APS to engage local partners for FY04. USAID/Mali issued broadly worded solicitation language in their RFAs and RFPs to attract alliances in all its sectors of operation.

Under this approach, implementation partners bring in resource partners, ideally after conducting due diligence (and in some cases after executing MOUs among themselves)
. The winning applicant is then awarded a cooperative agreement or other instrument. Following the award to the implementing partner, it might also be appropriate for the most relevant USAID operating unit and resource partners to prepare a formal MOU between them. 

The advantage of an APS or other open solicitation instrument is that the burden of identifying resource partners and negotiating an initial alliance agreement falls on the applicant. The disadvantage is that some of the functions of the alliance convener may shift to an alliance partner, which can place resource partners at arm’s length from USAID and negatively affect buy-in and commitment. 

A further consideration is that a large number of programmatic decisions will already have been made by USAID before a winning partnership is selected. This may mean that USAID’s ability to listen and respond to a partner’s needs and core business interests by negotiating and adjusting objectives is limited. There is also the possibility that the bidding competition may turn into a contest for dollars leveraged rather than for quality of program offered, which may adversely affect development impact.  

Modification or follow-on of existing award

In many cases, existing activities have evolved into fully leveraged alliances by modifying the obligating instrument or adding a follow-on agreement in order to accommodate new resource partners. 

The new resource partners might deliver their contributions directly through parallel financing, or channel resources through established implementing partners. The latter approach uses ADS Chapter 303 Procedures and Standard Provisions. The business and programmatic risks are therefore equivalent to the risks normally encountered in obligating agreements and the process by which they are awarded.

In the event of outside contribution, the funding partner and recipient would independently negotiate an agreement that, if needed, could then be incorporated into the USAID obligating instrument via modification. Monies or other in-kind resources received from the partner would then be reflected as cost share, and managed according to the provisions of 22 CFR 226. 

USAID’s General Counsel advises that USAID officials may seek contributions from individuals, corporations and foundations for USAID projects and activities, or for the projects and activities of other organizations. See Guidance Memorandum on Solicitations. However, a number of conditions need to be met in order to avoid potential conflict of interest problems.  GC has prepared guidance that outlines procedures for officers who may wish to undertake solicitations for contributions to USAID's or other organizations' projects and activities.  Note that these procedures do not apply to donor coordination efforts or requests for cost-share contributions, and in general do not apply to instances in which USAID does not initiate the fundraising activity. Agency guidance regarding receipt of donated funds can be found in ADS Chapter 628, Gifts and Donations and Dollar Trust Fund Management. See also the FAQs: Gifts and Donations. 

If USAID officers actively solicit outside contributions towards an implementing organization’s cost share requirement, there are some important issues to consider:

· potential resource/funding partners must be committed to the alliance 

· the potential recipient organization must have already agreed to participate

· the alliance activity should be aligned with the existing program scope

· potential funding partners must demonstrate strategic congruence with USAID

Unsolicited proposals  

Unsolicited proposals for alliances should be managed under normal procedures, as articulated in ADS 303.5: “Awards may be made … without the benefit of competition where the application clearly demonstrates a unique, innovative, or proprietary capability, represents appropriate use of USAID funds to support or stimulate a public purpose, and fits within an existing strategic objective.  To qualify as an unsolicited application, it must be submitted to USAID solely on the applicant's initiative without prior formal or informal solicitation from USAID.”  An exception may not be needed if the proposal falls within the scope of an APS or a posting in the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (CFDA).  USAID posts information on current programs, and on new programs as they arise, in the CFDA, a web-based database of all Federal programs available to U.S. non-governmental organizations, individuals, educational institutions, and state and local governments.

Grants to For-profit Partners

Unless USAID is pooling resources in an effort to capitalize a fund, most grants are cost reimbursement grants allowing for periodic advances rather than immediate disbursement of the total grant amount once the grant is signed. In some instances, alliances need immediate start-up capital to proceed. See Financial Arrangements below.

Advance payments are usually reserved for non-profits but may be made available to for-profit entities on a limited basis.  For-profits will be granted advance payments only if they meet one of the following criteria: delivery and/or performance requires the contractors and/or recipients to have large amounts of working capital; they do not possess such amounts; the for-profit is providing advances to grantees; and rare exceptional cases
.  

If a for-profit decides after a grant agreement is already settled that advance payments are necessary, an agreement modification must be performed.  This process can take up to 45 days, and even then there is no certainty of issuance.  

Public Notice

As discussed, requirements for providing public notice of pending procurements can be met by issuing an Annual Program Statement (APS) or other open solicitation. This provides blanket coverage for the public notice requirement, while allowing potential partners room to generate concepts on their own timeline. 

Exceptions to Competition

Alliance builders are encouraged to use the exceptions to competition to the extent they are necessary to facilitate the formation of an alliance. If deviations or exceptions are required, established procedures must be followed, per ADS 303.5.d. Relevant exceptions include amendment and follow-on and predominant or exclusive capability. In all instances, any envisioned non-competitive approach should be coordinated with the Agreement Officer early in the planning phase.

Financial arrangements

The funding arrangements for an alliance can be placed into two categories: a) parallel financing and b) pooled resources.

Parallel financing

Under this approach, each partner establishes its own mechanism to provide resources - in cash or in kind - to support the alliance’s work. Funds are tracked separately. The parallel financing approach makes up the majority of the Agency’s alliances.

USAID will generally award a grant or cooperative agreement to an implementing partner, although there are situations where issuing a Task Order under an Indefinite Quantity Contract may be expeditious and appropriate.  A corporate resource partner, in addition to awarding an implementation contract or grant to a third party, has the option of providing resources in kind directly, through its internal structure.  This option has been followed by partners in a number of the education alliances, to provide computer hardware as well as software licenses.  

Pooled financing
Where alliances include major international donors and foundations operating on a global scale, pooled resource funding has most commonly been used. Pooled resource alliances can be arranged in several different ways, and include the following: 
a) Collaboration with a Public International Organization (PIO), such as UNICEF, WHO, or the World Bank, to manage a multi-donor program initiative. Typically this approach has involved only donor government funding, but could include private contributions as well.   In this case, the alliance is essentially a financing mechanism for a special PIO program, rather than an independent collaborative effort that relies on a PIO’s financial and administrative services. Under this approach, USAID’s grant is made to the PIO following ADS Chapter 308 direction. Deviations may need to be approved, depending on the details of the individual alliance.

b) Collaboration with a PIO or established financial institution to manage the alliance’s resources as a trustee or fiduciary agent.  
c) Formation of a new legal entity, such as a U.S. NGO that secures 501(c)(3) status under the Internal Revenue Code to facilitate tax-advantaged private contributions.   
For options b and c, USAID support typically takes the form of a grant to the NGO established by the alliance, or to the PIO or financial institution that serves as trustee for the alliance’s resources. When managed by a PIO, USAID grant funds may be commingled with the funds of other contributors and managed collectively. 

USAID will use a tailor-made and generally streamlined form of grant agreement that requires an approved exception to the general requirement of competition, as well as deviations under ADS Chapters 303 and 308.  

In making a decision among these options, bear in mind that, in addition to the grant agreement, substantial effort may be required in negotiating the alliance’s corporate charter, by-laws, trust agreement, operating procedures and other documents necessary to establish its governance structure. In complex, multi-partner, multi-country alliances a Board of Directors and a supporting technical expert committee and/or secretariat may be called for.  Or the alliance members may agree to operate as an informal partnership to direct the policies and programs of the alliance. See the Managing an Alliance section for a fuller discussion on governance.

d) Private Gifts and Donations.  Yet another possible pooled resource approach is a jointly funded USAID grant, cooperative agreement or contract that accommodates donations to USAID following the procedures set forth in ADS 628. (Note that contributions to the U.S. Government by individuals and corporations are considered to be tax-deductible charitable contributions under Section 170 of the Internal Revenue Code.) Under this approach, USAID serves as trustee for the management of contributions by other alliance members. This topic is also discussed above in Working with Procurement Requirements. 

In its simplest form, this approach might involve the donation by a single company to USAID to increase the funding for an already-awarded assistance instrument. USAID and alliance members also could use this approach to jointly design and fund a new grant, cooperative agreement or contract to implement the alliance activity.

This approach is atypical in that the alliance triggers USAID gift authority, and the resources pooled are absorbed by USAID and are recorded centrally and allotted to the relevant operating unit without commensurate loss of budget by that unit. To date, an alliance in Angola between USAID, ChevronTexaco, and other partners is the only example of an alliance following this approach. While this method is not common, RLA offices and financial management staff can provide advice on this mechanism as needed.  

Under certain circumstances specified in ADS 628, USAID can agree to conditions imposed by a donor on their gift.  It is up to the official with authority to accept the gift to determine whether the conditions can be agreed to given the type of conditions, administrative burden, donor, size of donation, and other considerations. Conditions regarding memberships on Boards of Directors of private entities raise special considerations and should be reviewed with extreme care. See FAQs on Gifts & Donations for more on this topic. 
Endowments

USAID, has in the past, been able to award endowment grants. However, as result of the 2003 and 2004 Foreign Operations, Export Financing and Related Programs Appropriations Acts, P.L.s 108-7 and 108-199, respectively, do not include authority for USAID to make endowments with funds appropriated under these acts.  See FAQ’s: Legal #5 for more information. This authority had been included in prior year legislation, and to the extent that such funds remain available for obligation they are legally unaffected by this change in the law.  However, there are political concerns that should be addressed with LPA before going forward using prior year funds because of Congressional reticence to what is perceived as a loosening of control over USG funds. The case of the Balkan Trust for Democracy (see textbox) is one example of an endowment.  In such cases, grants have been made to NGOs to capitalize a fund for NGO long-term activities consistent with the alliance purpose. USAID funds become pooled in the sense that they are consolidated in the grantee’s endowment fund. However, policy requires that USAID grant funds must still be accounted for separately.  

Other Statutory and Policy Requirements   

USAID statutory and policy requirements apply to all USAID-funded and managed programs. For example, recently questions were raised regarding the applicability of USAID’s environmental requirements. See FAQs: Environmental Procedures for further discussion.  

Tools

(Underline indicates a hyperlink)
· FAQs: Legal

· 
Webcast Training: ANE PowerPoint on MOUs 

· FAQs: Procurement

· 

 HYPERLINK "http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/global_partnerships/gda/tab/September102004ToolkitAppendixXV.doc" 

FAQs: Gifts & Donations

· 

 HYPERLINK "http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/global_partnerships/gda/tab/September102004ToolkitAppendixXIX.doc" 

Payment Structures: Lessons from Building Alliances

· 

 HYPERLINK "http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/global_partnerships/gda/tab/September102004ToolkitAppendixXVIII.doc" 

FAQs: Environmental Procedures



Global Alliance to Improve Nutrition (GAIN)


GAIN, an example of a pooled resources alliance, seeks to improve health through the elimination of vitamin and mineral deficiencies. GAIN administers grants to developing countries in support of food fortification and other sustainable micronutrient interventions in order to save lives and improve health. Partners include USAID, The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, CIDA, The World Bank, UNICEF, WHO, private food companies, and other NGOs/PVOs. The World Bank received a PIO grant and acts as fiduciary agent over the pooled funds. 











Balkan Trust for Democracy


The Balkan Trust for Democracy, an alliance between USAID, the German Marshall Fund, Charles Stewart Mott Foundation and others, established a diminishing endowment to finance grants for democracy activities in the region over a ten-year period.  The institutional commitment of the key partners to strengthening local democracy sustained their interest during a time-consuming period of consultation, competition, and negotiation under keen U.S. Congressional scrutiny.  





Grant proposals are reviewed by a committee composed of GMF staff and officials from selected partner institutions and grant decisions are made monthly.  The endowment is managed from GMF headquarters in Washington, DC, with the Board of Directors providing official oversight. While this alliance is considered a pooled financing approach due to the presence of other donors in the endowment, regulations specify that oversight of funds is still required. Two USAID representatives sit as nonvoting board members and exercise grant management as well as programmatic oversight over USAID’s EUR 10 million contribution. 











� Specifically, the Shell Petroleum Development Company of Nigeria Limited (SPDC)


� Though not as common, it is also possible for resource partners to respond by enlisting implementing partners as solicitors. 


� For non-profits, if an advance is allowed, funds may only be made available for 30-day periods.  A grantee may receive multiple 30-day advances but must liquidate all funds, as there are penalties and interest that apply when USG monies are held.  See �HYPERLINK "http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/global_partnerships/gda/tab/September102004ToolkitAppendixXIX.doc"��Payment Structures: Lessons from Building Alliances� for an extended treatment of this issue.
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